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Abstract:

This paper examines the progress made so far ievich the trade targets of Millennium Development
Goal 8 (“Building a Global Partnership for Develogmt’) with respect to the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) of Asia and the Pacific. The paper uses &ata the OECD, WTO and UNDP, among others, to
measure the MDG indicators 8.6, 8.7 and 8.9 wiipeet to these countries, thereby quantifying sofne
the impacts in these countries of recent global mattbnal policy changes in the areas of markeess;c
tariff preferences for LDCs and Aid for Trade. Thiaper concludes that while the market access
commitments of the Hong Kong WTO Ministerial Dealion of 2005 have largely been met and LDCs of
the Asia-Pacific benefit disproportionately fromd&or Trade, the overall share of LDC exports gsud of
total world exports has not increased over the gastde. In its conclusion, this paper suggestsothar
factors such as non-tariff barriers and product petitiveness play a significant role and shouldopee
policy priorities of better targeted Aid for Trade.
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l. Introduction

In the year, 189 nations adopted the United NathMillennium Declaration, from which the eight
Millennium Development Goals (MDG) are derived. fBése eight goals, the first seven commitments,
including eradicating poverty, achieving univerpamary education and combating diseases, were made
primarily by national Governments in favor of theanstituents. In contrast, the eighth MDG (MDA
commitment by all countries to cooperate and sheseurces to achieve these goals. Indeed, all Gesint
recognized that given the historic inequities ahd tnterdependent nature of the global economy,
developing countries in particular require supfiaiin the international community as a whole in ortie
achieve the first seven MDGs. Accordingly, MDG 8lsdor a global partnership for development and
proposes a number of concrete measures of improvena# this partnership in the areas of official
development assistance (ODA), trade, external defut,access to essential medicines and techndlogy,
order to generate the resources, opportunitiessaitid needed for countries to achieve the firstese
MDGs.

Global progresson MDG 8 trade targets

With the 2015 target year for achieving the MDGé$ydive years away, how much progress has
been made in reaching a global partnership forldpugent, in particular in the area of trade? At glabal
level, there are still wide gaps between the MDi@rg§ets and the current state of progress (UnitaibNs,
2008 and 2009). The most significant implementation gap is du¢h® slow progress of the Doha Round
of trade negotiations, which started in 2001 andsgs to be concluded. The 2001 Doha Ministerial
Declaration promised to rebalance WTO rules in favbdeveloping countries, including by achieving
duty- and quota-free market access with univengadyct coverage for exports of least developed ti@mm
to developed countries. So far, some progress é&s imade in the area of Non-Agricultural Market g
on tariff reduction formulas, as well as in theead trade in services. Still, if and when the rdus
completed, the results of the round may prove téebe favorable to developing countries than theena
Doha Development Agenda would suggest and the R@dih Ministerial Declaration originally called for.

A second major reason behind the implementationfgaDG 8 is the global economic crisis
which started in 2008, and continued throughout9280d into the first quarter of 2010 in some sub-
regions. The budget constraints caused by fallisgaf revenues and stimulus package expenditunes ha
limited countries’ capacity to significantly incseatheir official development assistance (ODA) ¢oner
countries, or forego tariff revenues by loweringithown tariffs or providing preferential treatmetot
LDCs. While OECD datfasuggests thatfficial development assistance (ODA) to developaogintries in
fact rose from US$107.9 billion in 2005 to US$12B16008, most developed countries are still fanfr
reaching the United Nations target of 0.7 per aaghgross national income for official development
assistance.

In addition, a significant number of protectioniahd trade-distorting measures have been
implemented by countries seeking to safeguard matimdustries and jobs (WTO, 2009 and Global Trade
Alert, 2009; United Nations, 2009). Such measuretuded increased import tariffs, non-tariff barsie
(including administrative measures, subsidies amitdumping measures) as well as potentially trade-
distorting domestic subsidies and national stimplaskages. While a global return to protectionisid a
resulting widespread reduction of internationati&r@eems to have been avoided, such policies lzased
more disharmony in the international trading systemaddition, the effect of these measures israppto
the aim of MDG 8 as they lead to less transparelitips, and less accessible markets.

2 In contrast to other MDGs, the targets of MDG & mot numerically defined. Rather, the targets 8f®/8 are
general declarations of intent, as outlined in &gbbelow.
* http://stats.oecd.org/qwids/
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While the multilateral negotiations aiming towards‘global partnership for development” are
stalled, some progress has nevertheless been madeds MDG 8 in the area of duty-free quota-free
access for LDCs and increased Aid for Trade. Tleedmf this paper is to examine what progress baa b
achieved for the LDCs of Asia and the Pacific. kdiemany of this region’s LDCs have yet to be
integrated into the global economy so as to befrefit international trade in the same way as oftgan
developing countries have over the past four dexa&everal factors contribute to this lack of gnédion
into global trade. Perhaps the simplest and mdftult factor to overcome is the geographic looatiAs
illustrated in Table 1, of the 14 least developedntries in the Asia-Pacific region, 11 are isaddi®m the
benefits of international trade due to being lockely land or by sea, thus causing high tradesc@sian
Development Bank, 2009).

Table 1. Features of the LDCs of Asia and the Padaif

World Bank
Human Ease of Doing
GDP per G - Population in | Development :
. eographic -~ Business
capita current - millions Index (200_9) Ranking (2010)
USD (2008) (2008) (2-182; 1is 1-183 1is
highest) ( S
highest)

Afghanistan = Land-locked 27.1

(2007 data) — —
Bangladesh 494 - 160.0 146 119
Bhutan 1,979| Land-locked 0.7 132 126
Cambodia 651 - 14.7 137 145
Kiribati 1,357 Island 0.1 - 79
Lao PDR 837 | Land-locked 6.2 133 167
Maldives 4,059 Island 0.3 95 87
Myanmar = = 49.2 138 No data
Nepal 441 | Land-locked 28.6 144 123
Samoa 2,883 Island 0.2 94 57
et 1,276 Island 0.5 135 104
Islands
Timor-Leste 453 Island 1.1 162 164
Tuvalu - Island - - No data
Vanuatu 2,481 Island 0.2 126 59

Source:GDP and population: Database of World Developmedichtors, World Bank (2009) except for the
population of Afghanistan, which is based on th€EB (2009); Human Development Index: UNDP (2009);

World Bank, Doing Business 2010 Report (2010).

