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ABSTRACT This article examines the labour relations and practices of Hong Kong-invested fac-
tories in Thailand. Although Hong Kong investments in manufacturing in Thailand can be traced
back to the 1970s, there has been little research on Hong Kong firms in Thailand. This article reports
on a survey and interviews conducted in 25 Hong Kong-invested plants, seeking the views of factory
managers. It was found that most surveyed firms do not comply with Thailand’s national labour law.
Unionisation is weak and, even in the few unionised factories, there is little regular consultation be-
tween unions and management. Only one collective bargaining agreement exists amongst the sur-
veyed firms. We conclude that a principal determinant for Hong Kong investors in maintaining
their investments in Thailand is the ability to keep control over labour. This article sheds light on
the role played by the industrial relations systems in host countries on the foreign investors’ actions.

KEY WORDS: Foreign investment, Hong Kong, industrial relations and practices, Thailand

One obvious aspect of the contemporary period of globalisation has been the rapid
expansion of foreign direct investment (FDI). Annual FDI inflows have increased
from an average of US$548 billion during 1994-99 to more than US$916 billion in
2005. In Asia and Oceania, the increase over the same period was from about US$92
billion to US$200 billion (UN, 2006: 2). Developing economy openness to FDI has
often been associated with wage cost reduction (see Burkett and Hart-Landsberg,
2000; Santoro, 2000), but, as Chiu (2007) has explained, recent evidence suggests
that, in addition to low labour costs, industrial relations systems within FDI recipient
countries can have an impact on investment decisions.1 Levels of unionisation,
collective bargaining contexts and state-stipulated workplace regulations are
important factors affecting the decisions made by US and European investors
(Cooke, 2001a, 2001b; Cooke and Noble, 1998; Kleiner and Ham, 2003). While these
analyses focus on the USA and Europe, Chiu (2007) has examined Hong Kong
companies and their investments in Cambodia. She showed that trade agreements
and private sector initiatives have combined to bring about a ‘‘labour advantage’’ in

Correspondence Address: Catherine C.H. Chiu, Department of Asian and International Studies, City

University of Hong Kong, Tat Chee Avenue, Kowloon, Hong Kong. Email: catherine.chiu@cityu.edu.hk

Journal of Contemporary Asia
Vol. 39, No. 1, February 2009, pp. 1–22

ISSN 0047-2336 Print/1752-7554 Online/09/010001-22 � 2009 Journal of Contemporary Asia

DOI: 10.1080/00472330802506733



Cambodia. This derives from the fact that export quotas in the garments industry are
linked to compliance with labour standards and the related auditing by the
International Labour Organisation and overseas buyers. While the Cambodian state
was also involved, its capacity, while developing, remained limited. Quotas and
monitoring created a competitive edge for Cambodia-based factories. Because of the
requirement for compliance, workers have better working conditions, the right to
unionise, collective agreements, and so on, and hence there is a ‘‘labour advantage.’’

The present article examines Hong Kong companies and their investments in
Thailand. However, Thailand has a longer history of openness to FDI than
Cambodia and the industrial relations landscape is very different. It will be shown
that because the Thai state disciplines labour in favour of capital and restricts the
space available for labour movements (Brown, 2001, 2004; Brown et al., 2002;
Hadiz, 2002), there is a ‘‘labour disadvantage’’ in Thailand.

FDI has long been an important element of economic growth in Thailand,
especially since the Plaza Accord in 1985. As the value of the yen and other Asian
currencies rose against the US dollar, the manufacturing landscape in Thailand came
to be defined by investments by Asian investors from Japan, Hong Kong, Taiwan
and South Korea. These investors, escaping rising currencies and increased wages in
their home economies, relocated much of their productive capacity to cheaper
production sites in Southeast Asia. Thailand was attractive because the baht was tied
to the US dollar and because Thailand’s labour relations framework has been
characterised by the dominance of managerial authority (see Brown, 2004; Brown
et al., 2002; Brown and Hewison 2005; Glassman, 2004).

A distinctive element of Thailand’s industrial expansion has been the development
of relatively small workplaces. In 2000, more than 40% of industrial workers were
engaged in factories that had fewer than 100 employees. This reliance on small
factories is seen to have hampered the development of trade unions and solidarity
amongst workers (Brown et al., 2002: 6). While foreign-invested factories are often
thought of as being larger, it is apparent that much of the East Asian investment has
been in small and medium-sized enterprises.

While there has been research on the employment and industrial relations
practices of Western and Japanese multinational corporations in Thailand (see
Lawler and Chokechai, 2000; Lawler et al., 1997), there is little empirical research
that examines the industrial relations regimes adopted by small and medium-sized
Asian foreign-invested firms in Thailand. Specifically, there has been no research
that attempts to examine the labour relations and practices in Hong Kong-invested
factories in Thailand. One task of this article is to understand more about the labour
relations of foreign-invested plants in Thailand through an intensive examination of
a sample of 25 Hong Kong-owned firms, mostly based in and around Bangkok.2

That there has been little research on the labour relations of Hong Kong-invested
firms in Thailand is surprising, especially as Hong Kong investment in Thailand has
been significant since the 1960s. In recent years, this significance has continued. For
example, in 2001, the stock of Hong Kong investment in Thailand was officially
US$2.64 billion, increasing to US$3.18 billion in 2004 (Hong Kong Census and
Statistics Department, 2007). Hong Kong FDI is significant in Thailand, where it
ranked second (after Japan) between 1991 and 1996, third (after Japan and the USA)
from 1997 to 2000, and second (after Japan) in the 2001-05 period (Suphavut, 2006).
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Much of this investment has been to small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in the
export-manufacturing sector.

In the next sections of this article, we set out the results of our research. We begin
with a brief discussion of Thailand’s industrialisation patterns and the role of foreign
investment. We then discuss Hong Kong investment in Thailand before turning to
our research results.

Thailand’s Industrialisation and Hong Kong Investment

Foreign investment had a significant role in Thailand’s industrialisation. Following a
coup in 1958, the military government identified the private sector as a driver of
development (see Hewison, 1989: 99-105). A range of international organisations,
including the World Bank (1959), also recommended support for the private sector
and import-substituting industrialisation (ISI). These reports echoed the sentiment
of the young technocrats who had taken important positions in Thailand’s key
economic agencies. The government established generous incentives for private
investment and sought to attract foreign investors. ISI was reasonably successful and
foreign investors played a key role in the manufacturing sector as the Thai state
provided considerable support for investment in this sector.

The role of foreign investment became even more significant in the 1970s as the ISI
approach was being exhausted and pressure began to mount for an export-orientated
industrialisation (EOI) strategy. Initially there was resistance to tariff liberalisation.
However, with the economic downturn of the mid-1980s, the pressure to promote
EOI became irresistible (see Hewison, 2006). As noted above, the move to EOI
followed changes to international currency and trading regimes, especially in East
Asia, and Thailand became even more attractive as a site for offshore production.
The late 1980s saw the beginning of a long FDI boom (see Figure 1). The sources of

Figure 1. Annual FDI in Thailand (1986-2006) (US$ million). Source: Bank of Thailand
(2007), Board of Investment (2000), Thailand Development Research Institute (1992, 1995,

1998)
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FDI altered with the expansion of investment. In 1984, the USA was the largest
investor; by 1986, Japan held this position. Japan accounted for about 44% of all
FDI in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Thai investors were also enthusiastic about the
opportunities that arose with EOI, and the result was a decade-long economic boom
that ended with the Asian crisis in 1997 (see Hewison, 2006).

