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Abstract

This paper examines the implications for developing country producers of changes in UK
retailers’ global sourcing practices. It examines to what extent UK retailers have adopted the
‘lean retailing’ paradigm, with its implications of a shift of sourcing ‘nearer to home'. On the
basis of a detailed examination of unpublished UK import data and interviews with leading
retailers it concludes that, although the paradigm has considerable influence in the UK,
sourcing patterns especially of leading retailers remain heavily price-based and for this
reason heavily focused on developing countries. On the other hand, UK retailers have
escalated their qualifying criteria for suppliers in line with the new paradigm, implying that
only the most resourceful developing country enterprises will find a place in UK retailers
global sourcing networks.

1. Background
(a) Introduction

The clothing industry has been long seen as a depping-stone to indudridization. This was the
experience in 19" century Europe, and it was repested in parts of East Asia as recently as the
1970s. A reason why the industry could play this role was because of its low entry barriers,
partticularly with regard to capitd requirements. From the standpoint of developing countries
today, a key quesion is whether this role can be repeated: is the clothing industry 4ill
characterized by low entry bariers, and can its successful growth ill serve as a means of
domestic capitd accumulation?

The broader context has certainly changed, not only since the 19" century but aso since the
1970s. International trade liberdization has meant that domestic makets ae now
encompassed by globa ones. On the one hand, producing countries find it harder to shelter
domedtic infant indudtries from internationad competition (not to mention dumping), while on
the other there are wider export opportunities available for successful developing country
clothing enterprises. Taken together, these conditions mean that for developing country
clothing manufacturers to succeed, they have to be globaly competitive.

The preconditions for ‘globa competitiveness cannot be specified in the abstract, either for
enterprises in generd or even for developing country clothing manufacturing enterprises in
generd. They are market-specific, in the sense that despite the fact that most markets are
becoming incressingly globa, they ae adso subject to different processes of internd
segmentation and different forms of internationd regulation. The globa dothing market is a
case in point, with its deep ssgmentation between US-, EU- and Japanese end-markets and its
complex patchwork of international trade agreements (the Multifibre Arrangement and its
successor, the Lomé Convention, NAFTA, and the EU’s Customs Union with Turkey, as well
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as its preferentid trade arrangements (PTAS) with most Centrd and Eastern European (CEE)
and North African countries, its Free Trade Arrangement with South Africa, etc.).

The question of specifying the preconditions for the ‘globd competitiveness of developing
country clothing manufecturers therefore needs to be narrowed down to questions such as the
preconditions for successful participation in the EU market. Yet even this quedtion is difficult
to answver directly. The EU market for clothing is itsdf internally segmented between member
countries, snce ther consumption trends and retal dructures differ greatly. The issue
therefore needs to be approached in a disaggregated way, by looking at a cross-section of EU
markets and the ways in which they are developing. This implies an examinaion of different
‘netiond’ patterns of sourcing and the paradigms governing them. As will become clear, of
paticular importance is the question of the extent to which the ‘lean retaling’ paradigm has
been adopted, with itsimplications of aradica shift to supply networks ‘ nearer to home'.

This paper examines how globd sourcing for clothing currently operates in relation to one
mgor EU country, namely the UK', and with wha consequences for actud and potentia
developing country suppliers. It does so on two man bases. The fird is unpublished UK
import data on clothing, which has been examined for 1985, 1988, 1990, 1995 and 2000. This
is andysad in terms of shares of imports of specific countries and groups of countries for
these years, cross-referenced by type of clothing item from 1988 onwards’. This data gives a
detaled picture of trends in the geography of UK retallers globd sourcing operations. The
second is 10 interviews with a cross-section (by market sub-segment) of leading UK dothing
retallers, carried out in May-July 2001. These interviews further explored the geography of
leading retallers patterns of globad sourcing, while aso covering their sourcing sStrategies and
practices — that is, how and according to wha principles their sourcing operations were
organized, which types of suppliers they sourced from, and how they managed therr supply
base.

The paper fdls into four main sections. In the remainder of this Background section, there is a
discusson of the recent literature on changing patterns of globa sourcing for clothing and
their implications for developing countries and a brief outline of the UK clothing retail sector.
The second section presents and discusses UK import data. The third describes the findings of
the retailer survey, and the fourth presents some generd conclusions.

! Subsequent studies of France and Scandinavia are planned.
2 This datawas not available for 1985.
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(b) Therecent literature on global sourcing for clothing

Three partly overlgpping and partly dternative gpproaches to understanding the implications
for developing countries of current globa sourcing patterns for clothing can be identified. The
fird is that provided by Globa Commodity Chain (GCC) andysis, represented most clearly in
the work of Gay Gereffi (1994, 1999). In this approach, clothing is seen as a sector
characterized by a concentration of profits and ocontrol in  the functions of
marketing/didribution and retalling, and by production which is globdly out-sourced on the
bass of ‘buyer-driven’ networks of independent manufacturers, located mainly in developing
countries. Globa out-sourcing was initiated in the 1970s by independent US importing
agents, and was adopted subsequently by US retaillers and branders. Origindly, out-sourcing
was dmply of cut-and-sew work to manufacturers in Hong Kong, Tawan and Korea Later,
and patly to crcumvent mounting quota redrictions, manufecturers in these countries
elaborated their own networks of producers, digtributed across Thailand, Mdaysia, Indonesa
the Philippines and even Mauritius. Subsequently they sporead adso to China, Vietnam,
Cambodia and Laos. Meanwhile, US retallers were devolving an increesng range of sarvice
functions to their Hong Kong, Tawanese and Korean contractors, including sourcing of cloth
and fabric and product development.

Gereffi further identified subgantidly different sourcing petterns for retallers in the US upper
market-segment (production by flexible enterprises based mainly in developed countries) and
for branded marketers of basic clothing (Sara Lee, Phillips-Van Heusen, Levi Strauss & Co.),
many of whom had own-owned factories in the US. The latter were sourcing heavily from the
Caribbean Basn on the bass of specid tariff arangements, both from new own-owned or
joint venture assembly plants and from sub-contracting locally-owned ‘CMTers 3.

Two main developments in this pattern have occurred since the mid-1990s. The first concerns
US branded manufacturers of basics who, since the inauguration of NAFTA, have delocalized
production from the US more radicdly than before - and who have done so increasingly on
the basis d contracting full manufacture (or ‘FOB’) rather than CMT. The second has been a
corresponding  pronounced shift in the geography of US sourcing, from the Far East to
Mexico and the Caribbearf. This has been a consequence of retailers and branders giving
increasing priority to shorter lead times (see below).

3 Suppliers undertaking only ‘ cut, make and trim’ operations, with cloth or fabric supplied by the contractor.

* The combined US market import share of Hong Kong, Taiwan, Korea, China, Philippines, Malaysia, Indonesia
and Thailand declined from 72.1% in 1981 to 54.5% in 1998; that for Mexico, Dominican Republic and Costa
Ricaincreased from 4.9% to 18.1% over the same period (1995, 1998).
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A recent contribution by Mortimer, Lal & Romijn (2000) concurs with Gereffi on the
changing geography of US globa sourcing and dates that there has been a broadly smilar
trend centred on the EU, where imports from North Africa and CEE have grown rapidly”.
However, it goes onto argue that in both the US and EU cases, the sourcing concerned is for
basic clothing and predominantly of a CMT kind, led by the increasingly important category
of EU discount retallers. This rests on taking advantage of a combination of chegp labour
costs and concessond taiff levels. The authors go onto argue tha the concentration by new
clothing exporters on CMTing of badics trgps them in a deveopment cul-de-sac. This is
reinforced by the fact that most out-sourcing has been to foreign-owned assembly plants and
that locd ownership in the indugry is negligible Since, in the authors view, the PTAsS
concerned are going to be short-lived, ‘time is...running out fast for...producers that remain
in mass-produced price-sendtive garments with low  <kill requirements...(only those who)
‘move away ...to higher qudity and desgn-intendve products (p.116) will enjoy long-term
competitiveness.

The empiricdl bass of a least pat of this argument is cdled into question by Mersch's
detalled (1997) work on the clothing trade between the EU and CEE/North Africa This
indicates that, while in the mid-1990s CMT work under PTAs (more usudly known as
‘Outward Processing Trade' (OPT) work) accounted for 70-80% of these countries total
clothing exports to the EU, the OPT trade itsdf accounted for only a smdl fraction of al EU
clothing imports and that — except in the case of Tunisa - a large mgority of OPT exports
were by localy-owned assemblers. Furthermore, the main types of clothing involved were not
basics but engineered or tailored garments using high vaue fabrics®. In other words, there
were more dmilarities than differences between the US cut-and-sew outsourcing to the Far
East n the 1970s, led on the retall sde by companies like Liz Claiborne, and the EU trade
with CEE and North Africa. Consequently, there were no grounds to view it entirdy as a cul-
de-sac.

Abernathy e d (1999) provide the basis for an dternative interpretation of the shift to
sourcing ‘nearer to home’, noted in al these contributions. According to them, wage-cost
condderations have little to do with it and concessonary taiff levels are of secondary
importance. Rather, the shift arises mainly from lead-time consderations — which are in turn
explaned in tems of the rise of ‘leen retaling’. During the early 1990s the latter trend
became US realers paradigmatic response to the problems of over-invetment in retall
space, product proliferation’, sharply intensified price competition and resulting reductions in
magins. ‘Lean retaling attempts to minimize the costs associated with holding inventory,

® The combined EU market share of Tunisia, Morocco, Poland, Romania and Hungary increase from 7.7%
t013.1% between 1994 and 1998 alone (WTO, 1999).

® Baldone, Sdogati & Tajoli (2001) distinguish further between EU countries with long-established OPT
traditions, like Germany and the Netherlands (where in 1994-96 OPT re-imports were respectively the equivalent
of 24.1% and 42.2% of domestic production), which typically out-source CMT operations as a whole, and
relative newcomersto the OPT businesslike Italy and France, which tended to outsource only sewing.

” Increase in numbers of product ranges and sub-ranges
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with forced markdowns to clear unsold goods, and with ‘stock-outs 8. It does so partly on the
bass of usng more accurate sales forecadts, itsdf made possible by the adoption of eectronic
salesregisters and bar-coding.

On the bass of linking sdes-point data to wider sysems for eectronic data interchange
(EDI), leading US appard retailers have been able to shift to inventory control methods based
on lower and later initid orders, sdective later replenishments and more frequent introduction
of new items — provided that suppliers aso adopt the agppropriate technology and accept
respongbility for inventory management. This in turn paves the way for retalers to replace
their warehouses by digtribution centres (DCs) where goods are moved on without being
sored, and for suppliers to be asked to accept responsibility for highly detalled bar-coding,
preparation of goods to floor-ready standards and to conform to new standards regarding

shipping.

Although this is not much explored by Abernathy et d (op. cit.), ‘lean retaling has obvious
implications for supplier entry barriers. The invesment costs of conformity with new EDI
sandards are consderable, but even more so are the additiona working capita costs required
by supplier managed inventory. Furthermore, there are new geographicd congraints on
production locetions, in terms both of distance from DCs and predictability of times of arriva
at DCs.

According to the authors, ‘lean retalling’ in clothing has gpplied mogt to basics, snce these
present the best opportunities for forecasting demand (p.51). Hence, it is clamed that it is not
gaments with the highest fashion content which are now typicaly produced ‘near to home,
but basics. Within this category however, those likely to be produced most near to home are
ones for which demand is least predictable and therefore for which the greatest
production/stockholding flexibility is required. This means more differentisted basics, as wdl
as certain fittings or colours for undifferentiated ones.

It is clear that Abernathy et d’s andysis is more consstent with what is known about current
US retailler busness paradigms, and with the changing geography of US globd sourcing, than
any of the dternatives. It is dso the case that ‘lean retaling’ has achieved a paradigmatic
datus as a doctrine in the EU, a least in busness schools, consultancy firms and the financid
press and makets. Over the last five years, for example, discusson in the British financid
press of clothing retaller performance has been preoccupied dmost exclusvely by the relaion
between the variables of sdes growth and inventory growth. The optimd reationship
between these is hed to be one where sdes are growing faster than inventory. Conversdly,
dgns tha sdes ae fdling while inventory is riang are gregted by dedining investor
confidence and trigger higher borrowing costs. The favour enjoyed by Zaalnditex in the
financia press and markets, on the bass of having stock-turns 20 days fadter than its man

8 Running out of stock for popular items.
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competitors’ is sdutary in this respect, especidly when compared with the fate of M&S. The
latter has been very heavily criticized for its poor inventory management performance, with
implications for its share price. The extent to which this modd has been adopted by other
leading UK retalers, and in combination with which other paradigms, remans an open
quegtion.

(c) The UK clothing retail sector

The size of the UK dlothing retail market in 2000 was around £33bn. (US$ 50bn.)™°. Market
growth averaged around 3%/year in red terms between 1991 and 1997, but dowed
subsequently to average around 2%/year (ECRH, 2001). The market exhibits a high degree of
polarisation between women's wear and men's wear. The women's wear market is
considerably bigger than the men’swear one and has been growing faster.

The sector has two rdatively unique festures. Firslly, while not as concentrated as other
British retall sectors such as food, its level of concentration is ill high by internationd
gandards. The top five retailers accounted for around 32% of sdes in 2000, while the top 10
accounted for around 42%. Secondly, unlike in many other EU countries, the sector is
relatively specidised. Specidist chains account over three-quarters of dl sales, and there is a
rddivey shap diginction between clothing retallers and manufecturers. While a number of
Britain's remaining large dothing manufacturers have ther own brands and even (smdl)
retall chains, none of the top 20 dlothing retalers any longer have dgnificant manufacturing
interests.

The sector is dominated by specidis mid-market chains, who together account for well over
haf of dl sdes Four of the top ax UK clothing retalers by sdes (see Table 1) fdl into this
category. Nonetheless, it has been mid-market chains that have been most under pressure in
recent years, both because this segment of the market has been expanding dowest, and
because of competition from new sources. The firg of these is foreign mid-market chains
such as H&M, Gap and Zara, who have expanded their presence. The second is the results of
qudity improvements in the offerings of a new generation of UK discounters, as wel as of
those of two very large supermarket chains (see below).

Together with a shift to more predtigious retall locations by some discounters, improved
quaity seems to have de-stigmatized discount shopping for the middle-income groups who
were the manday of the mid-market. At the other end of the scale, mid-market specidist

° Based on sourcing a majority of its intake from 16 own-owned factories in Northern Spain. Zara's sales have
been also rising fast, doubling to US$2.3bn. in 2000.

19 This estimate was arrived at by adding ECHR’s (2001) figures for sales by specialist clothing retailers to its
figuresfor large- and mediumescal e non-specialist ones.
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chains have adso been losing business to the revived Depatment Store segment, following
(some of) the latter’ s repackaging as assemblies of branded concessions.