This paper examines the extent to which the trathted targets of MGD 8 are being achieved by aitid w
respect to the 14 LDCs of the Asia-Pacific registetl above. Part Il of this paper outlines thddreelated
goals and indicators relevant for our study. Plrpiesents evidence on the extent of tariff-frearket
access enjoyed by LDCs for various categories pbeg to developed market economies, as well as
information on average import duties for selecteplogt commodity groups. Part IV explores recemdse

in official development assistance in the areaadé, also known as Aid for Trade. The conclusiffers
some recommendations for policymakers in both léegtloped and other countries.
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I. Trade targets and indicators of MDG 8

Of the six sub-targets identified for MDG 8, “imping the global partnership for development,” three
pertain directly to trade (see Table*ZJarget 8.a, the main trade-related target of MD@a8ls for the
further development of an open, rule-based, prabliet non-discriminatory trading and financial syst
while two subsidiary targets, 8.b and 8.c addréss dpecial needs of LDCs, Landlocked Developing
Countries (LLDCs) and small island developing statespectively. The non-trade targets of MDG 8 @im
strengthen international cooperation to shore epfittancial health of poor countries, as well apriove
access to medicine and to technology under moriadigl terms.

Table 2. MDG 8: Trade targets and indicators

Targets

Trade targets

8a: Develop further an open, rule-based, predictakel, non-

Indicators

Trade indicators

8.6 Proportion of total developed

country imports (by value and
excluding arms) from developing
countries and least developed
countries, admitted free of duty

discriminatory trading and financial system

Trade and non-trade targets

8b: Address the special needs of the least develdpsuntries

8.7 Average tariffs imposed by
developed countries on
agricultural products and textiles
and clothing from developing
countries

8c: Address the special needs of landlocked develng countries and
small island developing States

Non-trade targets

8d: Deal comprehensively with the debt problems of del@ping
countries through national and international measues in order to

8.8 Agricultural support estimate
make debt sustainable in the long term

for OECD countries as a
percentage of their gross domestic

8e: In cooperation with pharmaceutical companies, qpvide access to
. : : = product

affordable essential drugs in developing countries

8.9 Proportion of ODA provided

8f: In cooperation with the private sector, make aailable the benefits . )
to help build trade capacity

of new technologies, especially information and comunications

Source United Nations Development Programme (UNDRMw.undp.org/mdg/goal8.shtml

In adopting the above listed targets and indicatoosintries recognized that in order for trade to
serve as an engine of growth, improvements to theent global trading system are required bothhmn t
demand and supply sides. On the demand sideciu@$al to improve access to markets that can &bsor
products and services from the developing and eatloped countries by removing tariff and noriftar
barriers.

On the supply side, the last few years have seémcagased emphasis on addressing trade-capacity
constraints in developing countries through Aid fimade. Indeed, decades worth of experience with
preferential schemes such as the Generalized SysfeRreferences (GSP) have proven that merely

* Since the adoption of the MDG Declaration in 2066luding Goal 8, there have been some adjustnierte
number of targets and indicators. In particulae ofthe targets originally listed under MDG 8 waeslassified under
MDG 1.



ESCAP Trade and Investment Division Staff Working Paper 03/09

improving market access is insufficient as longcasntries lack the productive capacity to utilize t
awarded market access. Developing countries nesstasce on the supply side to improve capacity and
build new skills to produce goods and servicestandore efficiently reach global markets. As a tegine

of the indicators used to measure progress towdiIs 8 is the proportion of ODA allocated to buildin
the supply side and productive capacity of the ligieg countries, including through Aid for Trade.

Part Ill examines the extent to which progresshendemand side has been achieved, and how such
progress benefits the LDCs of Asia and the Padiart IV reviews recent improvements of supply-side
capacity.

lll.  Improving demand-side conditions: enhancing narket access for LDC exports

Market access conditions are typically determingdthle tariff and non-tariff measures (NTMs) impossd
trading partners. Avenues for improving the marketess conditions facing LDCs encompass the
traditional avenue of removing tariffs and NTMsabhgh multilateral trade negotiations under the WTO,
preferential trade liberalization between two orren@ountries through various trade agreements, and
unilateral (non-reciprocal) preferences given lagling partners, for example under the Generalizstes

of Preferences Scheme (GSP). Each of these avieneigslored below.

Market access for LDCs on a most-favoured nation basis (MFN)

Out of 14 LDCs in the Asia-Pacific region, six jeththe WTQO since its establishment in 19@®&e Table
3). Five out of the 14 LDCs are currently or werdhie past negotiating their accession and areethtitted
to observer status.

WTO accession is still the only means of gainingkeftiaccess on a Most Favoured Nation (MFN)
basis to the markets of the 153 developed and deivel members of the WTOThe WTO agreements
also provide for special and differential treatmfemtdeveloping countries and especially LDCs, affdr
the most stability and predictability of all tradimules achieved to date. The WTQO'’s Dispute Setlgm
Agreement has established mechanisms for the metatjpn of trade law and the resolution of trade
disputes, thereby ensuring the enforceability aflér rules. The WTO thus offers low-income countaes
forum in which trade disputes, including involvitayge trading partners, can be resolved on theslidsi
law rather than political weight.

In addition, WTO membership can yield further bésefhich are difficult to quantify but may be
equally important. For example, by complying witte ttransparency and reporting requirements under th
WTO, countries can anchor, strengthen and clatifgirt national trade policies and provide better
information to industry, thereby sending positivgnals to foreign investors and to the domestivgie
sector.

> Bangladesh, Myanmar and Maldives were previouslmbrers of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT) and automatically became members of the Wipon its creation; Cambodia, Nepal and Solomomdsa
joined later.

® Any individual WTO member may grant MFN statusatoon-member. This is a unilateral act of the tgun
providing such status and may be revoked at ang.tim
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Table 3. Status of Asia-Pacific LDC membership inte WTO

WTO member since Observer since
Afghanistan = 2004
Bangladesh 1995 -
Bhutan - 1998
Cambodia 2004 -
Kiribati = -
Lao PDR - 1998
Maldives 1995 -
Myanmar 1995 -
Nepal 2004 -
Samoa 1998
Solomon Islands 1996 -
Timor-Leste - -
Tuvalu - -
Vanuatu - 1995

Source World Trade Organizationyww.wto.org

Market access for LDCs through reciprocal preferential trade agreements

Given the slow pace of the WTO accession processyell as the delayed conclusion of the Doha
Development Round negotiations, some LDCs have tisggd directly with other countries to obtain
preferential market access. Indicator 8.7, whictiresses the level of tariffs faced by LDCs in depel
country markets, targets both MFEN tariffs and pefidal tariffs. However, it does not differentiate
between reciprocal and non-reciprocal preferentdffs, so it is difficult to assess the contriioat of
PTAs in lowering the tariffs faced by LDCs.

The ESCAP secretariat has been tracking Prefetréiréale Agreements through its Asia-Pacific
Trade and Investment Agreements Database (APTIADe APTIAD database reveals that while half of
the region’s LDCs are not WTO members, all exceyat belong to one or more preferential trading blocs
Table 4 provides information on the participatidrtteese countries in preferential trade arrangesetd
lists the share of exports of the region’s LDCsalihére covered by such arrangements. The low niember
for many countries suggest that while preferertiaie agreements are important and also are tpical
beneficial in other areas such as the eliminatibnam-tariff barriers, they cannot replace a reuncof
tariffs by developed countries which remain thenany export markets for LDC products.