Export-orientated production led to the rapid expansion of Thailand’s manu-
facturing base, attracting a range of large and well-known foreign companies like
Toyota, Toshiba, Seagate and Ford. Beyond these headline companies, however,
there was a significant expansion of investment by smaller East Asian companies,
many of them operating as component suppliers to the larger companies. Japanese,
Korean, Taiwanese and Hong Kong investors established themselves in a range of
joint ventures around Bangkok and on the Eastern Seaboard.

Hong Kong Investment in Thailand

Hong Kong has had a long cultural, trading and investment relationship with
Thailand. After all, it was free trader, former British parliamentarian and fourth
Governor of Hong Kong, Sir John Bowring, who negotiated a treaty with Thailand’s
King Mongkut in 1855. That treaty is often credited with opening Thailand’s new
era of trade and investment with Britain and the West. Hong Kong became a centre
for Chinese labour exports to Thailand and Thai rice imports were important for the
colony. In the mid-twentieth century, the rice trade often meant that Hong Kong
experienced a trade deficit with Thailand (see, for example, Far Eastern Economic
Review, 21 April 1960). Even as Hong Kong industrialised, the main relationships
with Southeast Asia were trade-related.

Manufacturing investments in Thailand by Hong Kong business people began in
earnest during the 1960s. Some of these were seeking to take advantage of the
generous incentives the Thai government established to promote investment, while
others sought to establish their production behind protective tariffs in the Thai
domestic market. Textiles and garments were an early sector of interest. Hong Kong
had also developed this industry, and exported yarn to Thailand. However, when the
Thai government restricted imports in 1965, some Hong Kong industrialists
established joint-venture manufacturing. Interestingly, the Hong Kong-linked
Bangkok Bank was a major investor in this sector (Doner and Ramsey, 1997; Far
Eastern Economic Review, 26 August 1965).

Yeung (1997: 1-2) observed that empirical studies of FDI by developing country
transnational corporations (TNCs) tend to be overly economistic in their
interpretation of the reasons for investment, overlooking the ‘‘historical and social
formations of these emerging TNCs.’’ In general terms, it is clear that cultural and
family ties have been significant factors in inducing investment between Hong Kong
and Thailand. Notable amongst these family-based business groups was Thailand’s
Sophonpanich family, who established a huge financial and industrial conglomerate
based on the Bangkok Bank. Their family in Hong Kong was also well known, with
eldest son Robin Chan managing the family’s large Hong Kong investments in
banking and insurance (see Hewison, 1989: 198-9). Another example is the
Kanjanapas family (Wong in Hong Kong), who have extensive business interests
in land, manufacturing and finance in Thailand and Hong Kong, few of them free of
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controversy.3 Yeung (1997: 2) argued that these ‘‘personal relationships in social and
business networks’’ shape investment decisions even when the ‘‘typical motivations’’
for investments are ‘‘lower production costs and the search for new markets.’’

Hong Kong investments in Thailand’s manufacturing sector were boosted in the
1970s as Hong Kong capitalists embarked on a long process of restructuring, which
involved shedding manufacturing and transforming itself into a co-ordinating hub
for manufacturing and finance in Southeast Asia and southern and eastern China
(see Yeung, 1996: 77; 1999: 251). By 1975, another reason for Hong Kong
investment was to avoid non-tariff barriers in the USA and Western European
countries (Sununta, 1999).

As noted above, it was the post-Plaza Accord period that saw vast investment
inflows of East Asian capital into Thailand, with Hong Kong-based companies very
much in the forefront of the East Asian movement of capital into Thailand’s
industrial sector. Hong Kong companies’ investments have been wide ranging.
Initially, light industries, such as textiles and apparel and electronics, were a focus.
The textile and apparel industry is one of Thailand’s most important industries and
attracted considerable foreign investment from the 1960s (Sununta, 1999). Textiles
and garments has remained significant, with the industry employing up to 850,000
workers in more than 2000 factories (Clean Clothes Campaign, 1998). Meanwhile,
electronics developed as a major export-orientated industry from the late 1980s, with
its growth associated mainly with East Asian investment. The electronics industry
employed about 295,000 in 2001 and this increased to 310,000 in 2005. It was the
third largest employer in the manufacturing sector and dominated by foreign-
invested firms (UNCTAD, 2005: 11, 18).

As shown in Figure 2, manufacturing, services and finance have been declining as
the principal investment sectors for Hong Kong businesses in Thailand, in favour of
an amorphous ‘‘other’’ category (mainly composed of portfolio investment and real
estate projects). Even so, Hong Kong firms continue to invest in and maintain
manufacturing production.

Table 1 shows that Hong Kong’s outward flow of investment to Thailand has been
relatively steady over the period from 1995 to 2003, except for 2001 and 2002, where
the reduced investments seem to match the more general pattern in Thailand as
outstanding intra-company debts held by foreign companies were repaid (US
Embassy, Tokyo, 2002). There was also a transfer of ownership in many joint
ventures during the Asian crisis, with foreign partners buying out Thai investors,
accounting for an increase in FDI during the crisis period (see Figure 1).

Hong Kong Investment and Labour Relations

As mentioned above, this research involved visits to 25 factories between May 2004
and May 2005. During these visits, a structured survey was used to collect
information on issues such as management strategies, trade unions, collective
bargaining and industrial action. At the same time, intensive library-based research
was completed and informal discussions were held with union and labour NGO
representatives in Thailand; these interviews were later followed-up with in-depth
interviews of the same representatives (see below). The list of companies surveyed
was derived from a sampling of factories recorded by the Hong Kong Trade and
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Development Council. From this list, 25 factories were selected randomly, together
with potential replacement factories. The selected factories were contacted and
arrangements established for the interview of factory managers or human resources
managers. In the case of the 25 initial interviews and the follow-up in-depth
interviews, each was with a Thai manager, and the interview was conducted in the
Thai language. As it was the views of managers that principally interested us, no
attempt was made to interview workers in these factories. In addition, it was
considered that asking for access to workers would have increased the reluctance of
factory managers to be interviewed. The factories involved were in a range of
industrial sectors. Even so, more than a third (9) were in the historically significant
textile and apparel sector and almost another quarter (6) were in the electronics
sector (see Table 2).

Upon completion of the survey and the compilation of initial data, four in-depth,
semi-structured interviews were conducted in October 2005. These interviews were
with a plant manager, two human resource managers and one general manager. The
interviews were meant to obtain a more detailed understanding of management
strategies and industrial relations arrangements in the factories. Then, in June 2006,
further fieldwork was conducted. This involved interviews with seven representatives

Table 1. Hong Kong foreign direct investment outflows to Thailand, 1995-2003 (US$ million)

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

279.1 215.1 442.4 393.9 233.7 331.3 162.0 24.0 356.0

Source: ASEAN (2005), US Department of State (2005).

Figure 2. Hong Kong investment in Thailand, four major sectors, 1999-2003 (US$ million).
Source: Hong Kong Census and Statistics Department (2007)
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of Thai labour non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and unions and a former
director of an international labour NGO. The purpose of this latter set of interviews
was to seek more broad-based information on labour issues that could enrich the
factory-based data.

