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Developmentsin Textilesand Clothing Trade, Post the ATC
Modellers off mark; EU/US trade policy remainsthe predominant
influence

I ntroduction

In the run up to the expiry of the Agreement on Textiles and
Clothing (ATC) at the end of 2004, a glut of studies and analyses,
including by reputable organizations like the Word Bank, WTO, etc.,
came down with dire predictions about the likely impact of the abolition
of long-standing quota regime. Certain textile and clothing exporting
developing countries were shown as particularly vulnerable and likely to
suffer major losses in exports and, consequently, economic welfare.

2. Quite evidently therefore there has been a keen interest in
assessments about actual developments in the post-ATC trading
environment. Although it is somewhat early for the full effect of quota
elimination to have reflected itself in available data on trade flows and, in
the meantime, new trade policy measures by the United States and the
European Union such as in the form of new safeguard restrictions on
China and anti-dumping duty on bed linen from Pakistan would appear to
have caused fresh disruptions in the market place, the following analysis
isintended to provide an appraisal of developments thusfar.

3. The data so far reveal a mixed picture. Predictions about some of
the catastrophic results have however proven ill-founded. This analysis
also confirms how the US/EU trade policy continues to be the major
underlying cause afflicting the export prospects of several developing
countries, and therefore the imperative of addressing urgently, at the
multilateral level, the issues of restrictive origin rules, unwarranted trade
remedy measures, and high tariffs.

A word on available data

4. Idedlly, a proper analysis should proceed on the basis of export
data from individual developing countries. Such data are however hard to
come by, not the least due to differences in reporting practices among
countries especially with respect to shipments from their export
processing zones, the time lag with which export data from various



countries become available, and the difficulty in trandlating data from
national currencies to a common unit of value. The following analysisis
therefore based on import data by the US and the European Union,
especially as these were the two largest entities applying quota
restrictions under the now defunct MFA and ATC regimes.

5. It is however important to emphasise at the outset that USA and
the EU employ different product coverage for purposes of disseminating
import data on textiles and clothing. For many years, the US has used the
product coverage based on the definitions of the MFA/ATC. MFA/ATC
product coverage included such large volume products as luggage, glass
fibre fabrics, and the like. These products are not commonly treated as
textiles and were included in the ATC at the insistence of quota-imposing
countries. As MFA and its successor, the ATC, have now expired, there
Is need to revert to the commonly used definition of textile and clothing
as prescribed under Section X1 of the Harmonized classification system
(the HS) subject, of course, to the exclusion of agricultural textile raw
materials that are also classified under this same Section XI of the HS but
are governed by WTO Agreement on Agriculture. However, since the US
continues to use the MFA/ATC product coverage, for practical reasons
and to avoid unnecessary confusion, this analysis is based on the same
coverage.

6. The EU on the other hand employs the product coverage of Section
X1 of the HS. Yet, as pointed out above, Section XI notably includes
certain agricultural textile raw materials such as raw silk, cotton and
some other vegetable fibres, wool and fine animal hair, etc. As these
items account for as much as 10% of the volume of EU imports, their
inclusion significantly distorts the data on textile and clothing. In the
event, for purposes of a proper analysis, this review excludes the imports
of these items from the data set.

7. Second, the EU reports its import statistics in terms of Euros. To
present a comparable view of imports into different markets, however,
the EU data has been converted to US dollars using the average Euro/US
dollar rates for relevant periods published by the IMF.

8. Third, previously the EU consisted of fifteen member States and
EU data on extra-EU imports to be for EU-15. Due to the enlargement of
the EU with the inclusion of ten new members States from May 2004, the
datais now being presented for EU-25.

9. Finally, for its own trade policy measures such as the GSP, the EU
treats imports under Chapter 63 of the HS (other made-up textile articles



such as bed/toilet/kitchen linen, home furnishings, blankets, quilts, etc.,)
as items of clothing. However, as these articles are considered under the
HS aswell asthe United Nation’s classification system -- the SITC -- and
by other importing countries as textile products, for purpose of this
analysis, too, these are treated as textiles.

Overall US'EU imports, post the ATC

10. Data on both US and EU imports is available up to September
2005. It is however important to note that the EU figures are generally
liable to be updated and revised. Therefore, in interpreting trends on EU
imports based on these numbers, a measure of caution is necessary.

11. Subject to the above caveat, the attached tables 1-A, 1-B and 1-C
show US imports in the year 2004 and the nine months periods January —
September 2004 and 2005. While Table 1-A is with respect to imports of
textiles and clothing combined, Tables 1-B and 1-C show data with
respect to imports of clothing and textiles respectively, both in terms of
value and volume. Tables 2-A, 2-B and 2-C likewise show extra-EU-25
imports in 2004 and January — September of 2004 and 2005. Both sets of
the tables include imports from the world and the major exporting
countries to these markets.

12. Overdl, the US market has recorded a healthy increase of 8.5% in
both dollar and volume terms in the post-ATC period January-September
2005 when compared with the same period in 2004. This increase in
value of 8.5% also compares favourably with the average annual increase
of 7.6% seen over the period 1994 — 2004. On the other hand, however,
this magnitude of import increase in January — September 2005 is not
unusual because, during five of the last ten years, the US imports
increased by 10% or more even under the quota regime.

13. In the case of EU-25, too, total textile and clothing imports
increased by 7.2% in dollar terms (although only 4.3% in Euro terms)
and 5.7% in terms of volume. This rate of increase of 7.2% in dollar
terms also compares favourably with the ten-year average of 6.1%, albeit
in EU-15 imports over the period 1994 — 2004.

I ndividual exporting countries performance, post the ATC

14. For a clearer review of the situation of individual exporting
countries’ performance and their future prospects, it is important to note
that, largely reflective of the working of US/EU trade policy especially
since about the Uruguay Round, some developing countries exports are
predominantly destined to the US market while some others are



concentrated only on the EU market. Thus, whereas Mexico, Jordan, the
Central American countries and some Sub-Saharan countries exports are
largely to the US, exports from Bulgaria, Morocco, Romania and Tunisia
are mainly to the EU. For example, Mexico’s textile and clothing exports
to the US in 2004 stood at $7.79 hillion, but to the EU only $117.4
million or a mere 1.5% of what it exported to the US. Conversely, while
Romania's 2004 exports to the EU were $5.25 hillion, its exports to the
US were only $106.9 million or amere 2% of what it exported to the EU.

15. Likewise, a maority of countries exports are concentrated in
clothing with very small proportions of textiles, both on the US and the
EU markets. For example, from amongst the significant players on either
market, 100% of Jordan’s exports, 99% of Dominican Republic’s and
over 84% of Mexico's exports to the US in the period January —
September 2005 were in clothing. Similarly, 95% of Morocco’s, 90% of
Romania's and 92% of Tunisia' s exports to EU-25 were comprised of
clothing.

16. In analysing the performance of various countries since the
abolition of quotas, it is pertinent to recall, firstly, that a number of
studies (notably including the one by the WTO Secretariat in August,
2004) had forecast that countries like Bangladesh, Cambodia and some
others would suffer steep declines in their export earnings, and therefore
large job losses. Secondly, that countries situated close to major markets
were likely to be less affected by heightened competition and that
therefore Mexico, the Caribbean, Eastern Europe and North Africa were
likely to remain important players and possibly maintain their market
shares especially given the preferential access that they had to US/EU
markets.

17. Asnoted at the start of this paper, the data on US/EU imports so
far however presents a mixed picture. The dire consequences predicted
for certain specific exporting countries have however proven ill-founded.
Nor do the data seem to confirm some of the positive forecasts that were
made in respect of some others. The following is a summary of what can
be discerned so far.

China and East Asia

18. Firstly, China’'s exports were very severely restrained by quotas,
with only nominal annual growth rates. Therefore, as expected, it has
seen a strong spurt in its textile and clothing exports to the US as well as
the EU markets in the post ATC period: by 61% in value and 46% in
volume to the US; by 49% in value and 40% in volume to EU-25.



