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ABSTRACT

This dissertation seeks to explain why successive Thai governments have failed
in maintaining peace through conducting reconciliation processes. Relying on a public
survey and quantitative analysis, it argues that the reconciliation process conducted by
several governments during the past decade failed because trust building—both in terms
of trust in national institutions and trust among the people—has been ignored. The
neglect of the Thai governments to invest time and other resources in building trust has
made the term reconciliation unpopular and created perceptions of the reconciliation
process as being conducted as a means for the people holding state power to defeat the
people of opposing groups rather that a means of resolving conflict problems and
reconciling society. This dissertation thus recommends that the government as one of
the most important political institutions for the facilitation of a reconciliation process
must seek the ways to increase its trustworthiness in the eyes of the public. Interactive
channels must also be made available to the people to communicate together, to build
understanding, and to exchange opinions; especially channels for broad-based
discussions about the pathway to transform the conflicts and the future of this country
in order to build trust between the people. Without these recognitions and mechanisms,

the political conflicts in Thailand could not been transformed to durable peace.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 The Aims and Focus of the Study

The current political conflicts in Thailand have had many adverse impacts on
Thai society, especially since the military coup led by the Council of National Security
(CNS) on September, 19" of 2006. Since 2006, Thai society has become deeply divided.
The cleavage that has existed in the society has been apparent through several massive
protests organized by two opposing groups of Thai citizens (Hewison 2015: 57). The
first group is usually referred to as the “yellow shirts,” the urban middle-class
movement that emerged and first united as the People’s Alliance for Democracy (PAD)
in February 2006 to oppose the government of Thaksin Shinawatra? (Pye and Schaffar
2008: 43-44; Hewison 2014: 3). In November 2013, this group newly formed the
People’s Democratic Reform Committee (PDRC), a coalition of the Democrat Party
(DP), the PAD, and pro-military groups.

The second group is the “red shirts” or the United Front for Democracy against
Dictatorship (UDD) that first formed in September 2006 to oppose the military coup,
which overthrew the government of Thaksin five weeks before the scheduled election
(Forsyth, 2010: 464). While the UDD is the dominant red-shirts group, the movement

includes other groups only loosely affiliated and not subordinate to the UDD. Both

1 In fact, Sondhi Limthongkul, a leader of PAD, had already been promoting anti-Thaksin campaigning for
several months, largely under the Thailand Weekly talk show label, and his supporters had already
informally adopted yellow as their color.

2 More information regarding the roles of Thaksin Shinawatra and his family in Thai politics during the past
decade could be found in many literature such as McCargo (2011), McCargo and Ukrist Pathmanand

(2005), Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2004).



movements grew rapidly with hundreds of thousands of citizens joining each camp’s
several demonstrations during the past decade.

In the early period of the disputation, some scholars have depicted such
phenomena as ““a tussle of competing elites, with a rising elite, associated with Thaksin,
challenging the long-dominant conservative elite of palace-connected military leaders,
big business/old money and technocrats” (Hewison 2015: 57 and see, Hewison 2008:
205-7 for further explanation). Since the divide between the yellow-shirt and red-shirt
protesters and supporters is rooted in class (the rural reds versus the urban middle-class
yellows) differences, some scholars argued that the political conflict in Thailand can be
seen as a conflict of class and privilege in which a minority urban middle class tried to
hold the upper hand against the rural masses (Pasuk and Baker 2008: 21). Albritton and
Thawilwadee (2006: 136) shared a similar view and claimed that the “tale of two
democracies” thesis is the best way to explain what is going on in the past decade of
Thai politics.

According to the tale of two democracies thesis (Anek 1996), the reason
democracy failed to be firmly established in Thailand over the past several decades is
to be found in the conflicting perceptions and expectations of the urban middle class
(most are Bangkok-based citizens) and the rural poor over democracy, elections, and
politicians. In particular, for rural voters,® democracy is valued as a mechanism to draw
greater benefits from the politicians to their communities and themselves. Elections, in
the rural electorate’s view, are therefore very much local, not national affairs, dealing
with the exchange of votes for personal and tangible benefits rather than abstract

rewards such as laws, policies, or public interest.

3 Anek (1996) defines rural electorate simply as Thai populations who reside in villages (in the 1980s

almost 70 percent of the workforce are farmers or peasants).



In contrast to the rural electorate, the well-educated middle class ideally view
democracy as a form of legitimate rule adopted by most civilized nations. For this
reason, elections should be mechanisms for recruiting honest and capable persons to
serve as lawmakers and political executives rather than a process through which voters
get parochial and personal benefits. For urban middle-class voters, voting decisions
should be made independently of social, cultural, and especially financial obligations.
However, in practice, elections in Thailand, in the eyes of the urban middle-class, have
not lived up to their expectations; so that they remain “an invalid source of regime
legitimacy.” Because of vote-buying, the majority of Thai voters did not choose their
representatives independently and did not have “responsible judgment.” For the urban
middle-class Thai citizens (the majority being the unsophisticated rural poor) were not
“the sovereign of the state” as in democratic theory because they were just “a vehicle
for illegitimate power” for the unethical politicians (Anek 1996: 214-215).

The existence in society of the conflicting views and expectations of the urban
middle class and the rural poor concerning democracy, elections, and politicians, as
described above, Anek (1996) concluded, leads to instability in democracy in Thailand,
in which the rural majority votes to set up a government while the less in number, but
louder voiced, middle class criticizes and weakens the cabinet, which finally is ended
by either its own internal conflicts or an external military coup. This conclusion seems
appropriate to explain what creates the yellow-red difference, at least, at the beginning
of the period when the conflicts occurred (before the 2006 coup). However, as the
conflict deepened, it has been described by many as reflecting a deep societal division
that cuts across many types of socioeconomic backgrounds and loyalties.

As many studies (e.g., Abhichart 2010; Ammar and Somchai 2011) have

asserted, people that identify themselves as being close to either the yellow or the red



shirts are socioeconomically mixed. There are many red-shirts protesters and supporters
that are middle-class, earn a high income, and have a great opportunity for education
and many yellow-shirt protesters and supporters are working-class, earn a low income,
are less-educated, and come from provincial areas, even though the majority of the red
shirts are rural residents that have less income and a lower level of education than the
majority of the yellow shirts, who tend to come from big cities. Moreover, emerging as
an anti-Thaksin on the one side and as pro-Thaksin on the other, both shirts have
identified themselves with one specific party over the other party—i.e., the yellow shirts
with the DP (in the 2007 and 2011 elections) and the red shirts with the PPP and then
PT (in the 2007 and 2011 elections).

Although the yellow-shirt movement is composed of people from all regions of
the nation, many of the yellow-shirt supporters came from the Bangkok middle classes
and from the Democrat Party’s strong electoral base in the south. In contrast, a large
number of the red-shirt supporters came from the densely populated north and
northeastern parts of the country where the pro-Thaksin party had dominated certain
electorates since the 2001 House of Representatives election. Primarily driven by the
establishment of well-off urban people with royalist sentiments, key aspects of the
yellow-shirt movement’s rhetoric are its anti-corruption focus, protection of the
monarchy, and a growing opposition to electoral politics, whereas the red-shirt
movement has been delineated as the political movement of the awakening rural people,
with a consciousness of growing inequalities. As a result, the nature of the current
political conflict is more complicated to understand than simply as differences in the
views and expectations of democracy and politics of the two groups of people who have
differences in socioeconomic status (lower-higher levels of education or lower-higher

income) or in areas of living (Bangkok-province).



Some scholars view a decade of political conflicts between these two opposing
groups of people as demonstrating a new political “culture” that makes Thailand very
difficult to govern (Ockey 2009: 315-316). Others see a growing trend of protest
activism as evidence of a political awakening of the Thai rural masses (Abhichart 2010;
Chairat 2010). Whether these circumstances are seen as a threat or an opportunity for
the sustainable development of democracy in Thailand, because the massive protests
organized by these two opposing groups of people caused not only physical damage but
also painful emotions among the people, reconciliation is one of the most important
policies that Thai governments during the past decade have paid attention to. During
the past years, many alternative models for reconciliation from various countries were
investigated by both domestic researchers and international experts and introduced to
Thailand. Many of the scholars’ and experts’ recommendations were applied by Thai
governments as a reconciliation policy, but none of them was successful. Some of those
unsuccessful experiences which should be noted here are the reconciliation-policy
initiations and implementations of Abhisit Vejjajiva’s and Yingluck Shinawatra’s
governments.

On his first day as the Thai Prime Minister, Abhisit called on all Thai people to
participate in the government’s reconciliation process after the five-point roadmap was
announced. This roadmap included that the monarchy must not be used as a tool in
political conflicts; the country must be reformed by tackling economic inequality and
disparities; the media must refrain from reports which exacerbate social or political
conflicts; an independent fact-finding panel must be established to review fatal incidents
involving security forces and protesters; and the reconciliation process must be carried
out with the cooperation of all sides (The Nation, December 31, 2008: 2A). With the

road map for social policy, social cohesion was expected to increase in Thai society.



However, instead of bringing reconciliation to Thai society, signs of future
protests continued to exist immediately after the election of Abhisit as the new prime
minister by the House of Representatives on December, 15" of 2008. On the voting day,
about 200 red-shirted Thaksin loyalists shouted and threw bricks outside the parliament
building, showing their disagreement and anger with the House of Representatives’
decision. Less than a week after that (December 20), more than 40,000 red-shirted
supporters gathered in downtown Bangkok to listen a video addressed by Thaksin, in
which he expressed his disapproval of what he called military interference in the House
of Representatives’ vote for prime minister (Bell 2008; Mydans 2008). For Thaksin and
his supporters, the assembling of the Democrat-led government was not organized by a
true prime ministerial electoral process but by another kind of military coup—an
indirect coup or what the pro-Thaksin leaders called a “coup in disguise,” as the way in
which the military intervened in politics by manipulating the civil government instead
of making a coup (Askew 2010).

Two major protests launched by the Red Shirts occurred in April 2009 and
April-May 2010. The clashes between the Red Shirt protesters and security forces,
including both police and soldiers, in April 2009 left more than 120 people injured
(Bristow 2009), while the brutal crackdown and dispersal of the Red Shirts during the
April-May 2010 events led to at least 91 deaths and more than 1,800 injured (Tharoor
2010). Many of the Red Shirt leaders were put in jail, and others went into exile, while
emotions were still painful (Horn 2010).

As a response to the political conflicts between his government and the red
shirts, Abhisit appointed five independent committees working towards the aims of
establishing reconciliation and to conduct political reform. These committees involved

(1) the National Reform Committee, (2) the National Reform Assembly, (3) the Truth



for Reconciliation Commission of Thailand (TRCT), (4) the Constitutional Reform
Committee, and (5) the Working Group for Reforming the Media. However, when the
TRCT had worked for less than a year, Prime Minister Abhisit decided to dissolve the
House of Representatives after amending sections 93-98 and 190 of the 2007
Constitution* according to the recommendations made by the Constitutional Reform
Committee and determined the date for holding the general election on July 3" of 2011.

The succeeding government led by Prime Minister Yingluck Shinawatra also
started to formulate a reconciliation policy to solve conflict problems. On Tuesday,
August 23" 2011, Yingluck presented her policies to the Parliament and stated that the
creation of solidarity and reconciliation among people in the nation and the restoration
of democracy were the urgent priorities for the first year. For this reason, the
government would fully accommodate and support the independent operation of the
TRCT as declared in the policies. Apart from the reconciliation policies initiated by the
government, the House of Representatives established the Ad Hoc Committee on
National Reconciliation Building. This Ad Hoc Committee had completed its work and
proposed recommendations for reconciling the country and the government. Those
recommendations included conducting public deliberations throughout the whole

country in order to allow people from all sectors to exchange and dialogue about

4 Sections 93-98 of the 2007 Constitution involve the size of the House of Representatives and its selection
procedure. Amendments were proposed to change the multi-seat constituency system to the single-
member constituency system and election under the proportional representation system, which consists
of 80 House of Representatives members from an eight regional party-list basis, to the election of 100
House of Representatives members on a national party-list basis. Section 190 involves parliamentary
approval for international treaties. It requires the strict parliamentary screening of all international
agreements that could affect the country’s economic, social, and security affairs. Amendments were
proposed to reduce the screening power of the parliament in order to allow the government more

independently to make international agreements.



possible solutions for transforming the conflicts and to imagine Thailand’s future. The
government accepted this idea.

However, while none of the public deliberations have been conducted, four
reconciliation bills were drafted and submitted to be considered in the House of
Representatives in late May 2012. All of these bills were immediately rejected by the
opposition party: the Democrat Party, and the anti-Thaksin protesters. For the anti-
Thaksin protesters, Yingluck government’s ignorance of what the TRCT and the Ad
Hoc Committee on National Reconciliation Building recommended for reconciling
Thai society revealed that the government was insincere in launching and facilitating a
reconciliation process, but focused exclusively and hurriedly on the enactment of the
reconciliation bills to pave the way for amnesty for Thaksin (Chairat 2013: 294). A new
episode of political conflicts began again in Thailand, and was finally ended by the
military coup led by the so-called National Council for Peace and Order (NCPO) on

May 22" of 2014,

1.2 Research Questions and Analytical Framework

The aim of the present research is to investigate concrete steps to bring about
sustainable reconciliation in Thailand in the present context. The research seeks to
explore two major questions:

(1) Why do Thai governments fail in maintaining peace through
conducting a reconciliation process?
(2) What are the key factors for bringing about reconciliation in the case

of the recent political conflicts in Thailand?