As indicated in Table 3, almost half (12) of these enterprises employ fewer than
500 workers and more than two-thirds (17) employ less than 1000 workers. The
remaining enterprises operate with levels of employment that, for Thailand, would
be considered relatively large. As is common in the export-orientated manufacturing
sector, in 72% (18) of the enterprises women make up more than half of the
workforce. Indeed, more than a third (9) of the sampled plants have workforces that
are more than 80% women (Table 4).

At the time of the factory survey, as shown in Table 5, 80% of the factories had
been expanding their employment. This pattern reflected improved economic
conditions following the economic crisis, expanding markets and rising demand
for the products in the sampled industries.

Labour Relations and Practices

An important point to note when considering the practices of the companies
surveyed is that Hong Kong companies operating in Thailand are remarkably

Table 2. Profile – industry

No.

Textiles and apparel 9
Electrical/Electronics 6
Aluminium/Steel 3
Auto parts 1
Cookware 1
Food processing and products 1
Synthetic and rubber products 1
Tissue products 1
Cold storage 1
Logistics and warehousing 1
n 25

Table 3. Size of workforce

No.

500 or less 12
501-1000 5
1001-1500 0
1501-2000 3
2001-2500 1
2501-3000 1
3001 or more 3
n 25

Hong Kong-Invested Companies in Thailand 7



reluctant to provide information about their activities. When we began our research
we imagined that Thailand, compared with Cambodia and Vietnam cases in our
broader study, would be a relatively easy place to deal with the companies and their
managers. After all, Hong Kong companies have operated in Thailand for many
years and Thailand has achieved a higher level of industrial development than the
other countries in our study. We expected that managers in Hong Kong-invested
companies in Thailand would be reasonably open. Yeung (1997: 3) apparently
experienced few problems in interviewing in Hong Kong and Thailand. However,
Yeung’s research was focused on Chinese networks rather than on labour relations
and was conducted mainly with interviewees at the highest level in the company. It
seems that our project was treated warily by Hong Kong-based investors and they
were reluctant to engage with our team made up of Thai and Hong Kong Chinese
interviewers. While this issue is addressed in more detail in the conclusion, it can be
noted that the major impact on our study was that the negotiations for interviews
was a long process that saw a number of refusals to participate. This obviously
creates a potential bias in our survey results, but it is a bias that we believe directed
us to firms that felt they had good industrial relations in their factories. We do not
consider that this has adversely affected our conclusions.

Broad Management Strategies

As noted above, for Yeung (1997: 10, 13), Hong Kong TNCs contextualise their
investment decisions within a network of relationships – often family-based – that
are co-operative and mutually beneficial (also see Yeung, 1994). He is persuasive in

Table 4. Percentage of women employees

No.

40 or less 5
41-50 2
51-60 6
61-70 2
71-80 1
81-90 4
91-100 5
n 25

Table 5. Workforce reduction or expansion in last 12 months

No.

Expansion only 20
Reduction only 0
Both reduction and expansion 2
None 3
n 25
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suggesting that these network relationships are a background in which the more
economistic factors related to foreign investment are embedded. At the same time, in
the interviews conducted for this article, the factory-based managers of the surveyed
companies tended to reflect the economistic positions. This is probably because our
interviewees were Thai managers and reflected a ‘‘local’’ perspective rather than the
broader perspective of the parent firm in Hong Kong.

The respondents mentioned three considerations when establishing manufacturing
plants in Thailand. First, for those invested in the garments industry, the availability
of quotas was attractive. Thailand became a significant exporter in the 1980s, under
the influence of the export quotas established under the Multifibre Agreement
(MFA) and its subsequent agreements.4 Of course, following the expiry of the MFA,
these incentives no longer exist. Secondly, investors were said to have been keen to
take advantage of the tax exemptions offered by the government. As noted above,
since the early 1960s, the government had offered a range of incentives to attract
foreign investment. While these incentives changed over time, they included
exemptions or reductions in import duties on machinery and raw materials,
corporate income tax exemptions, rights to own land and to bring in foreign
employees, and the ability to remit foreign currency abroad. Most of these incentives
have been removed as Thailand met its World Trade Organisation (WTO)
requirements after it joined in 1995.5 Thirdly, some investors were attracted by
Thailand’s relatively cheap labour costs.6 Figure 3 indicates the official minimum
wage set throughout the period from 1973 to 2005. Even though wages have
increased in recent years, in the period to the early 1990s, Thai labour costs remain
regionally competitive.

Figure 3. Minimum wage Bangkok and lowest provincial wage, 1973-2005 (baht/day). Source:
Thailand Development Research Institute (1992-2005)
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In examining these wage data, it is important to recognise that the enforcement of
the minimum wage has been lax and, in 1997 it was estimated that about 40% of
registered factories did not pay the official minimum wage. In addition, employers
have found legalised ways to avoid paying the official wage by contracting-in workers
or putting out work (see Brown et al., 2002: 14-15). Some of the firms involved in the
survey did, indeed, use short-term contracts, some of them for all workers in the plant
(Interview, Chonburi, 21 October 2005). According to one labour activist, the use of
‘‘contracted in’’ workers is a recent trend (see also ITUC, 2007: 3). This is a system
where workers are supplied by employment agencies. The contracted workers wear
the uniform of their agencies and have no direct employment relationship with the
factories and hence cannot bargain with factory management or join the factory
unions (Interviews, Bangkok, 6–8 June 2006). As can be seen in Figure 3, another
strategy to keep wage costs down has been to migrate from high wage provinces (like
Bangkok and its surrounding area) to lower wage provinces. Anecdotal evidence
suggests that the migration to lower-wage provinces has been a trend for Hong Kong-
invested firms, especially those in garments and textiles, and interviews with managers
and labour-orientated NGOs confirmed this trend.

All of the plants in the survey employed Thai managers (Table 6). Managers
posted from Hong Kong were reported in 11 of the factories, while in nine of the
plants there were managers from other Asian countries. The preponderance of Thai
managers is probably due to the need for factory management to deal with a local
workforce and local officials who do not usually understand Chinese or English. It
also reflects the long experience in industrial production in Thailand, so that there is
a pool of experienced managers on which to draw. Generally, it seemed that Hong
Kong offices left the management of industrial relations to their Thailand factories
and managers (see also Low et al., 1996).

Overall, the managers desired a harmonious industrial relations climate in their
factories. A variety of management strategies were used to communicate with
employees (Table 7). As can be seen in Table 7, there is an array of features, such as
regular social functions, quality circles and productivity improvement groups, and
employee suggestion schemes, which are far more commonplace than meetings
between the union and management.

As will be seen below, in the factories in Thailand, unionisation is weak and
collective bargaining agreements (CBA) are not common. The ITUC (2007: 4)
reported that only 3.5% of the workforce is unionised and just 5% of workers are
covered by CBAs. This confirms earlier findings that employers in Thailand prefer
not to deal with unions or to engage in any process of collective bargaining (see
Kaufman et al., 2004; National Human Rights Commission, 2005). In fact, the

Table 6. Managers in plants

No.

Local managers 25
Hong Kong managers 11
Other nationalities 9
n 25
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limited communication and consultation strategies utilised are probably meant to
weaken unions.

Employers and managers tend to adopt a ‘‘personal’’ or paternalistic approach to
workplace relations and communication. In the factories surveyed, of all of the
ways management communicated with employees, the least significant were those
involving worker representation: employee representatives sitting in board of
directors meetings (5 cases); taskforces, ad hoc joint committees or working parties (6
cases); and union-management meetings (7 cases). This is in comparison to the more
personal/paternalistic forms of communication, including social functions (22 cases)
and the daily ‘‘walk around’’ by senior management (18 cases). At the same time,
during the in-depth interviews, all managers indicated that the expected line of
communication between workers and management was through foremen to
supervisors, then to the personnel department and, finally, to managers.