19. However, reflecting the consolidation of production in China,
Hong Kong, China; Macao, China and Chinese Taipel have registered
significant declines in their exports to both markets.

20. Taken together, China; Hong Kong, China; Macao, China and
Chinese Taipei registered an increase of 34% in combined textiles and
clothing exportsto the US and by a similar percentage to EU-25.

21. Republic of Korea has also experienced declines in both markets,
although by lot less in textiles than in clothing, reflecting an ongoing
adjustment away from labour-intensive manufacturing that has been
taking place in its economy. Thusiits textile exports declined by only 3%.

ASEAN countries

22. From amongst the Asean countries, Indonesia increased its
exports to the US by 15.4% whereas Thailand managed to barely hold
its own. However, in so far as clothing alone is concerned, Thailand’'s
exports to the US also increased by 3.3% in value and 2.7% in volume. In
the EU market, however, both Indonesia and Thailland witnessed
significant declines.

23. Viewed from the perspective of the two countries respective
exports to the two markets combined, they appear to be holding their
own. While Indonesia registered an increase of 1.7%, Thailand declined
by 4.9%.

24.  After experiencing very healthy increases in its exports to the US
for three consecutive years following the grant of MFN status by the US,
Vietnam seems to be faced with a period of consolidation. After quickly
advancing to the position of 6™ largest textile and clothing exporter to the
USin 2004, Vietnam has dropped a notch to the 7" slot. While in volume
terms it managed to register an increase of 2.2% in January-September
2005 compared to the same period last year, its exports in value terms
declined by a marginal 0.8%. In the EU market, too, it declined but by
1.9% in January-September 2005.

25. From amongst the other Asean countries, Malaysia and
Philippines have seen considerable declines in their exports to both the
US and EU markets. However, while Malaysia has suffered declines in
both markets, considering that the large bulk of Philippines’ exports have
traditionally been to the US (where it experienced a decrease of only
3.0%), the overall impact on its exports appears to be rather benign.



26. As for Cambodia, although it was predicted to be a casualty of
quota elimination, it has not only held its own in the face of severe
competition but also logged a healthy 9% increase in its exports to the
US/EU markets when taken as a whole. While it experienced a decline of
about 11% in its exports to the EU, it clocked a hefty 17% increase in the
US market which accounted for some 75% of the total to the two
markets. More significantly perhaps, Cambodia managed to increase the
unit price of its exports to the US even though it does not enjoy any duty-
free advantage on that market.

South Asia

27. Just as Cambodia, Bangladesh has also proven the forecasters
wrong. Thus, it too has seen its exports to the US increase by a healthy
19% in value and 20% in volume in the period since the abolition of
quotas, i.e., January — September 2005 compared to the same period in
2004. Equally significant, the overall unit price of its garment exports to
the US has remained virtually constant. Indeed, the President of
Bangladesh Knitwear Manufacturers and Exporters Association is
reported to have said that “the end to the quota regime had resulted in
member businesses setting up 92 new factories, creating 100,000 new
jobs” and that “we have now targeted $1 billion in knitwear exports to
the United States in 2006”. To complete the picture in respect of
Bangladesh, it needs however to be noted that, in the EU market, it has
experienced a decline of 5.9% in value terms, athough it managed to
hold its own in terms of the volume (where it declined a mere 1.3%).

28. Similar to Bangladesh, Sri Lanka also increased its exports to the
US by a healthy 10.7% (11.5% in clothing) in the post quota period of
January — September 2005. In the EU market, however, its textile and
clothing exports declined by some 3% both in value and volume. Taking
both markets together, Sri Lanka also managed to withstand competition
and increase its overall exports by 4.7%.

29. Unfortunately however, Maldives has seen its exports to its only
market, the US, plunge. And Nepal, too, has experienced large declines
in exports: by 26% to the US and 7% to the EU.

30. As expected, India has registered large gains in both US and EU
markets. by 25.6% in value and 20.3% in volume to the US; 19.5% in
value and 6.3% in volume to the EU.

31. Pakistan too increased its exports to the US by 11.6% in value and
7.6% in volume. On the EU market, however, it suffered declines: 10.3%



in value, 2.5% in volume. It may be noted that these declines appear to
have been largely due to the imposition of anti-dumping duty on bed
linen, the single largest item of Pakistan's export to the EU, and the
abrupt withdrawal of duty free access from January 2005 that Pakistani
exports otherwise enjoyed on the EU market for the last three years.
Thus, significantly, Pakistan’'s exports to the EU under HS Chapter 63
(other made-up articles which include bed linen) alone decreased from
$668 million in January — September 2004 to $561 million, or 16% less
than in the same period this year.

Middle East and Turkey

32. Egypt and Turkey have traditionally had strong textile industries.
In the US market, Egypt increased its exports by 7.3 % in value terms,
and 3.5% in volume. On the EU market, however, Egyptian exports
registered a marginal decline of 1.5% in value, while advancing by 1.5%
in volume. Taking both markets together, Egypt managed to hold its own
despite heightened competition in the wake of quota elimination and
tariff preferences enjoyed by its neighbours.

33. Jordan, unknown about its prowess in textile and clothing,
emerged as a significant player on the export scene in this sector only
from 2001 following its free trade agreement with the United States and
maintaining its growth momentum of the last three years increased its
exports to the US by 20.8% in value and 24.7% in volume in January —
September 2005. In this connection, it is worth noting that Jordan’s
clothing exports to the US have leaped from a mere $43 million in 2000
to $1.1 billion in the 12-month period ending September 2005. Ironically,
Jordanian exports to the EU in January — September 2005 were only $8.8
million, reflecting most clearly the profound influence of trade policy in
the sector.

34. Turkey's exports to its main market, the EU, maintained its
upward march and increased by 6.4% in value and 3.1% in volume
during January-September 2005. On the US market, however, it suffered
a decline of 5.9% in value and 12.7% in volume in January-September
2005. On the two markets combined, Turkey’s exports increased by some
$540 million, or 5%. (It should be worth noting that while Turkey’s 2004
textile and clothing exports to the EU stood at $13 billion, its exports to
the US were $1.8 billion or less than 14% of its exports to the EU.)



Sub-Saharan Africa

As in the case of Jordan, several Sub-Saharan African countries aso
emerged on the textile scene following the grant of duty free access by
the United States under its Africa Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA)
from October 2000. Consequently, together, the Sub-Saharan countries
were able to increase their clothing exports to the US from $748 million
in 2000 to $1.78 billion in 2004.

35. In the post-ATC period January-September 2005, these countries
combined textile and clothing exports to the US suffered a decline of
11.3% in value and 12.4% in volume compared to the same period last
year. From amongst this group of countries, only Botswana and Kenya
managed to register increases. by 19.8% and 3.5% respectively.
L esotho’ s exports declined by 11.1%, M adagascar’s by 5.6%, Malawi’s
by 10.8%, Mauritius by 20.9%, Namibia’'s by 21.7%, South Africa’s
by 44.4% and Swaziland’ s by 1.5%.

36. Apat from Madagascar, Mauritius and South Africa, these
countries have had little exports to the EU. On that market, while
M adagascar’ s exports increased by 9.8%, those of M auritius and South
Africa suffered declines of 15.6% and 16.7% respectively.

North Africa and Eastern Europe

37. From North Africa and Eastern Europe, Bulgaria, M orocco,
Romania and Tunisia have a large presence on the EU market, virtually
al in clothing and that, too, on the back of duty-free advantage that they
enjoy. On the US market, however, they have but only a small presence
in each case. Thus, while Romanian exports in 2004 to the EU amounted
to $ 5.25 hillion, to the US these were merely $ 106.9 million. The
corresponding figures for Bulgaria were $1.6 hillion to the EU, only
$174.2 million to the US; Morocco $3.2 hillion to the EU, only $75.5
million to the US; Tunisia $3.5 hillion to the EU, only $45.6 million to
the US.