Some UK mid-market specidist retallers, exemplified by Next, have responded to these
developments by atempting to make clearer ‘fashion dtatements in ther offerings. Others
have made rddively large reductions in price ad digned ther image coser to tha of
discounters, as in the case of BhS. The problems of the segment as a whole have come under
shap focus as a result of the problems of two very large chains, which are generdly regarded
as having faled to move decisively in ether of these directions. The Dutchrowned C&A
chan - amongs the top 10 UK cdothing retalers in 1999 - withdrew from the market
completely in 2000, while the number one UK specidist clothing retaller, M&S, has suffered
from plummeting sdes and profits as well as from ever more adverse press commentary. A
third response has been raiondization, exemplified by the recent merger of the Arcadia and
Sears businesses and resulting in very high levels of concentration in this segmen.

Tablel. Clothing salesof top 20 UK-based retailer s/brander sby rank order, ca. 2000
(e: estimate)

Company Date Sales (£bn.) Notes

M&S 2001 4.58e calculated as 58% of
turnover

Arcadia 2000 1.9

Next 2001 159

GUSs 2000 15e calculated as 40% of non-
Argos sales

Debenhams 2000 0.90e calculated as 64% of
turnover

BhS 2000 0.82

Littlewoods 2000 0.70e guestimate

Asda (George) 2001 0.60

Tesco 2001 0.60e guestimate

Matalan 2001 0.59

House of Frazer 2000 0.57e calculated as 70% of
turnover

John Lewis 2000 0.47e calculated as 25% of
turnover

Primark 2000 043

Burberry 2001 043e includes very large
proportion of overseas sales

New Look 2000 042

N Brown 2001 0.40

Mothercare 2000 0.33e calculated as 75% of
turnover

River Island 1999 0.29

Alexon 2000 0.22

Adams* 2000 0.20

*sales by Peacock’s and estimated clothing sales by the Pentland Group were almost identical with those of
Adams.
Sources: Company Annual Reports
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The next largest segment remains, somewhat surprisingly, the mal order one with a market
share of 13-14%. Sdes from this sesgment were risng again in the late 1990s, after earlier fdls
and widespread predictions of demise. This segment is dominated by the very highly
concentrated agency business, catering primarily to those without access to bank credit. There
are only five players in the agency segment, of which the leading two, GUS and Littlewoods
(which dso has clothing stores) are Britishowned. Recent growth in the ssgment has come
mainly from direct mal busnesses the mos important of which is N Brown. Some
specidized mail order companies have adopted the strategy of expanding into complementary
businesses, such as credit checking and logidtics, dthough they have adso been deflating ther
prices for clothing, which were traditiondly 10-15% above those for comparable products
sold on the high street.

As noted, discounters and supermarkets have been fast eroding the market share of mid-
market speciaist chains. According to Verdict (2000) specidist clothing discounters have a
combined market share of 8.4%. Leading discounters like Matalan, Primark, Peacock’s and
New Look have followed extremely aggressve pricing drategies, sdling a 30-50% below
cusomary mid-market prices, but without a corresponding deficit in qudity or service. Their
man competitors are found amongst supermarkets. British supermarkets traditiondly had
veay limited cothing offerings (manly children's wear), but over the last decade two in
particular, Asda (owned by Wa-Mart since 2000) and Tesco, have expanded their ranges and
sdesdramdicdly.

UK branded clothing was traditiondly dominated by luxury classc men's wear brands such
as Daks, Smpson's, Asguascutum and Burberry. The first three of these have passed into
foreign ownership, but Burberry (owned in 2001 by GUS) successfully re-invented itsdf as a
women's fashionwear brand with broad apped, and is now eadsly the largest UK-owned
brand. Other well-known British fashion brands such as French Connection/Nicole Farhi,
Paul Smith and Ted Baker reman rdaivey smdl (annud sdes bdow £200 mn.), especidly
in comparison with mainland European counterparts like Hugo Boss or Max Mara.

With certain notable exceptions, the UK clothing retail sector at the end of the 1990s was
uffering from gmilar problems to those noted by Abernathy et a for the US sector a decade
ealier: over-invesment in retal space, product proliferation, sharpening competition and
fdling margins. As will be seen, an adoption of dements of the ‘lean retaling’ paradigm was
one common response amongs larger retailers. A smultaneous response was price deflation,
however. Five of the 10 companies interviewed described following policies of price cutting
in the Annua Reports for 2000 and a sixth is know to have made cross-the-board cuts of 30%.
The result has been that sourcing patterns and practices came to reflect an increased emphasis
on price as wel as on shifting closer to home, besides of course dso reflecting past practices
and priorities.
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2. UK clothing imports, 1985-2000"

(a) Overall import values, penetration and geography

Import penetration of the UK clothing market increased by admogst hdf between 1995 and
2000. In 1995, in a retal market of around £26.5bn., ci.f. imports worth Eu. 5.7 bn.
accounted for around 46.5% of sales'. In 2000, in a market worth around £33.0 bn., c.i.f.
imports worth Eu 12.9 bn. accounted for around 65.2% of sdes. The UK figure for 2000 is
amogt identical to that for the EU asawholein 1999.

In 2000, the top 10 supplying auntries to the UK accounted for 56.3% of imports and the top
20 79.1%. The geographicd concentration of the UK import supply base has diminished
seadily since 1985, when the top 10 countries supplied 73.1% of imports and the top 20
suppliers 88.1%. However, degrees of concentration vary consderably by item, with the
lowest concentrations in products like pullovers normaly produced by highly labour-intensve
means.

The geography of UK clothing imports can be consdered as comprisng a number of
concentric ‘rings of exporting countries, athough the compostion of these has changed over
time. In the 1980s, importing countries could be divided into two broad categories (Inner and
Outer Rings). Inner Ring countries comprised the EU member countries as of 2000 (except
Greece and Portugd, which were a much lower levels of economic development than other
curent EU members a this time) and other developed countries. Outer Ring countries
comprised Greece, Portugal and the rest of the world. During the 1990s this geography has
become more complex. Greece and Portugal became part of the Inner Ring, while the rest of
the world has become differentiated into three distinct groups of countries. The first of these,
which might be cdled ‘Middle Ring A’ comprises the ‘Newly Industrigdlized Countries of
East Asa (Hong Kong, Tawan, South Korea, Singapore) which have graduated from clothing
manufacture to textile (and clothing) manufacture and manufacturing services provison. The
second, which might be caled ‘Middle Ring B’, comprises countries on the periphery of the
EU and linked to it ether by membership a Customs Union, or through various kinds of PTA
(Turkey, Cyprus, Northern African countries and the CEE countries™®). The third, which
condtitutes the current Outer Ring, comprises the ret of the world. A detailed classfication of
al countries exporting clothing to the UK is provided in Appendix .

X All import data presented in this section is derived from the EUROSTAT database.

12 |mport penetration has been calculated on the basis of assuming a 1995 exchange rate of Eu 1: £0.81 and a
2000 one of Eu 1: £0.62, plusac.i.f. to retail mark-up of 265%,

13 |srael can be considered part of this group.
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Table2. Geographical distribution of UK total clothingimportsby groupsof importing
countries (%)

1988 1995 2000
Inner Ring 36 Inner Ring 33 28
Outer Ring 64 Middle Ring A 15 11
Middle Ring B 15 21
Outer Ring 38 40

Key: for explanation of categories, seetext
Source: calculated from EUROSTAT

Inner Ring countries ill account for more than a quarter of UK imports. This share has fdlen
seadily, but not drastically, since 1988 (Table 2). However, the share of Inner Ring countries
in UK dothing imports is much lower than for the EU generdly, where in 1998 they
accounted for over 43% of the totad (WTO 1999, Table 1V.79)*. Itdy and Germany have
been the two leading Inner Ring sources of the UK’s imports throughout the period 1985
2000, athough their combined share was halved from 20.6% (1985) to 9.5% (2000).

The most notable trend during 1995-2000 was that the loss of market share by Inner Ring
countries was accompanied by proportionately larger losses by Middle Ring A ones. The
man ganes were Middle Ring B countries rather than Outer Ring countries, dthough the
latter dso increased their market share. The changes described, while sgnificant, were hardly
sagmic. The totd magnitude of imports subject to diverson between the different rings in
1995-2000 was only around 10%.

Amonga the current ‘Middle Ring B’ countries, easlly the fastest growth in UK import share
has been by Turkey, which improved its pogtion from shares of 1.4% in 1985 and 2.8% in
1988 to 7.0% in 2000, and by Morocco. The latter’s import share increased from below 1% in
the 1980s to 4.3% in 2000. Romania emerged as the most important CEE exporter to the UK,
with an import share of 2.9% in 2000. Compared with their role in EU clothing imports
generdly, Tunisa, Poland and Hungary play rdatively restricted rolesin the UK market.

Amongs current Outer Ring countries, the most spectacular growth in export share has been
by China, from 1.2% of UK imports in 1985 and 3.2% in 1988, to 12.4% in 2000. China's
rae of import share growth nonethdess dowed down in the period 1995-2000. With the
exception of S Lanka, this was aso the case for mogt other current leading Outer Ring
countries (India, Bangladesh and Indonesia). There are no dgnificant differences between the
UK and the rest of the EU with respect to current leading Outer Ring import sources. A fuller
discussion of the export profiles of key UK importing countriesis found in Appendix I1.

14 Comparisons with the EU generally are based on Khannaet al (2000) and WTO (op. cit.).

10
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(b) Import structurefor specific clothing categories

Since 1988 the same gx clothing categories have dominated UK imports. Between them,
pullovers, men's shirts®™, women's blouses, men's trousers, women's trousers and t-shirts
have continued to account for around or just over hdf of the tota. Pullovers have been
consgently the largest imported category. In 2000 women's trousers was in second place,
having doubled its share Snce 1988.

In 1988, usng only the smple didtinction between Inner and Outer Ring countries, dl
categories of clothing lised except men's suits and women's skirts were sourced
predominantly from the Outer Ring. Inner Ring countries supplied 40%t+ of imports for
women's suits and dresses, while Outer Ring countries supplied 80%+ of imports of men's
shirts and underwear and t-shirts.

Table3. Distribution of UK clothingimports, 2000, by category of clothingand groups
of exporting country (% market share)

Category L eading group (%) Second group (%) Third group (%) Fourth group (%)
Women’sovercoats | OR 46 IR27 MRB 15 MRA 12
Men’ s suits IR58 MRB 38 ORS8 MRA 0
Men’ strousers OR33 IR30 MRB 27 MRA 10
Women’ strousers OR 31 IR27 MRB 30 MRA 12
Women'’s suits IR 66 OR 19 MRB 14 MRA 1
Women' s dresses OR42 MRB 25 IR24 MRA 9
Women's skirts OR 38 MRB 34 IR24 MRA 3
Men’s shirts OR%4 IR21 MRA 15 MRB 11
Women'’s blouses OR 39 MRB 28 IR20 MRA 13
T-shirts OR45 MRB 26 IR18 MRA 12
Pullovers OR 47 IR26 MRA 20 MRB 8
Men’s underwear OR52 MRB 22 IR19 MRA 6
Women's OR 47 MRB29 IR19 MRA 4
underwear

Key: IR = Inner Ring; MRA = Middle Ring A; MRB= Middle Ring B; OR=Outer Ring
Source: calculated from EUROSTAT

In 2000, Inner Ring countries supplied more than haf of dl imports of men's and women's
auits, but suffered serious losses of import share for women's skirts. Inner Ring countries
continued to supply more than 25% of imports of pullovers and women's trousers and
overcoats, and more than 30% of men’strousers (Table 3; but see dso Volumell).

Outer Ring countries continued to account for 50%+ of imports of men's shirts and underwear
and had 40%+ import market shares for tshirts, pullovers and women's underwear, overcoats
and dresses. Between 1995 and 2000 they gained sgnificant market share from Middle Ring
A countries for pullovers, but logt ggnificant share for women's blouses to Middle Ring B
ones.

15 The categories ‘men’s’ and ‘women’s’ are used throughout this section as shorthand for ‘men’sand boy’s’ and
‘women’sand girl’s’.
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The main categories of clothing for which Middle Ring B countries were important in 2000
(i.e, for which it had market shares of 30%+) were men's suits and women's blouses and
skirts. Between 1995 and 2000 they aso made significant gains in market share for women's
trousers, skirts and blouses, and for t-shirts.

By 2000, seven of the categories considered could be regarded as ‘Outer Ring-dominated
(adbat with another group of countries having a large minority share). These were men's
shirts, t-shirts, pullovers, men's and women's underwear, and women's overcoats and dresses.
Two categories (men's and women's suits) were dominated by Inner Ring exporters, and two
others had extremey even paterns of digribution between different groups of countries
(men’s and women'’s trousers). Sourcing of women's underwear, women's dresses and tghirts
could be considered to have ‘gone out' — athough not necessarily ‘the whole way’ — since
1988. Sourcing of women's suits dramaticaly ‘came in’ (to the Inner Ring). Women's Kirts,
women'’ s blouses and women' s trousers Smultaneoudy ‘went out’ and ‘camein’.

(c) UK import geography and ‘lean retailing’

The extent to which a ‘lean retalling paradigm has been adopted by leading UK clothing
retaillers will be discussed below. At this point it can be noted that UK import data only
weakly supports the related notion of a ‘leen retaling' -based globa sourcing pattern. Totd
clothing import diverson between groups of producing countries was low between 1995 and
2000. The largest proportionate loss of share in UK imports between 1995 and 2000 was by
Middle Ring A countries, but the largest absolute share loss was by Inner Ring ones. Middle
Ring B countries made the largest proportionate gain of share, but Outer Ring countries adso
gained share and accounted for 40% of al imports in 2000.

A look at the categories of garment in which the respective groups of exporting countries can
be conddered to be specidizing largely reinforces this impresson. Some predominantly basic
categories like underwear, t-shirts and shirts — dl of which have been subjected to
consderable differentiation - remained, or became even more dominated by, the Outer Ring.
Inner Ring countries specidized in talored clothing rather than basics, as to a certain extent
did Middle Ring B countries. On the other hand, Middle Ring B countries dso became
increasingly identified with certain caegories of differentisted basic dothing, such as
women's skirts and trousers, which could be considered as having a high leve of fashion
content.
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3. Sourcing strategies and practices of leading uk retailers

During May-July 2001 a survey of leading UK clothing retailers globd sourcing dStrategies
and practices was undertaken. A purposive sample of 20 leading retailers was chosen,
dratified by market segment. The sample were dl Britidrowned, or had been until very
recently, and had latest reported annua sdes of £50mn.or more. It should be noted that the
sample was not the same as the lig of companies in Table 1, dthough there was some
overlap. In the event, interviews were obtained with 10 companies, mostly a Board leve.
These comprised two supermarkets, two discounters, two mail order companies, two mid-
market retailers and two branders. Responses to two or three questions were obtained from
two additional companies (a third mail order and a third brander) on the basis of telephone or
e-mal exchanges. The discusson beow is based on these sources, supplemented by
company Annud Reports, financia press commentary, and interviews with consultants.

The interviews with companies covered the internd organization of their sourcing operations ;
the generd principles governing ther sourcing dSrategies the man kinds of suppliers they
used and why; the geography of their sourcing bases, the pre-conditions they looked for in
new supplying countries;, the size and internd structure of their supply base; the services they
expected from different categories of supplier; and how they managed their relationships with
suppliers. In addition, they were asked their views of the strengths and wesknesses of three
supplying countries (Mauritius, South Africa, Vietnam), sudies of which are being conducted
on acomplementary bass to the current one. These are summarized in Appendix 111.