It should be noted and clarified here that when discussing the terms political
conflict and reconciliation process, the main focus of this research is limit to the
examination of how to address violent conflicts in the country’s deeply polarised society
throughout the past decade between the anti-Thaksin group, or the Yellow Shirts, and
the pro-Thaksin group, the Red Shirts. The research does not cover the reconciliation
process for resolving the ongoing Islamic insurgency in southern Thailand. In particular,
the research does not purport to specifically analyse the work of the National
Reconciliation Commission (NRC) (2005-06), an independent body established by the
Thaksin government to address a violent conflict in the country’s southern border
provinces of Pattani, Yala and Narathiwat, which has claimed more than 5,000 lives in
the past decade®.

In order to answer the above two questions, this dissertation develops a
conceptual and analytical framework based upon undertaking an extensive review of
the literature on conflict and conflict transformation theories, transitional justice, and
reconciliation and peace building theories. Then, analyses of past political conflicts in
Thai society from the 1932 revolution onwards are employed in order to: (1) find
conflict resolution tools used in the past political conflicts in Thai society; (2) clarify
the root causes of the current political conflict; and (3) understand how the term
reconciliation in the Thai language has been interpreted, explained, and applied
differently by policy makers, scholars, activists, and leaders of the conflicting groups
across past years.

According to the literature review (which will be discussed in more detail

below), at least three factors are crucial to assuring the success of the reconciliation

5 Discussions on the NRC work could be found in several reports and literature, for instance, International

Crisis Group (2005) and McCargo (2010).



process: (1) the political will of power-holders dedicated to achieving their goals in the
public interest; (2) the degree of inclusiveness of the process; and (3) the core questions
from which the entire conflict roots should be addressed and solved to act as a driving
force for democratization. Applying these required factors to the case of Thailand, this
research expands the second and the third factors into four elements and then argues
that the reconciliation process conducted by several Thai governments during the past
decade failed because of the disappearances of five factors: (1) the political will of the
top political leaders committed to peace and reconciliation; (2) strong civil society
organizations (CSOs) that advocate and support the process; (3) a societal atmosphere
that provides safe and trusted space for all parties to work together toward a possible
solution; (4) an inclusive dialogue process that is acceptable to all stakeholders; and (5)
a fair mechanism for truth-finding, sincere apology, and forgiveness.

Experiences from several countries have demonstrated that, in order to reconcile
the society, peaceful coexistence, trust, and empathy have to be developed in a
sustainable way (e.g., Brounéus 2003, Hayner 2011, Mihr 2018, Olsen et al. 2010). For
this reason, the disappearance of the required factors for the achievement of
reconciliation occurred in the case of Thailand because the reconciliation processes
introduced and implemented by Thai governments during the past years overlooked
trust building—»both in terms of trust in national institutions and trust among the people.
This failure, repeated many times, has made the term reconciliation unpopular and
created perceptions of the reconciliation process as being conducted as a means to defeat
the people of opposing groups rather that a means of resolving problems and reconciling
society. The old Thai style of reconciliation, especially enacting laws to enforce peace

and using a military coup in order to stop violence, is still implemented by political

10



leaders. As a result, the political conflicts in this country may have been temporarily
stopped, but have never been solved.

Relying on a quantitative method of examination (the survey design and
methods of data analysis will be explained in more detail in chapter 4), this dissertation
seeks to understand and explain how and why trust building is vital for making the
reconciliation process a success. The dependent variable in this research can thus be
formulated as the public opinions about the reconciliation process. This variable is
measured by the survey questions which asked the Thai respondents to evaluate the six
key elements previous research claimed to be important for the reconciliation process
in the case of Thailand’s current political conflict, using a 0-10 scale, where 0 signifies
“not at all important;” and 10 signifies “very much important.” The six key elements
include: (1) the political will of the top political leaders to be committed to peace and
reconciliation; (2) strong civil society organizations (CSOs) that advocate and support
the process; (3) a societal atmosphere that provides safe and trusted space for all parties
to work together toward a possible solution; (4) an inclusive dialogue process that is
acceptable to all stakeholders; (5) a fair mechanism for truth-finding, sincere apology,
and forgiveness; and (6) punishing those who have killed or hurt others during political
violence.

The main explanatory variables are trust in institutions, measuring by the level
of trust in the four major democratic institutions—the government, the parliament, the
courts of justice, and the political parties, and trust in individuals, measured by the
variable created from the survey question asking the respondents to what extent most
people can be trusted. Control variables include: color affiliation, political
identification, gender, age, income, level of education, employment and area of

residence (urban/rural). This research hypothesizes that people who have a higher level

11



of trust in institutions and trust in other people will have a more positive attitude

supporting the reconciliation process than those who have a lower level.

1.3 Significance of the Topic

The impact of violent conflict on a country’s society, economy and political
governance, as has happened in Thailand during the past decade, is destructive and all
encompassing. The conflicts caused many tangible and visible effects, such as injured
and slain civilians and officers, destroyed private-company and government buildings,
and other damaged physical infrastructure. They also caused many intangible effects,
including the near collapse of state institutions, distrust in government, the destruction
of solidarity and social cohesion, psychological trauma and pervasive fear. Thus, it must
be recognized that the legacies of large-scale past abuses can, if left ignored and
unaddressed, fuel future conflicts. However, since there has been no sign indicating that
the decade-long political conflict in Thailand will be addressed in ways that reduce
violence and increase justice in human relationships, there is no guarantee that the cycle
of violence would not be repeated if the NCPO government stepped aside and the
civilian government regains control after the forthcoming elections, answers to the
research questions addressed by this dissertation are very important.

Answers also are required because previous studies of the Thai case have mainly
focused on illustrating the causes and results of the current political conflict (e.g., Asia
Foundation 2009; 2010; 2013, Bjarnegard and Tennesson 2015, King Prajadhipok’s
Institute 2012, Truth for Reconciliation Commission of Thailand, 2012). This
dissertation does not reject the reality that in order to find the key factors for bringing
about reconciliation, the understanding of the causes and results of Thailand’s current

political conflict should first be clear. In particular, this dissertation accepts that many

12



previous studies, especially those conducted by the Truth for Reconciliation
Commission of Thailand (2012) and the King Prajadhipok’s Institute (2012), have done
very well in explaining the causes and results of the current Thai political conflict as
well as indicating factors that are crucial to assuring the success of the reconciliation
process in the case of Thailand. However, those studies cannot tell us why the Thai
governments during recent years failed in maintaining peace through a reconciliation
process and whether the Thai citizens agree or disagree with those proposed factors
necessary for successfully implementing a reconciliation process. This dissertation thus
created survey questions based on those required factors suggested by the previous
studies to ask the respondents for their views. Thus, this research would allow us to
examine whether and to what extent these factors are important for reconciling Thai
society from the perspectives of ordinary citizens.

Another weakness of the previous studies is that almost all of them conducted
their research by relying on qualitative method of examination. Survey studies dealing
with public perceptions of the conflict are still rare. Some are outdated, as the situation
has moved far beyond what had happen when those surveys were conducted. In addition
and more importantly, almost all of the previous survey studies failed to pay much
attention to public opinions regarding the solutions which could transform the conflict
and build peace in Thai society. The perception surveys conducted by the Asia
Foundation in 2009 and 2010 are examples of such a deficit. More precisely, instead of
focusing directly on Thai citizens’ attitudes toward the political conflict, the primary
purposes of the 2009 Asia Foundation’s survey were (1) to know about the Thai public’s
opinions and knowledge on issues relevant to the constitution, political parties, and
election administrators; (2) to measure Thai voters’ knowledge of and attitudes towards

democracy and democratic institutions (Asia Foundation 2009: 3), while the 2010

13



survey maintained similar purposes and added some questions relevant to the political
events of April-May 2010 (Asia Foundation 2010: 3).

Another example is the perception survey again conducted by the Asia
Foundation in 2013. In this latest survey, the Asia Foundation aimed to learn
specifically about the demographic composition of the protesters and to probe the
perspectives of political activists on issues that were explored in the 2010 survey as well
as issues related to the 2013 tensions (Asia Foundation 2013: 1). However, because the
2013 Asia Foundation survey was conducted by asking only the protesters during the
Yellow Shirts’ and Red Shirts’ demonstrations on 30 November 2013, the findings
obtained from this survey could not be viewed as representative of the public at large
but only the active yellow- and red-supporters. Therefore, compared to the past
perceptions surveys, the results derived from the public opinion survey and quantitative
analysis employed by this dissertation provide a clearer and more comprehensive
picture of Thai citizens’ attitudes and perceptions about peace and reconciliation, and
the key factors, in their opinion, for bringing about reconciliation across the nation.
Moreover, because reconciliation is a process of engaging with and transforming the
relationships which are the very constituent elements of society that support the
continuation of violent conflict, this dissertation examines not only attitudes and
perceptions about peace and reconciliation, but also associations between these attitudes
and perceptions and various factors, especially trust both in terms of institutional and
individual trust. Assisted by an improved conceptual and analytical framework, this
dissertation provides explanations of how and why trust building is vital for making the
reconciliation process a success which are more extensive than those obtained from
previous studies in the Thai context. Although this dissertation focuses on a single

country, the answers derived from the Thai case also provide a clear understanding of
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the relationships between trust and reconciliation that could also be examined in relation

to other post-conflict countries.

1.4 Outline of Chapters

After this introductory chapter, the next chapter (Chapter 2) explores the
literature on conflict and conflict transformation theories, transitional justice, and
reconciliation and peace building theories. Several insights regarding conflict, conflict
transformation, reconciliation, and peace are drawn from the discussion of these
theories, and applied to the conceptual and analytical framework of this dissertation.
The review of literature in chapter 2 also deals with the importance of trust building as
one of the key success factors for the initiation and implementation of the reconciliation
process.

Chapter 3 outlines Thailand’s past political conflicts since the country began its
democratization process in 1932 up to the period where this dissertation begins its
interpretation (i.e., in late 2005). The main attempt is to provide a historical background
for the analyses of how the past political conflicts in Thai society have been dealt with
and what previous studies identified as the root causes of the current political conflict.
The chapter 4, then, examines the definitions and utilizations of the term reconciliation
in the Thai language and context. The purpose of this examination is to understand how

the term reconciliation in the Thai language which is “isesaes [ prong-dong]” was

perceived by the Thai citizens and has been interpreted, explained, and applied by the
governments and leaders of the conflicting groups after 2005.

Chapter 5 is concerned with methodology and design. It discusses how the
questionnaire used in this dissertation was constructed, what sampling techniques were

applied to this dissertation’s public opinion survey, and how the data collection was
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conducted. This chapter also explains the dependent and independent variables of the
study, and ends with describing the analytic methods and procedures.

The two following chapters present the data findings in stages. Chapter 6
assesses the survey data by looking at public opinion concerning conflict and conflict
transformation. This assessment focuses on attitudes and perceptions among people
with varied socioeconomic backgrounds, political identifications and democratic
values. It seeks to explain whether the people who identify themselves as red-shirt
supporters hold different attitudes toward conflict and conflict transformation to the
people who identify themselves as yellow-shirt supporters. The results obtained from
this assessment indicates some opportunities for the reconciliation process to be
initiated and successfully implemented as the views on conflict and conflict
transformation between people in the conflicting groups are not sharply different.

Chapter 7 tests the hypothesis that people who showed trust in political
institutions and other people are more likely than those filled with distrust to support
elements important for the reconciliation process. The chapter divides its examination
into two stages. The first stage employs bivariate tables to test the hypothesis that trust
in institutions and trust in other people are associated with reconciliation. The second
stage uses the ordinary least squares (OLS) method in order to analyze the effects of
trust on the opinion about the key elements of the reconciliation process, dividing into
four models. The chapter concludes with the confirmation of previous research
indicating the essential nature of trust in making the reconciliation process successful.

Chapter 8 summarizes the whole study and points out its contribution and
limitations, and suggests areas for future research. It closes the dissertation by
discussing what can be done to facilitate the reconciliation process that could transform

political conflict in Thai society into peace.
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Chapter 2 The Review of Literature

As mentioned in the introductory chapter, the aim of the present research is to
investigate possible concrete steps to bring about sustainable reconciliation in Thailand
in the present context. The research seeks to explore two major questions: (1) Why do
Thai governments fail in maintaining peace even through conducting a reconciliation
process? (2) What are the key factors for bringing about reconciliation in the case of the
recent political conflicts in Thailand? In order to answer these two questions, this
chapter shows how this researcher has developed a conceptual and analytical framework
based upon undertaking an extensive review of the literature on conflict and conflict
transformation theories, transitional justice, and reconciliation and peace building
theories. In the final part of this chapter, the discussion on the relationship between trust
and reconciliation is highlighted in order to show why building trust is important for the

accomplishment of the reconciliation process.