7 APTIAD is complementary to the Regional Trade Agneets database managed by the WTO as it includes
information on many of the region’s LDCs who are¢ W6rO members and are thus not featured in the \Watabase.

9



ESCAP Trade and Investment Division Staff Working Paper 03/09

Table 4. Participation of LDCs in preferential trade agreements

Notified Number of Share of exports to
Agreements in under trading partners PTA partners in

Total number | force, including Enabling included in PTAs | country’s total
Country of agreements | under ratification clause* in 2008 exports in 2008**
Afghanistan 4 4 3 16 64%
Bangladesh 7 5 3 8 4%
Bhutan 3 3 2 11 94%
Cambodia 8 7 2 14 64%
Kiribati 2 2 1 13 6906***
Lao PDR 11 10 4 7 31%
Maldives 2 1 1 6 10%
Myanmar 9 9 3 19 90%
Nepal 3 3 1 8 67%
Samoa 2 2 1 12 74%***
Solomon Islands 3 3 2 12 20p***
Timor-Lester+ - - - - -
Tuvalu 1 1 1 11 249p***
Vanuatu 3 3 2 12 19%p***

Source:Asia-Pacific Trade and Investment Agreements Datapaww.unescap.org/tid/aptiad.

* Excluding early announcements and including the &e8engal Initiative for Multisectoral Technicaié Economic Cooperation (BIMSTEC),
an agreement which is signed but not implementedeldf the preferential trade agreements wereiedtiinder GATS Article V.

** Based on mirror data except for Bangladesh.

*** Based on limited data coverage (only trade withstralia and New Zealand is reported)

***% Timor-Leste is pursuing a membership in the shgiation of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) andapee a member of the ASEAN
Regional Forum in 2005.

Preferential market access provided unilaterally

In many cases, additional market access preferdmegsnd MFN treatment are granted unilaterally to
LDCs (in other words, on a non-reciprocal basisaditionally, such preferential treatment was gednt
exclusively by developed countries (for examplearriie Generalized System of Preferences whictedtar
as early as the 1960s and was initially a mainlgpgétical instrument). In the Hong Kong WTO
Ministerial declaration of 2005, the developed doprmembers, and developing country members
declaring themselves in a position to dd smmmitted to providing duty-free and quota-freé¢@F) access
to 100 per cent of LDC export products, though toes facing difficulties in achieving 100 per cevere
allowed to provide 97 per cent with the obligationtake steps to progressively achieve complianitie w
the 100 per cent target. However, this 97 per centmitment refers to individual tariff lines, naital
export values. This difference is important in view of the contation of LDC exports on only a few
products.

8 Such developing countries include Singapore andgHiong, China for all products. Several other depiag
countries, such as Republic of Korea, Egypt andri¥as, have granted duty-free quota-free accesa foore limited
range of products, while others still have grardaty-free quota-free access to a particular grdudD&s (e.g. India
and China.) See http://www.wto.org/english/thevaioninist_e/min05_e/brief_e/briefl6_e.htm.

° Also note that the indicator 8.6 which is usedrawk MDG 8's market access (as illustrated in Fégu2 and 3 of
this paper) does not directly measure the duty-fresta-free access committed to in Hong Kong bex#us indicator
is based on the proportion of value of imports wltiie duty-free quota-free commitment refers togttaportion of
tariff lines.

1C
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Such duty-free access to developed markets isiedigeimportant to the LDCs of Asia and the
Pacific because developed country markets remaén niost important export destination for goods
produced in the LDCs of the Asia-Pacific regionsplee a rise in South-South trade in recent yeass.
illustrated in Figure 1, over the past ten yeaetwiben 60 per cent and 80 per cent of all expoots the
14 LDCs of the Asia-Pacific region were destineddoeloped country markets.

Figure 1. Share of Asia-Pacific LDC merchandise gorts directed to developed country
markets

400.0
90.0
80.0
70.0 e T e e e
60.0
50.0
40.0
30.0
20.0
10.0

0.0 T T T T T T T T T T
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Source Calculated based on COMTRADE data downloaded Wéonld Integrated Trade Solution

Globally, 79 per cehtof exports of LDCs to the markets of developednties received duty-free
access in 2007 (United Nations, 2008). As illugtlah Annex I, there has been little progress anéasing
duty-free access since 2005 (United Nations 20p92p-30). In fact, the duty-free access for LD@a@xs
fell by 0.44 per cent from 2005 to 2007, whilenitieased for all developing country by 3 per ceae (also
Annex 1). Furthermore, the duty-free proportionAsian LDCs remains much lower than for the Africa
or small island LDCs.

Based on data for individual countries in Annekigure 2 shows the percentage point difference in
size of proportion of each country’ imports withtgifree admittance to developed country marketstined
to the proportion of the world-wide LDC group in@®and 2007. For example, in 1996 the proportion of
Afghanistan’s export to developed markets acceptgg-free was by almost 8 percentage points larger
than the average of the all LDCs, and by 2007 diifsrence increased to almost 20 percentage pdimts
contrast, Bangladesh was at a deficit in its sldrthe duty-free access to the market comparedhdo t
average for all LDCs in both years, although tHfedince was reduced from 20.3 to 8.3 percentageggo
Similar to Bangladesh, exports from Cambodia anciiyar were also treated less preferentially than th

'° This number is compiled based on the proportiototafl imports (by value and excluding arms) by deped
countries from least developed countries whichaamitted free of duty. It should be noted, howetteat imports are
considered duty-free whenever the statutory taaikés for the goods are zero. This does not meritth duties
actually paid are zero, as other restrictions, fgchtringent rules of origin, may exclude the dutg access. The
actual share of duty-free imports could thus beelothian those presented in this paper.