38. Inthe post-ATC period of January-September 2005, in contrast to
the forecasts that these countries were likely to maintain their market
shares given in particular their preferentia access and lower
transportation costs to EU market, except for Bulgaria, the other three
suffered declines in their exports to the EU: Morocco by 6.8%, Romania
by 4.1% and Tunisia by 3%. Bulgarian exports, in contrast, increased by
3.9%.
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39. It may not be out of place to mention that these countries' trade is
essentially locked into that of the EU by virtue of the latter’ s trade policy
including, especialy, the origin rules. In fact, as typified in a recent
policy statement by the EU Commission, the EU appears to view them as
virtually an extension of its textile industry. Thus, for example, in its
guidelines for consideration of safeguard actions against Chinese
imports, the Commission stipulated that, among other factors, it will also
consider the impact of imports from China in particular on Southern and
East-Mediterranean countries “as they are part of the natural zone of
competitiveness of the EU textile and clothing industry and are an
important destination of both exports and investments of EU industry”. In
the event, it appears that these countries’ problems owe much to their
industrial structures which are locked into the need to use EU inputs,
such as yarns and fabrics.

Latin/Central America

40. Asin the case of North African and Eastern European countries
concentration on the EU market, exports from Latin American and
Central American countries are primarily focused on the US market. For
example, Mexico's textile and clothing exports to the US in 2004
amounted to $7.79 billion; to the EU only $117.4 million, despite the fact
that with the EU, too, Mexico isjoined by afree-trade area agreement.

41. Mexico's exports to the US have been on a declining path for
several years. Reaching a peak of $9.69 hillion in 2000 from $0.68
billion in 1990, they had declined to $7.79 billion by 2004. In the post-
ATC period, January — September 2005, they further declined by 6.3%
compared to the same period in 2004. Significantly, however, while
Mexico’s clothing exports in January — September 2005 declined by 8%
in value, in textiles they increased by 4.2%. This in fact is a continued
reflection of the effect of the extremely restrictive origin rules of NAFTA
under which bulk of Mexico’s clothing exports to the US are obligated to
be made of US inputs, especially yarns and fabrics.

42. From amongst the Central American countries, taking their
performance in value and volume together and contrasting it with that of
Morocco, Romania and Tunisia which have suffered noticeable declines
on the EU market, Guatemala, Honduras and El Salvador appear to be
holding their own even in the face of heightened competition following
the abolition of quota restrictions. Thus, whereas El Salvador’ s exports to
the US in January — September 2005 declined by 3% in value (after
virtually staying at the same level in 2004 as in 2003), they increased by
2.7% in volume. Guatemala's exports remained virtually unchanged,
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fluctuating month by month. In January-September 2005, they showed a
decline of 1.5% in value, but only a marginal 0.5% in volume. While
Honduras' exports increased in volume by 5.9%, they remained virtually
static in value. However, Costa Rica which had been on a declining path
since 2000 saw its exports further decrease by 7.5% in value and 8.4% in
volume.

43. At arelated level, while Dominican Republic which has aso been
on a declining path since 2000 saw its exports further decrease by 6.7%
in value (although by only 1.7% in volume) in January — September 2005
compared to the same period last year, its neighbour across the border,
Haiti, to which Dominican Republic industry has recently moved some
new investments, saw its exports to the US increase by a hefty 28.6%
from $232 million to $299 million. Similarly, Nicaragua’'s exports aso
increased by 21% in value and 16.5% in volume in the same post ATC-
period.

44. From amongst the Latin American countries, maintaining their
upward trend since 2002, the value of Brazil’s exports to the US
increased 6%, Colombia's by a margina 1% and Peru’'s 20.4%,
although Brazilian and Colombian exports declined in volume.
Argentina increased its exports by 15% and Uruguay by 1.9%. To the
EU, however, with the exception of Peru which registered an increase of
20.3%, all othersregistered declines at different rates.

Trendsin prices, post the ATC

45. Under the quota system, trade transactions were not driven by
normal commercial considerations alone. Quota costs were an important
component of pricing decisions and arrangements. The abolition of
quotas was therefore widely believed to cause reductions in prices,
especialy for products from countries with tight quota restrictions.
Indeed, average import prices had been on a declining trend for severa
years.

46. Viewed against this background, it is a little surprising that the
prices of textile and clothing imports appear in fact to have been holding
their own. A cursory glance through variations in the value and volume
of US/EU imports from several countries shown in tables 1-A through 2-
C would attest to this general observation.

47. It should however be emphasised that generalised, period to
period, price comparisons at aggregate levels can hardly provide a
precise insight, not the least due to the effect of shifts in relative

12



exchange rates on prices. Moreover, after the abolition of quotas, the
export mix of various countries has been changing with shifts towards
higher proportions of clothing exports which generally command higher
prices. Even in the case of textile imports, there appears to be a shift
towards higher unit prices from certain countries which, in turn, is
explained by increased shares of made-up articlesin their exports that are
priced relatively higher than other textile items such as yarns and fabrics.

48. In the event, for a worthwhile assessment, it is necessary to
analyze price changes with reference to specific homogenous products
with similar characteristics. Tables 3-A to 3-C have been prepared
accordingly. The three selected products in each table are those with
large import volumes in the US and in the export of which a significant
number of developing countries from different regions have participated
over the last severa years.

49. The tables indicate the volume, the value and average unit prices
of imports in the product concerned from different countries for various
time periods. It needs to be emphasized that the value data does not
include import duties borne on these products from non-preference
receiving countries at the following rates of MFN tariffs: HTS 6110 2020
65, Men and boys' cotton knit shirtsin category 338: tariff rate of 16.5%;
HTS 6110 3030 55, Women and girls man-made fibres knit-shirts in
category 339: tariff rate of 32%; and HTS 6204 6240 20, women’s cotton
trousers and breeches in category 348: tariff rate of 16.6%.

50. From the unit pricesin these tablesit is apparent, first that pricesin
the post-quota period did initially decline, although not in each case.
Indeed, that is how it would have been expected due to the disappearance
of quota costs associated with exports from different restrained countries,
the heightening of competition, and the buyers sourcing strategies. Data
for more recent months point to prices stabilising, even recovering
somewhat. Secondly, that given the wide differences in relative unit
prices from different countries, it is difficult to draw any generalized
conclusions as to whether price were necessarily the decisive factor in
sourcing decisions. This would especially be the case if tariff costs borne
by imports from non-preference receiving countries are also added in.
Thirdly, it is noticeable that in certain cases prices in respect of imports
from preferential suppliers such as Mexico and Central American
countries are significantly lower than those from other major sources,
suggesting that different countries specialize in supplying products in
different segments of trade. In fact it also appears as though imports from
preferential suppliers were being sourced in broadly similar price
segments.
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US/EU trade policy remainsthe major constraining influence

51. Although it is early days yet to derive any definitive conclusions,
trade flowsin the post-ATC period so far present a mixed picture.

52.  The anaysis of developments however shows that simulations-
based forecasts by WTO, World Bank and other researchers were wide
off the mark. Certain developing countries that were predicted by these
researchers to be major casualties of the expiry of quotas have been
experiencing a fresh boom in their exports.

53. On the other hand, Mexico and Eastern European and North
African countries which were predicted by these same researchers to
retain their market shares have generally witnessed declines in their
exports. That it should be so despite the duty free access, shorter
distances and other related cost advantages that they enjoy to their main
markets highlights the plain fact that the US/EU trade policy stands as the
villain in the way of their export prospects.