In the surveyed plants, management compliance with national labour law was
selective at best. The factories in the sample tended to adopt minimalist and restrictive
industrial relations strategies. All interviewees claimed that their workplaces
complied with the minimum wage stipulation. The reason for this is that managers
realised that paying less than the minimum wage was likely to be an instance where
workers would engage in industrial action. However, it was also clear that managers
engaged in employment practices that permitted a manipulation of the circumstances
where they were required to pay the minimum wage, such as hiring contract workers
(Interview, Bangna, 19 October 2005). Outside of the official minimum wage,
negotiations over remuneration were very limited, with one manager noting that his
factory discussed wages only once every two years (Interview, Bangkok, 18 October
2005). Another manager made it clear that all decisions on remuneration were the
preserve of the general manager alone (Interview, Sriracha, 21 October 2005).

In other areas, the managers rationalised their non-compliance with national
labour law by classifying various provisions as ‘‘unrealistic’’ and, hence, ‘‘difficult’’
to follow. During in-depth interviews, managers regularly pointed to provisions in
laws and regulations that they considered ‘‘unrealistic.’’ These included such basic
provisions as overtime limits, environmental protection regulations, welfare
requirements and even the right to unionisation. It is clear that non-compliance

Table 7. Methods used by management to communicate with employees

No.

Regular social functions 22
Employee suggestion schemes 18
Daily ‘‘walk around’’ to workplace by senior management 18
Regular meetings between employees and supervisors or line managers 17
Workplace newsletter/staff bulletin 17
Regular meetings between senior managers and employees 16
Quality circles/productivity improvements groups 14
Formal joints consultative committee meetings 9
Union/management meetings 7
Taskforce, ad hoc joint committees or working parties 6
Employee representatives sitting in on board of directors meetings 5
n 25
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does not result in many adverse consequences – in either worker responses or state
action – for the plants. This means that managers have little incentive to follow legal
requirements. The Thai labour law supports this workplace negligence by offering
employers numerous loopholes and by making unionisation and collective
bargaining complex matters (see ITUC, 2007: 3).

Weak Unions

Where they exist, unions play a marginal role in determining or shaping workplace
decisions. Only about one-third (8) of the factories even had unions in place at the
time of the interviews, and only three of these had more than half of the employees as
members (Tables 8 and 9).

It is interesting that, where unions did exist, there was a slightly higher proportion
than the average of women joining. Indeed, women were the presidents of five of the
eight unions in the surveyed factories. This level of representation might be expected
due to the fact that, as shown in Table 4, in most of the factories (18 cases/72%)
women constituted more than half of the workforce. While our sample is small, this
higher level of union participation amongst women suggests that, following Mills
(2005) suggestion, conventional views about women workers being difficult to
organise need to be reconsidered. It is clear that women workers face worse
conditions than men workers and are in the lowest-paid and lowest-skilled jobs
(ITUC: 2007: 6-7). In considering explanations for the higher unionisation rate
among women workers in our survey, it could be considered that, for them,
collective action has an immediate and recognised material base, so they see a benefit
in joining a union and becoming union leaders. At the same time, as Mills (2005:

Table 8. Unions in factories

No.

Unions established in factories 8
No unions established 17
n 25

Table 9. Union density

Workforce union membership (%) No.

50 or less 3 (2)
51-60 1 (1)
61-70 1 (2)
71-80 0 (0)
81-90 0 (0)
91-100 1 (1)
n 6

Note: Two of the eight factories that had a union did not provide the number of union members.

Bracketed figures are union density for female workers.
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138) showed, labour activism empowers women and encourages them to ‘‘take on
unfamilar positions of leadership and assert their rights to fair treatment in the
workplace’’ even though they remain constrained by normative cultural and gender
expectations.

As can be seen in Table 10, 84% (21 cases) of managers claimed that relations with
workers were ‘‘very satisfactory’’ or better. In line with their generalised paternalism
toward their employees, these managers often state that these claimed good relations
are a principal reason why unions are unnecessary (or do not exist) and why
relatively few workers join a union when there is one in the factory. One manager
stated that ‘‘employees are happy with the working conditions.’’ He added that there
was less pressure for a union in his area because none of the nearby factories had a
union (Interview, Bangna, 19 October 2005). When a Thai manager in a cookware
plant was asked why there was no union in his factory, he responded:

Our factory has good welfare and benefits for our workers. There is no need [for
workers] to call for a union. We have sport programs and recreation activities
every year to improve our labour relations. We have a New Year staff party, gift
baskets for sick or injured workers, and even funeral allowances. We also help
set up a labour welfare committee, which consists of workers and management
representatives . . . As we have the Labour Welfare Committee, workers can
present their requests to the factory via the management representatives in the
committee. Mostly it is a dialogue and not collective bargaining . . . Mostly [the
committee] . . . deals with requests for improvement of facilities. In turn, the
management requests that the employees comply with the rules and regulations
in the factory. For example, requesting that the workers wear their badges and
uniform in the factory (Interview, Sriracha, 21 October 2005).

Another manager also referred to what he claimed were ‘‘good’’ welfare provisions
in explaining why not all workers joined the union in his plant:

A union is a good idea but it depends on whether people make good use of it.
Workers in my factory are not interested in joining the union because they find
nothing to fight for and they do not want to pay the union membership fee.
Workers who don’t join the union get the same benefits as the union members.
So, there is no point for them to join (Interview, Bangkok, 18 October 2005).

Table 10. Management relationship with employees

Management’s claim No.

Excellent/outstanding 6
Very satisfactory 15
Satisfactory 3
Unsatisfactory 1
n 25
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However, research shows that the employer view of relations is different from that
of workers. Anti-union sentiment is strong amongst employers in Thailand
(Kaufman et al., 2004) and the implementation of labour laws and regulations is
weak. As Brown et al. (2002: 21) indicated, only considering laws related to the
employment of women and children, in 2000 almost 41% of inspected factories
nationwide breached their legal provisions. Indeed, cases brought before the
National Human Rights Commission (2005) suggest that employers actively seek to
prevent the formation of unions and do all that they can to exclude union leaders
and organisers from their factories. During interviews with representatives of labour
NGOs in Bangkok, all lamented the level of union busting and criticised the Ministry
of Labour for not putting workers’ welfare first. These interviewees complained that
workers were often blamed by the government for damaging the country’s image as a
haven for foreign investment. The Ministry considered struggles for freedom of
association and labour disputes as being in this category of actions that damaged the
country’s image amongst potential investors. In addition, interviewees pointed to
alliances between employers and the Ministry, with the latter even advising factories
how to manage workers without unions (Interviews, Bangkok, 6–8 June 2006).

There is reason to believe that Hong Kong employers are actively anti-union. An
experienced labour activist described Hong Kong investors as particularly hostile to
union (Interviews, Bangkok, 6–8 June 2006). In the words of the former director of
an international labour NGO, Hong Kong investors ‘‘see unions as snakes, they
want to kill them’’ (Interview, Bangkok, 7 June 2006). Indeed, in the eight sampled
factories where unions did exist, reported consultation with unions was limited. As
shown in Table 11, consultation was most often about health and safety issues (4
cases) and changes in workplace practices (4 cases). This consultation is usually with
the union president (7 cases) or a committee of union delegates (5 cases) and
sometimes both.

