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1. Introduction

Thailand's international agricultural exports often face numerous
trade barriers from importing countries. Despite the fact that
protectionism is considered an unfair obstacle to trade, it has been
widely and globally practiced, particularly in agriculture, where
protectionist measures are intensely applied by states. Groups of states
like the European Union (EU) are no different. The case of Thai-EU
agriculture trade is far more complex than the case of Thailand with other
trading partners. Apart from the struggle over the EU Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP), which has created great difficuities for Thai
exports due to the number of established commodity regimes, the Thai
government and private sectors must manage other possible
impediments from various kinds of protectionisms. The protectionism
addressed in this article is old protectionism, or protectionism through the
use of trade interventions and preferences in order to reduce Thai
exports and benefit European producers or producers in EU associate

countries under the former colonial relationship.
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asserted in Thai-EU agriculture trading relations and how has this olg
protectionism affected Thailand’s trading position with the EU compareq
with the EU associate countries under EU partnership agreements? Tg
what extent did the Thai governments succeed in solving problems
arising from old protectionism? The analysis is divided into four sections,
The first section investigates the ties between EU states and their former
colonies in the post-colonial era in order to explore how the EU has
established its hierarchies of trade preferences towards externg|
countries; it also explains how old protectionism could be formed in the
different treatment the Commission gives to its ex-colonies and Thailand.
The second section defines old protectionism in international agricultural
trade in the well-known CAP and some reference to the impacts from EU
enlargement on Thailand. The third section examines a case-study of a
past dispute over Thailand’s manioc exports to the EU during the 1980s
and 1990s, highlighting the protectionism by the EU towards Thailand's
manioc exports and discrimination between Thai manioc and manioc
from former European colonies. In addition, roles of the Thai policy
practitioners in the institution of the VERs by the EU will be evaluated. The
fourth section discusses preferential trading agreements (PTAs) or tariff
preferences given to ex-colonies vis-a-vis Thailand, which makes
protectionism selective and, thus, potentially more harmful. The section
analyses the case-study of the EU GSP suspension on Thailand’s food
exports to the EU from 1997 to 2005, particularly examining the shrimp
sector, showing protectionism based on the different preferential
schemes given to EU former colonies and non-colonies. This section will
also assess the extent and method to which the possibility of GSP puts

Thailand into a comparatively disadvantageous position and evaluate the
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member countries on trading with the ACP rather than Thailang,
particularly in aquaculture products, is, for instance, reinforced by these
historical and colonial ties (ACP Secretariat, 2003: 35). These trading
relations show that the European states are not solely motivated by
national material interests, particularly the gain from trade, considering .
that Thai aquaculture has a high reputation and competitive prices,
European states, to a great extent, sacrifice the absolute gain from trade
to the partnership with their former colonies (Frey, 2003: 395; Tomlinson,
2003: 428). Cooperation and trade within the EU Single market does not
dilute the ties between individual European states and their former
colonies. Major trade has been financed from European states to their ex-
colonies, while there is a declining influence of the European major aid on
the economic development of their former colonies. France's
development aid towards its former colonies is, for instance, smaller
compared to the colonial period (Frey, 2003: 408). Therefore, there has
been a great shift from economic aid to trade preferences.

The ties between France and African states, Spain and South
American countries, and Britain and Commonwealth countries have been
very strong to date (Brysk et al., 2002: 277). In addition, other small and
medium-sized countries play roles in regards to their former colonies,
such as the Netherlands. The Netherlands provides economic aid to
Indonesia, New Guinea, and Surinam. The Netherlands has more motives
to alleviate poverty in developing countries than other European donors
(Arens, 2003: 457, 464). Based on statistics from three European
countries, the national foreign trades and investments of Britain, France,

and Spain targeted towards their ex-colonies considerably exceed the
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the US roles in Southeast Asia, since the Vietnam War and during the bj-
polar world order (Frey, 2003: 409, 412).