54. Tied asthey are to using US/EU inputs (yarns, fabrics, accessories
and services) by virtue of US/EU origin rules with al the associated
burdens that go with it, their export structures are deprived of the
flexibility necessary to succeed in the market place. The design of these
origin rules for import of clothing from preference-receiving countries is
specifically amed at providing protection to US/EU domestic producers.
It assures captive markets for their textile products and service providers,
only incidentally helping the beneficiary developing countries.

55. A similar situation binds most Central American countries where
they, too, were obliged to using US inputs by virtue of its restrictive
origin rules. Several major Central American exporting countries have so
far held their own. Yet their exporters and those of others in the region
are also faced with the constraining influence of the same problem as
Mexican, East European and North African clothing exporters.

56. A measure of the effect of this policy behind those origin rules can
be gauged from the fact that in 2004 some 28% of EU textile (i.e,
excluding clothing) exports were consumed by Romania, Tunisia,
Morocco and Bulgaria alone, with the figure rising to 37% if EU exports
to Turkey were also included. On the other side of the Atlantic, fully 77%
of all US yarns and fabrics exports in 2004 were taken by NAFTA and
the Central American and Caribbean Basin countries, beneficiaries of
duty free access to the US. These same countries took less than 40% of
these exports in 1989.
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57. And the success of origin rules as above is assured by the
maintenance of high tariffs on clothing relative to tariffs on other
industrial productsin developed countries.

58. Not just the preference receiving countries, the above constraints
stand in the way of other developing economies, too: by way of limiting
the further growth of trade in the sector generally as well asin the context
of South-South trade. That is not however to say that developing
countries own tariffs are not similarly high. The important difference
however is that textile and clothing products in developing countries are
not singled out from other industrial products in the same manner as in
developed countries for differential tariff treatment. It is important that
the opportunity of Doha Round is utilized to address all these constraints.

59. The constraining influence of trade policy is not limited to the
workings of restrictive origin rules and high tariffs alone, however. The
sharp fal in Pakistani bed linen exports to the EU due to the anti-
dumping duty imposed by the latter also underscores the devastating
effect that such trade remedy measures can bring on the exports of
developing countries.

60. The moral of the story then is that despite the elimination of quota
restrictions, there is a lot more in US/EU trade policy that has in the
meantime come to stand in the way of developing economies exportsin
a sector so vital to their growth and development. The imperative
necessity therefore of addressing these impediments in the context of
ongoing negotiations, if the Doha Development Agenda is to deliver a
truly genuine development package!
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Table 1-A

US Textiles and Clothing Imports, January - September 2005

Million US dollars Million Square Metre Equivalents
Year January - September Year January - September
% %
Exporter 2004 2004 2005 Change 2004 2004 2005 Change
World 83,3104 62,4309 67,724.2 8.5 46,936.1 35,341.4 38,329.8 8.5
ITCB Members
Argentina 24.5 16.4 18.9 15.0 30.7 25.5 10.2 -60.2
Bangladesh 2,065.5 1,546.7 1,839.6 18.9 1,108.5 835.0 1,000.6 19.8
Brazil 407.8 315.1 333.9 6.0 497.3 389.9 336.2 -13.8
China 14,558.1 10,907.3 17,591.2 61.3| 11,662.3 8,717.8 12,727.9 46.0
Colombia 636.3 471.2 474.9 0.8 166.9 126.6 120.8 -4.6
Costa Rica 524.0 390.6 361.2 -7.5 333.7 246.8 226.0 -8.4
DPR Korea n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Egypt 564.3 419.8 450.3 7.3 288.1 216.8 224.3 3.5
El Salvador 1,756.9 1,296.9 1,249.5 -3.7 894.8 657.6 675.2 2.7
Guatemala 1,959.5 1,445.8 1,424.2 -15 550.3 411.6 409.4 -0.5
Hong Kong, China 3,959.1 2,879.0 2,433.5 -15.5 862.0 637.5 508.2 -20.3
Honduras 2,677.5 1,966.9 1,968.7 0.1 1,208.9 887.2 939.7 5.9
India 3,633.3 2,764.5 3,473.0 25.6 1,914.8 1,460.1 1,756.0 20.3
Indonesia 2,620.2 2,010.8 2,319.7 154 1,274.8 978.7 1,007.7 3.0
Korea Rep. 2,579.7 1,968.6 1,443.8 -26.7 2,301.4 1,717.2 1,475.1 -14.1
Macao, China 1,437.0 1,065.7 806.4 -24.3 448.2 331.0 199.8 -39.6
Maldives 811 59.6 4.7 -92.1 37.9 28.0 2.4 -91.6
Pakistan 2,546.1 1,908.0 2,130.0 11.6 2,970.2 2,261.2 2,433.1 7.6
Paraguay 1.2 0.8 0.8 3.3 0.2 0.2 0.8 307.26
Peru 691.6 511.1 615.2 20.4 94.3 70.8 77.0 8.6
Sri Lanka 1,585.2 1,151.6 1,274.3 10.7 487.7 366.8 397.0 8.2
Thailand 2,198.2 1,600.8 1,591.8 -0.6 1,113.9 836.1 782.5 -6.4
Uruguay 17.2 11.3 115 1.9 2.3 15 1.7 10.9
Vietnam 2,719.6 2,165.5 2,148.6 -0.8 905.4 689.0 704.2 2.2
Others
Mexico 7,793.3 5,922.0 5,551.1 -6.3 4,100.6 3,138.4 2,960.7 -5.7
Canada 3,085.5 2,344.4 2,164.3 -7.7 3,271.9 2,497.0 2,291.3 -8.2
Turkey 1,763.9 1,335.0 1,256.8 -5.9 982.0 752.0 656.9 -12.7
Jordan 956.4 671.6 811.0 20.8 227.6 157.9 196.8 24.7
Morocco 75.5 58.7 46.1 -21.5 14.3 12.1 6.2 -48.9
Tunisia 45.6 35.8 43.8 22.3 5.5 4.3 4.1 -2.5
Bulgaria 174.2 121.0 84.0 -30.6 66.2 37.8 26.8 -29.2
Romania 106.9 81.4 87.5 7.5 38.7 28.9 29.9 3.2
Cambodia 1,441.7 1,076.6 1,263.0 17.3 672.8 502.5 541.4 7.7
Chinese Taipei 2,103.9 1,602.0 1,242.2 -22.5 1,302.0 1,003.0 812.4 -19.0
Malaysia 764.3 580.3 537.5 -7.4 363.6 286.4 239.3 -16.5
Mongolia 229.1 169.7 99.3 -41.5 64.4 49.8 29.9 -40.0
Nepal 130.6 103.1 76.0 -26.3 42.5 33.9 18.3 -46.0
Philippines 1,938.1 1,472.9 1,429.2 -3.0 711.0 544.4 479.6 -11.9
Dominican Rep. 2,065.6 1,510.8 1,408.9 -6.7 772.4 565.5 555.8 -1.7
Haiti 324.2 232.3 298.7 28.6 153.6 111.1 144.0 29.6
Nicaragua 595.0 435.2 526.4 21.0 177.2 128.0 149.2 16.5
Jamaica 85.6 65.0 44.4 -31.7 53.2 41.8 26.1 -37.7
TablelA
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Million US dollars Million Square Metre Equivalents
Year January - September Year January - September
% %
Exporter 2004 2004 2005 Change 2004 2004 2005 Change
EU15 4,530.0 3,404.1 3,321.6 -2.4 2,062.7 1,539.5 1,453.3 -5.6
Of which
Italy 2,260.7 1,717.5 1,650.0 -3.9 461.5 346.8 302.4 -12.8
Sub-Sahara 1,782.7 1,281.5 1,136.9 -11.3 462.3 339.7 297.6 -12.4
Of which
Botswana 20.2 15.6 18.7 19.8 5.8 4.3 4.6 7.0
Kenya 277.3 199.2 206.1 35 73.4 53.5 57.3 7.1
Lesotho 455.8 332.9 296.0 -11.1 111.2 83.3 72.5 -12.9
Madagascar 323.1 218.8 206.5 -5.6 69.4 49.6 46.9 5.4
Malawi 26.8 20.0 17.9 -10.8 7.8 5.9 5.4 -9.2
Mauritius 227.5 170.4 134.7 -20.9 375 28.3 23.8 -15.6
Namibia 78.9 50.6 39.6 -21.7 18.9 12.8 11.6 -8.8
South Africa 163.9 123.3 68.5 -44.4 57.4 42.3 20.4 -51.9
Swaziland 178.7 128.7 126.8 -1.5 61.5 45.1 43.1 -4.5