2.1 Conflict and Conflict Transformation Theories

The framework for this research is developed with the assumption that some
form of conflict is intrinsically a part of society. This belief is in accordance with many
scholars (e.g., Bercovitch et al. 2009: 3, Morris 2004: 26, Stephenson 2008) who state
that conflict is inevitable as long as humans interact with each other. From this
perspective, conflict is not only normal, ubiquitous, and unavoidable, but often desirable
in human societies when it is well conducted (Kriesberg 2011: 50). It is not true that
conflict always leads to negative outcomes like violence and atrocities; rather, conflict

can lead to some positive outcomes, such as the development of innovative ideas, and



general improvements, depending on how the parties in conflict deal with it (Bercovitch
et al. 2009: 4).

Since conflict can lead to either negative or positive outcomes, there is no single
cause of conflict. Rather, conflict can result from a combination of various factors,
including (1) political and institutional factors such as weak state institutions (Lake
1996), breakdowns in the social contract and consequent corruption (Murshed and
Tadjoeddin 2009), elite power struggles and political exclusion (Van Wyk 2007),
identity politics (Melvin 2007); (2) socioeconomic factors such as poverty (Goodhand,
2001), inequality (Kanbur 2007), absence or weakening of social cohesion (Colletta and
Cullen 2000); (3) resource and environmental factors such as unjust resource
exploitation (Lujala 2010), scarcity of national resources (Lind and Sturman 2002),
environmental insecurity (Barnett and Adger 2007). Each of these factors may
constitute a cause, dynamic and/or impact of conflict. Conflict is multi-causal,
multidimensional, and context-specific (Hoeffler 2012; Mohammadzadeh 2016; Ohlson
2008; Smith 2003).

Conflict can occur at any level of human relations, ranging from interpersonal
to global relationships (Fischer 2011; Gultung 1996; Lederach 2003). In recent decades,
one of the conflict levels that many scholars and practitioners have paid attention to
concerns attaining significant reconciliation between former enemies that fosters
sustained peace between them after prolonged and violent intrastate conflicts (Gibson
2006; Lederach 1997; Long and Brecke 2003; Righy 2001). Protracted, deadly intrastate
conflicts can roughly be categorized into three groups: (1) conflict that aims to change
political structures or state ideology; (2) conflict that aims to change government in
order to have power to govern and allocate resources; and (3) conflict that aims to

establish a new country or separate territory (Azar, 1990: 7-11). In a large-scale conflict,

18



there is a need for a process to transform the conflict into a desirable outcome. To define,
describe, and analyze the dimensions, correlates and dynamics of conflict—and the
particular contexts in which conflict arises, scholars, practitioners, and/or policy makers
need to understand the complexities of such conflicts. Those required understandings,
according to Bercovitch et al. (2009: 4-9), could be derived from the identifications and
elaborations of who are the parties in conflict; what that conflict is about; in what
environment the conflict exists and moves in; how the parties in conflict and any
involved agents perceive and think about the conflict and issues related to it; and how
these people act and/or react in such conflicts. With these understandings, the process
to transform the conflict could then bring about changes for the good by adjusting
hostile relationships and attitudes, redressing grievances and root causes of the conflict,
and building an environment that is conducive to development and positive peace (Abu-
Nimer 2001: 687; Fischer 2011: 415).

The tools and mechanisms of conflict transformation can include dialogue,
mediation, and negotiation between parties and relevant stakeholders. Adjusting
relationships and attitudes is one aspect of transforming conflict (Lederach 1999: 23;
Rosoux 2011: 545), while another dimension is to find substantive agreement for
sustainable peace (Bell and Zulueta-Filscher 2016: 10). Acknowledging,
understanding, and identifying the interactions between various causes, courses, and
consequences of various conflicts are essential in designing appropriate approaches and
methods for conflict prevention, resolution, and transformation (Gultung 1996;
Kriesberg 2011: 61-62; Miall 2004: 75-77). In this regard, the concept of “conflict
transformation,” as a number of conflict theorists and practitioners, including John Paul
Lederach (1995; 1999; 2003), have advocated, is different from other concepts,

particularly “conflict resolution” and “conflict management.”
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Conflict transformation is different from the other two concepts, Lederach
(2003: 4) asserts, because it reflects a better understanding of the nature of conflict itself.
Conflict resolution implies that conflict is always bad and painful—hence something
that should be ended as quickly as possible (Lederach 2003: 29). Relying on problem-
solving approaches, conflict resolution also assumes that conflict is a short term
phenomenon that can be “resolved” permanently through effective methods of de-
escalating such as negotiation and mediation techniques or other intervention processes
(Azar and Burton 1986: 1; Lederach 2003: 30). Unlike conflict resolution, conflict
management assumes that conflicts are long term or deep-rooted processes that often
cannot be quickly resolved (Lederach 2003: 30). The best way to deal with conflicts is
to manage and contain them, and occasionally to reach a historic compromise in which
violence may be laid aside and normal politics recommenced (Pickering 2000: 25).

According to the conflict management approach, it is possible to intervene and
control the situation in ways that make the ongoing conflict more beneficial and less
damaging to everybody; in other words, to change a zero-sum game into a win—win
situation (Burton 1990: 66-82). In this regard, conflict management is the art of
appropriate intervention to achieve political settlements, especially to influence actors
having the power and resources to put pressure on the conflicting parties in order to
induce them to settle (Miall 2004: 3). It is also the art of designing appropriate
institutions to direct the inevitable conflict into appropriate channels (Bloomfield and
Reilly 1998: 18). However, the notion of management can suggest that the goal is the
reduction or control of volatility more than dealing with the real source of the problem
(Lederach 1995: 16-17).

Conflict transformation, as described by Lederach (1995: 17), does not suggest

that we simply eliminate or control conflict, but rather recognize and work with its
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“dialectic nature.” By this he means that social conflict is naturally created by humans
who are involved in relationships, yet once it occurs, it changes (i.e., transforms) those
events, people, and relationships that created the initial conflict (Lederach 1995: 17).
Thus, the cause-and-effect relationship goes both ways—from the people and the
relationships to the conflict and back to the people and relationships. In this sense,
conflict transformation is a notion that describes a natural phenomenon that creates
potential for constructive growth, and a willingness to respond in ways that maximize
this potential for positive change (Lederach 2003: 15). According to the conflict
transformation approach, conflicts change relationships in predictable ways, altering
communication patterns and patterns of social organization, altering images of the self
and of the other (Lederach 1995; Miall 2004; Spangler 2003). Even when people’s
needs, interests, and values are different, even non-reconcilable, advocates for a conflict
transformation approach believe that progress has been made if each group gains a
relatively accurate understanding of the other (McClung and Kloos 2016: 81).
Acknowledging that conflict may be expressed either in competitive,
aggressive, or violent way or through nonviolent advocacy, conciliation, or attempted
cooperation, the conflict transformation approach provides a set of lenses for describing
and explaining how conflict emerges from, evolves within, and brings about changes in
personal, relational, structural, and cultural dimensions (Lederach 1997: 83). Dealing
with the real source of the problem rather than aiming to reduce or control the conflict,
this approach also constitutes a comprehensive set of tools for developing creative
responses that promote peaceful change within those dimensions through nonviolent
mechanisms (Lederach 1997: 84). However, the varied types of possible

transformations must be recognized.
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According to Miall (2004: 9-11), there are at least five types of transformation,
including context, structure, actor, issue, and personal transformations. Context
transformations refer to changes in the context of conflict that may radically alter each
conflicting party’s perception of the conflict situation, as well as their motivations.
Structural transformations are changes in the relationship between conflicting parties
from asymmetric to symmetric relations. Actor transformations include decisions on the
part of the actors involved to change their goals or alter their general approach to
conflict. Issue transformations concern the shift of incompatible conflicting parties’
demands to compatible ones. Personal transformations focus on making changes in
minds, perceptions, and wills. To transform a conflict, a concept of conflict
transformation should be applied as a process of engaging with the complicated
relationships, interests, discourses and the very constitution of society that supports the
continuation of violent conflict (Galtung 1996: 70-126).

This dissertation’s analytical framework is developed relying on the concept of
conflict transformation instead of conflict resolution or conflict management, and the
view that any conflict has multiple origins. Therefore, in order to transform the current
political conflict in the case of Thailand, this dissertation argues that Thai society has
to recognize that the current conflict relates to several issues, for example,
socioeconomic inequality, development gaps between urban and rural areas, corruption,
and vote buying (Dalpino 2010; Hewison 2010). In order to transform such a conflict,
both conflicting parties have to have positive views of the conflict’s potential for
achieving their goals. They have to perceive that transforming the conflict will lead to
positive changes in their country (Coy 2009; Fisher et al. 2000). Thus reconciliation is
a way to support conflict transformation because this concept provides a place for

conflicting parties to transform past conflict into a harmonious relationship. It also deals
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with truth and mercy, as well as justice and peace, which are the critical and essential

components for transforming violent conflicts (Lederach, 2003).

2.2 Transitional Justice

Besides conflict transformation, one needs also to consider issues related to truth
and justice in a transitional period (Rigby, 2001). Transitional justice is a process
implemented in response to serious human rights violations (de Greiff 2012: 31). To
some it is a mechanism for bringing peace, reconciliation and democracy to the after-
conflict-violent society and moving such a society forward without the recurrence of
violent events (Olsen et al. 2010: 980). This process was first devised in the late 1980s
in response to political changes in Latin America and Eastern Europe (Teitel 2003: 70).
The main objective of this process was to bring justice to the Latin America region after
widespread human rights violations by former regimes (Teitel 2003: 70). After that,
transitional justice was adopted and implemented in many countries that had
experienced serious conflict and violent events, such as Argentina, Chile, EI Salvador,
Haiti, East Timor, and South Africa (Arenhdvel 2008: 573).

Transitional justice comprises the two concepts: transition and justice linked
together. The first concept is transition which could refer to the process of political
transformation from one regime to another regime in a society; for example, from the
authoritarian or repressive to the rule of democracy (Kinsella and Rousseau 2009: 475-
491); or the transition from one circumstance to another circumstance, such as from a
social conflict to peace and stability (Quinn 2009: 35). The notion of transitional justice
also includes the concept of justice, which does not only refer to criminal prosecutions,

but also extends to include truth seeking, public apologies, social and economic
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developments, and memorialization or reforms in the teaching of history (de Greiff
2012; Hayner 2009).

Linking these two concepts, transitional justice is implemented in a society
where situations of conflict are more complicated than general crime, many people are
involved in the incidents—both victims and perpetrators, and the normal system of
justice is inadequate to be applied as a conflict-resolution mechanism (Fletcher et al.
2009: 169-172). In situations such as this, enforcing criminal law and the normal
criminal justice system based on punishment of offenders may help breaking the cycle
of violence (Minow 1998; Bell 2000), but cannot lead the society towards overcoming
the conflict and building peace (Vinjamuri and Snyder 2015: 303-304). Transitional
justice develops from the attempt to seek a way to overcome the conflict which can be
achieved in several ways, incorporating legal, political, economic and psychosocial
dimensions (Lambourne 2009: 35). The experiences of many countries around the
world have shown that one or many of the following measures can be implemented
depending on what is appropriate to the conflicts in each country (United Nations 2010:
7-9).

1. Criminal prosecution: the prosecution of the perpetrators, who must
be held accountable and responsible for the past violent events, may be one of
the most important factors that help prevent a recurrence of the violent conflict
in the future.

2. Truth finding: the process of establishing the truth about past violence
through investigation, inquiry, and truth-seeking about incidents that have
occurred. The objective of this process is for the society to learn from its past
violent events to prevent their recurrence in the future. This process, thus

involves dealing with the truths found, especially by considering who the truths
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could be disclosed to—the victims, the families of victims, or the society in
general, when, and how.

3. Restoration programs: providing assistance, compensation, and
treatment to the individuals who were affected by the violent events. Restoration
may include compensation for damaged property, treatment of mental and
physical wounds, and state or official apologies.

4. Memorialization of victims: the process whereby society recognizes
events and people and raises a moral consciousness about the past violent events
to help prevent it from happening again in the future. The implementation of
this process could be in the form of a memorial or a museum.

5. Institutional reform: the process of reforming institutions and agencies
that are responsible for human rights violations; for instance, police, military
personnel, judicial agencies, mass media, and so on; to help prevent these bodies
from still employing the same procedures which may cause violence again in

the future.

In short, transitional justice involves critical and controversial issues such as
truth-finding, reparation, compensation, amnesty, and structural reforms (Truth and
Reconciliation Commission of Thailand 2011; 2012; Huyse 1998). This could
constitute the reconciliation phase, in which the process of bringing the society out of a
state of conflict, reconciling differences, and promoting harmony among the people is
the most important part (Skaar 2013: 62). Transitional justice scholars and practitioners
therefore mention various end goals of transitional justice, including but not limited to:

the rule of law, social reconstruction, deepening of democracy, and sustainable peace.
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However, it should be noted here that justice and peace are both very abstract
terms that mean different things to different people. The challenge, as Ledearch (1995:
20) pointed out, is that to transform the conflict into a sustained peace, we need the
process that helps “to pursue justice in ways that respect people, and [at the same time]
to achieve restoration of relationships based on recognizing and amending injustices.”
To accomplish this, the reconciliation process is vital because it involves the
identification and acknowledgment of what happened (i.e. truth), an effort to right the
wrongs that occurred (i.e., justice) and forgiveness for the perpetrators (mercy). In other
words, the end result of the reconciliation process is not only harmonization, but peace.

The next section discusses theories of peace building and reconciliation.