When managers were asked about their support for union activities, it was revealed
that unions had access to office facilities in five cases and bulletin boards (also five cases).
In four cases, management claimed that union officers were provided with some time off
for union activities. Few other supports were provided. In other words, the operation of
unions - which by law can only be workplace-based and where the officers must be full-
time employees - is not encouraged; in fact, it is often actively discouraged.

As already mentioned, the unionised factories reported little regular consultation
between unions and management. Four factories reported that they had regular

Table 11. Management consultation with employees’ representatives or union officers

Issue No.
Always Sometimes

Occupational health and safety 4 1
Changes in work practices 4 1
Staffing levels 2 0
Introduction to new technology 1 1
Dismissal & disciplinary action 1 1
Major changes in product 1 0
n 8
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weekly or monthly meetings and half of the factories reported consultation only
when a particular issue arose. In the unionised workplaces, the issues that were
raised by employees usually involved wage increases (4 cases), working conditions (3
cases) and other basic workplace issues, such as leave benefits, payment of
allowances and occupational health and safety measures.

Interestingly, and despite the constant claims by the managers that their factories
had excellent relations with their employees (see Table 10), when asked about industrial
disputes in the year prior to the interview, it was disclosed that 12 of the factories (48%)
had experienced 31 instances of disputation – sometimes on more than one occasion –
over a range of issues. These issues included wages, allowances, working conditions,
staffing levels, the introduction of new technology, management practices and so on
(Table 12). In addition, further indicating that industrial relations were not as
harmonious as the managers claimed, worker turnover was reportedly relatively high in
some of these factories (e.g. Interview, Chonburi, 21 October 2005).

In a situation of low unionisation, and where unions are industrially weak,
employers are able to determine wages and conditions unilaterally. When
interviewed, factory managers claimed that wage determination and revisions were
primarily by management (15 cases/60%). This appears to be a common response
but it is also somewhat surprising because the Thai government regularly sets the
legal minimum wage. It is therefore revealing that just 28% of the interviewed
managers (7 cases) claimed that these government determinations influenced their
own factory’s wage decisions. Noticeable, too, is the fact that just two factories
indicated any union involvement in setting wages (Table 13).

In other areas of potential workplace benefits for workers, there is virtually no role
for collective bargaining or for CBAs. It is noticeable that a CBA existed in just one
factory. Even in this case, the fact that the CBA did not include all workers appeared
to be a breach of the labour law. One manager seemed troubled by the question
about a CBA in his factory and refused to confirm or deny its existence.

Table 12. Reported industrial disputes in surveyed workplaces

Issues raised by employees No.

Wage increases 3
Working condition/environment 3
Staffing levels (hiring/promotion) 3
Introduction of new technology 3
Management practices 3
Payment of allowances 2
Hours of work 2
Changes in working time arrangements 2
Changes in work practices 2
Introduction of or changes to dispute-settling procedures 2
Organisational restructuring 2
Occupational health and safety measures 1
Overtime (hours and/or pay) 1
Leave benefits 1
Regularisation of casual/contractual employees 1
n 12
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Table 13. Methods used in fixing or revising wages

No.

Employer’s decision alone 15
Wage restructuring due to government minimum wage decisions 7
Agreement between employer and union 2
Other 1
n 25

Table 14. Benefits granted to employees

In a CBA Granted by employer
Benefits No. No.

Leave benefits

Sick leave 0 25
Maternity leave 0 25
Vacation leave 0 24
Paid regular holidays 0 24
Paid special holidays 0 13
Union leave 0 4
Paternity leave 0 3
Study/scholarship leave 0 2
Allowances, bonuses and gratuities

Transportation allowance 0 13
Incentive pay 0 11
Performance bonus 1 7
Profit-sharing bonus 0 6
Cost of living allowance 0 6
Festival bonus 1 5
Productivity bonuses 0 3
Health and welfare schemes

Hospitalisation plan 0 25
Medicines 0 25
Accident and sickness insurance plan 0 24
Medical/dental benefits 0 24
Bereavement/burial aid 0 16
Life insurance 0 12
Retirement pay 0 6
Pension plan 0 1
Other welfare benefits

Uniform/clothing allowance 0 25
Meal/subsidy allowance 0 19
Recreational facilities 0 12
Skills development 0 7
Credit/loan services 0 6
Separation/termination pay 0 6
Free/subsidised housing 0 5
Family planning service 0 2
Childcare facilities 0 1
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When factory managers were asked about a range of 35 potential benefits, in the
one factory with a CBA, the CBA only granted performance bonus and festival
bonus. In fact, as can be seen in Table 14, virtually all benefits are the preserve of
employer decision making.

It is noticeable that even where benefits are available, the majority of these tend to
follow mandated government requirements. For example, in Table 14, the most
commonly provided benefits are those mandated under the labour and social security
laws: sick, maternity, vacation and paid regular holiday leaves; and hospitalisation,
medicines, accident and sickness insurance and dental benefits. However, even in
areas mandated by law, it appears that many of the factories avoid their legal
requirements. Most noticeable in this is separation or termination pay, which is
required of firms, but where only six of the firms claimed to pay these allowances.
Confirming this, one manager considered that the labour law provided ‘‘too much
welfare for workers’’ (Interview, Bangkok, 18 October 2005).

In the absence of effective management-union consultations, it appears that
improvements in working conditions and labour standards owe much to the effective
implementation of state laws and other requirements. However, as noted in a range
of reports, the Ministry of Labour is a weak and inept organisation. Worse, it works
hand-in-glove with employers and management (see Brown, 2004; Brown and
Hewison, 2005; Voravidh, 2002).

An alternative, but still limited strategy, at least in the factories where interviews
were conducted, is buyer monitoring. One woman union leader in a garment factory
told us that US buyers gave a code of conduct to her employer and would come to
interview workers about the implementation of the code of conduct without
notifying the factory management. She thought that such buyer monitoring helped
improve the working condition and environment in the factory where she worked
(Interview, Bangkok, 7 June 2006). However, during in-depth interviews, managers
acknowledged that their clients/buyers were reasonably lenient in their inspections
and the demands they made. They tended to emphasise excessive overtime as
product quality could be adversely affected (Interview, Sriracha, 21 October 2005).7

Conclusion

This research did not set out to test Burawoy’s (1983) categorisation of various types
of production politics. Even so, it is evident that his discussion of these regimes is
useful in considering the continuing attraction of Thailand as an investment location
for Hong Kong investors.

This study makes it clear that as a result of state policies that restrict labour rights
and union participation in decision making in the industrial relations process, the
Thai labour system is one that subordinates workers to capital. The managers in the
surveyed factories stated that the prime motivations for continued investment in
Thailand were to take advantage of relatively cheap labour and the weak industrial
relations system that allocates remarkable power to employers and managers. The
combination of paternalistic labour processes in workplaces and a state apparatus
that restricts the political space available for collective labour processes renders
Thailand an attractive place for Hong Kong investors.
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This regime of production politics sees the continuation of coercive paternalism at
the workplace. Supported by state policies that prevent labour’s collective action, the
result is a system that approximates Burawoy’s despotic production politics. This
system remains viable and profitable.