11
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LDC average in 2007, while Kiribati, Maldives, N&épBimor-Leste and Vanuatu experienced improvement
from 1996 to 2007 relative to the average of alld<D

Figure 2. Difference in Proportion of Duty-free Access to Developed Countries’ Markets
Between Individual LDCs in Asid®acific and all LDCs
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)
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-20
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01996 2007

Source compiled using data provided by UNCTAD, ITC andT®/ available at www.mdg-
trade.org

Furthermore, as illustrated in Figure 3, there sigmificant variations in the duty-free access
granted to Asia-Pacific LDC exporters across varigmoups of products. Agricultural products have
maintained a high proportion of duty-free access,iere nevertheless surpassed by industrial pteduc
whose duty-free proportion rose sharply in the [E80s. Clothing exported from LDCs gets only lgdit
duty-free treatment — less than 60 per cent of imspioom Asia-Pacific LDCs were accepted duty-fiee
the period of 1996 to 2007. In contrast, the prodywoup of textiles (intermediate goods) records an

increase in the proportion of duty-free accesse@sfly after 2001, but still trails industrial aadricultural
products.
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Figure 3. Variations across products for Asia-Paic LDCs duty-free access in the
developed country markets (in percentage)

100.00%

80.00%

60.00%

" T L LT

- T e

40.00%

20.00%

OOOL:I/L‘I T T T T T T T T T T T
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

—@— Agricultural products == [ndustrial products ==l==Clothing === Textile

Source compiled using data provided by UNCTAD, ITC andT®/ available at www.mdg-
trade.org

Using the Annex | data again, Figure 4 extracts tata points (1996 and 2007) for each of the
countries observed to illustrate the changes awee.tAs illustrated by the figure, the duty-freeatment
granted to some of the region’s LDCs now covergaificantly larger percentage of imports thanid th
1996. While in 1996 the imports from only two snialand LDC in the region were 100 per cent dugefr
in 2007 that was the case for eight of them. Ahfrtinteresting observation is that landlocked LDCs
(Afghanistan, Bhutan, Lao PDR and Nepal) on avelsgefit from a lesser proportion of duty-free asce
than the other LDCs in the region.
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Figure 4. Tracking exports of the LDCs of the Aim-Pacific region (all products except
arms) admitted to developed country markets duty+kee (in percentage)
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Source Annex |, compiled using data provided by UNCTADC and WTO, available atww.mdg-trade.org

Over the past decade, several advanced developingries have also started providing unilateral
market access preferences to LDCs. This is a gignif development in the context of increased South
South trade especially in the Asia-Pacific regitiNCTAD, 2008). The Republic of Korea, China and
India have now all instituted duty-free tariff peeénce schemes for LDES.

The difficulty of unilateral preferential schemsghat this status is enjoyed on a non-reciprocal
basis, with the duration, extent in terms of preféial margins and sectoral coverage depending@n t
policies of the granting countries. These casedsecrules provide no stability or predictability fo
LDCs, and can therefore not substitute for WTO mensthip.

As a result of both WTO membership and the praifen of preferential trade agreements, tariffs
applicable to LDC exports have decreased signifiganver the past 10 years. The tables in Annekdd |
and IV detail the information on average tariffettb MFN and preferential rates) imposed by develope
countries on four separate categories of exportlyms of Asia-Pacific LDCs: agricultural products,
industrial products, textiles, and clothing. Figrecompares the developments in MFN and prefelentia
tariff rates for all products for three countryegries - developing market economies, all LDCslaD@s
in Asia and the Pacific. It illustrates that praggen the reduction of MFN tariffs for all groupsbalted in
2004, and that only preferential tariffs contindedall for LDCs. At this highly aggregated levdltoade,

' See Rajan (2009) and Khan and Farhad (2009) foe nhetails.
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this implies that LDCs were able to improve margihpreference vis-a-vis developing countries egean

the developed countries markets. Asia-Pacific LEXGe higher preferential tariffs on all producteggries
than all LDCs on average, and in the case of imidisariffs face higher tariffs than all developetirket
economies, indicating that they are perceived asermompetitive than the other LDCs. However, since
2004, the advantage of other LDCs has eroded tqdit where by 2007, the preferential tariff rate
difference was practically insignificant.

Figure 5. Average Tariffs Imposed by Developed Btket Economies on All Products
except Arms from Developing and Least Developed Qatries, as compared
with LDC in Asia —Pacific
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Source: www.mdg-trade.org

Despite the implementation of some preferentiaicessions between 2004 and 2007, tariffs for
agricultural products remain relatively high. Figur shows that there has been almost no reductibti-N
rates for any of the groupings since 2004, thougifiepential rates for Asia-Pacific LDCs are on ager 1
percentage point above the rate applicable fdt2@'s. In the same period, MFN and preferentiaffgion
imports of industrial goods remained flat (Figude Asia-Pacific LDCs face the highest tariffs amdhg
different country groupings, both at MFN and prefgial levels. In clothing exports, however, theeleof
MFN faced by developing countries and LDCs sind@528 almost the same (around 12 per cent) whide th
preferential rates for developing countries corgthto decline with almost flat preferential rates lfDCs.
This signals growing margins of preference for digvieg countries and eroded ones for LDCs (see also
Annex ).
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Figure 6. Average Tariffs Imposed by Developed Btket Economies on Agricultural
Products from Developing and Least Developed Cotnies, as Compared
with LDC in Asia —Pacific
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Figure 7. Average Tariffs Imposed by Developed Btket Economies on Industrial
Products from Developing and Least Developed Coungés, as Compared
with LDC in Asia-Pacific
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Growth of LDC exports

While the above analysis on market access for LEip®ars encouraging, the reality of exports by L3Cs
less so. Indeed, while market access has improvedtbe past decade, the share of exports of AdMPs
as part of all world exports remains very low atas shown little growth over the past decade (T&lple
exports from the world’s 49 LDCs account for bareler 1 per cent of world trade. This data suggsts
factors beyond market access must be limiting LD&xgorts. Part IV examines Aid for Trade as onthef
factors that is most likely to influence export gtb.

Table 5. LDCs remain marginalized in world trade

2001 | 2006 | 2008 2001 | 2006 | 2008
Merchandise (%) Services (%)
LDCs 0.58 0.86 1.07 0.5 0.5 0.5
LDCs Asia 0.24 0.25 0.24 0.16 0.14 0.15
Developing
countries 25.5 32 33.5 18.9 21.8 22

Source: UNCTAD Globalstat Database
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IV. Improving supply-side conditions: increasing Ad for Trade

As the limitations of preferential market accesgehbecome apparent and the effectiveness of traditi
forms of aid has been challenged, more emphasibéders placed on addressing trade-capacity contstrain
in developing countries through Aid for Trade. THeng Kong WTO Ministerial Declaration of 2005
adopted the goal of increasing trade competitiveeesthe supply side, including through so-calléd far
Trade. Such aid often seeks to alleviate commodlésideveloping countries such as high trade costx]
for infrastructure and low competitiveness. Aid fimade usually targets one or several of the falgw

areas:

1) Productive capacity (including trade developtjieinvesting in industries and sectors so
that countries can diversify exports and buildcomparative advantages;

2) Infrastructure: building the roads, ports, amflecommunications that link domestic and
global markets;

3) Technical assistance: helping countries to dgvélade strategies, negotiate more effectively,
and implement outcomes; and

4) Adjustment assistance: helping with the castsociated with tariff reductions, preference
erosion, or declining terms of trade.