2.3 Peace Building and Reconciliation Theories

In this study, the concept of reconciliation is understood as that specific process
that takes place during peace building. According to Johan Galtung (1976), peace
building is structurally explained as the way to create sustainable peace by identifying
the root causes of the violent conflict and conducting activities to correct the problems
that caused the conflict. Peace building, therefore, deals with the whole process of
restoring a conflict prone situation, from the structural causes of the struggle to its
resolution and the assurance of peaceful living together (Galtung 1998:13-28).

Peace processes normally involve intragroup and intergroup dialogues (Haider
2011). The sessions can be both public and closed door. The most important thing is
that the process must be inclusive, with the involvement of multiple stakeholders
(Brounéus 2003: 52). Besides the dialogue, the processes also involve mediation and
negotiation in order to reach a peace agreement (Thoms et al. 2008). Once an agreement

is reached, one also needs to handle the truth and memories after violent incidents
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(Brounéus 2008; Taylor 2014). Society has to go through transitional justice, which
might be controversial. Many challenges lie ahead regarding truth-finding, the issues of
forgiveness and reparation, compensation and healing, and the reform of political,
economic and social structures for justice and reconciliation. Clearly this is a massive
agenda which will take years, if not decades, to achieve.

A reconciliation process should reduce hatred and create trust as well as restore
relationships between those who have engaged in violent events (Lederach 1997; 1998;
Shriver 1995; Staub 2000). At its simplest, one of the goals of reconciliation is to find
a way for the people who are former enemies to live together. In this regard, it does not
mean that the parties alienated by conflict have to love their former enemies, or forgive
everything they did, or forget the past in any way, but to coexist with them, to develop
the degree of cooperation necessary for sharing the future society with them, so that
people in the society as a whole have better lives together than they have had separately
(Bloomfield 2003a: 11). As a process, reconciliation is ideally utilized in order to
prevent, once and for all, the use of the past as the seed of renewed conflict (Abu-Nimer
2001). The basic idea is to create a process that consolidates peace, breaks the cycle of
violent conflict, and strengthens reintroduced or newly established democratic
institutions (Galtung 1990). Responsibility, truth acceptance, mercy, and the shared
future of the society, therefore, are part of the process (Abu-Nimer 2001; Bloomfield
2003a). Above all, the end goal is to construct a reconciled society where different
people can coexist peacefully and be able to manage and transform conflict into better
change (Abu-Nimber 2001; Weiner 1998).

Theoretically, the reconciliation process requires both the victims and the
offenders to gain renewed confidence in themselves and in each other (Bloomfield

2003a: 12). It also entails believing that an acknowledgement of the humanity of others
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is basic and one of the most important components of mutual trust to help open the door
for the gradual arrival of a desired and sustainable culture of non-violence (Abu-Nimer
2001; Bercovitch et al. 2009). Moreover, in order for trust and confidence to be truly
developed, a post-conflict society has to establish or reconstruct a minimum of
functioning institutions—a non-partisan judiciary, an effective civil service and an
appropriate legislative structure (Huyse 1998). It is this requirement that links a
reconciliation policy to the many other tasks required in a transition from violent
conflict to sustainable peace.

The process of reconciliation, in practice, is not easy to achieve. In its backward-
looking dimension, reconciliation ideally should bring about the personal healing of
survivors; reparation and compensation for past injustices; construction or
reconstruction of non-violent relationships between individuals and communities and
the acceptance by the former parties to the conflict of a common vision and
understanding of the past (Bloomfield 2003a: 12-13). As a forward-looking operation,
reconciliation means enabling victims and perpetrators to get on with their lives and, at
the level of society, the establishment of a civilized political dialogue and an equitable

sharing of power (Huyse 1998).

2.4 Trust and Reconciliation

Experiences from various countries across the world indicate that trust builds
social cohesion and conflicts can be resolved accordingly. The case of South Korea is
highly relevant, especially the process to reconcile the society after the Kwangju
uprising of May 1980. Beginning as a university students’ protest against the rise to
power of General Chun Doo-hwan in the southwestern city of Kwangju, the uprising

expanded to an armed civilian struggle where civilians were attacked with cruel acts of
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violence by the government troops (Jong-chul Ahn 2003). Although the ten-day
struggle ultimately ended in military suppression, its legacy and effects were of lasting
significance. It was arguably the event that most shaped the political and social
landscape of South Korea in the 1980s and 1990s (Baker 2002; Jung-kwan Cho 2003;
Olsen et al. 2010).

Twentieth century South Korean history saw periods of extensive human rights
violations, particularly under the tyrannical government that followed a coup in 1961,
through to the early 1990s (Hayner 2011: 55). During this period, democratization
activists and opposition party leaders were often found dead under suspicious
circumstances. While the government authorities were suspected of these targeted
killings, the families of the dead were forced to remain silent, in fear (Hayner 2011: 55).
With the beginning of democratization in 1987, families of the dead began pushing for
the truth about these cases. In order to respond, the Korean Government at that time
employed two critical reconciliation mechanisms.

The first mechanism was the enactment of the Special Act Concerning the May
Democratization. Firstly, the Korean National Assembly approved this special law
which brought out the facts surrounding this incident and punished the perpetrators of
21 December 1995. Even though critics asserted that this Act was unconstitutional
because it was retroactive legislation, the Constitutional Court upheld its
constitutionality. As a consequence, former President Roh Tae-woo was imprisoned for
seventeen years while ex-President Chun Doo-hwan was sentenced to life
imprisonment. Understandably, it was impossible to prosecute the junta members while
the authoritarian regimes were in power. The May 18 Act could thus be regarded as the
realization of legal justice, a vital factor bearing on trust in political institutions among

individuals.
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The second mechanism was the appointment of the 2000 Presidential Truth
Commission on Suspicious Deaths. This commission was mandated to examine specific
deaths, rather than undertake a broader historical review of patterns, causes, and
consequences. Created across its almost four-year term, the six volumes of the
Commission’s report add up to 4,300 pages. This report includes an analysis of the
overall causes of suspicious deaths, a description explaining each of the eighty-five
cases investigated, and policy recommendations. Even though they could not resolve
all the referred cases, the Commission’s work helped to separate some facts (true
statements) from fiction (myths). Many truths found by the Commission also created
objective opportunities for people to see the past in terms of shared suffering and
collective obligation. More significant still is the acknowledgment that victims and
offenders share a common identity, as survivors and as human beings. These forms of
sharing and recognition may help increase social trust between individual citizens in the
society.

The procedure of reconciliation cannot be carried out successfully if it leaves
out the implementation of building trust, both trust among individuals and trust in
institutions. Drawing upon the Korean experience, at least three crucial factors could
help assure the success of trust building and ultimately the reconciliation process. Those
factors include: (1) the political will of power-holders dedicated to achieving their goals
in the public interest; (2) the degree of inclusiveness of the process; and (3) the core
questions from which the entire roots of the conflict should be addressed and solved to
act as a driving force for political change/democratization.

The ultimate goal of reconciliation is not only an end of violence, but also the
creation of a new relationship between the conflict parties (Lederach 1998: 51-65). The

success of reconciliation, then, depends on turning a zero sum (or win—lose) situation

30



into a win—-win frame, where both victims and perpetrators will benefit from a common
future in lasting peace (Maoz 2004: 225-238). Thus, from these sources, three phases
of transition from violence to peace can be identified: (1) violent conflict, (2) conflict
transformation, and (3) reconciliation (Huyse 2003b: 19-21). It is important to note that
these three phases are fundamentally dynamic and non-linear, meaning that violence
can reoccur in any phase (Lederach 2003: 19). There is no guarantee that order and
peace will be restored and sustained even though the parties alienated by conflict can
reach a peace agreement. The peace and reconciliation process is fragile, requiring
tremendous time and effort as well as patience from the parties involved (Lumsden
1999). The conflict transformation phase is based on the assumption that neither party
will achieve its goals through violent means. There is no sustainable solution without
peaceful settlement. The reconciliation phase is based on transitional justice and
peaceful coexistence (Bloomfield 2003b: 44). To accomplish the conflict
transformation and reconciliation phases, trust building is very important and has to be
developed in a sustainable way.

Broadly speaking, trust is the social expectation which includes honesty and
good cooperation based on general social standards (Fukuyama 1995: 25). Trust is
important, and sometimes it is very important. It is an important factor for strengthening
democracy (Almond and Verba 1963; Flanagan 2003; Putnam 1995, 2000; Uslaner
2002). This is because democracy depends on the willingness of people to leave their
destiny in the hands of others (Uslaner 1999). Indeed, trust leads to the willingness to
confront risk which is based on the belief that other people will react as expected and
will behave in the ways that are mutually accepted, or at least those people do not intend
to do harm to others (Bullen and Onyx 1998). Moreover, trust in others usually leads to

people’s involvement in public acts in various forms. In general, people who trust in
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other people usually use their right to vote, work to solve community problems, join
charity activities, spend their time in volunteer works, and are ready to join in decision
making about conflicts in the community (Newton 2006: 848; Uslaner 1999: 128). Trust
in others is therefore an important factor for participation in various activities.

There are differences between the trust in institutions and trust in individuals.
Trust in institutions involves the fact that modern life involves less dependency on
informal communication and interpersonal relations, but involves more dependency on
the standards and social structures in which such communication is implanted. Trust in
institutions appears to have both institutional and personal aspects. That is, people may
trust both the system as such and the individual actors they encounter or observe
(Newton 1999; Rothstein 2001). In addition, trust in government may be based on
experiences over a long period of time, on the current situation or on the expectations
of the government in the future (Bouckaert and Van de Walle 2001:19). The higher the
level of trust inspired by the current government, the more likely it is that a person will
express specific support and trust, while long-term experience points more in the
direction of diffuse support and trust (Newton 1999; Rothstein 2001). Trust in
individuals, on the other hand, can be separated from consideration of other kinds of
trust since each person, whether or not they are trustworthy, has both specific
characteristics and common characteristics. Moreover, some people may say that most
people in their family, people in the neighborhood, or small communities in which
people are close to one another are trustworthy because knowledge about those persons
has long been established (Wuthnow 2002: 64).

Trust is a fundamental concept in the field of peace research. Building trust is
essential and has a critical impact on every stage of the peace process. As Walter (1999)

theorized, trust can be regarded as a precondition of peace because establishing
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trustworthiness is the key to solving the commitment problem. The existence of trust
between individuals, especially those who are conflicting parties, makes conflict
resolution easier and more effective. As Liwicki and Wiethoff (2000: 102) asserted, if
the conflicting parties perceive themselves as having strong common goals, values, and
identities, they are motivated to sustain the relationship and find constructive ways to
transform the conflict. In contrast, a low level of trust in institutions can undermine the
implementation of peace agreements, for example, by reducing citizens’ compliance
with the law, which in turn increases the risk of conflict recurrence (De Juan and
Pierskalla 2016). In addition, many scholars (e.g., Besley and Persson 2010, Fjeldstad
2004) have suggested that the agenda of post-conflict state-building should give priority
to the issue of trust, particularly trust in government, because the capacity of the
government to raise revenues determines security, development, and the political
stability of a country in the long run. More precisely, if a new government established
as a result of a peace process is unable to secure a stable stream of income to restore
public services, people are more likely to withdraw their support for the government
and restart a new phase of violence (Levi and Stoker 2000). If trust has had a critical
impact on the achievements of a reconciliation process in recent post-conflict societies,

then we should find further evidence in the case of Thailand.

2.5 Conclusion

Literature on conflict and conflict transformation theories, transitional justice,
and reconciliation and peace building theories discussed in this chapter provides us with
several suggestions as to how to deal with violent political conflicts, especially those
that cause a deep divide between groups of people in the society. Firstly, such conflicts

should be considered as deep-rooted or long-term processes that cannot be quickly
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resolved and easily controlled; thereby, the recognition of and working with the real
source of the conflict problems are the most appropriate way to deal with a deep-rooted
human conflict. Secondly, because conflicts are naturally created by humans who are
involved in relationships, a multilevel political process that involves people at all levels
of the body politic is essential for helping citizens to transform conflictual relationships
into relationships that can end violence and build peace. More precisely, within that
multilevel political process, all parties (e.g., the government official and the public
levels of the peace process, as well as political institutions and citizens’ groups in civil
society) must all interact continuously and work together toward a possible solution.

Finally, the peace and reconciliation process should be recognized as a fragile
process that requires tremendous time and effort as well as patience from the parties
involved. In this process, neither party will achieve its goals through violent means. A
sustainable solution without peaceful settlement is impossible. Thus, the peace and
reconciliation process should rely on the ideas of transitional justice and peaceful
coexistence, in which the implementation of building trust both in terms of trust in
institutions and trust in other people is very important for the accomplishment of the
process.

In the next chapter, these insights will be applied to the case of Thailand.
However, before moving forward to the investigations of how the Thai citizens view
conflict and reconciliation, as well as why building trust is important in making the
reconciliation process a success, the next chapter explores the historical background of

the current conflict going back as far as the 1932 revolution.
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Chapter 3 Historical Background

This chapter analyses past political conflicts in Thai society from the 1932
revolution onwards. The objective of this analysis is twofold. Firstly, it attempts to find
conflict resolution tools used in past political conflicts in Thai society. Secondly, it aims
at clarifying the root causes of the current political conflict. This analysis will therefore
provide not only a historical background for the analyses of how the past political
conflicts in Thai society have been dealt with but also what previous studies identified

as the root causes of the current political conflict.