Earlier, referring to Yeung’s work on Hong Kong investment in Southeast Asia
and on developing country business networks, we noted the suggestion that
investment decisions are shaped by more than ‘‘economistic’’ searches for cheap
labour.8 While we can agree with the need to recognise the social embeddedness of
investment decisions, our research on relatively mature investments by Hong Kong-
based investors in Thailand suggests that ‘‘competitively priced labour’’ cannot be
ignored. Of course, cheap labour is not simply a fact of business life. Rather, as
Burawoy (1983) indicated, cheap labour is embedded in a production regime that
must be politically produced and reproduced through state constructed and
maintained industrial relations systems.9 Our interviewees indicated that state-
provided investment privileges facilitated the establishment of their firms when they
were established. However, these privileges have not been the main determinant for
Hong Kong investors in maintaining their Thailand investments. The capacity of
employers and managers to manage and control their labour forces effectively
emerges as a critical consideration.

In the factories studied, it is clear that there is little space for trade unions or any
other form of collective worker participation. Unions play a very limited role in
monitoring labour standards in these factories. This is a common pattern in
Thailand, where government policy has deliberately maintained organised labour in
a weakened state. Unions became legal only in 1975 and, since then, government has
worked assiduously to limit their capacity to act for their members. Indeed, the
government has steadfastly refused to ratify ILO Convention No. 87 on freedom of
association and the right to organise and Convention No. 98 on the right to organise
and collective bargain (ITUC, 2007: 3). At the same time, the existing labour law
means that union coverage is poor and large sections of the working population –
especially migrant workers – have virtually no coverage (see Arnold and Hewison,
2005). The Thai Labour Ministry has been managed as an under-resourced and
inefficient agency that is unable and unwilling to effectively monitor the existing
provisions of the labour law. Hong Kong employers take advantage of this situation.
In short, it is labour cost and management control over labour, through an industrial
relations and political system facilitating this control, that are the critical advantages
for Hong Kong-based investors.

Earlier in the article, we commented on the reluctance of Hong Kong companies
to allow scrutiny of their operations in Thailand. Initially, it was unclear why these
employers were so secretive about their operations. A possible reason might relate to
negative publicity in the past. For example, the tragic 1992 fire at Kader Industries
(Thailand) that left 188 dead and almost 500 injured (see Brown, 2001) was the
world’s worst factory fire. Kader was a Hong Kong-invested company and the
workers received compensation only following a long and bitter NGO-led
international campaign against the company, focused on Hong Kong. Even so,
other researchers did not experience the reluctance we found (Yeung, 1997).
However, in recent years there have been numerous reports of poor labour relations
in Hong Kong-invested factories, such as high-profile campaigns or negative news
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involving Hong Kong investors. Examples include closures at the Gina Form Bra
factory (Robertson and Somsak, 2004), Champion/BK (Doke, 2003), Asia Apparel
Knitting (BurmaNet News, 31 August 2004) and British-Thai Synthetic Textile/
Synthetic Co. Ltd (Clean Clothes Campaign, 2000). As our study focused specifically
on industrial relations and local managers recognised that their practices did not
meet international norms or local laws, there was reason to be reticent in engaging
with researchers.

At the same time, this study makes it clear that this lack of transparency is related
to existing poor labour practices in the factories. In summarising studies on labour
relations and regulation in Thailand, Brown et al. (2002) detailed a significant gap
between the labour law and its practice in factories. Our study provides detailed
support for this general picture for the case of Hong Kong-invested plants in
Thailand.

This study in Thailand paints a very different picture of labour practices from that
in Hong Kong-invested factories studied in Cambodia investigated by Chiu (2007).
The marked differences in the levels of unionisation and collective bargaining lie in
the different industrial relations landscapes in these two countries. The industrial
relations system in Cambodia is one that involves an international monitoring
programme, the ILO Garment Sector Project, which was supported strongly by
various stakeholders: unions, employers, buyers and the government. In Thailand,
unions are weak and state-business links are remarkably close and strong, thus
leading to a labour disadvantage. This comparison gives support to the notion that
states still matter, especially when labour relations are considered. In Cambodia and
Thailand, state policies have nurtured different industrial relations systems in each
location and these shape the actions of foreign investors, even when the investors are
from the same home country.
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Notes

1 This article is closely related to a paper on Cambodia (Chiu, 2007), where the research methods and

questions were similar. The larger project involved extensive fieldwork in Cambodia, Thailand and

Vietnam.
2 As indicated by Low et al. (1996), Hong Kong-based investment is often by affiliates of foreign investors

in Hong Kong. In this study of industrial relations, we have not sought to distinguish between the two

kinds of company and investment. This is because investment decisions and control tend to be

concentrated in the Hong Kong affiliates(Low et al., 1996: 26, 43).
3 On some of the controversy in Hong Kong, related to charges regarding contraventions of the share

trading rules and other legal cases related to the finance industry, see ICAC (2007) and SFC (1999). For

Hong Kong-Invested Companies in Thailand 19



Thailand, see the example of conflict with the Thaksin Shinawatra government and the Kanajanapas-

controlled Skytrain operation, where the government threatened to take over the company (reported

in the Nation newspaper, 25 May 2005, http://www.nationmultimedia.com/2005/05/25/business/

index.php?news¼business_17473731.html; downloaded 28 September 2007). Pasuk and Baker (2004:

46-51) noted an earlier business dispute between Thaksin and the Kanjanapas family.
4 The MFA began in 1974. It meant that importing countries could, through a framework of rules, impose

quotas in areas where increase in imports had the potential to cause ‘‘market disruption.’’ USA and

Western European countries applied quotas almost exclusively to developing country exports. This basic

arrangement remained in place until the end of 2004. Developing country quotas encouraged

manufacturers to relocate to gain access to those quotas (for background, see Brambilla et al., 2007:

3-5).
5 Current incentives include exemption or reduction of import duties on machinery and raw materials,

limited corporate income tax exemptions, permission to bring in foreign workers, own land and remit

foreign currency abroad. See the Board of Investment’s website at: http://www.boi.go.th/english/about/

basic_incentive.asp (downloaded 21 January 2008). For information regarding WTO assessments of

Thailand’s investment environment, see the WTO and Thai government documents for its trade policy

reviews, available at: http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/tpr_e/tp223_e.htm (downloaded 21 January

2008).
6 It is remarkably difficult to access readily comparable wages for factory workers in Southeast Asia. In

this context, we refer to ‘‘relatively cheap wages’’ based on a comparison of wages available for Thailand

(US$62-100 per month), Cambodia (about US$60 per month) and Vietnam for 1998 (about US$35-55

per month) cited at the Database of Labour Law in Malaysia, Cambodia, Thailand, Hong Kong,

Singapore and Vietnam by the Southeast Asia Research Centre, City University of Hong Kong (http://

www.cityu.edu.hk/searc/labourlaw/index.html, downloaded 25 January 2008) and various news and

business reports available to the researchers. We are aware that the remote services industry has different

features from factory work, the information regarding competitiveness in outsourcing in the services

industry for 2005 and 2007 is instructive. In terms of ‘‘financial attractiveness’’ (which included wage

costs), among 50 countries, Thailand, Vietnam, the Philippines, Indonesia and Malaysia ranked at the

very top, matching or bettering China and India. In the total ranking of competitiveness in this industry,

Thailand ranked fourth (after India, China and Malaysia) in 2007, up from sixth in 2005 (A.T. Kearney,

2007).
7 The interviewers did not specifically ask about brands/companies. Those mentioned were WalMart and

Kmart and, in both cases, managers explained that the inspectors were concerned mainly about

excessive overtime and protective equipment. It was noted that client/buyer occupational and safety

standards were different from those in the Thai law. Managers also complained that the overtime

restrictions of both clients/buyers and the Thai labour law were unrealistic, especially for rush orders

and in peak production times.
8 In his earlier works, Yeung was accused of being too ‘‘culturalist’’ in explaining investment decisions. In

a recent book, Yeung (2004: xv) has explained that he is no longer interested in engaging in ‘‘culturalist’’

analysis that ‘‘explains Chinese capitalism primarily in relations to cultural norms and practices.’’ In this

article, we have attempted to indicate that cultural factors have a role, but that these are embedded in a

wider context of decision making.
9 We are most grateful to an anonymous reviewer and other commentators for insight and suggestions on

this point.