Britain still maintains close relations with the Commonwealth
even after decolonisation. The British government considers the
Commonwealth to be a guarantor of its leading international role
(Tomlinson, 2003: 423). The British decision to join the European
Community (EC) was late due to these colonial ties. Although the British
Board of Trade concluded that “free entry into industrialised Europe
could be worth more than preferences in non-industrialised
Commonwealth countries” (Brysk et al, 2002: 291), the British
government initially decided not to seek membership in the European
Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) as it thought the ECSC accession
would undermine its political umbrella and existing trade preferences with
the Commonwealth. In particular, the Labour government saw that
Britain's first EC application in 1962 by the Conservative government was
“a betrayal of Commonwealth interests” (Tomlinson, 2003: 423). The
Labour Party also saw the Commonwealth as a source of cheap food
supply and offshore farms (Coleman et al., 2004: 112). After joining the
EC in 1973, the UK did not abandon the Commonwealth, despite
realising that the British economy depended more on the intra-European
trade than on the Commonwealth nations (Brysk et al., 2002: 289). On the
other hand, Britain embraces its ex-colonies in the European aid
framework, such as through the cooperation with the ACP previously
encompassing the former French colonies and the Mediterranean in
order for the former British colonies to benefit from freer access and

preferences from the EU. In 1996, the House of Commons Foreign Affairs
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Dominion Office oversaw the relations with the Commonwealth countries,
Britain has also been the main supporter of the annual Commonwealth
Heads of Government meeting since 1944 (Brysk et al., 2002: 292). in
Spain, interactions with South American states are considered "domestic”
rather than “international” and geared by the Hispanic Institute, later
changed to the lbero-American Cooperation (Brysk et al., 2002: 284,
295). Spanish staffs were very active in the Ibero-American Summit and
the meeting of the Organisation of American States (OAS). In this
account, it is not domestic economic interests that drive post-colonial
policies in European states, but rather the segment of the foreign policy-
making elite itself.

Post-colonial ties created difficulties to both European producers
and consumers. The foreign economic policy-making does not
necessarily respond to the demands of the population and consumers at
large, suggesting the policies and privileges European states extended
to their former colonies. Coleman, Grant and Josling (2004: 127) noted an
asymmetry in post-colonial preference, while European national
governments wanted producers in their former colonies to be
competitive, they must highly support their domestic producers. In
addition, European consumers must buy sugar that is over 400 percent
more expensive than the world price to support the ACP producers (see
also Section 3). Likewise, European consumers are mainly provided with
the majority of shrimp from South America and the ACP, despite shrimp
from Thailand—the world's largest provider with the best reputation for its
brand.

Considering trade relations for the whole community, the

hierarchies of trade preferences were established by the European
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France uses EU relations with the ACP to support its ex-colonies
in the area. Major French development aids in Africa included two deep
water ports in Cotonou, Benin, and Lomé, Togo, which became the venue
of revision of the Yaoundé Agreement whereby two subsequent important
Treaties of Lomé and Cotonou were signed to assist the ACP (Bossuat,
2003: 439). The first Lomé Convention was signed in Lomé Togo in 1975,
replacing the Second Yaoundé Convention in 1963 (ACP Secretariat,
2007). The Lomé Convention was to guarantee the EU with regular
supplies of raw materials and maintain its privileged position in its
overseas markets. It was based mainly on a system of tariff preferences
that give those countries access to the European market and special
funds that maintain price stability in agricultural products (Nilsson, 2002;
442). It also derived from a sense of responsibility arising out of its
colonial past (Coleman et al, 2004: Nilsson, 2002). Lomé was
succeeded by the Cotonou, signed in Benin in June 2000 (ACP
Secretariat, 2000). One of the major differences with the Lomé convention
is that the Cotonou partnership extended to new areas like civil society,
the private sector, trade unions, and local authorities (ACP Secretariat,
2000). Previously, most associate countries in the ACP were former
French colonies. After the British accession into the EEC in 1973, the
associated countries expanded to cover Britain’s former colonies.
However, not all former French and British colonies were included in the
ACP framework; for exampie, Cambodia, Laocs, and Vietnam (former
French colonies), and Brunei, Malaysia, Myanmar, and Singapore (former
British colonies), although they fit in the Pacific category in the ACP. The
EU seems to limit its political interests in these ex-colonies in Southeast