3.1 Past Political Conflicts in Thai Society

The Thai political system has been somewhat unstable since 1932 when the
country transitioned from absolute monarchy to constitutional monarchy (parliamentary
democracy) (Nakarin, 1992). A succession of military dictators followed and was
sustained during the regime of Field Marshal Plaek Phibunsongkhram® who allied the
country with Japan during World War Il (Pasuk and Baker 2008: 134-135). He was
Prime Minister for several terms. During his last term, he was suspected of fraudulent

practices during an election, which led to public outrage and student protests (Darling

6 Field Marshal Plaek Phibunsongkhram, known as Phibun Songkhram in the west, (born July 14, 1897,
near Bangkok, Thailand—died June 12, 1964, Tokyo, Japan) was the 3™ prime minister of Thailand from
1938 to 1944 and 1948 to 1957. He was one of the leaders of the military branch of the People's Party
(Khana Ratsadon) that overthrew the absolute monarchy in 1932 (see further information about his roles

in Thai politics in, for example, Liow 2015: 306).



1960: 348). Consequently, his power was seized by Field Marshal Sarit Thanarat”’s
coup d'état which was supported by the American army and the people who were
exhausted with the corrupt government and the fraud of the recent election (Russell,
2014).

After the coup in 1957, there was again an election, and Field Marshal Thanom
Kittikachorn® became the Prime Minister. Field Marshal Sarit Thanarat left the country
for medical treatment. A year later, Field Marshal Sarit Thanarat returned to Thailand
and staged a second coup because he believed that there were several sensitive issues
which could not be solved by the then government (Pasuk and Baker 2008: 246). This
time, Field Marshal Sarit Thanarat became the Prime Minister and claimed that he
needed to make a revolution and change the whole system of the country. After he
officially assumed his position, he dissolved the parliament and abolished the 1952
Constitution (Giles 2014).

An interim constitution promoted by Field Marshal Sarit Thanarat was
promulgated on January 28, 1959, which consisted of 20 articles including Article 17
which granted absolute power to the Prime Minister.® He established the Constitutional

Commission to enact a new constitution, but it was never completed during his regime.

7 Field Marshal Sarit Thanarat (born June 16, 1908, Bangkok—died Dec. 8, 1963, Bangkok) was the 11
prime minister of Thailand from 1958 to 1963 (Liow 2015: 332).

8 Field Marshal Thanom Kittikachorn (born August 11, 1911, Tak, Thailand—died June 16, 2004, Bangkok,
Thailand), was the 10" prime minister of Thailand and served this position for three times in 1958, between
1963 and 1971, and between 1972 and 1973 (Liow 2015: 370).

9 Article 17 of the 1958 Interim Constitution stated that “During the enforcement of the present Constitution
wherever the Prime Minister deems appropriate for the purpose of repressing or suppressing actions
whether of internal or external origin which jeopardize the national security or the Throne or subvert or
threaten law and order, the Prime Minister, by resolution of the Council of Ministers, is empowered to issue

orders or take steps accordingly. Such orders or steps shall be considered legal.”
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He ruled the country with martial law for five years and then died. His successor Field
Marshall Thanom Kittikachorn became Prime Minister and stayed in the position for
almost a decade (Thak 2007: 9). In 1971, the Thanom government staged a coup and
terminated the 1968 Constitution. Even though a new Constitution was drafted in 1972,
it still gave Prime Minister Thanom Kittikachorn and the army extensive power which
led to public protests.

This section examines Thailand’s experiences in transforming political conflicts
into peace through three critical events in Thai political history: the 1973 student
uprisings, the 6 October 1976 massacre, and Black May 1992. It argues that before the
current political conflict began in 2005, conflict resolution methods used in Thailand’s
past political conflicts relied mainly on two major mechanisms depending on the
political contexts and socioeconomic situations surrounding the particular conflicts.
First, when the political conflicts occurred as conflicts among the elite groups, laws and
regulations were enacted by the winning groups to get rid of or exclude their opponents.
Second, when the political conflicts were expanded and drew in the involvement of
ordinary people, the main conflict resolution tool was the reform of political institutions

and socioeconomic structures, especially through the drafting of a new constitution.

3.1.1 The 1973 student uprisings

Before the end of the Thanom regime, economic development resulted in the
expansion of education and student numbers at university level increased rapidly.
Thereafter, student-led demonstrations took place at Thammasat University and the

Democracy Monument in October 1973. Approximately 500,000 protesters gathered to
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demand a new Constitution and the release of student protesters who had been arrested
by the government!? (Pasuk and Baker 2008: 193-194).

Largely due to external pressure flowing on from the Vietnam War, the politics
of Thailand in the 1970s became very tense (Kitti 2007: 874). The military government,
with the support of the US, stepped up its control over the country’s politics while
intellectuals and socialist students strongly opposed the Junta (Morell and Chai-Anan
1988). The situation became a crisis when a student-led popular uprising overthrew the
corrupt and unpopular military government of Field Marshal Thanom Kittikachorn. A
coalition of workers, farmers, students, and members of the middle class began to
mobilize for democracy, clearly demonstrating the potential for political change at the
grassroots level. After three days of violence, King Bhumibol Adulyadej made a call to
end the violence. By October 14, the students had respected the King’s advice and began
to disperse. However, while a group of protesters was dispersing, government troops
blocked the way and opened fire on them (BBC News, 14 October 1973). Legitimacy
was withdrawn from the nation’s top military leaders, who were forced to go into exile,
after the use of violence on masses of Thai citizens in the streets of Bangkok led to 77
deaths and 857 injured (Morell and Chai-Anan 1988; Kovit 2010).

Without their authoritarian leaders, Thailand’s military returned to their
barracks, at least temporarily, permitting the expansion of a democratic space in which
human rights became more respected, the media received more freedom to criticize

politicians and governments, and political parties had the opportunity to form and play

10 1t should be noted here that although this event has been known as a student uprising because the
student movement certainly was a key to pressure the military government and led to the step-down of
the junta, there were several key factors that led to the success of the popular movement in 1973, including

the rivalry between armed forces and the active labour unions.
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an extensive role in Thai parliamentary politics (Morell and Chai-Anan 1988; and
Hewison 1997). The 1974 Amnesty Act for Students and Democratization Movement
Participants, the Act Repealing Revolutionary Order No. 36/1973, and a new
constitution-drafting initiative were implemented in order to restore the honor of and
provide compensation for those involved in the democratization movement (Charnvit
Kasetsiri 2000). However, the perpetrators have never been prosecuted. Besides, the
victims never received legal compensation until March 7", 2005 (Prachatai, 30 August
2016). Moreover, the 1973-76 period of civilian rule did not provide harmonious
politics and widespread public participation. Rather, it was a period of great political
conflict and competition among polarized people at the top of society who split into two

ideological camps—Ieft or progressive, and right or conservative.

3.1.2 The Massacre of 6 October 1976

After the 1973 student uprising, the 1974 Constitution was promulgated,
applying several new electoral rules, including a rule that made membership of a
political party a requirement for election to the House of Representatives. The duration
of this opening of political space (Girling 1981; Morell and Chai-Anan 1988; Hewison
1997) was short and ended on 6 October 1976 when protesting students who gathered
to oppose Field Marshal Thanom Kittikachorn’s return from exile, were killed or
imprisoned by the right-wing Village Scouts and the military. The inability of the
government to control the situation provided a perfect opportunity for the military to
step in again. Newspapers were shut down. Thousands of protesters were arrested on
that day, and 18 were later charged with serious crimes such as treason, and violations
of the Anti-Communist Act, and were detained for two years before being granted

amnesty in 1978 (see, for example, Anderson 1977; Puey 1977). This bloody restoration
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of authoritarianism not only brought the armed forces back into power, but also
illustrated the residual strength of conservative forces (McCargo 2002; Morell and
Chai-Anan 1988).

Many of the students fled to the “jungle” to join the Communist insurgents
(Anderson 1998). For about two years after the massacre, the state narrative presented
in public throughout the country was triumphalist, claiming that the communists were
defeated and the country was saved (Thongchai 2001: 4). The victims were held to
blame for the chaos and danger to the three pillars, the “Nation, Religion, and
Monarchy,” constructed by the right as the unified national identity of Thailand (2001:
4). Since then, both the threat of communism domestically and regionally, and general
communist phobia has gradually come to an end, while the civic and popular
movements, many of which have been driven by people from the 1970s generation,
have grown (2001: 4). Eventually, Prime Minister Prem Tinsulanonda'! promulgated
the Thai Prime Ministerial Order 66/23 Anti-communist Insurgency Policy. This policy
was intended to fight communist insurgents, not just communist policy (Chaiwat 2002:
31). The PM Order 66/23 authenticated the communist insurgents’ existence, and
strongly affirmed their significance as a threat to national security with the possibility
of their seizing state power (2002: 32). In this sense, PM Order 66/23 was intended as
a novel response to a new and dangerous situation. That is, instead of adhering to the
then existing law of the land against communism, the Thai state chose not to punish the

mistaken ones, but instead to embrace them as friends (2002: 33).

11 prem Tinsulanonda (born August 26, 1920, Songkla, Siam [Thailand]—present), was army general and
the 16™ prime minister of Thailand and served this position for three consecutive terms from March 3,

1980 to August 4, 1988 (Liow 2015: 314).
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In short, as it had mobilized several groups of Thai people (not only residents of
Bangkok, laborers, taxi drivers, and businessmen, but also ordinary villagers, farmers,
and provincial elites), political conflict during the 1973-1976 period indicated an
imperative task facing Thailand “to devise political systems that can balance
participation with stability, change with order” (Morell and Chai-Anan 1988: 4). Many
Thai scholars labeled the form of government in the period of General Kriangsak
Chamanan (prime minister, 1977-1980) and General Prem Tinsulanonda (prime
minister, 1980-1988) as a “half-a-page democracy”(prachathipataikhreungbai)
(Kobkua 2003) or “semi-democracy” (Case 1996; Chai-anan 1989; Neher 1987) which

is basically one form of a limited or guided democracy*2.

3.1.3 Black May 1992

Since 1976, Thailand had been led by military Prime Ministers until General
Chatichai Choonhavan?® gained the most popular votes in the general election and
became a civilian Prime Minister in 1988. During his term, General Chatichai focused
on economics and he was well recognized for his international policy “turn the

battlefield into a marketplace” (Chambers 2005; Pongphisoot 2017). However, his

12The major characteristic of the semi-democratic government of Thailand is that it is the form of
government in which the prime minister, regardless of whether he/she is a member of the House of
Representatives, is elected by a coalition of parties, and major ministries are given to retired military
figures, famous politicians, or high-level bureaucrats.

13 Chatichai Choonhavan (born April 25, 1922, Bangkok, Thailand—died May 6, 1998, London, England)
was the 17™ prime minister of Thailand between August 4, 1988 and February 23, 1991. His father, Field
Marshal Phin Choonhavan, was the Commander-in-Chief of the Royal Thai Army from 1948 to 1954 and
was a leader of several coups against the government, most notably the 1947 coup (see, for example,

Liow 2015: 119 and Mydan 1998, for more information about his roles in Thai politics).
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administration was notorious for massive corruption and he was unable to solve
legislative gridlock (Mydans 1998). Also, he could not balance the interests of the
military, the bureaucracy, and the National Assembly leading to the conflict between
him and the army (1998).

The event that eventually led to Black May 1992 was the military coup on
February 23, 1991 when the National Peace Keeping Council (NPKC), led by General
Sundhorn Kongsompong, the Supreme Commander of the Royal Thai Armed Forces,
took over the administration of the country. Instead of retaining power, as had happened
in military interventions in the past, the NPKC promulgated a provisional constitution
and, after a brief period, paved the way for a civilian interim government headed by
Anand Panyarachun,* a bureaucrat turned businessman. The majority of the new
cabinet was composed of well-respected, experienced technocrats who were known for
their liberal thinking and belief in democracy (Christensen 1991). The interim
government was entrusted with administering the country until a new constitution was
promulgated and a general election scheduled for early 1992. After the general election
in March 1992, five political parties (Rassadorn, Samakkee Dhamma, Social Action,
Thai Citizen, and Chart Thai) designated General Suchinda Kraprayun, a leading
member of the NPKC who promised that he would not seek political power after the

election, as the prime minister (Callahan 1998: 120). Suchinda’s appointment as prime

14 Anand Panyarachun (born August 9, 1932, Bangkok, Siam [Thailand]—present), was the 18" prime
minister of Thailand and served this position twice, once between 1991 and 1992 and again during the
latter half of 1992. His Government initiated reforms in several key sectors of the Thai economy, including
tax and trade regimes, industrial restructuring, environmental management, educational and health
services. In 1996, Anand was elected as a member of the Constitution Drafting Assembly and was
appointed Chairman of the Drafting Committee (for more information about his roles in Thai politics, see

Liow 2015: 73).
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minister accompanied by the appointment to his cabinet of almost the same corrupt
politicians who were ousted in the 1991 coup resulted in massive demonstrations in
Bangkok and other cities in May 1992 (Kitti 2007). According to eyewitness reports
of action near the Democracy Monument in Bangkok, soldiers may have killed seven
hundred and fifty protesters after only two days of protests (Callahan 1998).