References

Arnold, D. and K. Hewison (2005) ‘‘Exploitation in Global Supply Chains: Burmese Workers in Mae

Sot,’’ Journal of Contemporary Asia, 35, 3, pp. 319-40.

ASEAN (2005) ASEAN Statistical Yearbook 2005, Jakarta: ASEAN, http://www.aseansec.org/SYB2005/

Chapter-6.pdf (downloaded 14 July 2006).

A.T. Kearney (2007)Offshoring for Long-Term Advantage. The 2007 A.T. Kearney Global Services Location

Index, Chicago: A.T. Kearney, Inc., http://www.atkearney.com/main.taf?p¼5,3,1,185 (downloaded 25

January 2008).

Bank of Thailand (2007) ‘‘Foreign Trade and Balance of Payments,’’ http://www.bot.or.th/BOTHome

page/DataBank/EconData/EconFinance/index03e.htm (downloaded 5 October 2007).

20 K. Hewison and C. C. H. Chiu

http://www.nationmultimedia.com/2005/05/25/business/index.php?news=business_17473731.html
http://www.nationmultimedia.com/2005/05/25/business/index.php?news=business_17473731.html
http://www.nationmultimedia.com/2005/05/25/business/index.php?news=business_17473731.html
http://www.boi.go.th/english/about/basic_incentive.asp
http://www.boi.go.th/english/about/basic_incentive.asp
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/tpr_e/tp223_e.htm
http://www.cityu.edu.hk/searc/labourlaw/index.html,
http://www.cityu.edu.hk/searc/labourlaw/index.html,
http://www.aseansec.org/SYB2005/Chapter-6.pdf
http://www.aseansec.org/SYB2005/Chapter-6.pdf
http://www.atkearney.com/main.taf?p=5,3,1,185
http://www.atkearney.com/main.taf?p=5,3,1,185
http://www.bot.or.th/BOTHomepage/DataBank/EconData/EconFinance/index03e.htm
http://www.bot.or.th/BOTHomepage/DataBank/EconData/EconFinance/index03e.htm


Board of Investment (2000) ‘‘Thailand Information Database,’’ http://www.boi.go.th/english/tid/data/

BOT Macro_e.htm (downloaded 19 July 2001).

Brambilla, I., A. Khandelwal and P. Schott (2007) ‘‘China’s Experience Under the Multifiber

Arrangement (MFA) and the Agreement on Textile and Clothing (ATC),’’ Draft Paper for the

Conference, China’s Growing Role in World Trade, Cambridge, National Bureau of Economic

Research, 3-4 August, http://www.nber.org/books_in_progress/china07/ (downloaded 6 October 2007).

Brown, A. (2001) ‘‘After the Kader Fire: Labour Organizing for Health and Safety Standards in Thailand,’’ in

J. Hutchison and A. Brown (eds), Organising Labour in Globalising Asia, London: Routledge, pp. 127-46.

Brown, A. (2004) Labour, Politics, and the State in Industrializing Thailand, London: RoutledgeCurzon.

Brown, A., Bundit Thonachaisetavut and K. Hewison (2002) Labour Relations and Regulations in

Thailand: Theory and Practice, Hong Kong: Southeast Asia Research Centre, City University of Hong

Kong, Working Paper No. 27, http://www.cityu.edu.hk/searc/WP.html

Brown, A. and K. Hewison (2005) ‘‘‘Economics is the Declining Factor’: Labour Politics in Thaksin’s

Thailand,’’ Pacific Affairs, 78, 3, pp. 353-75.

Burkett, P. and M. Hart-Landsberg (2000) Development, Crisis, and Class Struggle: Learning From Japan

and East Asia, New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Burawoy, M. (1983) ‘‘Between the Labor Process and the State: The Changing Face of Factory Regimes

Under Advanced Capitalism,’’ American Sociological Review, 48, 5, pp. 587-605.

Chiu, C.C.H. (2007) ‘‘Workplace Practices in Hong Kong-invested Garment Factories in Cambodia,’’

Journal of Contemporary Asia, 37, 4, pp. 431-48.

Clean Clothes Campaign (1998) ‘‘Thailand: Stories of Worker Struggles,’’ http://www.cleanclothes.org/

publications/tia-11.htm (downloaded 5 October 2007).

Clean Clothes Campaign (2000) ‘‘Urgent Appeal for British-Thai Synthetic Textile Workers,’’ http://

www.cleanclothes.org/urgent/00-06-11.htm (downloaded 5 October 2007).

Cooke, W.N. (2001a) ‘‘The Effects of Labour Costs and Workplace Constraints on Foreign Direct

Investment among Highly Industrialized Countries,’’ International Journal of Human Resources

Management, 12, 5, pp. 697-716.

Cooke, W.N. (2001b) ‘‘Union Avoidance and Foreign Direct Investment in the USA,’’ Employee

Relations, 23, 6, pp. 558-80.

Cooke, W.N. and D.S. Noble (1998) ‘‘Industrial Relations Systems and US Foreign Direct Investment

Abroad,’’ British Journal of Industrial Relations, 36, 4, pp. 581-609.

Doke, T. (2003) ‘‘A Report of B.K. Fashion Factory and Fired Workers,’’ Burma Labour Solidarity

Organisation, http://www.burmasolidarity.org/bkfactory.html (downloaded 5 October 2005).

Doner, R.F. and A. Ramsey (1997) ‘‘Competitive Clientelism and Economic Governance: The Case of

Thailand,’’ in S. Maxfield and B.R. Schneider (eds), Business and the State in Developing Countries,

Ithaca: Cornell University Press, pp 237-76.

Glassman, J. (2004) Thailand at the Margins: Internationalization of the State and the Transformation of

Labour, New York: Oxford.

Hadiz, V.R. (2002) ‘‘Globalization, Labour, and Economic Crisis: Insights from Southeast Asia,’’ Asian

Business and Management, 1, pp. 249-66.

Hewison, K. (1989) Bankers and Bureaucrats: Capital and State in Thailand, New Haven: Yale Center for

International and Area Studies, Southeast Asian Monographs No. 34.

Hewison, K. (2006) ‘‘Thailand’s Capitalism: Boom, Bust, and Recovery,’’ in G. Rodan, K. Hewison and

R. Robison (eds), The Political Economy of South-East Asia. Markets, Power and Contestation,

Melbourne: Oxford University Press, pp. 74-108.

Hong Kong Census and Statistics Department (2007) Statistical Tables: National Income and Balance of

Payments, http://www.censtatd.gov.hk/hong_kong_statistics/statistics_by_subject/index.jsp?subjectID¼
3&charsetID¼1&displayMode¼T (downloaded 25 September 2007).