Asia according to the factor that, after decolonisation, some of them were
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The early efforts for CAP reform failed because of the lack of
cooperation from France, which had predominantly benefited from CAP'g
generous farm packages (Ackrill, 2000: 344; Grant, 2003: 22). Later, the
CAP budget became a greater burden for France due to the obligations
to support new Southern members—namely, Greece, Portugal, and
Spain. French incentives to reform have increased as have international
pressures. In 1986, the United States and Cairns group proposed
phasing out domestic farm support under the CAP (Howarth, 2000: 6:
Daugbjerg, 1999: 409). This proposal later conformed to the Uruguay
Round of GATT in the 1990s, in which global cuts in domestic support
and export subsidy and tariffication of variable levies into fixed
percentage tariffs were encouraged (Howarth, 2000: 8). However, the
inventions of “green” and “blue” boxes aimed to contain non-production-
related support and other supports uu:mresolved in the negotiations
(Coleman et al., 2004: 120). These reservations for certain subsidies
have continued to be the protectionist means utilised by the EU.

Major reform started in 1992 under European Agricultural
Commissioner MacSharry by reducing price intervention and
transforming it into direct payment to compensate farmers (Ackrill, 2000:
344; Daugbjerg, 1999: 415). This reform received pressures from both
internal budgetary constraints and external pressures from the GATT
negotiations (Coleman & Tangermann, 1999: 386; Daugbijerg, 1999: 409).
Although the MacSharry Reform has been regarded as “the most far-
reaching reform” (Daugbjerg, 1999: 409) of the CAP, the budget
spending on CAP has still been enormous. The reform was rather
moderate because the idea of subsidising farmers remained unchanged

despite decreases in crop prices (Daugbjerg, 1999: 415). Moreover, the
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because the Commission needed to subsidise the European farmers for
barley and wheat at a very large budget. The Commission needed tg
invest in storage and could not distribute to the market due to an inability
to compete with the cheaper Thai manioc (Nipon et al.,, 1993: 118). In the
late 1970s, the French grain producers pressured the Commission to
restrict all imported NGFI or cereal substitutes (Somboon, 1998: 116),
The Commission later regarded manioc-related products exclusively as a
destabilising factor on the EEC cereal market and CAP commodity
regimes for grain or cereal, introduced in 1962 (Somboon, 1998: 114), In
contrast, the Commission stated that other NGFI imports—patrticularly the
maize gluten from the United States—had no direct impact on European
grains (Somboon, 1998: 116). The Commission was threatened by a US
trade retaliation if it imposed quantitative restrictions on US maize
(Davenport, 1986: 33). Thus, there was a discriminatory practice against
manioc mainly imported from Thailand.

In 1979, a VER of Thai manioc exports to the EU was developed
from the agreed minutes between Thailand and the EEC, stating that
Thailand agreed to export no more manioc than the total amount
exported in 1978 (Krirk-krai, 1985). The minutes also stated that Thailand
was willing to cooperate and negotiate to ensure the gradual reduction of
the gquantity exported to Europe. The Commission representative further
visited Thailand to persuade the Thai government to limit manioc exports.
Thailand’'s Agricultural Ministry responded by limiting the expansion of
manioc cultivation (Somboon, 1998: 119). Thailand's Ministry of Industry
discouraged manioc expansion by prohibiting any setting up or
expansion of manioc processing plants. Thailand's Ministry of Commerce

signed the informal VER with the Commission in 1980 {(Somboon, 1998:
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As Thailand was not a contracting party of the GATT at the time
of the first 1982 VER, the Commission threatened to withdraw the import
tariff of 6 percent under the GATT at any time (Somboon, 1998: 120).
Moreover, the refusal to implement the VER would invite a more stringent
unilateral action taken by the EU despite the fact that VER was based on
a voluntary basis. The forced signing of the first agreement was quite
rational given that Thailand was not a GATT signatory at that time. In
negotiations to extend the first forma! VER, which ended in 1986, France,
Spain, Greece, and Ireland (which had 24 votes altogether) opposed the
continuation. Other EC members cast 50 votes in favour of the
continuation, but this did not reach the required 54 votes under the QMV
system (Taweewan, 1993: 31). Therefore, the Thai government at that
time used the lobbying company, J. M DIDILER ASIA S.C. to ask for votes
from the Greek Prime Minister during his visit to Thailand. After Greece
changed its five votes, the count was 55 in support of the continuation—
enough to push the extension (Charin, 1994: 38). For the second renewal
of the agreement, which was due to end in 1990, France opposed the
idea of increasing the export quota from 500,000 to 750,000 tonnes
yearly (Taweewan, 1993: 32). The lobbying company on behalf of the
Thai government approached the leaders of Spain and Greece to secure
the vote on the VER, which was successful (Taweewan, 1993: 32). Thus,
the roles of lobbying companies have been very important; they enabled
Thailand to negotiate the manioc VERs to some extent, unlike the more
complicated GSP and shrimp case (see the following section). Moreover,
the lobby strategies were successful twice when Thailand approached