All interviews were conducted on an openrended bass. That is, it was left to respondents to
decide how to respond to questions, in order to obtain a more spontaneous account of their
priorities than might have been gained by offering them a choice between pre-determined
dternative answers'®. At the same time, the fact that companies did not volunteer specific
responses cannot be read automatically as indicating that they rejected corresponding courses
of action. It may mean only that these were not prioritized.

(a) Internal organization of sourcing operations

How companies organized themsdaves to conduct sourcing varied consderably. One or two
had taken decisons to minimize their direct involvement, by contracting out the grester part
of their sourcing operation to UK import agents. Mogt though, while usng agents for key
functionrs over and above the traditiond ones of supplier identification, negotiation and
shipping, dill dso mantaned a speddized sourcing function in-house. Four of the ten
companies interviewed had both a specidized in-house function a company headquarters and
one or more overseas buying offices.

16 Most of the non-response reflects companies not having collected precise information on certain topics. A
small amount reflects refusal to divulge information which had been collected.
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In the large mgority of cases where specidized in-house functions existed, there was a recent
tendency for their upgrading in corporate status. This was evident in two man ways. In a
number of cases, Directors had been gppointed desgnated with overdl responsbility for
sourcing or ‘supply chain management’. Usudly this had followed draegic reviews, in other
cases, reviews were dill in progress. These reviews were al concerned with the interface
between buying, inventory management, reations with suppliers and logistics/digtribution.
However, where completed, most had resulted in the formation of supply chain management
departments without a buying function. This was on the grounds that, rather than being
handled centraly, buying decisons were better dedt with by (and/or divided up between)
executives based in retal divisongindividud chains of dores. A typicad outcome was thus a
team working on protocols for, and technical support to, supplier assessment, sdlection and
monitoring, and on management of the movement of goods into and out of DCs. Nonetheless,
it was clear tha the buying function was dso becoming more centrdly monitored, and its
day-to-day management linked more directly to Board-level decisionmaking'’.

Where companies had overseas buying offices, they had been normaly first set up in the
1980s in Hong Kong. Two of the four companies concerned had opened additiond offices
subsequently, in India, the CEE countries and dsawhere. These offices undertook direct
buying and sourcing operations on a regiond bass, and employed teams of up to around 30
persons including technologists and QC specidists as wdl as buyers. The share of companies
totd intake deriving from these offices varied very condderably, but each of the companies
organized in thisway planned to expand this share.

(b) Sourcing principles

Companies were asked to volunteer the most important objectives they were trying to
prioritise, balance or trade-off in their sourcing strategies. The results appear in Table 4.

Table 4. Guiding sourcing principles

Guiding sourcing principle Frequency mentioned Market segment of respondent(s)
Cost 10 D (2), SM (2) MO (2) MM (2) B (2)
Lead times/flexibility 5 D (1) SM (1) MO (1) MM (1) B (2)
Availability of capacity 3 D (1) SM (2)

Service capacity 2 SM (1) MM (2)

Production  expertise/proximity  tg2 B (2

appropriate fabric supply sources

Ethics 1 MO (1)

Note: N respondents = 10. All respondents made more than one response.
Key: D: discounter; SM: supermarket; MO: mail order; MM: mid-market; B: brander
Source: own interviews

17 ¢f. the statement in Next’s 1999 Annual Report that the company had recently ‘instigated the development of a
new product ordering and selection procedure and established a central function monitoring merchandisers
decision’.
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The over-riding importance of cost was treated as a given in the formulaion of company
sourcing drategies. ‘it's so basc tha it's dmost not worth mentioning was a common
observation. This applied across dl market segments. As a brander stated: ‘don’t think that
cost is less important to us because our products command high prices. Being a brand means
that you need to generate a good wholesde margin, before the retailer adds his 270%'.
Because of the prevalence of price deflation policies, cost was even becoming more
important.

At the same time, there were condderable differences in how companies interpreted the over-
riding importance of cost. For a least two it meant buying from the chespest source. A
discounter dated that his company was ‘in the vaue-for-money segment. We sick to the
bottom’, while a supermarket Director observed that ‘cost works a different way for
uscompared to most retallers. We have less flexibility. Mogt retallers price as high as they
can, trade a product for aslong as possible and then mark it down. We never mark down.’

However, a mgority of companies were keen to differentiste themseves from what they
typicadly described as ‘cent-chasers like Matdan' and underlined that they measured buyer
performance on sdl-out rather than buy-in margin. Directly or by implication their buy-in cost
paameters were thus somewhat more flexible On this bass they made cdams for
dgnificantly higher levds of product qudity, ddivery rdiablity and (in some cas)
corporate responsbility.

Half of al respondents went onto say that cost consderaions were (now) baanced or traded-
off by ones concerning lead times and/or production flexibility. A mgority of this group were
drawn from the different mass-market segments. The companies concerned had increased the
frequency with which they introduced new items and had adopted policies of more repid
replenishment for those lines sdling wel. This was in line with a (patid) shift avay from
undifferentiated bascs. At the same time it should be noted that a mgority of this group of
companies were sourcing very high proportions of clothing from the Far East, and in one case
were in the process of increasing this proportion. In other words, quick replenishment policies
— and corresponding changes in import geography — were being applied to parts of their
business rather than to dl of them.

For three respondents, seeking high levels of capacity avalability was of fundamentd
importance. These were not amongst the largest companies in the sample, but they were
amongs the fastest growing, and were al catering to the mass market. One of them, a
supermarket, was the only respondent which gtated that it had a rule of thumb concerning the
share of capacity which it required from suppliers (40-70%), and a second (dso a
supermarket) stated that the presence of another large customer would disqualify a potentia
supplier from condderation.
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Both the branders interviewed emphasized the importance for them of specidized production
abilities and/or the local/regiond availability of suitable fabrics. The latter was not a lead-time
issue but rather a quaity one, based on an assumption that ‘regona fabrics tend to be better
handled by manufacturers from the same region'.

The only principles discussed here where there was a clear fit with respondents market
ssgment were those concerning (a highly literd) interpretation of the cost issue, capacity
availability and specidized production capacities. The first two were specific to mass market
retalers (dthough not to dl members of this category), while the last was specific to
branders. The presence of certain ‘lean retaling'’ principles (or enclaves), while found mosily
in companies oriented to the mass market, was nather specific to this group nor fully
generdized within it.

(c) Typesof supplier

Respondents were asked to identify the types of suppliers they mainly used, distinguishing
between direct overseas suppliers, UK agents and UK full manufecturers with oversess
production capacity. Those mentioning direct overseas suppliers were asked if these were
mainly overseas full manufacturers or overseas agents (Table 5). Respondents were then
asked the reasons for their choice.

Table 5. Choice of main types of supplier

Type of supplier Freguency mentioned Market segment of respondent(s)
50%+ of intake direct overseas 5 D (1); SM (2); B (2)
1-49% direct overseas 5 D (1); MO (2); MM (1); B (2)
of which: mainly from full 6 D (1); SM (2); MO (2); MM (1); B (1)
manufacturers
mainly from overseas 4 D (1); MO(1); B (2
agents
50%+ of intake from UK agents 3 D (1); MO (1); MM (2)
1-49% from UK agents 3 SM (1); MO (1) B (1)
50%+ from UK manufacturerswith |1 MM (1)
overseas capacity

Note: N respondents = 11;
Key: see Table 4.
Source: own interviews and other communications with companies

A mgority of the companies used more than one type of supplier, and several used three.
Almog dl did some direct overseas sourcing and, even where a variety of sourcing forms
were used, most used this as their main form. However, because companies often used al
three types of supplier, ‘mainly using direct overseas sourcing’ did not necessarily mean
sourcing a mgority of intake by this means. Nor did it mean manly sourcing direct from
ovarsees full manufecturers. Only in only four cases out of 11 were oversess full
manufacturers their main source of intake, a level bardy higher than tha for those usng UK
agents as their main source of intake.
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The man chaacteridic shared by companies sourcing mainly direct from overseas full
manufacturers related not to market segment or Sze, but to ther rdatively ‘young datus,
either as companies as such or in respect of ther involvement in the clothing sector. In no
case did ther involvement in the sector date back to before 1980. There were dso ‘younger’
companies sourcing by other methods, however. Two of the companies sourcing mainly direct
from overseas full manufacturers were those referred to in the last section as having a literd
interpretation of the cost principle.

There appeared to be no common characteristics shared by companies using UK agents. On
the other hand, hdf the companies usng them sad that ther use was manly for specific
ranges of clothing that had ether a higher-than-average design or ‘engineered content
(usudly women's wear), or a higher-than-average QC requirement (eg., children's wear, for
safety reasons). Smilarly, companies using overseas agents tended to cite product-specific —
or, in two cases, country-specific reasons for doing so (countries where there were poor
communications). The two smdler of the three branders who responded to this question used
oversess agents (the other sourced manly from overseas full manufecturers), but this
gopeared to be manly because of the transaction costs they would have incurred in
identifying suppliersinterested in producing alarge number of relatively short runs.

There is no literature on UK or overseas clothing import agents, except for occasond
references to large multinationd sourcing companies like the US-owned Mast Industries and
the Hong Kong-owned Li & Fung. Nor are UK clothing import agents visble, ether
individudly or collectivdly, on the internet — despite the fact that a dgnificant minority of dl
UK clothing imports passes through their hands. The children’'s wear segment is thought to be
highly dependent on them, for the reasonsoutlined. A leading player here is EMA Textiles,
who work for Adams and Mothercare'®. Probably most smaller private label chains, especialy
those not committed to a didtinctive ‘fashion statement’, aso depend upon their use because
of the transaction cost savings on finding and managing suppliers which they can provide.
The man reasons why cetan larger UK generd clothing retallers use them are somewhat
different however, as will be indicated in a moment.

One company, a large mid-market player, sourced directly from smdler UK-owned (but
mainly oversess-based) full manufacturers The traditiond mid-market leader, M&S, had of
course dso sourced from UK-owned full manufacturers until 1999, dthough its suppliers
included mogt of the largest manufecturers in the UK (Coats Viyela, Dewhirs, Wm. Baird
and Dawson). Actudly, the line dividing UK agents from UK-owned but manly oversees
based full manufacturers was often a blurred one. Some UK agents (e.g., Unidoor) are ex-
manufacturers, while others gill have joint venture interests in manufacturing companies
oversess.

18 EMA Textiles also own a 3.38% stake in Forminster plc, which owns the Kookai women's wear chain and
manufactures men’ s suits, jackets and trousers.
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When companies were asked whether there had been any change over recent years in the
extent to which they used particular kinds of supplier, the sx who were usng oversees full
manufacturers al dated thet they had increased their use of them. Only one reported greater
use of UK agents. The move toward greater use of full manufacturers was across dl market
segments. The main reason given for it, in the words of one discounter, was that ‘it represents
the only redly ggnificant way of reducing supply chain cods...every other way involves
incurring costs somewhere dse in the chain tha ae just as high'. Cost savings could be
obtained on this bass both by legpfrogging ‘middemen’ and by entering relaionships that
were likdy to be more unequa, and where ‘big buy leverage could therefore count for more,
A different rationae was advanced by two companies, namely that increesing their direct buy
‘gives us a handwriting and a corporately- specific quality’.

The only company surveyed that was moving in the other direction was a smdler one, which
was amongst the drongest advocates of the ‘lean retalling model. This company sourced
80% from UK agents, who were themselves sourcing around a quarter of their intake from
factories in the UK itsdf. This was said to enable very rapid stock-turns, and in particular the
rgpid replenishment of hot-sdling items. The retaller used agents in this process not only to
save on transaction costs though, but aso to off-load risk. When using a wide base of
raivdy smdl and less wdl-resourced manufacturers, rapid stock-turns could only be
attained if stock was held by the retailler himsdf or by an intermediary. Since for retallers the
whole purpose of the modd was to minimize inventory, sockholding thus became the
function of the agent.

While this was the only company increasing its sourcing via agents, dl the other who worked
through agents aso used them for stockholding - to the extent that the latter were widely
referred to not as agents a dl, but as ‘stockholding importers. Furthermore, they used them
to lose stock when required, to ddiver on a cal-off basis and to accept longer payment terms
than would have been acceptable to most manufacturers.

Provided that agents were prepared to function in this way, it was in fact no longer necessary
to source from full manufecturers located close to home in order to ensure quick
replenishment. A highly efficient UK agent with good overseas market intdligence and high
levels of working cepitd could provide a least some of the same services to retalers while
himsdf sourcing in the Outer Ring. In other ways, a form of ‘lean retaling was posshble
which was conggtent with only adow shift in sourcing geography.

Beddes the adoption of the ‘lean retalling modd, another factor making for continuing
dependence on agents was the increasing presence of foreign branded clothing in the offerings
of most large UK retalers. Usudly this clothing could be obtained only through UK licensed
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agents. Some of the latter (notably the Pentland Group®®) hold multiple licenses, and on this
basis done figured in many leading companies’ ligts of top 10 suppliers.

(d) Supply chain geography

When replying to questions about the current geography of their supply bases (see Table 6a)
companies typicaly used very broad categories, didinguishing only between the UK,
‘Turkey, the Mediterranean and Eastern Europe (lumped together as a single group) and ‘the
Fa East and the Indian sub-continent’ (likewise lumped together). None used the digtinction
employed earlier in this paper between Far Eastern NICs and other developing countries™.

Table 6a. Reported current supply base geography

Share of intake by region Frequency Market segment of respondent(s)
15%+ from UK 3 D (1) SM (1) MM (1)

20%+ from EU other than UK |1 B (1)

20%+ from Turkey, 4 SM (1) MM (1) B (2
Mediterranean & CEE

60%+ from Far East & Indian s-c|1 MM (1)

70%+ from Far East & Indian s-c|6 D@2 SM((1)MO (2B (1)

Note: N respondents = 11. Some respondents fell into more than one category.
Key: see Table 4 and text
Source: own interviews and other communications with companies.

Amongst the three companies sourcing more than 15% of their inteake from the UK were two
(a discounter and a supermarket) who espoused versions of the ‘lean retailing’ paradigm more
clearly than any others in the sample. While dements of this paradigm ae found in the
srategies of companies across the full range of market segments, they seem to be found most
frequently and in a more developed form in these segments®. The other company sourcing on
this scde from the UK had not adopted so many of the dements of the ‘lean retaling
paradigm, but included retall chains that had higtorica traditions of sourcing nationdly, only
gradudly being eroded. Given that domestic production accounts for around 35% of the UK
market, it was surprisng not to find more of the surveyed enterprisesin this category.

19 Pentland Group plc is the UK licensee for (inter alia) the following sportswear brands: Berghaus, Ellesse,
L acoste, Speedo, Pony and Kickers.

20 \When asked to disaggregate, most companies among the 10 interviewed were prepared to distinguish between
imports from ‘the Far East’ and ‘the Indian sub-continent’, and/or between Turkey, other Mediterranean
countries and CEE ones. Others however were not, and one refused to give any geographical breakdown at all.
The data in this section includes that provided by two companies that, while not giving interviews, gave the
researcher information on the geography of their sourcing base (one also provided information on the kinds of
suppliersthey used, as reported in the previous section).