Data on Aid for Trade

At present, the most advanced tracking of Aid faade flows is conducted by the OECD and the WTO. In
their reportAid for Trade at a Glance 200®id for Trade is tracked by four monitoring andakiation
mechanisms that are composed of partner self-aseagsdonor self-assessment, global aid for trhmkesf

and performance indicators. The traditional CredReporting System (CRS) database of the OECD,lwhic
covers 90% of all ODA flows and has the most rédiaénd longest ranging database, has less detailed
information in trade-related technical assistamzteade development.

Recipients of Aid for Trade

According to the data in OECD/WTOA for Trade at a Glance 200%sian countries received 45.1 per
cent of commitments of Aid for Trade in the wontd2007, compared to 40 per cent for Africa (FigBye
Afghanistan and Bangladesh are two of the top 2pients in 2007 of the entire world (Table 6).
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Table 6. Top ranked recipients of Aid for Trade in2007

Top AfT recipients in 2007 Share in total AfT(%) Rank in the world
India 7.7 1
\Viet Nam 6.6 2
IAfghanistan 5.3 3
(Iraq) 4.4 4
Indonesia 3 6
Bangladesh 2.6 9
Top Asian developing countries (td
share) 29.6

On the recipient side, eight of the LDCs of Asial dhe Pacific have adopted formal policies to
increase their competitiveness in trade. BangladeShmbodia, Myanmar and Nepal are fully
mainstreaming trade policy objectives into theitioreal development strategies, while Afghanistaap L
PDR, Maldives and Vanuatu are take initial stephat direction.

Figure 8. Aid for trade: regional and sector distrbution, 2002-2005 average, 2006, 2007

Aid for trade: regional and sector distribution
2002-2005 average, 2006, 2007
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Source: QECDCRS

Sourc®ECD/WTO, Aid for trade at a glance 2009
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Table 7 below shows recent Aid for Trade flows intmntries in Asia and the Pacific as well as thig-s
categories they were allocated to. These four sidgories are trade policy and regulations, economi
infrastructure, building productive capacity araldie related adjustments. In 2007, the countridsia and

the Pacific received Aid for Trade commitments agang US$136.2 million; however, as shown in Figure
9, the percentage of disbursements is quite smalh average 52.7 per cent. Five countries, Afgitani
Cambodia, Myanmar, Nepal and Samoa were able éveclose to or above the committed amount of aid
(Afghanistan, Nepal and Samoa received 181.8 pet, d&6.1 per cent and 127.2 per cent of pledged
commitments, respectively). In contrast, two coiestr Bangladesh and Lao PDR, receive none of the
committed aid, while Maldives, the country benefitifrom the largest commitment of Aid for Trade,
received only 25.4 per cent of the committed aidrédkesearch is required to explain this data.

Table 7. Distribution of Aid for Trade-Commitments and Disbursements in million USD in 2007
(based on 2006 constant price)

Commitments/ Total Trade Policy & Economic Building Trade-Related
Disbursement Regulations Infrastructure Productive Adjustment
(e.g. trade (e.g. transport, | Capacity(e.qg. (e.g. budget
facilitation, communications, financial support for
regional trade | energy supply) services, trade reforms
agreements, business, and
multilateral industry, adjustments)
trade agriculture,
negotiations) tourism)
Asia 10,7235 - 168.2 - 5,948.0 - 4,607.2| - 0.0 -
Oceania 274.3 - 2.6 - 184.0 - 884..0| - 3.7 -
AVG. LDCs 136.2| 71.8 1.8 1.4 52.6 30.9 80.3| 38.6| 0.06| 0.85
in AP
Afghanistan 23.6| 429 1.1 1.3 7.7 24.6 14.8| 17.1 - -
Bangladesh 13.8 0.0 0.1 0.0 - - 13.7 - - -
Cambodia 145.1| 116.4 8.3 1.5 84.2 50.2 52.5| 57.9 0.0 6.8
Lao PDR 62.2 1.2 0.2 0.2 45.7 0.5 6.2 0.5 - -
Maldives 653.6| 166.2 2.8 03| 227.1 94.4| 423.6| 715 - -
Myanmar 27.3 25.7 1.0 1.0 2.6 7.1 23.7| 17.6 - -
Nepal 69.4| 101.4 0.4 2.1 50.6 28.4 48.3| 70.9 - -
Samoa 94.5| 120.2 0.8 4.8 33.2 42.1 59.9( 73.3 0.5 -

Source:OECD Creditor Reporting System
* Data on Bhutan, Kiribati, Solomon Islands, Timogste, Tuvalu and Vanuatu is not available
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Figure 9. Total disbursement ratio of Aid for Tradeto Asia Pacific’'s LDCs in 2007

Ci i Lao PDR Maldives (%) w Samoa

Figure 10. Aid for Trade Disbursement Ratio for Trade Poli . nd Regulations in 2007
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Figure 11. Aid for Trade Disbursement Ratio for Ecaomic Infrastructure in 2007
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projects include Greater Mgk&@ubregion programs which have invested in
corridors.
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V. Conclusions and Policy Recommendations

On Market Access

The LDCs of Asia and the Pacific have fared re&yiwell, especially as compared to LDCs in
other regions: in the aggregate, they receive lamoddty-free access and more Aid for Trade than
LDCs in other regions. Still, as tariffs in mostas have fallen overall, the preferential acceats th
LDCs had previously enjoyed has been to some egteded.

While duty-free and quota-free access is importtention must also be given to non-tariff and
non-border measures, such as sanitary and phyttaigameasures, which frequently restrict LDC
exports in the areas of agricultural products addistrial goods. More transparency is needed to
determine the number and extent of non-tariff lkeasrused by developed countries to limit imports
from developing countries and LDCs.

Despite the improved market access provided byldpgd countries, the share of LDC exports in
world exports remains flat: LDCs have made few alogiains in world markets. This trend may be
explained in part by the increasing competition s&tbCs now face for their main exports (such
as ready-made garments) by countries like Chinadttition, the current global economic crisis
has highlighted the vulnerability of economies sastCambodia’s which rely heavily on a limited
number of export items. Aid for Trade should assisse and other countries to achieve greater
stability through export diversification.

The current targets and indicators fail to addsessices trade, which has become increasingly
competitive for developing countries and may inftitere become a revenue earner for LDCs as
well.

The data compiled by the OECD and WTO does notwtety reflect the rise of aid and
preferential treatment schemes offered by devetppauntries (including Republic of Korea,
China and India) to LDCs. With rising South-Soutide especially in Asia and the Pacific, such
preferences gain increasing significance and wafuatiher research.

On Aid for Trade

Over the past few years, Aid for Trade as a sulniefficial development assistance has become
entrenched, and the different categories of Aidl@de have become affirmed. As a result, data
availability is improving. This trend should be encaged, as it helps donors and recipients to
formulate effective aid and trade policies.