the European state, lacking colonial interests at stake like Greece.
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proportion of quota to the small producers instead of to the large
producer, suggesting that the EC might want to be seen that its measures
allowed huge amounts of manioc despite the lower production in real
terms or that the preferences had been aliocated to accommodate
Indonesia and Brazil in encouraging future production in those countries.

in terms of exporter status, Thailand has never been classified
by the European commission as among the major manioc exporters
(Nipon et al., 1993: 122), while the output of Thailand has been the
largest in the world. Thailand had still not been recognised by the
Commission as a principal supplier of manioc like Indonesia and Brazil in
the first VER in 1982 and the second VER in 1987, despite having
overtaken the two countries’ positions since the 1960s, thereby becoming
the world's largest supplier (Somboon, 1998: 128). Thai manioc was also
rated as lower grade than that from Indonesia (Nipon et al., 1993: 122).
The Thai government wanted the negotiations for the second renewal to
settle these problems. However, the Commission accepted Thailand as a
principal supplier on a bilateral basis only (Somboon, 1998: 129). The EU
instead allowed the increase in the yearly export ceiling from 5.5 million
tonnes to 5.75 million tonnes per year (Somboon, 1998: 137).

Apart from receiving an unrealistic quota, Thai manioc had to
compete with the United States maize gluten as another cereal substitute
for feedstuff, which received a concession from the EC in the GATT
Dillion and Kennedy Rounds (Somboon, 1998: 119). Although the share
of EC manioc imports—mainly from Thailand—of the total import of
substitutes declined from 49.2 percent in 1978 to 43.5 percent and 37.3
percent in 1979 and 1980 respectively, the share of corn gluten feed—

mainly from the United States—in total imports of cereal substitutes









stated in Resolution 21 (i) of the UNCTAD II, “the GSP should be
generalised, non-reciprocal, non-discriminatory system of preferences in
favour of the developing countries including special measures in favour
of the least advanced among developing countries” (UNCTAD, 2002a: 1).

Under the GSP scheme, selected products originating from
developing countries are granted reduced tariffs compared to most-
favoured nation (MFN) rates or zero tariffs (Nilsson, 2002: 442). The LDCs
receive special and preferential treatment for a wider coverage of
products and deeper tariff cuts. In principle, the GSP was expected to be
a temporary trade measure as the scheme contradicted the MFN
principle under GATT in which all preferences should not be selective
between countries inside and outside the scheme. In the beginning,
GATT members discussed the faimess of the GSP scheme’ as the GSP
grantor can choose the products and countries to receive tariff
reductions and exemptions (Bureau of International Economics and
Trade Research, 1999: 1-2). GSP distinguishes between GSP recipients
and non-GSP recipients, making it more likely for GSP grantors to import
from GSP recipients than the rest (Nilsson, 2002: 443). GATT members
then agreed to treat GSP as a special case of exemption in the 10-year
period starting 1971, approving a waiver to Article 1 of the GATT in order
to authorise the GSP scheme. Later, the contracting parties decided to
adopt the 1979 Enabling Clause, Decision of the Contracting Parties of
28 November 1979 (26S/203) entitled “Differential and more favourable
treatment, reciprocity and fuller participation of developing countries”,
creating a permanent waiver to the MFN clause to allow preference-
giving countries to grant preferential tariff treatment under their respective