2L A discounter not included in the sample, New Look, is perhaps the best-known UK exponent of this paradigm.
New Look’s Annua Report from 2000 stated that 40% of intake was sourced from UK suppliers ‘...in order to
retain the flexibility required by our fast-track system of backing winners with large volumes. The phasing of
buying commitments throughout the season cuts our exposure in the early weeks and later on allows us to
maximize the opportunities that always arisein the fashion business.’
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The supermarket just mentioned sourced another 20%+ of its inteke from Turkey, the
Mediterranean and CEE countries. On the other hand ,if sourcing from the UK, Inner Ring
and Middle Ring B countries is consdered jointly as sourcing ‘close to home then it was
branders who conformed most to this pattern.

A second surprise was that only one respondent reported sourcing sgnificant shares of
volume from the EU and Western Europe/North America, despite the fact that these aress
accounted for 28% of dl UK clothing imports in 2000 (see above). Indeed, respondents
showed a generdly much clearer tendency to source mainly ‘far from home than the UK
import data suggests. Seven of the 11 enterprises responding to this question, spanning a
cross-section of al market segments, sourced at least 60% (and, in Six cases, more than 70%)
of ther inteke from the Far East and Indian sub-continent. Within this broad category, a
number of respondents referred to an increasing share of intake coming from the Indian sub-
continent. Indeed, this trend was a least as pronounced as theat toward sourcing ‘closer to
home. As a group, the enterprises interviewed remained highly ‘Third World" focussed — and
much more Third World focussed than the UK dothing market generdly. While 51% of Al
UK imports in 2000 came from Middle Ring A and Outer Ring locations, this is equivdent to
only around a third of al UK clothing retail sdes. The bias toward sourcing from the Far East
seems likely to be associated with the fact that the respondents were dmogst dl large or very
large enterprises.

Table 6b. Main changesin supply base geography, 1996-2001

Direction of change Frequency Market segment of respondent(s)
Incsd. sourcing ‘nearer to home’ 4 D (1); MO (2); MM (2); B (1)
Incsd. sourcing ‘further away’ 2 D(1);B (1)

Incsd. sourcing in both directions 4 SM (2); MO (1); MM (1)
Stayed the same 2 MO (2); B (2)

Increased no. of regions/sub- 7 SM (2); MO (2); MM (2); B (1)
regions

Reduced no. of regions/sub-regions | 1 MO (2)

Stayed the same 4 D (2);B (2

Note: No. respondents = 12.

Key: see Table 4

Sources: own interviews and other communication with companies

Companies were adso asked about if and how the geography of their sourcing base in 2001
had been recently changing. As Table 6b shows, the most common tendency evident seems to
have been for sourcing to encompass more regions and sub-regions than in the past. This
subsumed - rather than smply corresponded to - a tendency to move ‘closer to home'. While
eight companies were indeed moving parts of their sourcing closer to home, haf of these were
a the same time sourcing from further away than in the past and another two were mainly
sourcing from further away. Typicd movements in this respect were from China to Vietnam
and Cambodia, India and Sri Lanka to Bangladesh, Mauritius to Madagascar and ‘inner’ CEE
countries to the former Soviet Union. There agppeared to be little association between
respondents market segment and the pattern of their movements, except that supermarkets
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gppeared to have their highest proclivity toward changing the geography of their sourcing
base, both in terms of the number of regiong/sub-regions where they were present and the
baance between different regionsin ther intake.

When considering the relative weskness of the reported movement ‘closer to home, it is aso
worth noting that admost al respondents spontaneoudy referred to categories of clothing for
which some countries had comparative advantages. Certain Outer Ring countries were aso
held to have specific advantages of this kind, for example, India for shirts and for embelished
garments, Vietnam for fleeces, South Africa for heavier wovens, etc. The exigence of these
perceved comparative advantages influenced sourcing geography to  some  extent
independently of other factors, including lead times.

(e) New supplying countries

Respondents were asked whether they used any specia criteria for sdecting or ruling out a
new supplying country, and how they typicaly went about sourcing from a new supplying
country.

Only three respondents of the ten who answered this question said that their company had
formulated sdection criteria for countries. These mentioned the nature of sea and ar-
connections, (tde-)communicaions infresructure, the human rights Stuation and levels of
political and economic dability. It was clear that while most companies paid some attention to
such conditions in potentid producing countries, their principa interest was in the capacities
of individud suppliers. If one or severd potentidly interesting suppliers were present, then
this made the country interesting.

Table 7. Basis of decisionsto enter a new supplying country

Basis of decision Frequency Market segment of respondent(s)
‘mostly follow core suppliers 4 D (1); SM (1); MM (2)

‘chose independently but encourage | 3 SM (1); MO (2); B (1)

core suppliersto be on board’

‘mostly chose independently of 3 D (1); MO (1); B (1)

core suppliers

Note: N respondents = 10
Key: see Table 4
Source: own interviews

These responses raised the issue of what might make an individud supplier in a new country
interesting enough to start sourcing from scraich there. It was clear that the most important
qudity for many respondents was that the supplier be an exising one. As one Sourcing
Director stated: ‘it takes up to four years to bed down with a new supplier. Starting in a new
country with a new supplier is one learning curve too many’. A mgority of the companies
interviewed sated that they would normaly go to a new country only if an existing supplier
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was either dready there, or was interested in accompanying them. Some of those who did not
require the presence of an exising supplier a least required the presence of suppliers with
smilar cusomers to themsdves (i.e, laage UK retalers). Agan there appeared to be no
associaion between the type of answer provided to this question and the market segment of
the respondent.

(f) Size of supply base

The general tendency to increase the geographical breadth of supply bases was accompanied
by one to reduce numbers of suppliers. Eight of the 12 companies responding to a question
on this subject reported supply base reductions, in some cases of a quite dramatic character®
(Table 8). The trend was most widespread (and most dramatic) in companies catering to the
different segments of the mass market. While the only brander which had reduced the sze of
its supply base had done so on an unplanned bass, the reductions undertaken by dl the mass
market respondents had been predicted outcomes of policy changes. In four cases they were
the outcome of decisons to diminate smaler suppliers of man product lines, both on
transaction cost grounds and to ‘become more important to fewer peopl€. In the remaining
cass they were the result of the introduction of more exacting criteria for contracting
suppliers, generadly requiring them to provide a broader range of services. For example, one
supermarket diminated most suppliers who lacked their own desgn cepacity. Where supply
bases had been expanded, the main rationdes advanced for increasng numbers of suppliers
were sdes growth and product proliferation: ‘if you want the hot items you need new
suppliers

Table 8. Changesin size of supply base, 1996-2001

Direction of change Frequency Market segment of respondent(s)

Reduced 8 D (1); SM (2); MO (3); MM (2); B
@

Increased 2 MM (1); B (1)

No change 2 D(1);B (1

Note: N respondents = 12

Key: see Table 4

Sources: own interviews and other information from companies

Even though supply bases reductions were normdly driven by a specific rationde, this did not
mean that ‘natura wastage did not play a part in their implementation. Respondents reported
supplier naturdl wastage rates in the range 5-20%/year, brought about by a combination of
supplier closures, shiftsin product offerings and shifts in the geography of the supply base.

22 Two companies reduced their supply bases by two-thirds over 2-3 year periods. A more common figure was
30-40% over 4-5 years.
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While reductions in the sze of the supply base dways led to higher degrees of supply
concentration at the gpex of the base, there was a high degree of variation with respect to this
indicator. Of the 10 companies responding to a question asking the share of tota intake
accounted for by their Top 20 suppliers, three made no cdculation of this share. Amongst the
seven who did, it ranged from less than 40% to 100%. The most frequent figure reported (by
three respondents) was around 60%.

(9) Expected capacities of individual suppliers

(i) Services expected from core suppliers

While not dl respondents used the category ‘Top 20 supplier’ they al operated with the
concept ‘core supplier’, and were able to aticulate a li of expectations concerning ther
qudities, over and d&ove conforming to ther current price, technica/product qudity,
communications cgpecity and ddivery rdiability requirements The resulting ligs were highly
exacting (Table 9).

Table 9. Services expected from core suppliers

Expected service Fregquency Market segment of respondent(s)

Full fabric/cloth sourcing* 10 D (2); SM (2); MO (2); MM (2); B
@

Supplier-managed inventory 6 D (1); SM (2); MO (2); MM (1)

Production flexibility 4 SM (1); MO (2); B (1)

Design 3 SM (2); MO (1); MM (1)

Product devel opment 1 MM (2)

Invoicing on 90 days 1 MO (2)

Making regular visitsto retailer 2 SM (2); MM (1)

Permanent presence at retailer HQ 1 SM (1)

Note: N respondents = 10. Most respondents gave multiple answers.
Key: * except for CEE countries; otherwise see Table 4
Sources: own interviews

‘Supplier-managed inventory’ embraced sdf-financed stockholding, ‘losng  sock (often a
very short notice) and ddivery on a cdl-off bass ‘Production flexibility' was used by
respondents to mean guaranteeing in-season repeats/replenishments at 4 weeks' notice.

Again, there gppeared to be little association between types of services required from
suppliers and respondents market segments, except that — unsurprisngly - branders did not
require desgn services. On the other hand, supermarkets seemed to require a fuller range of
sarvices from suppliers than other types of retalers, while discounters seem to require fewer.
This may be because discounters had contracted out some of the services lisged here (eg.,
design) to other kinds of providers at an earlier stage, whereas other types of retailers were in
the process of reducing their in-house design departments,
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(if) Qualities expected of new suppliersin developing countries

The question of which qualities respondents expected from new suppliers in developing
countries was clarified by indicating thet it referred to developing country full manufacturers,
rather than agents. It was dso made clear that what was being referred to were qudities over
and above conformity to doandard requirements on price, technica/product qudlity,
communications capacity and ddivery rdiability, as wedl as access to quota (where
appropriate) and financid stebility?®. Again, and on the basis of the same qudification as that
mentioned a moment ago, the reaulting lig (Table 10) was highly exacting. While certan of
respondents most demanding expectations concerning core suppliers, such as supplier-
managed inventory and very high levels of production flexibility, were generdly absent, there
was indead an assumption that new suppliers from any country whatever would ‘have to be
bringing something new to the table€’ in order to be considered interesting.

Table 10. Qualities expected of new suppliersin developing countries

Quality/service Frequency Market segment of respondent(s)

Full fabric/cloth sourcing* 10 D (2); SM (2); MO (2); MM (2); B
@

Dedicated account management 10 D (2); SM (2); MO (2); MM (2); B
@

Vertical integration** 4 D (1); SM (1); MO (1); B (1)

‘ Seriously improved prices 3 D (1); SM (1); MM (2)

New design ideas 4 D (1); MO (2); MM (2); B (2)

Fabric/product devel opment 2 MM (2); B (1)

capacity

Supplier managed inventory 1 SM (D)

Special manufacturing skills 1 D)

Large capacity 2 SM (2

UK sales office 2 MM (2); B (1)

Code of Conduct conformity 3 SM (1); MO (2)

Note: N respondents = 10. Most respondents gave multiple answers.
Key: * except CEE countries; ** for knitwear; otherwise see Table 4
Source: own interviews

This response has to be seen againg the backgrounds of the generdized tendency to rely on
fewer suppliers who were able to offer more services, and the generalized assumption that
taking on new suppliers involves inevitable frictions and mgor invesments of managerid
time: ‘the fird year with a new supplier is dways a nightmare’. At least for core products, in
which developing country producers were likey to be specidizing, new suppliers would thus
be taken on only if existing ones were being dropped (or dropping out of their own accord). In
this context, ‘their offer hasto be better than what we have aready’.

2 These qualities were typically established on the basis of factory audits, trial orders, checks with relevant
national authorities and/or references— all traditional procedures.
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(iii) Supplier monitoring and disqualification

For al respondents, supplier performance was comprehensvely monitored on a regular basis.
The frequency of this monitoring depended upon how ‘core the supplier was, and if there
were grounds for considering their performance to be problematic®*. The most intensive and
regula monitoring was caried out in reaion to ddivery rdigbility. Typicdly, this was
broken down into severa sub-aspects, for each of which corresponding performance
indicators had been devised. For delivery of finished product, greetly increased weight was
being placed upon correct loading of containe's and accuracy of documentation, as
regpondents moved from warehousng sysems to DCs. Qudity was dso monitored
intengvely, dthough in generd it was regarded as giving rise to far fewer problems than
delivery. Prices were monitored through a continuous process of cost-costing, besides being
scrutinized whenever price deflation exercises were undertaken. Where Code of Conduct
conformity was monitored, this was typicdly on the bads of annud or twice-annual factory
vigts- dthough this was not the primary function of such vists.

Table11. Disqualifying characteristics for suppliers

Characteristic Frequency Market segment of respondent(s)
Failure to meet margin expectation 2 B (2

Dedlivery reliability 5 D (1); SM (1); MO (1); B (2
Quiality performance 4 D (1); MO(1); B (2

Business ethics problems 2 SM (2); MM (1)

Code of Conduct problems 6 SM (2); MO (2); MM (1); B (2)
‘Lack of commitment to find 5 D (1), SM (2); MO (1); B (1)
solutions’

Note: N respondents = 10. Most respondents gave multiple answers.

Key: see Table4

Source: own interviews

Table 11 ligs responses to a question on characteristics that would actively disqudify actud
or potentid suppliers. A few words of daification ae requred on cetan of the
characteriics mentioned. Busness ethics problems mentioned included using locd CMTers
without prior gpproval and usng respondents designs to manufacture independently or for
other clients. It appeared that problems of this kind were consdered as outright breaches of
contract normdly leading to an immediate severing of reations. This was not the case with
some of the other issues mentioned. Deivery rdiability, quaity performance and Code of
Conduct problems did not in themselves lead to disqudification. Rather, respondents waited
to see how suppliers responded to their identification. If the supplier took a course of action
that indicated they ‘took the issue serioudy’ (for example, sending a late ddivery by ar
without being contractualy required to do so as a ‘first point of pendty’?°) there was no

24 While there was no specific question on frequency of monitoring, respondents mentioned interviews ranging
between once a month and once ayear.

25 The fact that a supplier was excused disqualification by no means entailed that they escaped punishment. Most
contracts between UK clothing retailers and their suppliers specify an escalating series of penalty clauses for
delivery and quality problems, including (in the latter case) charging suppliers for the labour of taking faulty
garments off the shelves, charging for storage until the supplier arranges for them to be picked up, etc.
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question of disgudification. If on the other hand, their response was read as lacking
seriousness, then disqudification might follow ‘depending on how important the supplier was
to us. Some respondents consdered Code of Conduct issues to have a particular diagnostic
importance. ‘if they're usng child labour, then there are usudly other things wrong bedly
wrong aswdl’.

One or two respondents spoke of giving assistance to, or a least “*handholding’ new suppliers
(though not old ones) in order to help them overcome problems of this kind. This assstance
took the form of more detailed guidance rather than materiad support, and it was rardy
extended for longer than three seasons ‘if they can't get things right by then, then they never
will’.