The importance of Aid for Trade, and in particulae subset Aid for Trade Facilitation, is now
widely recognized, especially for geographicallyativantaged countries. In addition, research
suggests that trade policy formulation can podifiedfect domestic governance, such as overall
market transparency and corruption.

In the context of the global economic crisis, arrahelming challenge is to maintain momentum
in helping LDCs improve their trade competitiveness a key to development and poverty
reduction, the creation of a more equitable tradiygfem should remain at the top of the global
policy agenda.
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Annex I. Proportion of total developed country inports (by value and excluding arms)
from developing countries and fromhte least developed countries, admitted
free of duty (in percentage)

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2000 2002 2003 2004 2002006 2007

[e¢]

Developing 54.20 55.28 54.22 63.23 64.91 63.9 68.52 70§82 8075. 75.89 77.18 78.98
Market

Economies

Least Developed | 77.62 76.80 77.72 72.22 69.85 70.10 73.91 77|52 2580. 80.39 79.06 79.81
Countries

(LDCs)

LDCs -Asia 54.23 56.41 54.65 53.21 53.39 55.18 52.16 59/03 9464. 62.16 65.12 65.80
Afghanistan 85.38 90.40 90.65 86.47 99.34 98.04 68.86 92|56 2199. 99.63 99.80 99.62
Bangladesh 57.27 55.95 56.77 57.11 57.501 58.44 61.20 70{38 6574. 70.91 71.80 71.55
Bhutan 88.90 81.24 90.10 66.35 81.14 40.45 77.44 82/49 7693. 89.62 90.74 95.85
Cambodia 94.09 61.67 36.11 34.05 31.74 34.54 34.77 36{89 4141. 34.93 34.69 35.07,
Kiribati 33.80 42.31 51.42 19.39 8.34 6.02 8.77 6.52 34{157.45%| 59.01 98.87
Laos PDR 82.55 83.44 82.20 87.02 90.08 96.25 95.65 95{79 3997. 97.82 95.02 93.01
Maldives 25.08 15.48 12.54 26.73 23.98 24.44 22.17 21/83 612§4. 62.80 75.52 99.86
Myanmar 50.27 53.15 51.82 50.22 46.75 51.74 18.78 27091 8333. 51.89 52.05 63.19
Nepal 63.30 62.23 56.45 51.51 44.15 44.61 4478 43119 4561. 71.02 75.59 80.63
Samoa 99.80 99.95 99.42 99.64 98.78 98.54 96.92 97/88 659§. 99.47 99.41 99.76
Solomon Islands 77.09 79.57 70.59 67.70 74.37 72.24 69.46 72/83 6874. 98.93 99.38 100.0(
Timor-Leste 72.13 99.18 99.78 98.02 98.44 96.38 86.85 87/40 6199. 92.54 99.99 99.99
Tuvalu 100.00 | 100.00{ 100.0(q 100.00 96.66 97.87 100.00 0000. 100.00 99.85 99.78 100.00
Vanuatu 57.48 81.14 83.92 77.50 59.36 81.09 76.52 58{17 9157. 55.78 30.03 99.95

Source Compiled using UNCTAD/ITC/WTO data availablevayw.mdg-trade.org

Note: LDCs-Asia includes Afghanistan, Bangladedm t&n, Cambodia, Maldives, Myanmar, Nepal and
Yemen.
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Annex Il . Average tariffs imposed by developed cauries on agricultural products from developing cowntries
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1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2004 006 2 2007
MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe
renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti
al al al al al al al al al al al al

Developing 12.95 10.42 12.16 9.84 12.18 9.4 11.07 olie 1070 9.24 10.69 9.17|  11.07 9.4 11.03 9.38 11p9 9[10 1511 881 10.80 8.52) 10.6 8.3p
Market Economies|

All LDCs 712 3.95 6.74 3.88 6.6 3.6 537 376 506 371 27§ 274 524 2.81] 5.24 2.8] 5.40 315 551 309 41§ 278 541 2.06)
Afghanistan 2.48 2.43 2.54 2.48 2.53 2.4 2.92 2.40 251 2[39 513 236 2.24 1.95] 2.23 1.94 0.84 0.42 0.p4 ol42 86(d. 042 0.86 0.26
Bangladesh 10.15 7.26 9.94 7.1§ 9.7 6.0 947 5.61 9j34 5[49 9.34 374 1022 35§ 10.2 350 1050 3p6 1060 583. 11.40 395 10.75 3.4
Bhutan 23.89 19.23 22.74] 18.24 22.54 16.4 20.37 12{47 9419. 12.13 19.93 4.28 13.6: 3.6B 14.13 3.fo 16{80 0 7.3 14.87 4.95 16.82 6.9 17.5p 5.04
Cambodia 6.80 557 6.51 5.66 6.14 438 470 237 458 228 574 039 12.28 026 122 02p 1247 06  12[41 3(312.49 042| 1254 0.31
Kiribati 7.39 2.05 7.02 1.88 6.84 1.7 5.46 172 559 1169 699 0.70 6.28 1.27 6.3 1.24 5.4p 1.07 541 1{o5 385 1.04 5.36 0.01
Laos PDR 2.92 1.19 2.53 1.18 2.50 1.1 1.40 0.90 187 ols8 371 067 1.36 0.75 1.35 0.7 1.00 0.40 0.p5 0[34 84(d. 035 1.03 0.26
Maldives 9.60 6.60 9.30 6.56 9.14 6.3 8.71 7.05 8.4 668 444 5.70 8.32 5.83 8.30 581 8.34 583 9.5 665 169 6.65 8.34 5.68
Myanmar 11.64 11.39 9.24 9.0§ 9.0 8.8] 10.19 9fa 930 648 938 5.94 9.13 9.07 9.4 9.2 9.70 9.55 9l78 95710.75 10.40 10.69| 8.44
Nepal 3.49 2.44 3.40 2.38 3.41 2.2 9.19 1.05 2.03 1foo 917 o081 3.47 0.88 3.4 0.84 3.49 1.39 3p1 1[38 753 1.01 3.84 0.25
Samoa 12.21 3.32 11.54 3.24 11.42 3.0 9.81 31 9|57 934 957 1.84 9.75 1.87 9.8 1.8 9.1 1.62 9[56 1{60 9.98 1.61 9.91 0.39
Solomon Islands 8.39 2.91 7.93 2.82 7.78 2.6 6.40 2.42 6.20 2|59 20§ 250 5.68 2.35 5.64 23 5.68 2.28 5.70 214 719 215 5.69 2.00)
Timor-Leste 1.83 1.83 1.42 1.42) 1.4 1.4 0.15 0.15 014 0j14 14q o0.14 0.93 0.93 0.9§ 0.9% 0.95 0.81 0.p6 074 84d. 061 058 0.29
Tuvalu 4.35 3.69 4.21 3.60) 4.0l 2.4 3.41 0.06 3.4 0{05 .64 3 0.05 5.78 0.91 5.78 091 5.80 0.81 5.3 0|81 535 081 4.74 0.66
Vanuatu 1595 | 1210| 1516 12.1 151p 1L 122 992 8172 9.90 | 1228 221 11.67 21y 1198 215 11]76 1l9a11.82 188 11.82 184 117y 0.2