Due to Suchinda’s use of violence against the demonstrators, many pro-
democracy campaigners died in the uprising. “Black May” became a common name for
the 17-20 May 1992 bloody confrontation between the unarmed pro-democracy
demonstrators and the NPKC, backed by tanks and modern munitions. In response to
negative sentiments against the armed forces being used as political instruments, the
military, since the end of the Black May event, decided to withdraw and disengage itself
from active politics (Kobkua 2003: 18).

According to the official report, 52 people were confirmed dead, hundreds were
injured, over 3,500 were arrested and many had been tortured in a military crackdown.
Besides, many protesters remain missing to this day. Asia Watch and Physicians for
Human Rights reported on the official autopsy on the Conditions of Deaths during the
Events of May 17-20 that gunshot wounds caused all deaths 18 of them were shot in the
head and neck. Also, there were no injuries caused using tear gas, rubber bullets or other
non-lethal forms of crowd control weapons (The Nation, 20 May 2015).

The mechanisms used in order to resolve the conflict during and after the Black
May events were both direct and indirect. Direct mechanisms included royal
intervention, constitutional amendment, and amnesty act promulgation.

(1) Royal intervention

Early on the morning of 20 May, Princess Sirindhorn addressed the nation on

television, calling for a stop to the state of chaos. Her request was rebroadcast
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throughout the day. In the evening, her brother, Crown Prince Vajiralongkorn’s similar
public request was broadcast. Then at 9:30 p.m., a television broadcast of King
Bhumibol Adulyadej, Suchinda, and Chamlong Srimoung®® was shown, in which the
King demanded that the two parties alienated by conflict put an end to their
confrontation and work together through a parliamentary process. Following the
broadcast, Suchinda released Chamlong and announced an amnesty for the protesters.
He also agreed to support an amendment to the constitution requiring the prime minister
to be elected from amongst the members of the House of Representatives. Chamlong
asked the demonstrators to disperse, which they did. On 24 May 1992, Suchinda
eventually resigned as prime minister.

(2) Constitutional Amendment

Since one of the critical problems that led to the Black May events was popular
disagreement with Suchinda’s appointment as prime minister, because he had not run
in an election, the amendment of the 1992 Constitution was initiated in order to stipulate
that the prime minister must be a member of the House of Representatives. However,
the process of the constitutional amendment was not completely smooth because the
Senate, which comprised of 270 appointed-members and most of whom are active
senior military officers, has a power of scrutinizing the bills, which definitely include
the proposal aiming to amend the constitution, from the House of Representatives (Surin

1993: 342). After the months-long battle over the constitution between the pro-

15 Chamlong Srimoung was a former army general who formed and was a leader of the “Young Turks”
military clique during the 1970s, aiming to espouse an ideology of incorruptible leadership and anti-leftism.
He also is a Thai activist and former politician. In 1988, he founded and led the Palang Dharma Party and
served for six years as governor of Bangkok. As an activist, he led the anti-military uprising of May 1992,
and became a prominent member of the People's Alliance for Democracy, a group strongly opposed to

former prime minister Thaksin Shinawatra (Liow 2015: 116).
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democratic House of Representatives members and the solidly-backing-the-military
appointed Senators, the constitutional amendments to disallow the non-elected person
to take over the premiership was in active on September 11, 1992 or two days before
the 1992 general election was held.

(3) Amnesty Act Promulgation

As a response to previous political crises, the Amnesty to Democratization
Movement Participants Act was enacted in order to restore the honor of and provide
compensation to people involved in the May 17-21, 1992 democratization movement.
It should be noted here that this is an unusual amnesty decree because there had been
general amnesties before, but they were usually presented as legislative bills and passed
by the National Assembly. This amnesty decree was issued during an alleged national
emergency; an executive decree is sanctioned under Article 172 of the 1992’s
Constitution if the security situation warrants. Thus Paragraph 1 provides: If it is
necessary to uphold the security of the country and protect the public or to maintain the
country's economic stability, or to alleviate the effect of public disasters, His Majesty
the King will sign a royal decree that has the same legality as an act of Parliament;
Paragraph 2: The signing of a royal decree, as set out in Paragraph 1, can be carried out
when the Cabinet considers there is an emergency which warrants the urgent issuing of
a decree, and when there is no alterative possibility. Thus, an executive decree needs
approval of the full Cabinet before it can be signed by the King and formally
promulgated.

In addition to these direct reconciliation mechanisms, an atmosphere of
reconciliation (such as the appointment of a trusted leader) was also established and
utilized as an indirect conflict resolution tool. After Suchinda resigned, the nation once

again turned to Anand Panyarachun, who was appointed as interim prime minister until
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the new elections in September 1992. This appointment helped ameliorate the
atmosphere of conflict because Anand Panyarachun enjoyed the confidence of many
Thai citizens. Secondly, and more importantly, the Black May events of 1992
contributed to the realization within government that calls from civil advocacy
organizations to introduce genuine political reform could no longer be ignored
(Arghiros 2001: 235). The pressure and desire for a new constitution was felt and
expressed at every level of Thai society, resulting in the eventual promulgation of a new
constitution in 1997, which was said to be different both in content and in the way it
was drafted. It was drafted with the specific aim of political reform and, unlike previous
constitutions, after widespread consultation with the Thai people.

Almost all the reports of every committee of investigation, except for those of
the Defense Ministry, shared some facts in common viz that the government had used
excessive force against the civilian protestors, which caused massive deaths, injuries,
and specially disappearances (the numbers of missing persons from each report are
inconsistent: The Government Committee reported 115 missing, the Interior Ministry
reported 207 missing, and the Hotline Center reported 288 missing) (Human Rights
Watch 1993). The Government Commission’s report was considered less critical of the
military than those of the House Committee and the Commission chair Sophon
Rattanakorn told media reporters on July 2", 1992 that the use of force against the
protestors had been “procedurally correct” and General Suchinda as prime minister had
never issued any specific orders to kill the demonstrators (Freedom House 1992).
Moreover, on August 3, 1992, Prime Minister Anand told the Far Eastern Economic
Review regarding the responsibility of the commanders, that, according to the Defense
Ministry fact-finding report, the commanders were acting in accordance with due

procedures and what they did was not illegal. Therefore, there was no legal basis to put
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them on trial. Although decades have passed since the Bloody May massacre, many
questions remain unanswered, including the final death toll and the fate of the

disappeared.

3.2 The Root Causes of the Current Political Conflicts
in Thailand

The political crisis in Thailand since late 2005 until the present is considered as
an ongoing and unsolvable problem. Political instability in Thailand accrued during
Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra and his Thai Rak Thai Party’s (TRT) regime. The
entry to power of Thaksin and the TRT created a major change in the politics of
Thailand. Since it was the time Thailand needs “a hero” to lead the country to move
forward after almost half a decade under the financial crisis. At that time, Thaksin, due
to his image as a successful businessman, was the first choice for big domestic business
to represent its interests (Hewison 2006: 99) while the new strategy he applied in the
establishment of his Thai Rak Thai party and the 2001 electoral campaign especially by
addressing “policies that promised rapid economic recovery, targeting the poor, and
made social welfare a significant of its platform” (Hewison 2006: 101). Moreover, the
TRT’s policy is different from the policies of other Thai political parties. Unlike
governments in the past, especially those that relied on the suggestions and
recommendations proposed by the bureaucracy and technocrats in initiating public
policies, the ruling TRT prepared its own public policies obtained from conducting
research and workshops with ordinary citizens, activists, and experts for many years
(Hewison 2010: 122-123; Pasuk and Baker 2009: 80-82).

Originally, Thaksin set his party’s ultimate goals as a political reformer, aiming

to resolve the nation’s problems that had arisen from the 1997 economic crisis (Pasuk
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and Baker 2004: 78-9). However, to achieve such a purpose, his party needed to win
the House of Representatives election with a majority vote. The TRT’s policy strategy
was then broadened to capture a variety of groups of voters by introducing a wide range
of welfare-oriented policies in order to respond to the basic needs of the people, in
particular the poor in urban and rural areas (Brown and Hewison 2005: 359; Kengkij
and Hewison 2009: 454-458; Pasuk and Baker 2009: 80-82). Some scholars have
claimed that the TRT’s policies were initiated in order to tackle the inequality between
the urban middle-class and the rural poor® by reducing the income gap between these
groups and making it easier for the poor to access social welfare services (Patana 2010:
13; Prapart 2010: 46-47). Others have argued that the TRT’s policies were designed to
attract the majority of rural voters. These policies have allowed Thaksin and his TRT to
gain high levels of popularity. Only the big capitalists, especially those who have a close
relationship to Thaksin, benefited from the TRT policies, while others gained small
benefits from a good investment atmosphere, which occurred because the poor had a
better life than in the past and had little reason to unite for protests or demonstrations
(Anek 2006; Pasuk and Baker 2002: 9).

Unlike various public policies advertised by other political parties in the past,
almost all of the TRT’s policies that they had promised the voters prior to being elected
were brought into practice. Soon after Thaksin and his party came to power, for
example, the TRT’s three major policies, including agrarian debt suspension, the setting

up of a village fund, and a 30 Baht health scheme were immediately implemented

16 In the Thai context, the key differences between these two groups of citizens are that the urban middle-
class are those who largely work in the corporate sector, have a good education, and are more linked to
the world market, while the rural poor are those who mainly work in the agricultural sector, have limited

education, and are less linked to the global economy.
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(Pasuk and Baker 2004: 93). Since then various economic and social policies, such as
low-cost housing, One-Tumbon*’-One-Product (OTOP) scheme, scholarships for poor
students, and so forth, were implemented. Whether these policies were effective or
successful in terms of policy implementation, delivering what the political party had
promised to the voters was something that never happened in Thai politics before and
considerably helped to boost Thaksin and his TRT’s popularity (Hewison 2010: 122).
However, the high popularity of Thaksin and his TRT saw a range of welfare-oriented
programs introduced by his government recognized as “populist policies” by the
opposition which then became a controversial issue between his supporters and his
opponents and eventually one of the critical root-causes of the current political conflict.

The strength of Thaksin and his TRT’s populist policies was, as Pasuk and Baker
(2002: 11-12) indicated, the opportunity for Thai voters to choose the public policies
they preferred through elections. However, because the implementation of these
policies required a large amount of finance, one of the major concerns raised by many
political scientists and economists was that they could cause fiscal and financial crises.
Ammar Siamwalla, one of Thailand’s most prominent economists, for example, stated
that the ... Thaksin government’s populist policies were economic policies that created
an artificial demand; the government spent a large amount of budget with no productive
(result) and did not encourage people to save money; in the long run, this kind of policy
will increase the public debt and lead to a large amount of the budget deficit...”
(Anchalee 2002: 13). “The destabilizing effects of Thaksin’s project have aroused

extensive opposition, from the old elite—the Palace, bureaucracy and military top

17 Tambon or sub district is the third administrative subdivision level formed below district (amphoe) and

province (changwat).
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brass—to Southern separatists, urban middle classes, organized labour and grass-roots
groups, as well as from disgruntled former cronies such as Sondhi” (Kasian 2006: 10).

Moreover, the landslide victory!® of Thaksin and his TRT in the 2005 election,
the second election after the 1997 constitutional reform, led to many concerns about the
development of democracy in Thailand, particularly developments that may produce a
“single party” form of government in which one large party gets a majority and lets
other medium or small parties have seats in the cabinet but with a little bargaining
power. This pattern has long occurred in other Asian democracies such as Singapore
and Malaysia®® rather than a liberal democracy, in which a contested election is one of
the most important features. Throughout the periods of Thaksin’s government, the roles
of Thaksin as a prime minister and of his administration were hugely criticized on many
issues including corruption, conflict of interest, strongman rule, and single-party
dominance.

A time of political unrest soon followed, sparked by the selling of Prime
Minister Thaksin’s family telecommunication shares to Temasek, a Singaporean
investor for about 70,000 million Baht ($2,000 million) without paying any taxes.
During April and May, 2006, the opposition formed the “People’s Alliance for
Democracy” or (PAD) to protest against Thaksin’s administration. The PAD movement
grew very fast because of the wide use of mass media such as newspapers, websites,
and satellite TV to communicate among protesters. In February 2006, thousands from

the anti-Thaksin groups assembled to protest and the situation ended with the

18The TRT gained 377 of 500 seats in the 2005 House of Representatives election.

19In Malaysia, the— United Malays National Organization or UMNO —which until 2018 had been elected to
govern the country since its independence from the United Kingdom in 1957, while Singapore’s political
system can be categorized into a multiple-party system with single-party domination (i.e. People's Action

Party, PAP) since its independent from the Malaysian Federation in 1965.
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government’s dissolution (Nelson 2010). Then Thaksin called for a snap election, but
this was boycotted by the opposition party, the Democratic Party because they argued
that the parliamentary dissolution and the election were not fair. This situation was
deemed a constitutional crisis and led to a political vacuum. Military leaders staged a
bloodless coup in September 19", 2006 while Prime Minister Thaksin was at the UN
General Assembly. The military seized the government and appointed a new cabinet
and the National Assembly. Thaksin’s party: the TRT was dissolved by the
Constitutional Court’s decision and he was banned from politics for five years.