Falure to meet margin expectaions was another complex issue, paticulally in the dready
referred to context of generdized price deflation. Where policies of price deflation were
sated in responding company’s Annua Reports, respondents were asked how they had been
implemented. In al cases except one, they had been introduced over a number of seasons, and
in four out of the dx cases there had been accompanying policies of offering increased
volumes to a least some suppliers. ‘Failure to meet margin expectations was thus a problem
that would emerge on the bass of faled negotiations, rather than one that could be identified
on an ex-ante basis.

(h) *Partnerships’

As indicated, UK retalers were escalaing their expectations both of the range of functions
that suppliers should carry out, and of the standards to which they should be carried out. On
the unit price Sde meanwhile, far from being compensated for these changes the best a
supplier could hope for was to keep prices congtant and increase margins on the basis of
economies of scale. This was againg a background where many suppliers to the UK market
were faced with risng fabric and cloth prices. Nine of the 10 responding companies were
nonetheless using the term ‘Partnership’, borrowed from the relaiond marketing school, to
describe their rdations with core suppliers. The find issue explored in the survey was what
this term meant in practice, from the supplier as well as the buyer sde. Since exchange of
sdes information is a pre-condition for suppliers to be able to manage retallers inventories,
whether they are congdered ‘ Partners or nat, it is not considered in this discussion.
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Table 12. Components of Retailer-Supplier ‘Partnerships’

Component Frequency Market segment of respondent(s)
Exchange of cost and price 2 D(1);B (1

breakdowns

Disclosure of supplier appraisals 1 SM (1)

Exchange of business forecasts 5 SM (2); MO (2); MM (2); B (1)
Joint planning of new capacity 3 SM (2); MO (1); MM (1)
Devolution to suppliers of decision | 1 SM (D)

whereto locate production of

specific items

Sharing impact of price deflation 3 SM (2); MO (2)

Assistance with maximizing sales 2 D (1); MM (2)

of suppliers’ products/ upgrading
supplier product profile

Note: N respondents = 9. Many respondents made more than one response.
Key: see Table 4
Source: own interviews

The firg three dements of ‘partnership’ lisged in Table 12 involve mutud trangparency rather
than practica trade-offs or mgor commitments on the pat of the retaler. However, a clear
magjority of respondents had entered into at least one trade-off or commitment of some kind,
not incduding bargaining volume for reductions in price. The mogs far-reeching of these was
joint planning of new capacity, dthough it seems highly unlikey that commitments made by
retallers in this regpect could be made to ‘gick’ in a context of deteriorating business
conditions. Assgance with maximizing suppliers sdes and/or upgrading their product
profile rested on the precondition that the products that suppliers were offering dready had a
degree of differentiation, whose profile could be amplified further by the retailer.

4. Conclusion

On the bass of the research described here it is possble to draw some provisond conclusons
concerning degrees and forms of the introduction of the ‘lean retaling’ paradigm in the UK
clothing retall sector, concerning the extent of related changes in the geogrephy of UK
clothing sourcing, and concerning the implications of these trends for developing country
clothing manufacturers.

As described by Abernathy et d (op. cit.), the ‘lean retalling’ modd centres on a prioritization
of holding down the costs of carrying inventory, of having to mark-down dow-moving stock
and of ensuring that the right stock is avalable when it is in high demand. It does 0 by
trandferring responshbility for inventory management to suppliers. However, in order for the
gans of supplie-managed inventory to be maximized, they should be applied both to
categories of clothing for which demand is farly predictable (basics), and categories for
which this is less the case (differentiated basics). Applying ‘leen retaling to differentiated
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basics entalls movemert of their production ‘closer to home, because production and
digribution of these types of dothing has the highest flexibility requirements.

Many leading UK retallers have incorporated dements of the ‘lean retalling paradigm, and a
number of them directly articulate it in their Annuad Reports. For liged companies, there is
additional pressure from financiad andysts and markets to adopt it. However, the author's
impresson is tha, rather than moving toward adoption of the modd in its entirety, leading
UK retallers are evolving a (possibly specificdly UK -based) hybrid.

This hybrid differs from the origind paradigm in three main ways. Firdly, rather than being
goplied to dl intake or even amply to al intake of differentiated basics, adoption of a full-
blown verson of the modd seems to be manly specific to differentiated bascs for 12-25
year-old girls and women. At lead, it is for this market where a movement of leading
retalers sourcing ‘closer to home is most pronounced. Secondly, certain leading UK
clothing retalers are dso following dternative, purdy price-based solutions to certain of the
problems that the ‘lean retailing mode seeks to solve on the basis of inggting that suppliers
manage inventory. If products are initidly priced on the bass of the ‘right’ discount, then the
issue of making them down should not arise. This suggests that a sourcing geography
primarily based on cogts can solve some of the problems consdered in the paradigm to be
posed by long lead-times Thirdy, by usng UK-based agents rather than oversess
manufacturers to manage inventory, most of the gans of the ‘lean retaling modd can be
atained without a radica geographica re-sourcing. By using UK-based agents to source from
Outer Ring countries and manage inventory, leading UK retailers can get a good service leve
and possibly attain buy-in margins that dlow them to cover agents commissions.

While a full-blown ‘lean retailing’ moded is not consgent with UK clothing import data, the
presence of a hybrid is The ‘lean retaling modd arived in the UK in the mid-1990s. Its
widespread adoption in the form described by Abernathy et d (op. cit.) should have led to a
much greater degree of import trade diverson between groups of countries than the
comparison of 1995 and 2000 UK clothing import data actualy shows. While this data does
indicate some movement ‘closer to home, it is nowhere near to gpproaching a ‘sea-change
scae. Furthermore, the data shows a smdler but countervailing movement ‘further out’.

It appears that leading UK clothing retailers sourced ‘further out’ to a much grester extent
than UK clothing retailers and other importers generaly in 1995 (and probably before). This
difference was ill evident in 2000. Moreover, when reporting changes in sourcing patterns
between the dates concerned, leading UK retallers referred as often to changes in destination
within the Outer Ring as they did to changes from the Outer Ring to locations closer to home.
It is clear that the main considerations driving leading UK retallers clothing sourcing patterns
were dill overwhedmingly price-based. Furthermore, they were probably sgnificantly more
price-based than was the case for second- and third-divison retalers, who lacked the same
leves of knowledge of supplier markets and whose range of choices was thus more restricted.
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The implications of this for suppliers in developing country are broadly postive. It seems
likely that Outer Ring countries will continue to account for very large shares of UK clathing
imports, especidly those of leading UK retailers. Reliance on the Outer Ring is likdy to be
further reinforced if price deflation remains the main trend on the high street.

It is much less certain that opportunities for new, locdly-owned dothing manufacturers in
developing countries can be viewed with the same degree of optimism. Mogt leading UK
clothing retallers favour sourcing from suppliers that they are dready familiar with from other
locations, by implication transnational cortract manufacturers. If these are not available, then
they will prefer locd companies which are well-established and which dready have portfolios
of cients gmilar to themsdves. Mogly, they are dso reducing ther supply bases and
increesing their expectations of the range of services and characteristics that potentia
suppliers should have. Beddes the qudities traditiondly looked for, the latter now normaly
indude wdl-functioning EDI systems, dedicated account managers and good logistics, design
cgpacity and possbly vertical integration. In addition, since new suppliers are typicaly now
taken on only when existing ones are dropped, they are required to ‘bring something new to
thetable' (see above).

A further, higher st of entry bariers exist between these requirements, and those which
leading UK retailers would expect of ‘core suppliers. The latter would appear to include
ownership of plants in two or more countries (including one reasonably close to home),
advanced production and very advanced logigtics capabilities, and the cepacity to undertake
supplier-managed inventory. The working capitd and market intelligence pre-conditions
necessary to carry out the last of these functions are very substantia indeed. At the same time,
it is plan that only enterprises with most of these characterigics will be in a pogtion to
optimize returns from the restructured reward sysem that it emerging (this increesingly
rewards both economies of scale and organizationd flexibility).

In developing countries therefore, the future gppears to lay with large, well-established and
wdl-financed enterprises. If amdl- or medium-sized enterprises (or even newer large ones)
wish to gain a foothold in the globa sourcing system centred on the UK, it seems that they are
best advised to establish relations with UK agents — with the reductions in margin that this
implies.
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Appendix |

Definitions Of ‘Rings’ Of Countries Exporting Clothing To The UK

Y ear Groupingsincluded in | Countriesincluded in groupings
ring
1988 Inner Ring EC + Austria, Sweden and Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland,
Finland (excl. Greece and France, Germany, Ireland, Italy,
Portugal) Luxembourg, Netherlands, Spain, Sweden,
United Kingdom
Other Western Europe Switzerland, Norway, Faroe Islands,
Iceland, San Marino, Canary Isl.
Other developed USA, Canada, Australia, New Zealand,
Japan
Outer Ring Other countries All other countries (incl. Portugal and
Greece)
1995 Inner Ring EU Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain,
Sweden, United Kingdom
Other Western Europe Switzerland, Norway, Faroe Islands,
Iceland, San Marino, Canary Isl.
Other developed USA, Canada, Australia, New Zealand,
Japan
Middle Ring A | East Asian NIC's Hong Kong, Taiwan, South Korea,
Singapore
Middle Ring B | Eastern and Central Europe Armenia, Belarus, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech
incl. Russia and ex-Soviet Rep., Estonia, For.JRep.Mac, Georgia,
republics Hungary, Kasakhstan, Latvia, Lithuania,
Moldova, Poland, Romania, Russia,
Slovakia, Slovenia, Turkmenistan, Ukraine,
Yugoslavia
Mediterranean Cyprus, Egypt, Israel, Malta, Morocco,
Tunisia, Turkey
Outer Ring Other countries All other countries
2000 Inner Ring EU Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain,
Sweden, United Kingdom
Other Western Europe Switzerland, Norway, Faroe Islands,
Iceland, San Marino, Canary Isl.
Other developed USA, Canada, Australia, New Zealand,
Japan
Middle Ring A | East Asian NIC's Hong Kong, Taiwan, South Korea,
Singapore
Middle Ring B | Eastern and Central Europe Albania, Armenia, Belarus, Bosnia-Herz.,
incl. Russia and ex-Soviet Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Rep., Estonia,
republics For.J. Rep.Mac, Georgia, Hungary,
Kasakhstan, Kyrghistan, Latvia, Lithuania,
Moldova, Poland, Romania, Russia, Serb.,
Monten., Slovakia, Slovenia, Turkmenistan,
Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Yugoslavia
Mediterranean Cyprus, Egypt, Israel, Malta, Morocco,
Tunisia, Turkey
Quter Ring Other countries All other countries

31




CDR Working Paper 01.4 Centre for Development Research - Copenhagen

Appendix |1
Profiles of supplying countries exportsto the UK

() Inner Ring countries

Amongg traditiond EU exporters, Italy remains cdearly the most important for the UK, with
three Top 4 pogtions including one leading one (for men's suits). For this category and for
women's suits its market shares in 2000 were 14.5% and 22% respectively. However, there
was only one other category where it had a market share of more than 5%, namely pullovers.
In each of these categories it had experienced sgnificant losses in market share since 1995, as
it had for women's trousers too.

Amongst more recent EU exporters from Southern Europe, only Portugal remained of any
importance, dthough by 2000 its UK maket shae had fdlen beow those of northern
European countries like Germany, France and even Begium-Luxemburg. While Portugal was
a Top 4 supplier of four clothing items in 1995, it no longer occupied this pogstion for any in
2000. In paticular, it effectively vanished as a producer of t-shirts and men’s trousers, two
categories for which it had market shares exceeding 8% in 1995.

(i) Middle Ring A countries

Hong Kong ill enjoyed a Top 4 datus in eight categories of  imports in 2000, including the
leading pogtion for women's blouses (at 12% market share) and pullovers (at 11.2%).
However, there were only three other items for which it ill had market shares exceeding
10% (women's overcoats, women's trousers and men’'s shirts). Its main changes in profile
snce 1995 were a having of its import share for men's trousers (where it had been the
leading importer) and a near having of that for pullovers, despite continuing to occupy the
leading position. Other sgnificant losses of market share occurred for women's overcoats and
men’'sshirts.

(iti) Middle Ring B countries

Between 1995 and 2000 Turkey emerged as a key exporter d a very wide range of categories,
coming to occupy five Top 4 podtions including the leading postions for t-shirts and
women's trousers with market shares of 17.5% and 11.8% respectively. It dso had a market
share in excess of 10% for women's underwear, and of between 5% and 10% for women's
auits, dresses, skirts and men’'s underwear. Its most notable recent advances were in tshirts
and women’ strousers.

Morocco emerged in 2000 as a Top 4 exporter of three categories of clothing to the EU,

induding one (men’s trousers) where it occupied the leading podtion with a market share of
10.8%. It commanded a market share of 5-10% in five other categories. women's blouses,

32



CDR Working Paper 01.4 Centre for Development Research - Copenhagen

skirts, and dresses, women’'s trousers and women's underwear. It had made across-the-board
advances in market share since 1995, but most spectacularly in women's blouses.

Of the CEE countries, Romania occupied a Top 4 podtion in three categories women's sKirts
and blouses (where it had import shares over 10%) and women's dresses. It had aso a market
share between 5% and 10% for women’'s blouses. Its main advances between 1995 and 2000
were in women's blouses, skirts and trousers. However, its market share for women's suits
halved over the same period.

(iv) Outer Ring countries

The leading exporter to the UK market in 2000 was China. China's import profile was very
broad, with a UK market share of a least 5% and Top 4 postions for every sngle item
conddered, except men's auits. It had a market share of 20%+ for men's and women's
underwear and women's skirts and shares of 10-20% for women’s dresses and overcoats. The
main development in its export profile between 1995 and 2000 was its rgpid advance in
women's dresses and skirts.

Indonesia’s profile was much more concentrated, with Top 4 postions in only two categories
(see below) and import shares exceeding 10% in one (women's overcoats) and 5-10% in
another (men’s shirts). The main change in Indonesia's import profile between 1995 and 2000
was its enhanced role in men’'s shirts.

India aso had a relaively concentrated import profile, with two top 4 postions in 2000, for
women's dresses and women's underwear. Besides these categories, it had market shares of
5-10% for women's skirts and blouses. Between 1995 (when it had four Top 4 places) and
2000, its market share declined sharply for women's dresses and skirts, men’s shirts and
women's blouses.

There are interesting differences in the export profiles of Si Lanka and Bangladesh. Si
Lanka occupied three Top 4 places in 2000 and had a broader profile, with import shares of 5
10% for women's dresses and blouses, pullovers and men's and women's underwesar. Its rise
in the last three of these categories represents the main development in its profile snce 1995.
Bangladesh’'s profile is narrower, with three Top 4 places. It was the leading exporter of
men's shirts to the UK in 2000, with a market share of 12.9%, and it had import shares of 5
10% for t-shirts, pullovers and women’s overcoats.
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Appendix |11

UK retailers views of suppliersin selected developing countries

Because surveys of the dothing manufacturing sectors of Mauritius, South Africa and
Vietnam were being caried out in conjunction with surveys of Northern country retallers
sourcing patterns and practices, responding UK retallers were asked their views of the
srengths and wesknesses of these countries. Because of the delocdisation of much Mauritian
production to Madagascar, respondents were asked their views of Mauritius and Madagascar
asasngle entity. The same gpplied to South Africaand Lesotho.