Source Compiled using UNCTAD/ITC/WTO data availablevavw.mdg-trade.org

* All Least Developed Countries (LDCs) as defingdHe United Nations Office of the High Represéveebr the Least Developed Countries, Landlockesdbping Countries and Small Island DevelopingeSta
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Annex lll. Average tariffs imposed by developed contries on industrial products from developing counties

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2004 006 2 2007
MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe
renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti
al al al al al al al al al al al al

Developing 3.25 1.97 3.23 1.95 2.8 1.7p 2.38 1.46 2.p9 140 287 1.49 2.19 1.28 2.18 1.24 2.10 114 2.8 111 062 1.10 1.92 0.99
Market Economies|

All LDCs* 3.77 1.14 3.77 0.94| 3.61 0.8 3.40 0.35 3.38 0[35 3.38. 0.16 3.22 0.30| 3.24 0.2y 3.22 0.27 3p0 0{27 .19 3 0.26 3.21 0.23]
Afghanistan 16.03 15.12 16.00]  15.01 15.8p 1490 15p9  14[90 5918. 14.90 | 15.58| 14.84 13.0 12.30 13.01 12]18 1160 .14 1.57 0.12 1.48 0.1 1.3 0.0
Bangladesh 6.36 311 6.24 3.00 552 2.7 5.43 0.14 556 073 48§ 065 5.40 0.66, 5.47 05 542 0.54 5h1 053 41§ 053 537 0.49
Bhutan 2.89 0.70 2.86 0.56| 2.19 0.5 2.05 0.50 186 0{49 841 0.47 1.88 0.48 1.88 0.44 1.87 0.44 1.6 0/44 881 043 1.80 0.42
Cambodia 17.34 891 17.47 789 135 731  16.6 685 16|54 8064 16.31 6.61] 16.07 6.6 16.04 640 163 6[20 961§. 6.18 | 15.96 617 16.0 6.0
Kiribati 6.32 0.67 6.28 0.63 6.23 0.58 6.12 4.73 6.12 4[73 124 053 1.94 0.54 1.94 0.54 1.94 0.54 1p3 054 931 054 1.95 0.02
Laos PDR 13.46 10.61 13.45 10.3 12.4B 10.24  13p4  10[21 9812. 10.20| 12.92 10.04 15.4 12.84 15.48 12[72 g88 .12 8.89 6.14 5.51 2.71 5.48 2.7
Maldives 9.55 821 953 8.18 93 8.1l 9.28 372 9.p7 368 289 2.81 717 2.25 7.17 22 7.16 2.24 715 2024 167 224 555 1.04
Myanmar 4.12 2.45 4.45 2.71 3.31 2.2 3.4 0.95 3p2 ojo4 583 o081 3.52 2.50 3.55 24 356 2.46 3.55 2|46 543 201 3.31 2.24
Nepal 3.87 0.53 3.62 0.51 3.39 0.5 2.97 0.48 2.03 oj48 913 o012 2.43 0.18 2.37 0.1 2.3 0.17 2.81 oj16 462 0.23 2.45 0.23
Samoa 3.01 0.45 3.00 0.45 2.98 0.41 2.8 0.65 2077 o065 774 0.5 251 0.40] 251 0.4 252 0.40 2043 040 432 040 2.43 0.35
Solomon Islands 6.00 2.18 5.97 1.45] 5.9 1.4B 544 2.64 583 2|62 84§ 135 441 131 4.44 13 439 1.30 4B9 1[29 384. 1.29 438 1.09
Timor-Leste 2.29 222 2.26 220 1.92 1.8 1.G4 1.01 0.6 0[o4 96q 0.93 1.30 1.27] 1.30 12 127 0.86 1p4 ofgo 201 073 1.20 0.25
Tuvalu 3.62 2.01 3.39 1.38 3.15 0.34 2.42 0.17 216 0{17 .65 7 0.10 3.05 0.40| 3.17 0.3 3.07 0.33 2.8 0126 972 0.26 3.00 0.27
Vanuatu 2.68 0.33 2.63 0.31) 2.59 0.2y 2.90 1.22 2.49 1|22 .49 3 0.24 171 0.32 1.71 0.32 1.72 0.33 172 0|32 721 032 1.76 0.08

Source Compiled using UNCTAD/ITC/WTO data availablevavw.mdg-trade.org

* All Least Developed Countries (LDCs) as defingdHe United Nations Office of the High Represéveebr the Least Developed Countries, Landlockeddlbping Countries and Small Island DevelopingeSta
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Annex IV. Average tariffs imposed by developed couries on textiles from developing countries

Staff Working Paper 03/09

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2004 006 2 2007
MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe
renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti
al al al al al al al al al al al al

Developing 9.25 7.28 9.14 7.19 8.89 6.9p 8.42 6.59 8.p8 6[55 1194 6.60 7.66 5.98 7.44 5.81 7.32 5.16 7.p4 525 247 519 7.21 5.05
Market Economies|