Source: US Department of Commerce, OTEXA; Product coverage: MFA.
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Table 1-B

US Clothing Imports, January - September 2005

Million US dollars

Million Square Metre Equivalents

Year January - September Year January - September
% %
Exporter 2004 2004 2005 Change 2004 2004 2005 Change
World 64,767.7 48,511.9 52,358.0 7.9 19,951.0 14,943.6 16,730.5 12.0
ITCB Members
Argentina 4.9 4.0 3.1 -225 14 11 0.7 -36.0
Bangladesh 1,977.6 1,476.1 1,769.0 19.8 941.7 698.2 840.9 20.4
Brazil 134.5 98.6 97.8 -0.9 37.3 28.7 23.3 -18.8
China 8,927.9 6,692.8 12,208.1 82.4 2,972.5 2,205.4 4,655.7 111.1
Colombia 589.2 435.9 442.4 15 138.5 105.0 97.8 -6.9
Costa Rica 515.6 384.4 354.0 -7.9 303.7 222.9 211.7 -5.0
DPR Korea n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Egypt 422.3 311.7 318.0 2.0 156.0 116.3 123.9 6.5
El Salvador 1,720.3 1,266.5 1,229.5 -2.9 852.6 624.9 651.6 4.3
Guatemala 1,946.7 1,436.3 1,411.9 -1.7 499.4 374.9 366.9 2.2
Hong Kong, China 3,849.0 2,794.4 2,355.4 -15.7 739.0 548.6 399.8 -27.1
Honduras 2,673.4 1,963.7 1,963.2 0.0 1,198.5 879.3 928.0 5.6
India 2,217.1 1,713.6 2,270.8 325 609.3 472.8 601.2 27.2
Indonesia 2,402.8 1,844.9 2,165.3 17.4 703.4 543.0 618.5 13.9
Korea Rep. 1,808.8 1,380.3 874.6 -36.6 624.4 464.8 263.3 -43.4
Macao, China 1,436.4 1,065.2 805.8 -24.4 447.1 330.1 198.2 -40.0
Maldives 81.1 59.6 4.7 -92.1 37.9 28.0 2.4 -91.6
Pakistan 1,137.7 845.2 920.1 8.9 519.3 388.5 426.0 9.7
Paraguay 12 0.8 0.7 -20.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 -26.7
Peru 676.7 500.0 600.8 20.2 88.2 66.0 71.4 8.1
Sri Lanka 1,549.4 1,1235 1,252.3 115 415.0 306.9 3445 12.2
Thailand 1,799.4 1,305.2 1,348.7 3.3 533.1 392.0 402.4 2.7
Uruguay 11.8 7.5 7.1 5.1 1.0 0.7 0.5 -30.4
Vietnam 2,562.5 2,047.9 2,027.0 -1.0 777.1 593.7 594.5 0.2
Others
Mexico 6,684.8 5,083.7 4,677.7 -8.0 1,896.2 1,453.6 1,311.3 -9.8
Canada 1,504.4 1,146.6 972.2 -15.2 244.6 188.6 145.9 -22.6
Turkey 1,168.6 881.1 744.7 -15.5 307.4 232.6 187.5 -19.4
Jordan 956.2 671.4 810.8 20.8 227.4 157.7 196.6 24.7
Morocco 74.3 57.8 42.5 -26.4 13.8 11.6 5.0 -56.9
Tunisia 44.0 34.3 43.4 26.5 4.8 3.6 4.0 10.3
Bulgaria 1344 104.6 74.0 -29.3 34.0 25.1 22.3 -11.2
Romania 90.1 69.6 72.6 4.3 135 10.4 8.1 -22.8
Cambodia 1,429.0 1,068.0 1,252.6 17.3 634.7 473.6 518.2 9.4
Chinese Taipei 1,548.9 1,174.8 843.4 -28.2 572.0 443.4 291.9 -34.2
Malaysia 712.0 536.7 500.7 -6.7 210.6 153.8 150.1 -2.4
Mongolia 227.0 168.0 99.1 -41.0 61.5 47.4 29.7 -37.3
Nepal 98.0 79.9 49.4 -38.2 34.8 27.8 15.1 -45.7
Philippines 1,785.6 1,352.6 1,357.4 0.4 513.6 388.6 379.8 -2.3
Dominican Rep. 2,058.8 1,505.6 1,404.4 -6.7 761.4 557.0 548.9 -1.5
Haiti 324.2 232.3 298.7 28.6 153.6 1111 144.0 29.6
Nicaragua 594.7 435.0 526.4 21.0 175.2 126.9 149.2 17.6
Jamaica 85.3 64.8 44.2 -31.7 52.5 41.2 25.7 -37.6
TablelB
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Million US dollars

Million Square Metre Equivalents

Year January - September Year January - September
% %
Exporter 2004 2004 2005 Change 2004 2004 2005 Change
Eul5 2,067.6 1,577.7 1,495.5 -5.2 137.8 105.2 90.7 -13.8
Of which
Italy 1,426.6 1,095.1 1,054.5 -3.7 84.0 64.7 53.3 -17.7
Sub-Sahara 1,757.5 1,264.9 1,121.7 -11.3 440.3 324.1 288.1 -11.1
Of which
Botswana 20.2 15.6 18.7 19.8 5.8 4.3 4.6 7.0
Kenya 277.2 199.1 205.7 3.3 73.3 53.4 57.2 7.0
Lesotho 455.8 332.9 296.0 -11.1 111.2 83.3 72.5 -12.9
Madagascar 323.1 218.8 206.5 -5.6 69.4 49.6 46.9 5.4
Malawi 26.8 20.0 17.9 -10.8 7.8 5.9 5.4 -9.2
Mauritius 227.3 170.2 134.6 -20.9 37.3 28.0 23.7 -15.4
Namibia 78.7 50.4 39.6 -215 18.3 12.2 11.6 -4.4
South Africa 1415 108.6 55.3 -49.1 38.9 29.7 12.2 -58.9
Swaziland 178.7 128.7 126.7 -1.5 61.5 45.1 43.1 -4.5

Source: US Department of Commerce, OTEXA; Product coverage: MFA.
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Table 1-C