Many studies have been conducted in order to understand and explain the root
causes of the current political conflicts in Thailand (Bjarnegard and Tgnnesson 2015;
King Prajadhipok’s Institute 2012; Truth for Reconciliation Commission of Thailand
2012). Among those studies, the explanations presented in the Report of the Truth for
Reconciliation Commission of Thailand (TRCT) and the King Prajadhipok’s Institute
Study (KPI) have made these the two most popular documents most often mentioned
and referred to. According to the TRCT’s report (2012), the root cause of the current
political conflicts is deep-rooted in the economic, social, class, and political structure
of the country. When the conflict re-appeared in 2005, it gave rise to two clearly
opposing groups, who promoted clearly different ideas and ideologies in the struggle
for power. This struggle eventually became violent due to the inequality of the
socioeconomic structures, differences between social classes, political intervention by
the military through coup d’etats, the use of media channels to expand the conflict, and
weak democratic and judicial mechanisms; especially the criticism that state
mechanisms did not adhere to the rule of law.

Similar to the TRCT, the KPI Report (2012) focuses its analysis of the root

causes of Thailand’s current political conflicts by looking at the situation that developed
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following the 2001 election and peaked in late 2005. Not too much different to the
TRCT’s explanations, the KPI report concludes that the root causes of the current
political conflicts lie in the existence, in Thai society, of contending views on the values
and key elements of democracy, with regard to power and resource allocation. The first
view emphasizes the electoral process with the executive deriving its legitimacy from
“majority rule” as the key and the most fundamental element of democracy which must
be recognized and realized in the Thai political system. The opposing view considers
that the “morality and ethical behavior” of the executive bodies are more important than
their representativeness. Each view is held by a variety of groups for different reasons,
from conviction to personal interest. In the context of a society characterized by strong
socioeconomic inequality, the conflict between opposing views on democracy has
increased in intensity and scope, occupying the social and psychological domains. Each
major party in the conflict considers that the use of power by the other one is
illegitimate. For instance, the intervention of the executive branch (especially by the
government) in the work of the public scrutiny bodies (e.g., the Election Commission,
the Anti-Corruption Commission, the Constitutional Court) or the use of coup d’état are
all seen as illegitimate. The conflict has invaded all sectors of society, as a result of

grassroots mobilization and biased media on both sides.

3.3 Conclusion

The outline of the Thai political chronology up to the period where this
dissertation began its interpretation shows that conflict resolution mechanisms used in
Thailand’s past political conflicts relied mainly on the use of laws and regulations. The
review of previous literature also reveals that the causes and effects of the current

political conflict are a combination of a conflict deep-rooted in the economic, social,
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class, and political structure of the country and the existence of contested views on the
values and key elements of democracy, with regard to power and resource allocation in
Thai society. These deep rooted causes mean that the conflict is barely resolved and

thus still exists until the present.
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CHAPTER 4 The Definitions and Utilizations of
Reconciliation in the Thai Language and
Context

In order to understand how the term reconciliation in the Thai language has been
interpreted, explained, and applied by the Thai governments, leaders of the conflicting
groups, and the people over time, this chapter divides its examination into three parts.
In the first part, the definitions of reconciliation in the Thai language and context are
outlined, examining how the word reconciliation is perceived and being heard by the
Thai citizens before this country enters into the political conflict which began to erupt
in 2005. In the second and third parts, the focus then shifts to the assessments of how
the term reconciliation has been defined and utilized by the Thai governments, the elites
of every side of conflict, and the people during the past decades to ascertain the causes

of their unsuccessful in maintaining peace through conducting a reconciliation process.

4.1 Reconciliation and the Thai Citizens before 2005

Before Thailand entered into the political conflict which began to erupt in 2005,

the word “dsesnes [prong-dong]” (reconciliation), was often heard by Thais, and was

derived from the royal speech of His Majesty King Rama 9. However, the exact

definition of reconciliation that H.M. the king had used tends to mean “awiafiilsesnes [Sa-

mak-kee-prong-dong],” which matches the English word “harmony” rather than
“reconciliation.” With reference to his majesty the king’s royal guidance to
demonstrators regarding the popular uprising on 14 October 1973, he stated the

following: “Those who are older, they have experience. Young people have a body and
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brain power. If older and younger people harmonize®® and work in unison, the country
and politics will go well.”?! Further, on other occasions, such as the royal speech made
to the ceremonial guard parade on 3 December 1979 at Dusit Palace Royal Grounds,

the king stated that “Thai forefathers were fighters who were harmonized and united®

no matter what they did; as a result, our country has had the sovereignty and prosperity
until today.”?® Another example is the royal speech given to the Thai people on the 1989
New Year’s Day, stating that “harmony?* and generosity have been important traits of
the Thai people to help the country remain independent and prosperous from the past to
the present.”?

In addition, a part of the royal guidance on the graduation ceremony of

Chulalongkorn University on 13 July 1990 the King remarked that “everyone should be

aware that every problem can be solved. If a person cannot solve a problem, more

persons should collaborate in harmony?® so that such a problem will not be an obstacle
to the success of work.”?” Additionally, the royal speech addressed to groups of persons
on the occasion of H.M. the King’s birthday on 4 December 1993 mentioned that

“harmony or reconciliation?® does not mean that if one person says one thing, others

have to say the same thing; otherwise, life will mean nothing. There must be differences

20 Emphasized by the author

21 http://lwww.manager.co.th/mwebboard/listComment.aspx?QNumber=197374&Mbrowse=9
22 Emphasized by the author

23 http://www.polyboon.com/stories/story000073.html

24 Emphasized by the author

25 http://www.polyboon.com/stories/story000073.html

26 Emphasized by the author

27 http://www.polyboon.com/stories/story000073.html

28 Emphasized by the author
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among people. Even though sometimes there are different thoughts in their work,
eventually they should work together in harmony.”%°

According to this definition, the word “isesss [prong-dong]” (reconciliation)

that was used and understood in Thai society before 2005 matches the meaning defined

in Royal Institute Dictionary as “esuwen [0m-chom] szfilszuen [pra-nee-pra-nom] seuru
[yom-kan] liunwssiu [mai-kaeng-yaeng-kan] anassugrsanmlnanas [tok-long-kan-duay-
kwam-klai-klia] anasiudaeluaisa [tok-long-kan-duay-mai-tree-chit],” which is like many
words in English in verb form, such as to harmonize, to be in harmony ,to be reconciled,
to compromise, to compound differences. In addition, since the late 1980s, when
conflicts between the government sector, private sector, and civil society were
progressing due to the Thai Government’s guidelines for economic development
through the creation and implementation of mega projects that have had effects on
society and the environment at large, the concepts of conflict resolution and conflict
management have been addressed and adopted by many social science scholars in

Thailand. According to these concepts, the word “#ud3s [santi-witee]” (peaceful means)
is used mostly as an instrument to deal with conflicts, while the words “du@annz [santi-
sapawa]” and “dudgv [santi-suk]” (peace) are mentioned as the goal of conflict
management.®® The word “isesnss (prong-dong),” which corresponds to the English

word “reconciliation,” has been rarely used. When it is used, it seems to fit the English

word “harmony” rather than “reconciliation.”3!

29 http://km.rdpb.go.th/Knowledge/View/68
30 See, for example, Rungtham Sujithammarak (2002: Unit 1).

31 See, for example, Chaiyan Ratchakul (2002: Unit 2).
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However, since the military coup of September 19, 2006, led by General Sonthi
Boonyaratglin which organized the Council for Democratic Reform (CDR), following
a year-long political crisis involving Thaksin, his allies, and political opponents, the
term reconciliation has been mentioned and applied to solving the political conflict
more often and with a more specific meaning than in the past. According to this study’s
literature survey, reconciliation has been used and defined in the laws and policies
implemented by several Thai governments and academic reports, aiming to understand
the causes of the conflicts and to recommend appropriate solutions, with at least three
meanings.

The first meaning of reconciliation is in accordance with the romantic view of
Thai society as an amicable society, in which the Thai people live together in harmony
and peacefully. The solution for the current political conflict, according to this view of
reconciliation, pays attention to the application of the principles and ideas that have
already existed and been acknowledged by the people in the Thai culture, such as the
principles of Buddhism.

Adopted by Thai scholars and activists in the peace studies field, the second
meaning of reconciliation refers to the knowledge about conflict management and
conflict resolution disseminated in Thailand before the current political conflict
occurred in 2006. Reconciliation, according to this perspective, is the goal of conflict
resolution methods such as negotiation, mediation, and dialogue.

The third definition of reconciliation applied in Thailand is the one that
specifically refers to the process that has been used in several countries in order to build
peace. In this regard, reconciliation is not only a goal, but a means to bringing peace to
the society through the process of dealing with the search for truth, social justice,

sympathy and forgiveness, and accommodation between conflicting groups or people.
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4.2 Reconciliation as Conflict Resolution and
Management Methods

The first category of the meaning and understanding of reconciliation existed in
most of the policy statements of the Council of Ministers delivered by the Thai
governments to the Parliament after the military coup on September 19" 2006. For
example, the government of General Surayud Chulanont indicated in the policy
statement delivered to the National Legislative Assembly on November 3', 2006 the

following:

“The Government is intent on building a strong society on the basis
of virtue, a society in which all people live in peace and harmony, on the
basis of the following policies:

Promote compassion and understanding, unity and reconciliation
among the country’s people so that they cooperate in the revitalization and
rehabilitation of the nation on all fronts. In doing so, the Government shall
draw lessons from past conflicts and failures to prevent and resolve such
problems to foster understanding among the people. The Government shall
also create a process for the resolution of problems, putting a premium on
national harmony, while promoting the dissemination of examples of good
cooperation that brings happiness to all segments of the Thai
community. Formulate a social reform plan for shared happiness
and national harmony on the basis of virtue. The Government is to draw up

this plan together with the people, business, civil society, academia, media
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and religious institutions so as to build a caring, virtuous and democratic

society, one in which the local community and civil society are strong.32 ”

According to this statement, the term reconciliation, applied and announced by
the government of General Surayud in order to solve Thailand’s political conflict, which
the CDR claimed as one of the main reasons for having a coup, was the same word as
that used by the government of Thaksin when the National Reconciliation Commission
(NRC) was established on March 28", 2005 in order to solve the conflict in the deep
southern provinces.® This term was used by both governments with the same meaning
as the word “solidarity” in English. For the government of General Surayud,
reconciliation is the desired condition for the Thai people to live together. In other
words, reconciliation is the ultimate goal that the government aims to achieve. In order
to accomplish such a goal, the government of General Surayud applied conflict-
resolution approaches and mechanisms proposed by scholars and activists in the field
of peace studies. These approaches and mechanisms, as already discussed were similar
to those that had been previously used in Thailand for solving conflicts, especially
between state agencies and involving groups or individuals in the public policy process.

The conflict resolution approaches and mechanisms applied by the government
of General Surayud can be divided into two major methods. The first method was a
public forum hosted and organized by the Ministry of Social Development and Human
Security. The major goal of this public forum set up by the government was the creation

of the so-called solidarity or conflict-resolution networks among ordinary people at the

32 Policy Statement of the Council of Ministers Delivered by General Surayud Chulanont, Prime Minister
of the Kingdom of Thailand to the National Legislative Assembly on Friday, 3 November 2006, pp. 14-15

33 See, Prime Minister's Order, 28 March 2005.
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provincial level. The government of General Surayud expected that these networks
could help to educate people about the political conflict and encourage them to work in
cooperation in constructing unity and solidarity among the people in the nation
(Manager Online, 9 March 2008). The second method focused on solving the conflicts
between political leaders. In this regard, the government of General Surayud appointed
General Chavalit Yongchaiyudh, a former premier and the former deputy prime
minister under the Thaksin government, as the government’s president of the advisory
team on national security and reconciliation (Bangkok Post, 1 October 2006, p.4) The
government also supported the role of General Chavalit, who declared himself to
represent a chain linking politicians and conflicting groups together, in coordinating
backdoor negotiations or dialogues between the interim government and former prime
minister Thaksin, who had been in exile since the 2006 military coup (Manager Online,
20 January 2008).

However, the government of General Surayud failed to make the conflicting
groups, especially the PAD leaders, accept these conflict-resolution approaches and
mechanisms. The words “reconciliation” and “solidarity” were perceived and
interpreted by the opposition to the government as representing a compromised process
among political leaders, who wished to protect only their own interests. The real
ultimate goal of the conflict-resolution approaches and mechanisms used by the
government of General Surayud was to turn back time by asking the conflicting groups
to forget everything, as if nothing had happened to Thai politics during the past decades.
For the PAD leaders, this way of solving the political conflict was no different from
what the previous interim governments established by the military coup did in the past,
especially though the enactment of the amnesty law regarding the actions of all involved

persons with no conditions (Suravich Weerawan, 2007). It was not a method that could
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solve any conflict problems; rather, the conflict only became compounded or was swept
under the carpet.

After the 2007 Constitution was promulgated and the victory of the People
Power Party (PPP), the TRT’s proxy party, in the House of Representatives election on
December 23", 2007, the word reconciliation was again mentioned in the policy
statement delivered by Prime Minister Samak Sundaravej to the Parliament. The key

sentences stated the following:

“Over the next four years, the Government will look after both short
and long-term problems, and is committed to the administration of the
country under two main principles, which the Government is confident will
contribute to the sustainability of the Thai economy and society, as well as
establish confidence among Thai and foreign investors and the
international community.