All LDCs* 7.66 458 757 455 7.34 438 6.93 437 6.78 4|12 63§ 384 6.72 3.81] 6.54 35 6.22 3.20 6.p3 321 244 319 6.19 3.14
Afghanistan 2128 | 1910 2121 19.1 2118 19.09 20B4  19[09 8129. 19.07 | =20.74] 17.84 219 17.9 2182 1781 444 50 470 0.50 4.70] 0.49 469 0.49
Bangladesh 8.19 4.59 8.00 4.48 7.72 4.28 7.33 4317 7.19 3lo8 047 328 6.89 3.73 6.79 321 6.62 3.13 6.53 314 534 3.14 6.52 3.05
Bhutan 8.12 3.99 8.07 3.95 7.92 3.8p 7.47 3.70 751 3[56 447 244 7.18 3.18 6.97 2.61 6.79 2.47 6.76 2|47 764 247 6.75 2.47
Cambodia 9.92 6.11 9.77 6.01 9.43 5.6f 8.97 5.52 8.p1 5[29 649 453 8.45 4.82 8.29 4.2 8.15 413 8.p0 4lo8 00g. 4.08 8.03 4.02
Kiribati 14.29 816| 1424 811 139 791 1291 7P4  13[98 079 1337 8.00[ 12.80 77 12.19 741 11p4 6[96 611. 6.96| 11.62 694 116 6.9
Laos PDR 25.33 | 2050 25.18 20.49 2506  20.35 24[79  20[31 7324. 20.25| 24.64] 19.99 243 19.9 2412 1926 g11 .31 8.04 3.31 7.97 3.24 7.85 3.1
Maldives 6.55 4.40 6.45 4.34 6.1 4.1 541 393 539 368 26§ 2.72 5.43 3.19 5.3] 308 520 3.00 5pa 302 245 295 519 2.79)
Myanmar 9.14 5.05 9.05 5.28] 8.84 5.08 8.39 4.99 8.27 4{89 .14 § 4.40 7.63 6.73 7.44 6.4Y 7.41 6.43 7.38 6/43 387 5091 7.36 6.40
Nepal 4.97 2.73 491 2.73] 4.79 2.68 4.32 2.54 416 2142 .02 4 0.96 5.11 0.87 4.89 0.7 4.68 0.63 4719 0|63 235 063 5.22 0.63
Samoa 7.80 3.27 7.72 3.25 7.53 3.1L 7.32 2.97 7.6 2[87 874 214 6.69 2.57 6.6d 221 6.39 2.09 6.9 2|00 294 2.09 6.14 1.99
Solomon Islands 14.69 10.03 14.55 9.64 14.06 9.8 1389 9Joo 13158.81 12.84 7.83] 12.48 7.8 12.10 7.50 11[75 7135 .o0L 5.75 9.99 574 116 7.4p
Timor-Leste 8.30 8.14 8.22 8.05 7.94 7.8p 7.92 7.39 7.833 7120 117  7.00 6.83 6.72 6.92 6.81 6.84 5.63 6.73 420 704. 3.82 6.63 2.86
Tuvalu 10.02 4.50 9.91 4.49 9.7 4.4p 9.02 4.15 887 4108 8.67 3.27 8.33 4.48 7.95 2.9p 7.63 3.57 7pa 2[37 247 237 7.24 2.37|
Vanuatu 18.08 13.36 17.94  12.79 17.2B 12.09 1658  11[86 2914. 11.63 | 15.92| 10.6§ 15.5. 10.4 15.02 9p1 1466 .73 11.98 7.26 11.98 7.24 14.45 9.13

Source Compiled using UNCTAD/ITC/WTO data availablevavw.mdg-trade.org

* All Least Developed Countries (LDCs) as defingdte United Nations Office of the High Represévedbr the Least Developed Countries, Landlockeddlbping Countries and Small Island DevelopingeSta
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Annex V . Average tariffs imposed by developed cotries on clothing from developing countries
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1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2004 006 2 2007
MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe | MFN | Prefe
renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti renti
al al al al al al al al al al al al

Developing 14.06 11.42 13.93 11.33 13.7f 11.17 13p4  10[88 1613. 10.75| 12.97 11.27 12.4 10.02 12.15 95 11190 .58 11.76 8.30 11.76 8.2 1180 8.1
Market Economies|

All LDCs* 14.05 8.13 13.95 8.12 13.8 8.01 13.50 7.00 13136 .78 1 13.26 7.68 13.10 7.4 12.98 6.97 1281 6|42 2913. 6.41 12.29 6.41] 12.2 6.4
Afghanistan 46.56 | 4219 46.45 4213 46.3% 4204  46p1  42/02 1148. 4191 46.01] 4139 458 4179 4576 4112 11102 6.46 10.92 6.46 10.92 6.4 10.92 6.4
Bangladesh 13.88 788 13.75 783  135% 769  13.28 769  13[05 431 12.83 7.24] 12,61 7.1 12.38 638 1215 6[30 0417, 6.29 | 12.04 629 12.0 6.2
Bhutan 14.94 8.78 14.73 8.73 14.4 8.53 14.18 8,89 13193 22§ 13.66 7.99 13.45 7.2 13.21 7.97 12.p8 7|02 88l3. 6.95 12.88 6.95) 12.8 6.9
Cambodia 13.62 7.52 13.49 7.47 13.3p 7.32 12.99 7p3 12[77 091 1254 6.90 12.32 6.81 12.10 6.95 11,7 5l97 7711, 5.97 11.76 5.97 11.7 5.9
Kiribati 15.06 9.37 14.88 9.33 14.71 924 1443 9li6 1427 089 1411 8.06 13.92 8.0 13.76 7.96 1360 7|49 513, 7.49 13.51 7.49 135 7.4
Laos PDR 4188 | 3575 4175 35.7 416p 35684 41p1  35)61 2841 3556 | 41.14] 3549 410 3555  40.90 3486 12155 6.66 12.46 6.67 12.45 6.6 12.46 6.
Maldives 12.61 6.69 12.48 6.64 12.3 6.48 11.99 67 11[78 244 1156 6.09 11.33 6.0 11.101 5.42 10.p0 5[15 79d. 5.15 10.79 5.15 10.7 5.1
Myanmar 14.64 8.57 14.50 8.52 14.31 8.38 13.99 8p7 13[75 104 1354 7.94] 13.34 11.5 13.99 1111 12J88 10.9912.76 10.96 12.76 10.9 1276 10
Nepal 12.30 6.76 12.22 6.72 11.9 6.46 11.62 69 11[49 164 11.38 5.80 10.95 5.94 10.74 5.46 10.63 5|18 441Q. 5.18 10.96 5.21 10.94 5.2
Samoa 13.64 6.69 13.52 6.69 13.3 6.57 12.89 645 12[63 334 12.39 6.20 12.07 5.9 11.88 5.48 1157 5|47 471 547 11.47 5.47 11.41 5.4
Solomon Islands 14.54 7.89 14.41 7.93 14.1 7.72 13.79 758 1351 421 1321 7.26 12.91 7.13 12.64 6.94 12,83 6[40 2313, 6.40 12.23 6.40 12.64 6..5
Timor-Leste 1244 | 1238| 1238 123 1185 1182 1180 11|26 921Q. 10.88| 10.50] 1047 10.0 1001 1003  10J00 964 92 9.62 6.44 9.74 5.1] 9.4p 2.8
Tuvalu 13.38 8.86 13.20 8.76 12.9% 8.56 12.60 787 12|36 .22 1 12.13 6.13 11.86 7.71 11.6R 5.847 11.89 6|95 2911. 5.32 11.29 5.32] 11.2 5.3
Vanuatu 16.98 10.38 16.85 10.3 16.6p 10.27 16.p8 10{18 0316. 10.05 15.83 9.97] 15.6 9.8B 15.34 9.80 15{13 59.215.03 9.23 15.03 9.23 15.0B 9.7

Source Compiled using UNCTAD/ITC/WTO data availablevavw.mdg-trade.org

* All Least Developed Countries (LDCs) as defingdHe United Nations Office of the High Represéveebr the Least Developed Countries, Landlockesdbping Countries and Small Island DevelopingeSta
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