US Textile Imports, January - September 2005

Million US dollars

Million Square Metre Equivalents

Year January - September Year January - September
Exporter 2004 2004 2005 % Change 2004 2004 2005 % Change
World 18,542.8 13,919.0 15,366.2 10.4] 26,985.1 20,397.7 21,599.3 5.9
ITCB Members
Argentina 19.6 12.4 15.8 27.0 29.4 24.4 9.5 -61.2
Bangladesh 88.0 70.6 70.6 0.0 166.9 136.8 159.7 16.8
Brazil 273.2 216.4 236.1 9.1 460.0 361.2 312.9 -13.4
China 5,630.2 4,214.5 5,383.1 27.7 8,689.8 6,512.5 8,072.2 24.0
Colombia 47.1 35.4 325 -8.2 28.4 21.6 23.0 6.7
Costa Rica 8.4 6.2 7.2 16.1 30.0 23.9 14.2 -40.4
DPR Korea n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Egypt 142.0 108.2 132.2 22.3 132.1 100.5 100.4 -0.1
El Salvador 36.7 30.3 20.0 -34.0 42.2 32.7 23.6 -27.9
Guatemala 12.8 9.5 12.2 28.5 51.0 36.7 42.5 15.9
Hong Kong, China 110.2 84.7 78.1 -7.8 123.0 88.9 108.4 21.9
Honduras 4.2 3.2 5.5 69.6 10.3 7.9 11.7 48.1
India 1,416.2 1,050.8 1,202.2 14.4 1,305.4 987.3 1,154.8 17.0
Indonesia 217.4 165.9 154.5 -6.9 571.4 435.8 389.2 -10.7
Korea Rep. 770.9 588.2 569.2 -3.2 1,677.0 1,252.4 1,211.8 -3.2
Macao, China 0.6 0.6 0.6 9.0 1.1 0.9 1.6 87.0
Maldives n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Pakistan 1,408.4 1,062.7 1,210.0 13.9 2,450.9 1,872.7 2,007.1 7.2
Paraguay - - 0.2 - - - 0.6 -
Peru 14.8 11.1 14.4 30.2 6.1 4.8 5.6 15.7
Sri Lanka 35.8 28.1 22.0 -21.8 72.7 59.9 52.5 -12.3
Thailand 398.8 295.6 243.1 -17.8 580.8 444.1 380.1 -14.4
Uruguay 5.4 3.8 4.3 15.8 1.3 0.9 1.2 42.1
Vietnam 157.2 117.6 121.6 3.4 128.4 95.4 109.7 15.1
Others
Mexico 1,108.5 838.2 873.5 4.2 2,204.4 1,684.8 1,649.5 -2.1
Canada 1,581.1 1,197.8 1,192.1 -0.5 3,027.3 2,308.4 2,145.4 -7.1
Turkey 595.2 453.9 512.1 12.8 674.6 519.5 469.4 -9.6
Bulgaria 39.8 16.5 10.1 -38.9 32.2 12.7 4.5 -64.6
Romania 16.8 11.7 14.8 26.3 25.1 18.5 21.8 17.9
Cambodia 12.7 8.6 10.4 21.6 38.1 28.9 23.2 -20.0
Chinese Taipei 555.0 427.2 398.8 -6.7 730.1 559.5 520.5 -7.0
Malaysia 52.3 43.6 36.8 -15.5 153.0 132.6 89.3 -32.7
Mongolia 2.1 1.7 0.2 -87.1 2.9 2.4 0.2 -92.1
Nepal 32.6 23.2 26.6 14.5 7.7 6.1 3.2 -47.4
Philippines 152.5 120.3 71.8 -40.3 197.4 155.8 99.8 -35.9
Dominican Rep. 6.8 5.1 45 -11.7 11.0 8.5 6.9 -19.2
EU15 2,462.4 1,826.4 1,826.1 0.0 1,924.8 1,434.3 1,362.6 -5.0
Of which
Italy 834.1 622.4 595.5 -4.3 377.5 282.1 249.2 -11.7
Sub-Sahara 25.2 16.6 15.2 -8.5 22.0 15.6 9.4 -39.5
Of which
South Africa 22.4 14.6 13.2 -9.6 18.5 12.7 8.2 -35.6

Source: US Department of Commerce, OTEXA; Product coverage: MFA.



Table 2-A

EU25 Textiles and Clothing Imports, January - September 2005

Value in Million US$

Quantity in Tons

Year January - September Year January - September
Exporter 2004 2004 2005 2005/04 2004 2004 2005 2005/04
IntraEU25 93,450.0 69,502.4 n.a. n.a. 10,538,949 8,095,368 n.a. n.a.
ExtraEU25 84,252.4  63,129.0 67,663.2 7.2% 8,681,691 6,455,323 6,820,951 5.7%
ITCB Members:
Argentina 69.3 52.3 42.5 -18.8% 9,349 7,179 5,495 -23.4%
Bangladesh 4,835.6 3,658.2 3,442.6 -5.9% 564,162 429,561 424,039 -1.3%
Brazil 277.1 219.5 202.0 -8.0% 58,737 47,398 38,597 -18.6%
China 18,229.8  13,665.8 20,386.6 49.2% 1,933,760 1,472,533 2,068,147 40.4%
Colombia 53.1 415 37.1 -10.7% 3,923 3,114 2,701 -13.3%
Costa Rica 2.4 2.0 1.9 -7.3% 174 143 117 -17.9%
DPR Korea 13.2 10.4 9.8 -5.9% 1,192 976 859 -12.0%
Egypt 758.9 579.4 573.1 -1.1% 96,845 74,242 75,374 1.5%
El Salvador 11.7 9.6 10.7 12.0% 2,140 1,612 1,668 3.4%
Guatemala 7.2 5.0 4.5 -9.9% 2,686 1,873 2,327 24.3%
Honduras 35.9 27.0 211 -21.6% 15,412 11,032 10,824 -1.9%
Hong Kong China 2,526.8 1,862.7 1,097.9 -41.1% 132,257 95,476 64,803 -32.1%
India 5,504.8 4,205.2 5,024.0 19.5% 754,825 571,995 607,880 6.3%
Indonesia 2,178.1 1,653.6 1,406.4 -14.9% 272,299 209,106 185,566 -11.3%
Korea Rep 1,785.6 1,328.9 993.4 -25.2% 333,366 250,150 202,531 -19.0%
Macao China 534.5 397.7 218.1 -45.2% 23,820 18,322 10,940 -40.3%
Maldives 0.3 0.3 0.1 -78.6% 25 24 6 -74.0%
Pakistan 2,880.5 2,103.4 1,887.2 -10.3% 492,288 362,939 353,765 -2.5%
Paraguay 3.9 3.2 1.6 -51.2% 205 162 167 2.7%
Peru 117.6 88.5 106.5 20.3% 7,446 5,770 6,929 20.1%
Sri Lanka 1,047.3 774.1 748.9 -3.2% 102,208 77,621 75,280 -3.0%
Thailand 1,455.2 1,108.8 986.4 -11.0% 140,698 108,293 114,756 6.0%
Uruguay 62.1 46.1 45.7 -1.0% 10,544 7,784 8,409 8.0%
Vietnam 903.4 700.0 687.0 -1.9% 87,533 68,562 62,374 -9.0%
Preferential:
Bulgaria 1,559.2 1,163.0 1,208.8 3.9% 89,262 66,351 68,356 3.0%
Morocco 3,163.3 2,380.4 2,218.9 -6.8% 154,372 116,866 106,574 -8.8%
Romania 5,246.4 3,924.8 3,765.7 -4.1% 256,099 190,711 174,357 -8.6%
Tunisia 3,524.9 2,647.8 2,568.6 -3.0% 165,533 124,935 114,850 -8.1%
Turkey 12,995.8 9,639.5  10,258.2 6.4% 1,074,557 787,864 812,621 3.1%
Others:
Cambodia 646.1 468.5 416.2 -11.2% 38,937 28,089 25,772 -8.2%
Chinese Taipei 940.5 711.5 595.4 -16.3% 195,672 149,803 185,246 23.7%
Japan 727.0 530.7 523.5 -1.4% 75,088 55,568 58,166 4.7%
Jordan 13.3 9.7 8.8 -9.0% 1,021 789 653 -17.2%
Laos 146.9 112.6 107.3 -4.7% 10,035 7,541 7,002 -71.2%
Lesotho 11 0.8 0.8 -6.9% 65 50 75 49.5%
Madagascar 209.6 152.2 167.1 9.8% 13,234 9,273 8,904 -4.0%
Malaysia 497.4 364.9 353.2 -3.2% 91,246 69,071 68,776 -0.4%
Mauritius 651.1 512.4 432.4 -15.6% 32,648 26,096 20,860 -20.1%
Mexico 117.4 87.8 89.6 2.1% 19,383 14,436 17,402 20.5%
Nepal 96.7 71.9 66.6 -7.4% 7,613 5,787 4,963 -14.2%
Norway 161.3 113.6 118.2 4.0% 20,187 14,820 14,789 -0.2%
Philippines 456.3 355.8 218.9 -38.5% 44,855 34,863 23,450 -32.7%
South Africa 253.6 193.7 161.4 -16.7% 38,700 29,916 23,720 -20.7%
Switzerland 1,922.8 1,450.3 1,370.1 -5.5% 142,500 107,496 90,759 -15.6%
United States 1,445.5 1,069.6 1,145.2 7.1% 372,298 200,757 177,947 -11.4%