GSP schemes under non-reciprocal and non-discriminatory principles
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Venezuela) and the Central American Common Market (Guatemala,
Honduras, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Costa Rica and Panama), which
conduct programmes against drug production and trafficking (UNCTAD,
2002b: xx). Article 10 of Regulation 2501/2001 provides duty-free entry
for most of the agricultural products from these countries. Limited
restrictions on agricultural products have been enacted against shrimp,
for which the tariff was reduced to 3.6 percent (UNCTAD, 2002b: xx). The
extra incentive was also given to countries complying with labour and
environment standards, according to Title Il of the Regulation. Countries
that comply to these standards receive, for example, an extra reduction
equal to 5 percentage points of the ad valorem duty on top of the existing
3.5 percentage points received from the ordinary GSP (UNCTAD, 2002b:
xxii). The EU’s required social standards had to be in line with
international Labour Organization (ILO) Convention Nos 29 and 105 on
forced labour, Nos 87 and 98 concerning the application of the principles
of the right to organise and bargain collectively, Nos 100 and 111 on non-
discrimination in respect to employment and occupation, and Nos 138
and 182 concerning minimum age employment in order to prohibit child
labour (UNCTAD, 2002b: xxi). In terms of environment, GSP recipients
were required to follow the international standards concerning
sustainable management of tropical forest (UNCTAD, 2002b: xxii). Thus,
the GSP scheme was linked closely to both trade and non-trade issues,
making the trade assistance more conditional.

The EU GSP includes a safeguard clause. The MFN duty or
normal GATT tariff on a particular product may be “reintroduced at any
time at the request of a member state or on the Commission’'s own

initiative if the product imported caused or threatened to cause serious












Old Protectionism under Post-colonial Relationship in Thailand's Agricultural Export to the EU

Agquaculture, especially shrimp, is the sector for which Thai
exporters most need GSP to compete in the EU market. Thailand’s sector
really utilised the GSP benefits at 92.83 percent of the total export (see
Table 3), which was contrary to other EU ex-colonial states, who received
GSP in products that could not be utilised in full due to the limited
capabilities of production or due to the fact that some products that
received GSP had never been produced in their own countries (see
Section 4.1). The cut of GSP in this sector and others indicated that
Thailand received little in the way of GSP benefits in agriculture and food
products, During the 50 percent GSP cut in 1997 and 1998, the value of
aquaculture exports was slightly reduced to between 1.7 percent and 2.2
percent respectively of the value of 1996, the year under full GSP (Bureau
of International Economics and Trade Research, 1999: 11). With the total
(100 percent) GSP cancellation in aquaculture in 1999, the value of
aquaculture exports was reduced to 29.2 percent of the value in 1996
under the full GSP scheme (Bureau of International Economics and Trade
Research, 1999: 11). Among aquaculture products, frozen shrimp was
most affected as EU importers turned {o order the products from major
competitors like Brazil, China, India, Pakistan, and Indonesia, which still
received the full GSP benefit.
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competition occurred outside Europe and the products in competition
differed. The argument of France’s influences on GSP was also
supported by Emeritus Professor Piamsak Menasawet, a Thai fishery
expert, behind the cut of GSP (Piamsak, 2005). However, French import
companies complained that less Asian shrimp entered the EU due o the
residue detection's making it difficult for importers to find suppliers
elsewhere. Thus, it seems that there has been strong demand for Thaij

shrimp from the French side as well.

Table 4 Thailand: Value of aguaculture products before and after the GSP cut, 1996-199¢g

{unit: miltion USD)

Source: Bureau of International Economics and Trade Research. (1999). EU and US GSP.
Bangkok: Ministry of Commerce, Appendix 5.
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Thailand everything” and quoted Trade Commissioner Mandelson saying
during the visit to Thailand in April 2005 that the new round of GSP would
make Thailand one of the biggest winners, who would benefit to the tune
of 1.2 billion Euro (Thailand’s Delegation in the European Community, 3
May 2005). The benefit would be on six items of major export products
from Thailand—namely, aquaculture, processed food and beverages,
plastic and rubber-made products, shoes, glassware, and ceramics.
Thus, after numerous meetings and negotiations, the tsunami cause
proved to be a very low priority compared to the aim of protectionism by
individual EU member states.