ICAC (2007) ‘‘Law Enforcement,’’ Hong Kong, Independent Commission Against Corruption, http://

www.icac.org.hk/en/law_enforcement/wp/index_uid_29.html (downloaded 25 January 2008).

ITUC (2007) Internationally Recognised Core Labour Standards in Thailand, Geneva: International Trade

Union Confederation, Report for the WTO General Council Review of the Trade Policies of Thailand,

26 and 28 November.

Kaufman, A., Ekalat Tiantubtim, Nongluck Pussayapibul and P. Davids (2004) ‘‘Implementing Voluntary

Labour Standards and Codes of Conduct in the Thai Garment Industry,’’ Journal of Corporate

Citizenship, 13, pp. 91-9.

Hong Kong-Invested Companies in Thailand 21

http://www.boi.go.th/english/tid/data/BOTMacro_e.htm
http://www.boi.go.th/english/tid/data/BOTMacro_e.htm
http://www.nber.org/books_in_progress/china07/
http://www.cityu.edu.hk/searc/WP.html
http://www.cleanclothes.org/publications/tia-11.htm
http://www.cleanclothes.org/publications/tia-11.htm
http://www.cleanclothes.org/urgent/00-06-11.htm
http://www.cleanclothes.org/urgent/00-06-11.htm
http://www.burmasolidarity.org/bkfactory.html
http://www.censtatd.gov.hk/hong_kong_statistics/statistics_by_subject/index.jsp?subjectID=3&charsetID=1&displayMode=T
http://www.censtatd.gov.hk/hong_kong_statistics/statistics_by_subject/index.jsp?subjectID=3&charsetID=1&displayMode=T
http://www.censtatd.gov.hk/hong_kong_statistics/statistics_by_subject/index.jsp?subjectID=3&charsetID=1&displayMode=T
http://www.censtatd.gov.hk/hong_kong_statistics/statistics_by_subject/index.jsp?subjectID=3&charsetID=1&displayMode=T
http://www.icac.org.hk/en/law_enforcement/wp/index_uid_29.html
http://www.icac.org.hk/en/law_enforcement/wp/index_uid_29.html


Kleiner, M. and H. Ham 2003, ‘‘The Effect of Different Industrial Relations Systems in the United States

and the European Union on Foreign Direct Investment Flows,’’ in W. N. Cooke (ed.), Multinational

Companies and Global Human Resource Strategies, Westport: Quorum Books, pp. 87-100.

Lawler, J.J., Sununta Siengthai and Vinita Atmiyanandana (1997) ‘‘HRM in Thailand: Eroding

Traditions,’’ Asia Pacific Business Review, 3, 4, pp. 170-96.

Lawler, J.J. and Chokechai Suttawet (2000) ‘‘Labour Unions, Globalization and Deregulation in

Thailand,’’ Asia Pacific Business Review, 6, 3-4, pp. 214-38.

Low, L., E. Ramstetter and H.W-C. Yeung (1996) Accounting for Outward Direct Investment From Hong

Kong and Singapore: Who Controls What? Cambridge: National Bureau of Economic Research

Working Paper Series, Working Paper 5858, December.

Mills, M.B. (2005) ‘‘From Nimble Fingers to Raised Fists: Women and Labor Activism in Globalizing

Thailand,’’ Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society, 31, 1, pp. 117-44.

National Human Rights Commission (2005) Korani suksa ruang kan lameot sit raengngan dan kan ruam tua

lae kan chaeracha to rong ruam [Case Studies of Violations of Labour Rights with respect to Organising

and Collective Bargaining], 2nd edn, Bangkok: Duantula Press.

Pasuk Phongpaichit and C. Baker (2004) Thaksin, Chiangmai: Silkworm Books.

Robertson Jr., P.S. and Somsak Plaiyoowong (2004) The Struggle of the Gina Workers in Thailand: Inside

a Successful International Labour Solidarity Campaign, Hong Kong: Southeast Asia Research Centre,

City University of Hong Kong, Working Papers Series, No. 75, http://www.cityu.edu.hk/searc/WP.html

Santoro, M. (2000) Profits and Principles, Global Capitalism and Human Rights in China, Ithaca: Cornell

University Press.

SFC (1999) ‘‘Enforcement News: SFC Prosecutes Kanjanapas Keeree (alias Wong Chong Shan) and

Flying Elephant Investment Company Limited for contravening the Securities (Disclosure of Interests)

Ordinance,’’ Hong Kong: Securities and Futures Commission, http://www.sfc.hk/sfcPressRelease/EN/

sfcOpenDocServlet?docno¼9pr19 (downloaded 28 September 2007).

Sununta Siengthai (1999) Industrial Relations and the Recession in Thailand, Bangkok: International

Labour Organisation.

Suphavut Saichuea (2006) ‘‘Foreign Investment in Thailand,’’ Phatra Securities PCL, Paper for TDRI

Mid-Year Update, Bangkok, August, http://www.tdri.or.th/midyear_06/1.pdf (downloaded 25 Sep-

tember 2007).

Thailand Development Research Institute (1992-2005) Thailand Economic Information Kit, Bangkok:

TDRI.

UN (2006) World Investment Report. FDI from Developing and Transition Economies: Implications for

Development. Overview, New York/Geneva: United Nations Conference on Trade and Development.

UNCTAD (2005) A Case Study of the Electronics Industry in Thailand, New York/Geneva: United

Nations, UNCTAD/ITE/IPC/2005/6.

US Embassy, Tokyo (2002) ‘‘Foreign Investment Declines Again in 2002, U.N. Agency Says,’’ http://

japan.usembassy.gov/e/p/tp-eco20021028a4.html (downloaded 30 November 2005).

Voravidh Charoenloet (2002) ‘‘Thailand and Industrial Restructuring: Government Policies and the

Labor Situation Since 1997,’’ Journal of Comparative Asian Development, 1, 2, pp. 245-61.

Yeung, H.W-C. (1994) ‘‘Third World Multinationals Revisited: A Research Critique and Future Agenda,’’

Third World Quarterly, 15, 2, pp. 297-317.

Yeung, H.W-C. (1996) ‘‘Sectoral Specialization and Competitive Advantage. Hong Kong Investments in

the ASEAN Region,’’ ASEAN Economic Bulletin, 13, 1, pp. 74-94.

Yeung, H.W-C. (1997) ‘‘Business Networks and Transnational Corporations: A Study of Hong Kong

Firms in the ASEAN Region,’’ Economic Geography, 73, pp. 1-25.

Yeung, H.W-C. (1999) ‘‘Regulating Investment Abroad: The Political Economy of the Regionalization of

Singaporean Firms,’’ Antipode, 31, 3, pp. 245-73.

Yeung, H.W-C. (2004) Chinese Capitalism in A Global Era: Towards Hybrid Capitalism, London:

Routledge.

World Bank (1959) A Public Development Program for Thailand, Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, for

the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development.

22 K. Hewison and C. C. H. Chiu

http://www.cityu.edu.hk/searc/WP.html
http://www.sfc.hk/sfcPressRelease/EN/sfcOpenDocServlet?docno=9pr19
http://www.sfc.hk/sfcPressRelease/EN/sfcOpenDocServlet?docno=9pr19
http://www.sfc.hk/sfcPressRelease/EN/sfcOpenDocServlet?docno=9pr19
http://www.tdri.or.th/midyear_06/1.pdf
http://japan.usembassy.gov/e/p/tp-eco20021028a4.html
http://japan.usembassy.gov/e/p/tp-eco20021028a4.html