Source: Eurostat



Table 2-B

EU25 Clothing Imports, January - September 2005

Value in Million US$

Quantity in Tons

Year January - September Year January - September
Exporter 2004 2004 2005 2005/04 2004 2004 2005 2005/04
IntraEU25 46,836.0 35,302.9 n.a. n.a. 1,624,839 1,283,297 n.a. n.a.
ExtraEU25 62,121.0 46,787.7 50,623.2 8.2% 3,669,402 2,773,321 3,021,648 9.0%
ITCB Members:
Argentina 15.7 125 12.0 -3.9% 573 468 298 -36.3%
Bangladesh 4,616.8 3,498.1 3,282.8 -6.2% 455,227 348,336 346,615 -0.5%
Brazil 93.7 77.3 83.9 8.6% 4,500 3,682 3,424 -7.0%
China 14,280.9 10,704.8 16,582.5 54.9% 1,110,270 838,514 1,244,497 48.4%
Colombia 34.0 26.3 234 -11.1% 1,330 1,030 830 -19.4%
Costa Rica 2.2 1.9 18 -6.2% 81 71 71 0.7%
DPR Korea 11.7 8.9 9.4 5.6% 988 774 799 3.2%
Egypt 422.6 323.0 316.3 -2.1% 21,351 16,518 15,940 -3.5%
El Salvador 7.9 6.1 7.7 26.3% 411 299 493 65.0%
Guatemala 5.9 4.2 35 -15.6% 335 244 190 -22.1%
Honduras 30.9 235 17.9 -23.7% 4,434 3,269 2,406 -26.4%
Hong Kong China 2,442.5 1,795.4 1,045.6 -41.8% 117,765 83,537 58,370 -30.1%
India 3,076.1 2,423.9 3,171.3 30.8% 177,693 139,118 167,825 20.6%
Indonesia 1,660.5 1,261.6 1,042.6 -17.4% 95,575 73,482 59,046 -19.6%
Korea Rep 753.9 563.0 253.1 -55.0% 47,154 35,466 14,735 -58.5%
Macao China 534.3 397.6 217.8 -45.2% 23,808 18,315 10,930 -40.3%
Maldives 0.3 0.3 0.1 -79.1% 21 21 5 -74.8%
Pakistan 1,137.0 836.1 745.9 -10.8% 115,980 84,584 78,486 -71.2%
Paraguay 2.2 2.0 0.4 -78.7% 90 80 26 -67.7%
Peru 78.7 58.3 74.2 27.2% 2,303 1,676 1,952 16.4%
Sri Lanka 1,013.3 750.3 717.3 -4.4% 58,942 45,328 37,878 -16.4%
Thailand 1,108.3 849.0 705.7 -16.9% 58,933 46,241 38,740 -16.2%
Uruguay 1.6 1.3 11 -15.0% 35 30 23 -23.3%
Vietnam 781.9 607.2 601.4 -0.9% 52,830 42,180 40,062 -5.0%
Preferential:
Bulgaria 1,329.6 995.2 1,025.8 3.1% 53,200 40,121 38,017 -5.2%
Morocco 3,011.9 2,266.2 2,112.8 -6.8% 134,635 102,074 92,240 -9.6%
Romania 4,774.4 3,593.0 3,410.6 -5.1% 182,632 138,886 120,321 -13.4%
Tunisia 3,235.3 2,438.1 2,365.0 -3.0% 113,544 86,083 77,410 -10.1%
Turkey 9,558.8 7,152.0 7,619.8 6.5% 444,071 330,409 334,110 1.1%
Others:
Cambodia 645.4 467.9 415.0 -11.3% 38,818 27,999 25,625 -8.5%
Chinese Taipei 409.6 305.2 157.4 -48.4% 17,637 13,362 6,809 -49.0%
Japan 62.2 49.0 45.6 -7.0% 646 488 345 -29.3%
Jordan 12.3 9.4 7.7 -18.5% 799 647 376 -41.8%
Laos 146.8 1125 107.3 -4.6% 10,031 7,538 7,000 -7.1%
Lesotho 11 0.8 0.8 -7.2% 65 50 75 49.5%
Madagascar 196.5 143.4 158.5 10.5% 5,697 4,235 4,441 4.9%
Malaysia 335.3 244.9 224.9 -8.1% 20,809 15,713 13,130 -16.4%
Mauritius 639.6 503.6 424.7 -15.7% 27,474 22,070 18,268 -17.2%
Mexico 53.6 415 33.1 -20.3% 2,628 2,025 1,506 -25.6%
Nepal 36.7 271 25.0 -7.8% 1,835 1,403 1,127 -19.7%
Norway 441 29.6 30.0 1.4% 993 696 785 12.8%
Philippines 404.6 315.2 188.5 -40.2% 25,103 19,723 11,545 -41.5%
South Africa 71.0 56.7 38.7 -30.5% 2,966 2,296 1,477 -35.7%
Switzerland 682.0 530.6 511.7 -3.6% 5,884 4,450 3,969 -10.8%
United States 348.0 258.9 306.0 18.2% 8,656 6,116 7,151 16.9%