Political obstacles were also important. The EU members wanted
to discuss the GSP issue after the result of the referendum on the new
European Constitution in France before 29 May 2005 (Thailand's
Delegation in the European Community, 3 May 2005). In terms of passing
the GSP, a 71 percent QMV was needed to pass the new GSP round.
Thus, the Commission could not push the agenda further. This QMV
depended on individual EU members; the countries that still opposed the
draft of GSP accounted for more than 29 percent, led by France with the
biggest vote count in the opposition group (Office of Commercial Affairs,
12 May 2005). Moreover, the domestic elections in Germany also
hindered the GSP process apart from the conflicting textile issues and
referendum for the EU Constitution. On 2 May 2005, Team Thailand and
Chrysantha R. Jayasinghe, the Sri Lankan Ambassador in Brussels,
formed a group of ambassadors from countries in South Asia, East Asia,
and Southeast Asia in Brussels (SAFESEA: South Asia, Far East and
Southeast Asia). José Manuel Barroso, President of the European

Commission, was asked during a SAFESEA working lunch whether the
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in the European Community, 12 July 2005). The proposal would be a
special case for Thai shrimp, considering the urgency of the issue. On 23
June 2005, Thailand's EC Delegation submitted Thailand’s Position Paper
on GSP to the EU urging the application of a degraduation package to be
effective by July 2005 (Thailand's Delegation in the European Community,
12 July 2005). The paper also suggested that Trade Commissioner
Mandelson take action and defend the issue of Thailand'’s interest in the
council meeting on 27 June 2005 as he had been involved in the issue
from the beginning.

The GSP issue was not resolved in time for the first scheduled
date the EU had promised: 1 July 2005. However, Team Thailand—this
time led by the Commerce Ambassador—kept pushing EU member
states’ representatives in COREPER such as ltaly and France to support
autonomous measures for a specific solution for Thai shrimp. Director
Falkenberg stated that the proposal would most likely take effect on 1
August 2005 (Thailand’'s Delegation in the European Community, 15 July
2005). Finally, on 15 July 2005, Director Fatkenberg informed the Royal
Thai Embassy in Brussels that the autonomous measures had been
approved by Committee 133 and would cover the shrimp imported from
Thailand starting 1 August 2005. Shrimp exporters would be reimbursed
the import tariffs paid from that time. The Councit of Ministers approved
the Council Regulation on the reduction of import tariffs for Thai shrimp to
be equal to the GSP tariff. The regulation would be published in the EU
Official Journal on 12 September 2005 but would be retroactively
effective starting 1 August 2005. The new GSP received would reduce
the tariff for Thai shrimp from 12 percent to 4.2 percent on frozen shrimp

and from 20 percent to 7 percent on cooked shiimp (Bureau of
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of manioc, the Commission’s policy of trying to limit the quantity in
importing manioc from Thailand was clearly evident. VERs undoubtedly
violated the GATT principles and remained illegal for three years. The
declining quota was unfair in that it required Thailand to limit its own
manioc industry while the European Commission did little to solve its
intra-community cereal problems. Moreover, different treatment in
regards to Thailand’'s manioc compared with products from EU former
colonies like Indonesia and Brazil was explicitly observed in terms of the
downward trend of quotas distributed to Thailand and how the European
Commission under-graded the quality of manioc from Thailand.
Therefore, competition was not on a fair basis, but rather involved
historical factors through colonial ties, which have continued io influence
trade relationships.

Post-colonial economic policies of the EU are designed by the
smail segments of the European society, especially European
bureaucrats and the European Commission. The policies supporting
European and former colonies’ producers and jeopardising European
consumers' benefit suggest that the EU institutions, to some extent, have
succeeded in representing a larger Europe. As witnessed through the
EU’s ranking hierarchies of trade preferences, the GSP allocation was
greatly influenced by historical ties and political interests. The GSP or
tariff exemption and reduction depended on the historical closeness and
political interests the EU had for specific countries. The EU’s support for
sugar stemmed from the ACP, although it created overpricing of sugar for
European consumers. This subsequently led to the GSP cancellation of
Thai products with sugar contents, especially canned pineapple.

Moreover, the GSP was occasionally given to a sector that had not been
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been established by the United States and international organisations
and European integration remains the most promising multilatera|
grouping in Europe, the European states are keen to use the EU
institutions as a place to embrace their ex-colonies within Europe's
sphere of influence. Colonial ties could create either of two impacts: 1)
the rational foreign policy-making towards Thailand without EU member
states’ influence or 2) structural protectionism by the EU to protect the
interests of its particular members, associated members, and the more
preferred developing countries and LDCs. This paper has suggested
that, for the time being, the second impact seems more likely than the
first. Post-colonial relationships create difficulties for Thailand's food
exports to the EU, and the situation is liable to deteriorate as a result of
the eastward enlargement, in which existing bilateral trade with Eastern

Europe will be incorporated into single rules in the union.
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