Of the countries concerned, MauritiusMadagascar were the best known to UK retalers, and
the most detaled comments were receved on them (Table IIli). Quaity and generd
efficiency were regarded podgtively in both locations but seven out of 10 respondents regarded
them as expensve. These locations had their strong supporters, but overdl interest was

probably declining.

Tablelll.i. Perceptionsof Mauritius/M adagascar

Strengths

Weaknesses

Market segment of respondents

Good quality denims + delivery
reliability;

Cottons too expensive;

Discounters

Good quality Too expensive + declining
relighility
Well-devel oped supplier base + Expensive + weak product Supermarkets
very good quality development + Code of Conduct
problems (M adagascar)
‘Manufacturing and management Expensive
centre of excellence’
(positive): ‘our volumes have N/s Mail Order
grown’;
Expensive
‘None'
Excellent cotton products + good Remoteness/lead times + some Mid-Market
prices + no Code of Conduct consistency of supply problems
problems (Mauritius);
Efficient and well-organized N/s
‘A potential agency location for Too expensive to compensate for Brands

Africa (Mauritius);

Good product + reliable delivery +
‘agateway to the US market’
(Madagascar)

remoteness (Mauritius);

Medium to high prices + long lead
times

Note: N respondents = 10
Key: n/s: not stated
Source: own interviews
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South AfricalLesotho was regarded as of strong potentid interest by hdf the respondents
(Table l1ll.ii). However, even amongs these there was uncertainty on prices (whether the
Rand would remain wesk and whether US entrants would push up prices) and concerns
regarding gaps in the capacities of loca producers and regarding the wider political/security
Stuation.. The gaps identified included poor sales service and lack of design capacity.

Tablelll.ii. Perceptions of South Africa/L esotho
Strengths Weaknesses Market segment of respondents
‘Quiality okay’; Expensive + limited fabrics; Discounters
Strong on tailoring Poor salesservice
Vertical integration; N/s; Supermarkets
‘very interesting’ Rising prices + increasing US

interest
Relatively consistent quality + N/s Mail Order
English-speaking + EU-SA Free
Trade Agreement;
‘interesting’ Unresponsivenessre sales +

political/economic stability
Cheap Rand + EU-SA Free Trade N/s Mid-Market
Agreement;
‘Quality okay’ Expensive + lack of design capacity
‘It can be devel oped’ Political stability/personal security Brands
N/s ‘] would expect long lead times

Notes, Key, Source: see Tablelll.i

There was noticeably stronger respondent interest in Vietnam than in South Africa/llesotho,
on the bass of Vienam's competitive prices and reaively well-developed workforce sKills
(Teble IlLiii)). A series of problems wee dso identified however, incuding
remoteness/infrastructure/communications and weeknesses in sector-levd inditutions and in
product development. Unlike the two other locations (with a partia exception concerning
Madagascar), Vietnan was aso consdered problematic from a regulatory viewpoint (Code of
Conduct, evasion of quota arrangements).
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Tablelll.iii. Perceptions of Vietnam

Strengths

Weaknesses

Market segment of respondents

Decent quality + competitive prices

Possible local labour shortages

Discounter

‘Very interesting’ + good quality Weak sector-level institutions + Supermarket
tailoring guota evasion problems

Relatively cheap + relatively well- Remoteness; Mail Order
educated |abour force;

‘It will grow’ N/s

‘Potentially good for everything Communications + Code of Mid-Market
labour intensive using Far Eastern | Conduct conformity

fabrics’;

‘Becoming important because of N/s

our suppliers

Good, fast needle skills + low Quiality short of brand-level; weak Brands

prices + reasonable infrastructure;

Competitive prices

product development;

Long lead times; poor transport
links; lack of vertical integration

Note: N respondents = 8.
Key and Source: see Tablelll.i
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1. UK APPAREL IMPORTS 1985-2000. DISTRIBUTION BY COUNTRY, GROUP OF

COUNTRIES AND LEADING CATEGORIES OF APPAREL

Table 1.1: U.K. apparel imports 1985-2000 (all categories)

Total imports (,000 ECU/EURO)

1985
3.260.717

Leading 20 exporters (% )

Rank 1985

1 Hong Kong 20,4
2 ltaly 13,0
3 Fr Germany 7,6
4 Portugal 7,2
5 South Korea 5,4
6 France 5,0
7 Ireland 4,9
8 India 3,6
9 lIsrael 3,2
10 Netherlands 2,8
11 Taiwan 2,6
12 Austria 1,8
13 Finland 1,6
14 Macao 1,5
15 Belg.-Luxbg 1,4
16 Turkey 1,4
17 Greece 1,3
18 China 1,2
19 USA 1,1
20 Romania 1,1
Top 20 = 88,1

1988
4.346.700

1988
Hong Kong
Italy
Fr Germany
South Korea
Portugal
Ireland
France
India
China
Turkey
Taiwan
Belg.-Luxbg
Israel
Netherlands
Greece
Thailand
Macao
Austria
Cyprus
Philippines

19,0
9,7
8,0
6,9
6,3
4,3
3,6
3,2
3,2
2,8
2,5
2,4
2,4
2,2
2,0
1,9
1,6
1,4
1,3
1,2

86,0

1990
5.081.310

1990
Hong Kong
Fr Germany
Italy
Portugal
Ireland
India
China
France
Turkey
South Korea
Netherlands
Israel
Belg.-Luxbg
Thailand
Indonesia
Greece
Cyprus
Mauritius
Taiwan
Malaysia

14,6
9,6
8.8
6,4
4,4
4,4
4,4
4,2
3,7
3,1
3,1
2,3
2,2
19
1.8
1,8
1,8
1,7
1,7
1,7

83,5

1995
5.701.590

1995
Hong Kong
China
Italy
India
Fr Germany
Portugal
Turkey
Ireland
Indonesia
Bangladesh
France
Sri Lanka
Belg.-Luxbg
Morocco
Israel
Malaysia
Mauritius
Pakistan
Romania
Thailand

12,3
9,3
6,4
5,7
5,2
5,0
4,4
4,1
3,5
3,4
2,8
2,8
2,4
2,3
2,0
1,9
1,9
1,6
1,5
1,5

80,2

2000
12.933.050

2000
China
Hong Kong
Turkey
Italy
Fr Germany
Morocco
Sri Lanka
Indonesia
Bangladesh
Belgium
France
India
Romania
Portugal
Netherlands
Mauritius
South Korea
Ireland
Thailand
Malaysia

12,4
7,9
7,0
4,8
4,7
4,3
4,0
3,9
3,8
3,5
3,4
3,4
2,9
2,8
2,2
1,7
1,7
1,6
1,6
1,4

79,1



Table 1.2: New countries with 1%+ of total import value

1988 1990
Mauritius Pakistan
Cyprus Denmark
Thailand Malaysia
Singapore

1995 2000
Morocco Egypt
Bangladesh

Sri Lanka

Table 1.3: Countries dropping out of top 20

1988 - 1990: Macao, Austria

1990 - 1995: S.Korea, Greece, Cyprus, Taiwan

1995 - 2000: Israel

(S.Korea reappeared in top 20 1995-2000)



Table 1.4: Largest single clothing import items by value

1985

n/a

1988
Pullovers

Men's or boys'
shirts

Men's or boys'
trousers

Women's or girls
blouses

T-shirts

1990
Pullovers

Men's or boys'
trousers

Men's or boys'
shirts

Women's or girls'
trousers

Women's or girls
blouses

1995
Pullovers

Men's or boys'
shirts

Men's or boys
trousers

T-shirts

Women's or girls
blouses

2000
Pullovers

Women's or girls
trousers

Men's or boys'
trousers

Men's or boys'
shirts

T-shirts



Table 1.5: Distribution of U.K. apparel imports 1988-2000 by categories of apparel and groups of exporting countries

All amounts in 1000 ECU/EURO. Shares in per cent of total imports of type of apparel.

1988 1995 2000

Ring Amount Share | Ring Amount Share | Ring Amount Share
Total apparel 1 1.554.065 36 1 1.876.507 33 1 3.632.402 28
2 2.792.635 64 2A 849.044 15 2A 1.394.463 11
2B 837.865 15 2B 2.731.274 21
3 2.138.175 38 3 5.174.911 40
Women's overcoats 1 53.945 35 1 43.388 25 1 117.725 27
2 100.016 65 2A 33.626 20 2A 54.461 12
2B 24.000 14 2B 63.901 15
3 69.738 41 3 202.541 46
Men's suits 1 110.201 67 1 65.927 57 1 116.001 53
2 54.892 33 2A 388 0 2A 672 0
2B 39.245 34 2B 83.845 38
3 10.089 9 3 17.691 8
Men's trousers 1 128.719 32 1 170.299 35 1 346.056 30
2 271.287 68 2 A 88.648 18 2 A 111.318 10
2B 118.003 24 2B 312.873 27
3 116.041 24 3 385.098 33
Women's trousers 1 74.586 39 1 126.649 35 1 365.968 27
2 119.039 61 2A 50.241 14 2A 157.208 12
2B 65.173 18 2B 408.550 30
3 116.126 32 3 411.654 31
Women's suits 1 29.991 41 1 33.682 61 1 70.386 66
2 43.492 59 2A 999 2 2A 1.376 1
2B 10.523 19 2B 14.909 14
3 10.126 18 3 20.208 19
Women's dresses 1 86.901 47 1 58.046 22 1 99.947 24
2 97.206 53 2 A 32.656 12 2 A 37.995 9
2B 48.609 19 2B 100.837 25
3 122.887 47 3 170.324 42




Table 1.5: (cont'd) 1988 1995 2000
Ring Amount Share | Ring Amount Share | Ring Amount Share
Women's skirts 1 104.147 58 1 76.444 41 1 101.105 24
2 76.670 42 2A 20.073 11 2A 13.810 3
2B 30.929 17 2B 141.056 34
3 57.178 31 3 158.645 38
Men's shirts 1 56.865 14 1 135.851 21 1 220.135 21
2 350.769 86 2A 131.057 20 2A 157.822 15
2B 46.533 7 2B 113.078 11
3 337.424 52 3 569.525 54
Women's blouses 1 63.210 29 1 83.750 20 1 136.288 20
2 157.504 71 2A 70.562 17 2A 90.806 13
2B 63.778 15 2B 190.808 28
3 208.978 49 3 266.470 39
T-shirts 1 38.446 18 1 187.928 43 1 179.617 18
2 179.360 82 2A 44.605 10 2A 123.539 12
2B 41.705 10 2B 262.373 26
3 159.073 37 3 458.115 45
Pullovers 1 194.062 30 1 225.819 28 1 429.047 26
2 442.769 70 2A 226.991 29 2A 332.363 20
2B 50.388 6 2B 134.493 8
3 289.283 37 3 782.792 47
Men's or boys' underwear 1 13.126 15 1 21.308 18 1 52.535 19
2 76.673 85 2A 9.110 8 2A 17.685 6
2B 32.196 28 2B 61.931 22
3 54.457 47 3 144.403 52
Women's or girls' underwear 1 39.216 30 1 51.501 23 1 119.178 19
2 92.148 70 2A 10.099 5 2A 27.724 4
2B 55.099 25 2B 179.841 29
3 107.246 48 3 292.084 47
Key: Ring 1 = Inner Ring Note: Listed categories as % of total U.K. imports:
Ring 2 (1988) = Outer Ring 1988: 70,3% 1995: 75,1% 2000: 72,9%

Ring 2 A (1995, 2000) = Middle Ring A
Ring 2 B (1995, 2000) = Middle Ring B
Ring 3 (1995, 2000) = Outer Ring



2. IMPORT PROFILES BY PRODUCT

Table 2.1: Women's / Girls' Overcoats

Total imports
,000 ECU/EURO

% of all clothing imports

Rank

© oo ~NO O WN P
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Hong Kong
South Korea
Fr Germany
China

Italy
Thailand
Belg.-Luxbg
Philippines
Netherlands
Turkey

Top 10 =

1988

153.961

3,5

18,8
18,4
14,7
7,8
5,8
3,8
3,4
3,0
3,0
2,3
81,1

Hong Kong
South Korea
China

Fr Germany
Netherlands
Indonesia
Italy
Belg.-Luxbg
Turkey
Thailand

1990

182.018

4,2

17,8
111
11,0
11,0
7,0
5,9
4,6
4,5
3,7
3,3
79,9

Hong Kong
China
Indonesia
Fr Germany
Italy

Turkey
Belg.-Luxbg
Romania
Netherlands
Bangladesh

1995

170.752

3,0

18,6
13,3
12,7
7,0
4,9
4,6
4,3
3,5
3,2
3,1
75,1

China
Indonesia
Hong Kong
Fr Germany
Belgium
Bangladesh
Italy

France
Turkey

Sri Lanka

2000

438.628

3,4

14,8
13,5
10,1
8,0
5,5
5,0
3,9
3,6
2,9
2,9
70,3



Table 2.2: Men's / Boys' Suits

1988
Total imports
,000 ECU/EURO 165.093
% of all clothing imports 3,8
Rank
1 Fr Germany 26,3
2 Italy 11,7
3 Belg.-Luxbg 10,6
4 Portugal 5,9
5 Netherlands 5,8
6 Yugoslavia 4,6
7 South Africa 4,2
8 Hungary 3,1
9 Switzerland 2,8
10 Romania 2,7

Top 10 = 77,7

Fr Germany
Italy
Portugal
Belg.-Luxbg
Netherlands
Yugoslavia
Hungary
Namibia
Malta
Austria

1990

174.634

3,4

28,3
17,4
7,2
6,3
6,1
4,6
3,3
3,1
2,9
2,6
81,9

Fr Germany
Italy
Portugal
Hungary
South Africa
Israel
Netherlands
Croatia
Malta
Switzerland

1995

115.649

2,0

17,4
154
11,3
9,6
6,7
5,3
4,5
3,6
2,4
2,3
78,6

Italy

Fr Germany
Hungary
Netherlands
Czech Rep.
Portugal
France
Belarus
Turkey
Malta

2000

218.209

1,7

14,5
12,1
8,9
8,0
7,5
4,8
4,1
3,4
3,3
3,1
69,6



Table 2.3: Men's / Boys' Trousers

1988
Total imports
,000 ECU/EURO 400.005
% of all clothing imports 9,2
Rank
1 Hong Kong 34,8 Hong Kong
2 Portugal 9,0 Belg.-Luxbg
3 Ireland 8,0 Portugal
4 Belg.-Luxbg 7,5 Ireland
5 Italy 6,1 Italy
6 Israel 5,0 Israel
7 South Korea 3,0 USA
8 Fr Germany 2,6 Fr Germany
9 Cyprus 2,4 Cyprus
10 Netherlands 2,3 China