Source: Eurostat



Table 2-C

EU25 Textiles Imports, January - September 2005

Value in Million US$

Quantity in Tons

Year January - September Year January - September
Exporter 2004 2004 2005 2005/04 2004 2004 2005 2005/04
IntraEU25 46,614.0 34,199.5 n.a. n.a. 8,914,110 6,812,070 n.a. n.a.
ExtraEU25 22,1315 16,341.2 17,039.9 4.3% 5,012,289 3,682,003 3,799,303 3.2%
ITCB Members:
Argentina 53.5 39.8 30.4 -23.5% 8,776 6,711 5,197 -22.6%
Bangladesh 218.9 160.1 159.8 -0.2% 108,935 81,225 77,424 -4.7%
Brazil 183.4 142.2 118.1 -17.0% 54,237 43,716 35,173 -19.5%
China 3,948.9 2,960.9 3,804.1 28.5% 823,491 634,018 823,649 29.9%
Colombia 19.1 15.3 13.8 -10.0% 2,594 2,084 1,871 -10.2%
Costa Rica 0.2 0.1 0.1 -24.7% 93 73 46 -36.0%
DPR Korea 15 1.4 0.3 -77.2% 205 202 60 -70.5%
Egypt 336.3 256.4 256.8 0.2% 75,493 57,724 59,434 3.0%
El Salvador 3.9 3.5 3.0 -13.3% 1,729 1,314 1,175 -10.6%
Guatemala 13 0.9 1.0 16.6% 2,351 1,629 2,137 31.2%
Honduras 5.0 3.5 3.2 -8.0% 10,979 7,763 8,419 8.4%
Hong Kong China 84.3 67.3 52.3 -22.3% 14,492 11,939 6,434 -46.1%
India 2,428.6 1,781.3 1,852.7 4.0% 577,132 432,877 440,056 1.7%
Indonesia 517.5 392.0 363.8 -7.2% 176,724 135,624 126,520 -6.7%
Korea Rep 1,031.7 765.9 740.3 -3.3% 286,212 214,684 187,796 -12.5%
Macao China 0.2 0.1 0.3 160.3% 11 7 10 47.8%
Maldives 0.0 0.0 0.0 -72.5% 4 4 1 -69.4%
Pakistan 1,743.5 1,267.3 1,141.3 -9.9% 376,309 278,355 275,278 -1.1%
Paraguay 17 1.2 11 -5.7% 115 82 141 71.7%
Peru 39.0 30.1 323 7.1% 5,142 4,094 4,978 21.6%
Sri Lanka 33.9 23.8 31.6 33.1% 43,266 32,293 37,402 15.8%
Thailand 346.9 259.8 280.7 8.0% 81,764 62,051 76,015 22.5%
Uruguay 60.5 44.8 445 -0.6% 10,509 7,754 8,386 8.1%
Vietnam 1215 92.9 85.6 -7.8% 34,703 26,382 22,312 -15.4%
Preferential:
Bulgaria 229.6 167.8 183.0 9.0% 36,062 26,230 30,339 15.7%
Morocco 151.4 114.2 106.0 -7.1% 19,737 14,792 14,334 -3.1%
Romania 472.1 331.8 355.2 7.0% 73,468 51,825 54,036 4.3%
Tunisia 289.6 209.7 203.6 -2.9% 51,989 38,852 37,440 -3.6%
Turkey 3,437.0 2,487.5 2,638.4 6.1% 630,486 457,455 478,512 4.6%
Others:
Cambodia 0.8 0.6 1.2 92.8% 119 90 147 63.3%
Chinese Taipei 530.8 406.3 438.0 7.8% 178,035 136,442 178,437 30.8%
Japan 664.8 481.7 477.9 -0.8% 74,443 55,080 57,821 5.0%
Jordan 1.0 0.2 11 352.5% 222 142 276 94.5%
Laos 0.1 0.1 0.0 -66.7% 4 4 2 -42.9%
Lesotho - - 0.0 - - -
Madagascar 13.2 8.8 8.6 -1.8% 7,537 5,038 4,463 -11.4%
Malaysia 162.1 120.1 128.2 6.8% 70,437 53,358 55,647 4.3%
Mauritius 11.5 8.8 7.6 -13.3% 5,174 4,026 2,592 -35.6%
Mexico 63.8 46.4 56.6 22.1% 16,755 12,411 15,896 28.1%
Nepal 60.0 448 41.7 -7.1% 5,777 4,384 3,836 -12.5%
Norway 117.2 84.1 88.2 5.0% 19,193 14,125 14,004 -0.9%
Philippines 51.7 40.6 30.4 -25.1% 19,752 15,139 11,905 -21.4%
South Africa 182.6 138.1 122.7 -11.1% 35,735 27,621 22,242 -19.5%
Switzerland 1,240.8 919.7 858.5 -6.7% 136,616 103,046 86,790 -15.8%
United States 1,097.6 810.6 839.1 3.5% 363,642 194,641 170,796 -12.3%




Source: Eurostat



Table 3-A

Category 338: Cotton knit shirts, men and boys'

HTS6110202065: Shirts/pullovers, MFN tariff rate: 16.5%

Price US$/Dozen

Import Value Million $

Import Quantity Dozen

2004 Jan- | 2005 Jan-

Exporter Pref. Sep Sep 2004 Jan-Sep 2005 Jan-Sep| 2004 Jan-Sep | 2005 Jan-Sep
World imports:
Category 338 3,898.0 4,181.5 117,716,627 131,830,614
Of which:
HTS6110202065 31.88 29.17 1,615.0 1,771.8 50,652,285 60,740,636
Share in cat.338 41.4% 42.4% 43.0% 46.1%
Imports under HTS6110202065 from:
Honduras yes 18.86 18.67 234.5 259.3 12,431,569 13,887,780
El Salvador yes 20.14 19.62 122.0 140.6 6,057,589 7,165,296
Haiti yes 16.58 15.86 65.0 102.7 3,918,348 6,473,362
Mexico yes 21.25 25.75 108.6 91.9 5,109,228 3,568,301
Pakistan no 43.84 38.81 157.0 137.2 3,581,169 3,534,337
China no 106.35 35.26 37.9 91.0 356,089 2,581,624
Guatemala yes 33.82 34.20 92.1 83.4 2,722,106 2,439,008
India no 58.61 45.42 78.9 102.2 1,346,751 2,249,731
Nicaragua yes 27.56 17.49 18.5 38.6 671,428 2,204,740
Vietnam no 47.36 47.60 104.7 67.3 2,210,468 1,413,920
Bangladesh no 40.77 30.32 18.8 38.8 460,851 1,279,237
Dominican Rep yes 25.16 21.79 22.2 26.0 883,097 1,191,691
Cambodia no 61.92 38.57 27.9 40.8 451,194 1,057,703
Lesotho yes 35.02 29.82 34.9 30.9 997,468 1,037,499
Philippines no 59.28 39.82 25.8 38.9 435,427 976,527
Peru yes 58.20 57.47 53.8 50.8 925,124 883,591
Jordan yes 45.89 38.33 27.7 33.3 602,843 869,582
Thailand no 59.25 46.97 19.0 38.6 320,326 821,858
Madagascar yes 42.79 37.68 24.8 24.8 579,585 659,158
Malaysia no 67.55 56.87 26.5 35.2 392,694 619,112
Indonesia no 71.37 48.98 16.1 28.3 226,260 578,592
South Africa yes 32.72 30.94 14.8 17.4 452,525 563,288
Hong Kong, China no 113.10 105.16 36.4 56.9 321,593 540,655
Egypt no 27.83 28.04 13.4 15.0 481,487 534,109
Sri Lanka no 72.26 59.28 21.0 31.4 290,798 529,407
Macao, China no 91.78 71.23 29.3 30.3 319,520 425,471
Brunei no 35.69 43.62 12.8 12.1 359,332 276,310
Singapore 58.39 48.25 10.9 13.0 186,898 269,429
Turkey no 50.44 54.50 24.3 12.8 481,703 234,253
Colombia yes 26.32 46.18 9.4 9.5 355,941 206,368
Mauritius yes 47.17 30.03 5.2 4.8 110,587 159,431
Korea Rep no 64.94 59.73 13.0 9.0 200,299 150,903
Namibia yes 28.75 30.46 8.8 4.5 307,727 148,221
Brazil no 37.69 38.36 4.7 5.3 125,095 138,026
Chinese Taipei no 62.18 45.59 6.2 5.8 99,587 127,923
Nepal no 34.06 31.27 7.1 3.9 208,682 125,552
United Arab Emirates no 35.32 31.26 2.3 2.9 64,168 91,233
Swaziland yes 30.34 32.67 4.7 25 153,557 76,682
Oman no 32.75 29.66 2.7 2.2 81,061 73,095
Kenya yes 41.93 46.16 3.9 19 92,263 42,084
Israel yes 52.08 48.71 2.5 2.0 48,309 41,613
Jamaica yes 3141 18.96 1.8 0.7 58,011 39,289
Costa Rica yes 22.03 14.54 0.2 0.4 7,761 28,729
Italy no 241.99 316.52 7.9 4.7 32,561 14,727
Mozambique yes 64.54 80.93 1.0 0.2 14,997 2,800
Morocco 75.15 131.25 0.1 0.1 927 793
Tunisia 137.53 215.80 0.3 0.1 2,035 301
Source: US Department of Commerce, OTEXA




Australia 70.32 61.34
Sri Lanka no 53.54 71.02
Kenya yes 34.16 33.20
Egypt no 30.47 28.03
Botswana yes 50.90 59.54
Malawi yes 30.71 33.28
Italy no 206.66 259.32
Bulgaria no 56.02 58.17
Madagascar yes 72.15 52.36
Colombia yes 60.48 112.53
Pakistan no 26.09 27.40
Costa Rica yes 58.26 55.69
Mauritius yes 62.50 56.32

Source: US Department of Commerce, OTEXA
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