Top 10 = 80,8

1990

475.965

9,4

24,1
9,3
8.9
8.3
4,9
4,5
4,1
4,0
2,5
2,1

72,7

Hong Kong
Portugal
Morocco
Israel
Ireland
Belg.-Luxbg
Italy

China

Fr Germany
Mauritius

1995

492.990

8,6

16,9
7,8
7,8
7,3
6,4
5,3
5,2
4,8
3,3
2,9

67,7

Morocco
Hong Kong
Belgium
China
Turkey

Fr Germany
Bangladesh
Italy

Sri Lanka
Mauritius

2000

1.155.345

8,9

10,8
8,1
7,5
5,2
5,2
4,9
4,8
4,7
4,0
3,4

58,7



Table 2.4: Women's / Girls' Trousers

1988
Total imports
,000 ECU/EURO
193.626
% of all clothing imports 4,5
Rank
1 Hong Kong 26,0
2 Ireland 11,5
3 Italy 8,7
4 France 6,1
5 Portugal 5,9
6 China 4.9
7 Fr Germany 3.9
8 Turkey 3,6
9 India 2,8
10 Taiwan 2,8

Top 10 = 76,1

Hong Kong
China

Fr Germany
Italy

Turkey
Ireland

India
Portugal
Netherlands
France

1990

342.681
6,7

18,2
10,4
6,8
6,0
5,7
5,6
5,0
4,4
4,0
3,8
69,8

Hong Kong
China
Turkey

Italy
Morocco

Fr Germany
Ireland
Portugal
India
France

1995

358.189
6,3

12,0
11,4
6,9
6,7
59
5,4
4,3
3,9
3,9
3,7
64,0

Turkey
Hong Kong
China
Morocco
Belgium
Romania

Fr Germany
France

Italy

Sri Lanka

2000

1.343.379
10,4

11,8
10,0
9,9
7,3
6,4
6,0
4,9
4,1
3,3
3,2
66,8



Table 2.5: Women's / Girls' Suits

1988
Total imports
,000 ECU/EURO 73.484
% of all clothing imports 1,8
Rank
1 Fr Germany 11,8 France
2 France 10,9 Italy
3 India 10,1 Fr Germany
4 China 8,4 Cyprus
5 Italy 7,3 Turkey
6 Hong Kong 6,9 China
7 Cyprus 6,7 India
8 South Korea 6,4 Ireland
9 Turkey 5,6 Indonesia
10 Ireland 4,8 Portugal

Top 10 = 78,8

1990

77.627

15

17,8
14,5
13,5
8.7
7,0
51
4,6
3,9
3,5
2,8
81,5

Italy

Fr Germany
France
Romania
Indonesia
India
Morocco
Ireland
Cyprus
China

1995

55.330

1,0

27,7
12,7
11,9
10,7
4,8
3,4
3,3
3,0
3,0
2,6
82,9

France

Italy

China

Fr Germany
Turkey
Netherlands
Romania
Indonesia
Denmark
Vietnam

2000

106.879

0,8

25,5
22,0
7,7
6,6
6,0
4,5
4,5
2,9
2,5
19
84,1



Table 2.6: Women's / Girls' Dresses

1988
Total imports
,000 ECU/EURO 184.107
% of all clothing imports 4,2
Rank
1 Hong Kong 14,7
2 Fr Germany 14,0
3 France 9,7
4 Italy 9,1
5 India 6,2
6 Ireland 5,8
7 Turkey 4,8
8 Cyprus 4,7
9 Portugal 4,2
10 Netherlands 3,0

Top 10 = 76,2

Fr Germany
Hong Kong
India
Cyprus
France
Turkey

Italy

Ireland
Pakistan
Netherlands

1990

180.128

3,5

13,7
9,6
9,2
8,1
6,9
6,1
5,7
4,3
3,1
3,0

69,6

India

Hong Kong
Sri Lanka
Turkey

Fr Germany
China
France
Romania
Italy

Cyprus

1995

262.199

4,6

20,0
11,0
7,9
51
4,9
4,8
4,5
3,9
3,8
3,4
69,3

China

India

Hong Kong
Romania
Sri Lanka
Morocco

Fr Germany
Turkey

Italy

France

2000

409.103

3,2

16,2
8.8
8,4
7,7
7,3
5,9
5,7
51
4,7
4,6

74,4



Table 2.7: Women's / Girls' Skirts

1988
Total imports
,000 ECU/EURO 180.817
% of all clothing imports 4,2
Rank
1 Fr Germany 26,9 Fr Germany
2 Hong Kong 10,9 Hong Kong
3 Italy 10,0 Italy
4 Portugal 5,4 India
5 India 5,3 Cyprus
6 Belg.-Luxbg 5,3 Ireland
7 Turkey 4,2 France
8 Ireland 3,9 Netherlands
9 France 3,6 Portugal
10 Greece 3,1 Turkey

Top 10 = 78,6

1990

212.945

4,2

35,3
8.8
7,8
7,6
3,8
3,5
3,3
3,2
3,1
3,1

79,5

Fr Germany
India

Hong Kong
China
Ireland
France

Italy
Romania
Cyprus

Sri Lanka

1995

184.624

3,2

17,3
16,3
10,1
6,3
5,0
4,9
4,6
4,3
3,7
3,5
76,1

China
Romania
Turkey

Fr Germany
Morocco
India

Sri Lanka
France

Italy
Lithuania

2000

414.616

3,2

22,3
11,1
7,7
7,5
6,9
5,5
4,7
4,4
3,7
2,6
76,3



Table 2.8: Men's / Boys' Shirts

Total imports
,000 ECU/EURO

% of all clothing imports

Rank

© oo ~NO O WN P
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Hong Kong
India
Portugal
South Korea
Italy
Mauritius
Bangladesh
Fr Germany
Macao
Singapore
Top 10 =

1988

407.634

9,4

38,7
9,2
5,8
5,3
3,6
2,8
2,7
2,5
2,4
2,3

75,4

Hong Kong
India
Portugal
Bangladesh
South Korea
Mauritius
Italy

France
China
Macao

1990

449.573

8,9

30,3
9,9
6,4
5,6
4,1
3,8
3,5
3,2
2,9
2,8

72,4

Hong Kong
Bangladesh
India
Portugal
China
Indonesia
Sri Lanka
Turkey
Mauritius
Italy

1995

650.865

11,4

19,2
13,7
10,1
6,0
5,7
3,8
3,6
3,4
3,4
3,1
71,9

Bangladesh
Hong Kong
Indonesia
China

India
Turkey
Mauritius
Italy

Sri Lanka
Portugal

2000

1.060.560

8,2

12,9
12,2
8,7
7,9
4,6
4,6
4,1
4,1
3,9
3,1
66,0



Table 2.9: Women's / Girls' Blouses

1988
Total imports
,000 ECU/EURO 220.713
% of all clothing imports 51
Rank
1 Hong Kong 24,2
2 Fr Germany 13,7
3 India 12,2
4 Cyprus 7,8
5 Italy 4,2
6 South Korea 4,1
7 Greece 4,0
8 France 2,8
9 Ireland 2,7
10 Portugal 2,3

Top 10 = 77,9

Fr Germany
Hong Kong
India
Cyprus
Malaysia
Italy

China
France
Greece
Portugal

1990

341.425

6,7

19,7
16,0
12,2
8.7
6,3
4,7
3,9
3,1
3,1
2,2
79,9

Hong Kong
India
Malaysia
Sri Lanka
China

Fr Germany
Cyprus
Portugal
Turkey

Italy

1995

427.068

7,5

15,7
12,8
10,9
7,6
7,5
6,2
5,0
3,0
3,0
2,6
74,3

Hong Kong
Romania
China
Morocco
Sri Lanka
Malaysia
India

Fr Germany
Turkey
Indonesia

2000

684.372

5,3

12,0
10,2
9,9
8,7
6,7
5,6
55
5,4
3,8
3,4
71,1



Table 2.10: T-shirts

Total imports
,000 ECU/EURO

% of all clothing imports

Rank
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Greece
Portugal
Hong Kong
Turkey
Ireland
USA
China
India
Thailand
Italy

Top 10 =

1988

217.806

5,0

15,5
15,5
12,3
10,1
4,5
3,7
3,2
3,2
2,4
2,2
72,6

Greece
Portugal
Ireland
Turkey
Hong Kong
India
Mauritius
Bangladesh
Italy
Netherlands

1990

330.412

6,5

11,3
111
10,2
9,1
8.8
4,2
3,7
3,4
3,3
2,6
67,7

Ireland
Bangladesh
Portugal
Greece
Hong Kong
Mauritius
Turkey
Belg.-Luxbg
India

China

1995
433.312

7,6

12,4
8,6
8,5
6,9
6,5
5,5
5,4
3,2
3,1
3,1

63,1

Turkey
Bangladesh
Hong Kong
China
Mauritius
Sri Lanka
Morocco
India
Belgium
France

2000

1.023.644

7,9

17,5
9,2
8,6
6,8
6,8
4,5
3,6
3,5
3,0
2,7

66,3



Table 2.11: Pullovers

1988 1990 1995 2000
Total imports
,000 ECU/EURO 636.831 602.225 792.481 1.678.695
% of all clothing imports 14,7 11,9 13,9 13,0
Rank
1 Italy 18,3 Hong Kong 17,3 Hong Kong 19,7 Hong Kong 11,2
2 Hong Kong 17,9 Italy 15,8 Italy 7,9 China 6,9
3 South Korea 13,3 South Korea 8,0 China 6,0 Sri Lanka 5,8
4 Taiwan 7,6 Portugal 6,2 Indonesia 5,6 Italy 5,3
5 Portugal 6,8 Mauritius 6,0 Bangladesh 4,9 Bangladesh 5,3
6 Mauritius 3,9 Taiwan 6,0 Ireland 4,7 South Korea 4.8
7 Fr Germany 3,5 Fr Germany 4,9 Portugal 4,6 Fr Germany 4,3
8 Macao 2,7 Ireland 3,3 Mauritius 4,5 Thailand 3,9
9 France 2,3 Macao 3,1 South Korea 4,3 Indonesia 3,8
10 Thailand 2,2 France 3,1 Taiwan 3,8 Cambodia 3,7

Top 10 = 78,6 73,7 66,0 54,9



Table 2.12: Men's / Boys' Underwear

1988
Total imports
,000 ECU/EURO 89.800
% of all clothing imports 2,1
Rank
1 Hong Kong 27,2
2 Israel 17,1
3 Portugal 8,9
4 China 8,4
5 Ireland 4,8
6 Turkey 4,6
7 Italy 4,2
8 Macao 3,3
9 Thailand 2,5
10 Yugoslavia 2,3

Top 10 = 83,2

Hong Kong
Israel
Portugal
China
Denmark
Turkey
Italy
Ireland
Pakistan
Macao

1990

90.876

1,8

21,2
17,7
9,7
8,7
6,1
5,9
4,0
3,9
3,6
2,2
83,0

China

Israel
Turkey
Hong Kong
Portugal
India

Ireland
Pakistan

Fr Germany
Italy

1995

117.072

2,1

30,1
154
9,1
7,7
5,2
4,6
3,5
2,9
2,2
19
82,5

China

Sri Lanka
Egypt
Turkey

India
Netherlands
Hong Kong
Fr Germany
Israel
Portugal

2000

276.554

2,1

23,6
9,3
8,9
8,0
7,6
4,8
4,5
4,2
3,2
2,0

76,1



Table 2.13: Women's / Girls' Underwear

Total imports
,000 ECU/EURO

% of all clothing imports

Rank

© oo ~NO O WN P

=
o

Hong Kong
China

Italy
Portugal
Turkey
Israel
Ireland
Philippines
Austria
Macao
Top 10 =

1988

131.365

3,0

14,1
10,1
9,8
9,5
8.9
6,5
6,2
4,1
3,5
3,1
75,9

Hong Kong
Turkey
China
Portugal
Italy
Denmark
Israel
Ireland

Fr Germany
Macao

1990

162.794

3,2

11,0
10,3
9,4
7,5
7,5
6,2
5,9
5,2
4,4
3,4
70,8

China
Turkey
India

Israel
Ireland
Austria

Sri Lanka
Hong Kong
Portugal
Italy

1995

223.945

3,9

23,5
13,1
7,6
5,5
51
4,9
4,3
4,2
3,5
3,0
74,7

China
Turkey

India

Sri Lanka
Israel
Morocco
Egypt

Hong Kong
France

Fr Germany

2000

618.827

4,8

21,0
10,2
8,9
6,8
5,7
5,6
55
4,3
3,2
3,1
74,3



3. EXPORTING COUNTRIES. EXPORT SHARE BY PRODUCT

Table 3.1: Bangladesh

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

Table 3.2: Belgium-Lux.

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

1985

4.306

0,1

Women's overcoats
Men's trousers
Men's shirts
T-shirts

Pullovers

1985

47.155

1,4

Women's overcoats
Men's suits

Men's trousers
Women's trousers
Women's skirts
T-shirts

1988

19.423

0,4

2,7(#7)
2,1 (#10)

1988

105.377
2,4

3,4 (#8)

10,6 (# 3)

7.5 (# 4)

5,3 (# 6)

1990

45.622

0,9

5,6 (# 4)
3,4 (#8)

1990

114.077
2,2
45 #7)

6,3 (# 4)
9,3 (#2)

1995

195.330

3,4

13,7 (# 2)
8,6 (# 2)
4,9 (# 5)

1995

134.791
2,4
4,3#7)

5,3 (# 6)

3,2(#8)

2000

492.409
3,8
5,0 (# 6)
4,8 #7)
12,9 (# 1)

9,2 (#2)
5,3 (# 5)

2000

458.899
3,5
5,6 (#5)

48 #7)
6,5 (#5)

3,0(#9)



Table 3.3: China

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

1985

39.150

1,2

Women's overcoats
Men's trousers
Women's trousers
Women's suits
Women's dresses
Women's skirts
Men's shirts
Women's blouses
T-shirts

Pullovers

Men's underwear
Women's underwear

1988

137.242
3,2
7,8 (#4)

4,9 (# 6)
7,8 (# 4)

3.2(#7)

8,4 (# 4)
10,1 (# 2)

1990

221.796
4,4

11,0 (# 3)
2,1 (#10)
10,4 (# 2)
5,1 (# 6)

2,9 (#8)
3,9 (#7)

8,7 (# 4)
9,4 (#3)

1995

531.759
9,3

13,3 (# 2)
4,8 (#8)
11,4 (# 2)
2,6 (#10)
4,8 (# 6)
6,3 (# 4)
5,7 (# 5)
7,6 (#5)
3,1 (#10)
6,0 (# 3)
30,1 (# 1)
23,5 (# 1)

2000

1.609.204
12,4

14,8 (# 1)
5,2 (# 4)
9,9 (# 3)
7,7 #3)
16,2 (# 1)
22,3 (#1)
7.8 (# 4)
9,9 (# 3)
6,8 (# 4)
6,9 (# 2)
23,6 (# 1)
21,0 (# 1)



Table 3.4: France

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

1985

161.579
5,0

Women's overcoats
Men's suits

Women's trousers
Women's suits
Women's dresses
Women's skirts
Women's blouses
T-shirts

Pullovers

Women's underwear

1988

157.813

3,6

6,2 (# 4)
10,2 (# 2)
9,7 #3)
3,6 (#9)
2,8 (#8)

2,3(#9)

1990

214.481

4,2

3,8 (#10)
17,8 (#1)
6,9 (#5)
33#7)
3,1 (#8)

3,1 (#10)

1995

161.120

2,8

3,7 (#10)
11,9 (# 3)
4,5 (#7)
4,9 (# 6)

2000

442.902
3,4

3,2 (#8)
41 #T)
4,1 (# 8)
25,5 (# 1)
4,6 (#10)
4,4 (# 8)

2,7 (#10)

3,2 (#9)



Table 3.5: Germany

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

1985

248.152

7,6

Women's overcoats
Men's suits

Men's trousers
Women's trousers
Women's suits
Women's dresses
Women's skirts
Men's shirts
Women's blouses
T-shirts

Pullovers

Men's underwear
Women's underwear

1988

346.311
8,0

14,7 (# 3)
26,3 (# 1)
2,6 (# 8)
3,9#7)
11,1 (# 1)
14,0 (# 2)
26,9 (# 1)
2,5 (# 8)
13,7 (# 2)

3,5(#7)

1990

486.377
9,6

11,0 (# 4)
28,3 (# 1)
4,0 (#8)
6,8 (# 3)
13,5 (# 3)
13,7 (# 1)
35,3 (# 1)

19,7 (# 1)
2,3 (#10)
4,9 (#7)

4.4 #9)

1995

297.509
5,2

7,0 (# 4)
17,4 (# 1)
3,3 (#9)
5,4 (# 6)
12,7 (#2)
4,9 (#5)
17,3 (# 1)

6,2 (# 6)

3,2 (#9)

2000

613.865
4,7

8,0 (# 4)
12,1 (#2)
4,9 (# 6)
5,0 (# 7)
6,6 (# 4)
5,7 (#7)
7.5 (# 4)

5,4 (# 8)
4,3(#7)

4,2 (#8)
3,1 (#10)



Table 3.6: Hong Kong

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

1985

665.380

20,4

Women's overcoats
Men's trousers
Women's trousers
Women's suits
Women's dresses
Women's skirts
Men's shirts
Women's blouses
T-shirts

Pullovers

Men's underwear
Women's underwear

1988

826.490
19,0

18,8 (# 1)
34,8 (# 1)
26,0 (# 1)
6,4 (# 6)
14,7 (# 1)
10,9 (# 2)
38,7 (#1)
24,2 (# 1)
12,3 (# 1)
17,9 (# 2)
27,2 (# 1)
14,1 (# 1)

1990

740.647
14,6

17,8 (# 1)
24,1 (# 1)
18,2 (# 1)

9,6 (#2)
8,8 (#2)
30,3 (# 1)
16,0 (# 2)
8,8 (#5)
17,2 (# 1)
21,2 (#1)
11,0 (# 1)

1995

703.855
12,3

18,6 (# 1)
16,9 (# 1)
12,0 (# 1)

11,0 (# 2)
10,1 (# 2)
19,2 (# 1)
15,7 (# 2)
6,5 (# 5)
19,7 (# 1)
7.7 (#1)
4,2 (# 1)

2000

1.026.974
7,9

10,1 (# 3)
8,1 (#2)
10,0 (# 2)

8,4 (#3)

12,2 (# 2)
12,0 (# 1)
6,8 (# 4)
11,2 (# 1)
4,5 #7)
4,3 (#8)



Table 3.7: India

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

Table 3.8: Indonesia

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

1985

115.880

3,6

Women's trousers
Women's suits
Women's dresses
Women's skirts
Men's shirts
Women's blouses
T-shirts

Men's underwear
Women's underwear

1985

9.593

0,3

Women's overcoats
Women's suits
Men's shirts
Women's blouses
Pullovers

1988

140.440
3,2

2,8 (#9)
9,6 (#3)
6,2 (#5)
5,3 (#5)
9,2 (#2)
12,2 (# 3)
3,2(#8)

1988

39.972

0,9

1990

222.614
4,4

5,0 (#7)
4,6 (#7)
9,2 (#3)
7,6 (# 4)
9,9 (#2)
12,2 (#3)
4,2 (#6)

1990

92.725
1.8

5,9 (#5)
3,5 (#8)

1995

323.843
5,7

3,9 (#9)
3,4 (#6)
20,0 (# 1)
16,3 (# 2)
10,1 (# 3)
12,8 (# 2)
3,1(#9)
4,6 (#6)
7.6 (#4)

1995

197.574
3,5
12,7 (# 3)

4,8 (#5)
3,8 (#6)

2000

440.944

3,4

8,8 (#2)
5,5 (# 6)
4,6 (#5)
5,5 (# 7)
3,5 (# 8)
7.6 (#5)
8,9 (# 3)

2000

502.989

3,9

13,5 (# 2)
2,9 (#8)
8,7 (#3)
3,4 (#10)
3.8(#9)



Table 3.9: Ireland

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

Table 3.10: Israel

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

1985

158.599

4,9

Men's trousers
Women's trousers
Women's suits
Women's dresses
Women's skirts
Women's blouses
T-shirts

Pullovers

Men's underwear
Women's underwear

1985

103.510

3,2

Men's suits

Men's trousers

Men's underwear
Women's underwear

1988

188.399
4,3

8,0 (# 3)
11,5 (# 2)
4,5 (#10)
5,8 (# 6)
3,9 (# 8)
2,7 #9)
4,5 (#5)

4,8 (#5)
6,2 (#7)

1988

103.334
2,4
5,0 (# 6)

17,1 (# 2)
6,5 (# 6)

1990

225.974
4,4
8,3 (# 4)
5,6 (# 6)
3,5 (# 6)
10,2 (# 3)
3,3 (#8)

3,9 (#8)
5,2 (# 8)

1990

115.873
2,3
4,5 (#6)

17,6 (#2)
5,9 (# 8)

1995

236.284
4,1
6,4 (# 5)
4,3 #T)
5,0 (# 5)
12,4 (# 1)
4,7 (# 6)

3,5(#7)
5,1 (# 8)

1995

114.808
2,0

5,3 (# 6)
7.3 (#4)
15,4 (# 2)
5,5 #7)

2000

211.346

1,6

2000

137.084

1,1

3,2(#9)
5,7 (#5)



Table 3.11: ltaly

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

Table 3.12: Malaysia

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

1985

424.556

13

Women's overcoats
Men's suits

Men's trousers
Women's trousers
Women's suits
Women's dresses
Women's skirts
Men's shirts
Women's blouses
T-shirts

Pullovers

Men's underwear
Women's underwear

1985

4.546

0,1

Women's blouses

1988

420.333
9,7

5,8 (#5)
11,7 (# 2)
6,1 (#5)
8,7 (#3)
7,3 (#5)
9,1 (# 4)
10,0 (# 3)
3,6 (# 6)
4,2 (#5)
2,2 (#9)
18,3 (# 1)
42 #T)
9,8 (# 3)

1988

32.226
0,7

2,1 (#10)

1990

447.928
8.8

4,6 (# 6)
17,4 (#2)
4,9 (#5)
6,0 (# 4)
14,5 (# 2)
5,7 (#7)
7,8 (#3)
3,5 #7)
4,7 (#6)
3,3 (#9)
15,8 (# 2)
4,0 #7)
7,5 (#5)

1990

84.398
1,7

6,3 (#5)

1995

367.579
6,4

4,9 (#5)
15,4 (# 2)
52 (#7)
6,7 (# 4)
27,7 (# 1)
3,8(#9)
4.6 #7)
3,1 (#10)
2,6 (#10)

7,9 (#2)

1,9 (#10)
3,0 (#10)

1995

111.151
19

10,9 (# 3)

2000

618.803
4,8
39#7)
14,5 (# 1)
4,7 (#8)
3,3 (#9)
22,0 (# 1)
4,7 (#9)

3,7 #9)
4,1 (# 8)

5,3 (# 4)

2000

181.195
1,4

5,6 (# 6)



Table 3.13: Mauritius

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

Table 3.14: Morocco

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

1985

23.223

0,7

Men's trousers

Men's shirts
T-shirts
Pullovers
1985
3.167
0,1

Men's trousers
Women's trousers
Women's suits
Women's dresses
Women's skirts
Women's blouses
T-shirts

Women's underwear

1988

52.323

1,2

2,8 (#6)

3,9 (#6)

1988

3.566

0,1

1990

88.896

1,7

3,8 (#6)
37(#7)
6,0 (#5)

1990

12.867

0,3

1995

110.878

19

2,9 (#10)

3,4 (#9)
5,5 (# 6)
4,5 (# 8)

1995

132.029
2,3
7,8 (#3)

5,9 (#5)
3,3(#7)

2000

218.967
1,7
3,4 (#10)

41#7)
6,8 (#5)

2000

559.153
4,3

10,8 (# 1)
7,3 (#4)

5,9 (# 6)
6,9 (#5)
8,7 (#4)
3.6(#7)
5,6 (# 6)



Table 3.15: Netherlands

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

Table 3.16: Portugal

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

1985

92.299

2,8

Women's overcoats

Men's suits

Men's trousers
Women's trousers
Women's suits
Women's dresses
Women's skirts
Men's underwear

1985

234.126

7,2

Men's suits

Men's trousers
Women's trousers
Women's suits
Women's dresses
Women's skirts
Men's shirts
Women's blouses
T-shirts

Pullovers

Men's underwear

Women's underwear

1988

95.999
2,2
3,0(#9)

5,8 (#5)
2,3 (#10)

3,0 (#10)

1988

274131
6,3

5,9 (# 4)
9,0 (#2)
5,9 (#5)

4,2 (#9)
5,4 (# 4)
5,8 (# 3)

15,5 (# 2)
6,8 (# 5)
8,9 (# 3)
9,5 (# 4)

1990

156.036

3,1

6,1 (#5)

4,0 (#9)

3,2 (#8)

1990

324.204
6,4

7,2 (#3)
8,9 (#3)
4,4 (#8)
2,8 (#9)

3,1 (#9)
6,4 (# 3)
2,2 (# 10
11,1 (# 2)
6,2 (# 4)
9,7 (#3)
7.5 (# 4)

1995

83.592
15

3,2(#9)
4,5 #7)

1995

282.280
5,0

11,2 (# 3)
7,8 (#2)
3,9 (# 8)

6,0 (# 4)
3,0 (#8)
8,5 (#3)
4,6 #7)
5,2 (#5)
3,5 #9)

2000

288.798

2,2

8,0 (# 4)

4,5 (# 6)

4,8 (# 6)

2000

261.589

2,8

4,8 (# 6)

3,1 (#10)

2,0 (#10)



Table 3.17: Romania
Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

Table 3.18: Sri Lanka

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

1985

34.998

11

Women's overcoats
Men's suits
Women's trousers
Women's suits
Women's dresses
Women's skirts
Women's blouses

1985

10.913

0,3

Men's trousers
Women's trousers
Women's dresses
Women's skirts
Men's shirts
Women's blouses
T-shirts

Pullovers

Men's underwear
Women's underwear

1988 1990
31.608 21.129
0,7 0,4
2,7 (#10)
1988 1990
31.449 27.077
0,7 0,5

1995

85.364

1,5
3,5 (# 8)
10,7 (# 4)

3,9 (#8)
4,3 #8)

1995

159.504

2,8

7,9 (# 3)
3,5 (#9)
3,6(#7)
7,6 (# 4)

4,3 #T)

2000

369.667
2,9
2,8 (#10)

6,0 (# 6)
4,5 (#8)
7,7 (#4)
11,1 (# 2)
10,2 (# 2)

2000

517.384
4,0

4,0 (#9)
3,2 (#10)
7,3 (#5)
47 #T)
3,9(#9)
6,7 (#5)
4,5 (# 6)
5,8 (# 3)
9,3 (#2)
6,8 (# 4)



Table 3.19: Thailand

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

Table 3.20: Turkey
Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories where top 10 position occupied
(% total imports in category; ranking)

1985

28.984

0,9

Women's overcoats
Pullovers

1985

45.485

1.4

Women's overcoats
Men's suits
Women's trousers
Women's suits
Women's dresses
Women's skirts
Men's shirts
Women's blouses
T-shirts

Men's underwear
Women's underwear

1988

82.924
19

3,8 (#6)
2,2 (#10)

1988

121.388
2,8
2,3 (#10)

3,6 (#8)
5,2 (#9)
48#7)
42 #7)

10,1 (# 4)
4,6 (# 6)
8,9 (# 5)

1990

98.693
19

3,3 (#9)

1990

186.479
3,7
3,7 #8)

5,7 (#5)
7,0 (#5)
6,1 (# 6)
3,1 (#10)

10,2 (# 3)
5,9 (# 6)
10,3 (# 2)

1995

85.128

15

1995

252.532

4,4
4,6 (#6)
6,9 (# 3)

5,1 (# 4)
3,2 (#10)
3,4 (#8)
3,0 #9)
5,4 (#7)
9,1 (#3)
13,1 (# 2)

2000

203.630

1,6

3,9 (#8)

2000

903.549
7,0

2,9 (#9)
3,3 (#8)
11,8 (# 1)
6,0 (# 5)
5,1 (# 8)
7,7 #2)
4,6 (# 6)
3,8 (#9)
17,5 (# 1)
8,0 (# 4)
10,2 (# 2)



MEMORANDA ITEMS

1985 1988 1990 1995 2000
Table 3.21: Hong Kong + China
Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO 704.530 963.732 962.493 1.235.614 2.636.178
% of U.K. apparel imports 21,6 22,2 19,0 21,6 20,1
Categories where top 10 position occupied Women's overcoats 259 #1)
(% total imports in category; ranking) Men's trousers 13,3 (# 1)
Women's trousers 199 #1)
Women's suits 7,7 (#3)
Women's dresses 24,6 (#1)
Women's skirts 22,3#1)
Men's shirts 20,0#1)
Women's blouses 219#1)
T-shirts 13,6 (# 2)
Pullovers 18,1 (# 1)
Men's underwear 28,1 (#1)

Women's underwear 253 #1)



Table 3.22: South Africa/Namibia/Lesotho / Botswana/ Swaziland

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO

% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories with exports over 4m ECU/EURO

1985
SA 20.542
Na.
Le. 50
Bot. 31
Sw. 2
Total 20.625
0,6
Men's suits

Men's trousers
Women's trousers
T-shirts

Pullovers

Men's underwear
Women's underwear

1988 1990
14.802

15.086

516 988

523 759

519 464

16.360 17.297

0,4 0,3

6.989 5.388

1574 2.957

18 501

424 800

182 574

30 21

158 226

1995 2000
33.021 56.208
5
1.002 1.312
208 15.162
1.161
34.236 73.843
0,6 0,6
7.729 5.758
9.300 18.621
3.294 4.507
349 6.665
1.005 17.927
12 627
758 1.472



Table 3.23: Vietnam

Total exports to U.K. ,000 ECU/EURO
% of U.K. apparel imports

Categories with exports over 3m ECU/EURO

1985

Women's overcoats
Men's trousers
Women's trousers
Men's shirts
Pullovers

Men's underwear
Women's underwear

1988 1990 1995

13.698

0,2

2.170
1.047
488
1.540
2.252
92

54

2000

86.159

0,7

8.453
3.620
6.077
10.937
5.574
927
2.914
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