First is the fostering of reconciliation among all Thais, who will
have to work together in guiding the country through various crises and
building a secure foundation for the country’s future. This fostering of
reconciliation includes the important matter of resolving and healing the
problems in the three southern border provinces, leading towards peaceful
coexistence and harmony among the local people, and developing the
economic potential of the country’s South so that it becomes a significant

national economic base...”

According to the policy statement of the government of Samak, the term

reconciliation had been used with almost the same meaning as that used by the

61



government of Surayud (i.e. solidarity). However, the implementation of this policy
under the supervision of the government of Samak, in practice, was not the continued
process of the reconciliation policy initiated during the period of Surayud’s government.
Rather, the first task of the government of Samak, in order to achieve its goal in fostering
reconciliation among Thai citizens, was to propose a bill aiming to revise the 2007
Constitution. The government and the PPP leaders claimed that this process of
constitutional amendment, because it provided a platform for all Thai citizens to work
together in recommending a desired political structure for the country’s future, would
be a critical means for making the dream of reconciliation in Thai society come true
(The Nation, 22 March 2008, p. 1A).

In contrast, for the PAD, the real purpose behind this attempt to revise the 2007
Constitution was no other than the reversal of the ban imposed on the executives of the
disbanded TRT and the opportunity to acquit self-exiled Thaksin (Bangkok Post, 25
March 2008, p. 10). This disagreement and the heated debate regarding the
constitutional amendment led to the reunion of the PAD to protest against the PPP-led
government’s proposal. The PAD protesters then extended their goal to topple the two
governments led by Thaksin’s proxy parties. The first government was that of Prime
Minister Samak. The other was the government of Somchai Wongsawat, Thaksin’s
brother-in-law, who became prime minister after the PPP was dissolved following the
decision made by the Constitutional Court and the Pheu Thai Party (PT). The second
generation of Thaksin’s proxy party was then immediately established. With the strong
support of the military, small and medium parties (including the group of House of
Representatives members that decided to defect from the PT to establish their own

party; i.e. the Phumjai Thai Party: PTP), the leader of the Democrat Party: Abhisit

62



Vejjajiva, was elected by the House of Representatives to be prime minister and to form

a new government (The Guardian, 14 April 2009).

4.3 Reconciliation by Applying the Concept of
Transitional Justice

In the policy statement delivered by Prime Minister Abhisit to the parliament on
December 30", 2008, the usage of the word reconciliation, on the one hand, was similar
to the use made of the term by the government in the policy statements of Surayud,
Samak, and Somchai and appeared as one of the priorities and ultimate goals that the
government aimed to achieve. On the other hand, the government of Abhisit added some
new ideas (words) necessary for the implementation of the reconciliation policy. As the
government stated, they would “...[p]Jromptly promote harmony and reconciliation
among people in the nation by using peaceful means, listening to opinions from all sides
and avoiding any use of violence as means of resolving national problems in all
circumstances; restore social order and enforce law on the basis of equality and justice
to all sides; and support the participation of organizations established pursuant to the
Constitution in the process of reconciliation within the framework of each
organization’s mandate’34,

Nevertheless, when this policy statement was implemented, the election of
Abhisit as new prime minister was immediately rejected by the pro-Thaksin movement:
the Red Shirts. This rejection led to the two major protests launched by the Red Shirts

that occurred in April 2009 and April-May 2010 (Askew 2010). As a result of these two

events, many Red Shirt leaders were put in jail, and others went into exile, but emotions

34 Policy Statement of the Council of Ministers Delivered by Mr. Abhisit Vejjajiva, Prime Minister of the

Kingdom of Thailand to the National Legislative Assembly on Friday, 30 December 2008, p.4.
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were still strong and painful (Reuters, 4 April 2010). As a response to these political
conflicts, the government of Abhisit appointed five independent committees to work
towards establishing reconciliation and to achieve political reform.®® Among these
committees, the Truth for Reconciliation Commission of Thailand (TRCT), headed by
Professor Kanit Nanakorn and eight other suitably-qualified commissioners, played a
key role in: “[1] carrying out investigations and truth-seeking into the root causes of the
problems, conflict, and violent clashes that occurred; [2] creating mutual understanding
and determining solutions that would lead to the prevention of further violence and
damage; and [3] promoting enduring reconciliation in the nation” (Truth for
Reconciliation Commission of Thailand 2012: iii). According to these core missions of
the TRCT, the definition of reconciliation and international experience in conducting
the reconciliation process, based on such definitions used in several countries, or, as
this research calls it, the third category of reconciliation meanings, was first introduced
and adopted by the Thai government and its state agency as not only an end but also a
means of bringing about peace and reconciliation to the country.

In adopting this category of the reconciliation concept, the TRCT announced the
employment of the principles of transitional justice in its procedures and its intention to
modify those principles where necessary to suit Thailand’s unique situation through the
lessons learned from many countries that have experienced violent conflict, in which
the normal systems of justice were unable to be applied to solve their problems. More
specifically, the TRCT determined its strategy of operations consisting of four major

activities. The first activity was investigation and truth-seeking, which refers to

35 These committees or working groups include the National Reform Committee, National Reform
Assembly, Truth for Reconciliation Commission of Thailand (TRCT), Constitutional Reform Committee,

and Working Group for Reforming the Media.
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investigating the root causes of the conflict and violence that have occurred in the
country in recent years, as well as seeking the truth and facts about the violence that
occurred during April and May 2010. The second activity was related to the process of
restoration, rehabilitation, and violence prevention. This activity involved the creation
of understanding between the organizations, institutions, groups, and individuals that
were affected by violent incidents. It was also an activity that used restorative and social
justice in order to promote enduring national reconciliation in Thailand and the
prevention of further violence and loss. The third activity was to conduct research that
would clarify the root causes of the conflict in terms of the law, the political situation,
and the historical events that influenced the division and violence in recent times. The
final activity was drawing the lessons learned from the results found in the above three
activities in order to report to the public and to recommend to the government what
should be done for building reconciliation and preventing further violence (Truth for
Reconciliation Commission of Thailand 2012: 8).

However, when the TRCT had worked for less than a year, Prime Minister
Abhisit decided to dissolve the House of Representatives after amending sections 93-
98 and 190 of the 2007 Constitution according to the recommendations made by the
Constitutional Reform Committee and determined the date for holding the general
election as July 3, 2011. Contrary to what Prime Minister Abhisit and his supporters
expected, Yingluck Shinawatra, former Prime Minister Thaksin’s youngest sister, and
her PT, won the election by an absolute majority. Yingluck then became the first woman
prime minister ever in Thai history. In her policy statement delivered to the Parliament
on August 23, 2011, Prime Minister Yingluck announced that she would ensure that
the TRCT would continue to act independently and would receive full cooperation from

the government and all sides in carrying out verification and fact finding regarding cases
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of political violence, human rights violations, loss of life, physical and mental injury,
and damage to property (Truth for Reconciliation Commission of Thailand 2012: 5).
The government would, according to her, follow the TRCT’s recommendations to
provide remedies to persons regardless of their positions or political ideologies,
including ordinary people, protesters, government officers, and private sector
entrepreneurs who had been affected by the violence that took place in the later period
of the promulgation of the 1997 Constitution (Truth for Reconciliation Commission of
Thailand 2012: 4).

Alongside the reconciliation policies continued by the government of Yingluck,
the Ad Hoc Committee on National Reconciliation Building headed by General Sonthi
Boonyaratglin, the former leader of the CDR who became a member of the House of
Representatives after the 2011 election, was also established. This ad hoc committee
comprised all parties to the conflict, including politicians from the government and
opposition parties, Yellow and Red Shirt leaders, state officers involved in the conflict
events, and representatives from other related agencies. One of the key tasks that this
ad hoc committee intended to accomplish was to provide recommendations for
reconciling the country with the government. Those recommendations mainly included
the reconciliation process suggested by the research report conducted by King
Prajadhipok’s Institute, the national academic institution under the supervision of the
President of the National Assembly.

According to the research conducted by King Prajadhipok’s Institute, the term
reconciliation was defined according to the meaning used by the TRCT as “the
processes to rectify the past wrong and prevent further violence that may occur in the
future by constructing a peace-building process, stopping a violent circle, and

revitalizing democratic institutions” (King Prajadhipok’s Institute 2012: 18).
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The report also clarified this concern by making an observation in the case of
Thailand—that reconciliation is not an easy-implemented process (King Prajadhipok’s
Institute 2012: 27). The implementation of a reconciliation policy in Thailand seems to
be impossible without having an atmosphere of peace building and specifically, trust
building, both in terms of institutional trust and trust among individuals (King
Prajadhipok’s Institute 2012: 27-29). In this regard, the government and all of the people
involved in the reconciliation process have to recognize that this process requires
ongoing, and inclusive plans, procedures, and methods because it is related to many
complicated activities, such as the creation of the people’s attitude of forgiveness
instead of revenge, the management of a shared history and memory about the violent
events, and the restoration of confidence in the judicial process (King Prajadhipok’s
Institute 2012: 29-32).

Hence, in order to transform the conflict and build peace in this country, the
understanding of factors which could influence public opinion to support reconciliation
ideas and implementations is required. This dissertation attempts to meet this
requirement by developing a public opinion survey and quantitative analysis to explore
Thai citizens’ attitudes and perceptions about peace and conflict transformation, and the
key factors, in their opinion, for bringing about reconciliation across the nation. The

next chapter will discuss the research methodology and design in more detail.

67



CHAPTER 5 Data and Methods

Previous studies have illustrated the causes and results of the current Thai
political conflict. However, almost all of them relied on a qualitative method of
examination. Survey studies dealing with public perceptions of the conflict are still rare.
Moreover, almost all of them failed to pay much attention to public opinions regarding
the solutions which could transform the conflict and build peace in Thai society.
Therefore, this research uses a quantitative survey and analysis to explore Thai citizens’
attitudes and perceptions about peace and reconciliation, and the key factors, in their
opinion, for bringing about reconciliation across the nation. In this chapter, a brief
overview of the survey design will now follow, describing the questionnaire
development, sampling techniques, and data collection. In the final part of this chapter,
the dependent and independent variables of the study as well as the methods of data

analysis will be explained in more detail.

5.1 Survey Questionnaire

The survey questionnaire was divided into four parts. According to the review
of the literature discussed above, the most important root causes of the current political
conflict in Thailand are (1) the different views on democracy dividing the parties
alienated by conflict and (2) the socioeconomic gap between the urban middle-class and
the rural poor. The first part of the questionnaire asks the respondents about their
attitudes toward democracy, focusing on the democratic principles that are the
controversial issues between the parties alienated by conflict—elections, the rule of law,
political ethics, and (socioeconomic) equality. The second part of the questionnaire

focuses on the respondents’ opinions about the way to reconcile Thai society, asking



them to consider the importance of several key elements of the reconciliation process
drawn from the experiences of several countries around the world applied to the case of
Thailand. The third part of the questionnaire asks the respondents about their level of
trust in institutions and other people in the society. The final part of the questionnaire
deals with the respondents’ political identification (or more specifically, party

affiliation) and socioeconomic backgrounds (Table 5.1).

Table 5.1 Survey Questionnaire—Indexes, Measure, and Coding

Indicators Measure/ description Coding

1. Attitudes toward democracy
- Election Responses to survey question: Do 0 = strongly disagree
you strongly agree, agree, disagree, 1 = disagree
and strongly disagree with the 2 = agree
following statement- competitive and 3 = Strongly agree
periodic elections are a necessary
and indispensable element of
sustained efforts to the right of
everyone to take part in the
government of his or her country?
- Political ethics ~ Thailand needs an ethical leader, 0 = strongly disagree
regardless of how he or she getinto 1 = disagree
power, to take the country back from 2 =agree

the corrupted politicians? 3 = Strongly agree
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Indicators

Measure/ description

Coding

- Rule of law

- Socioeconomic

equality

2. Perceptions about conflict, reconciliation, and peace

When the country is facing a difficult
situation, it is ok for the government
to disregard the law in order to deal
with the situation?

Elections based on vote-buying by
offering money to legitimate voters is
a beneficial aspect of Thai people
because it is a matter of income

distribution to Thai people?

2.1 Attitudes toward conflict and conflict

transformation

Without regard to the other factors,
strictly conforming to the law will

make Thai society peaceful?

Sometimes, using violence (such as in
a military coup) to solve the conflict
problem is necessary because it is a
method that can rapidly solve the

problem?
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0 = strongly disagree
1 = disagree

2 = agree

3 = Strongly agree

0 = strongly disagree
1 = disagree

2 = agree

3 = Strongly agree

0 = strongly disagree
1 = disagree

2 = agree

3 = Strongly agree

0 = strongly disagree
1 = disagree

2 = agree

3 = Strongly agree



Indicators

Measure/ description

Coding

Conflicts can be resolved by talking

to each other?

We can decrease tension of conflict

by forgiving for each other?

If people do realize their faults, then

forgive them?

Responses to survey question: The
society has rules and regulations, so
people who commit illegal practice
deserve their punishment?

The best forgiveness is the

forgiveness with no conditions?
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0 = strongly disagree
1 = disagree

2 = agree

3 = Strongly agree

0 = strongly disagree
1 = disagree

2 = agree

3 = Strongly agree

0 = strongly disagree
1 = disagree

2 = agree

3 = Strongly agree

0 = strongly disagree
1 = disagree

2 = agree

3 = Strongly agree

0 = strongly disagree
1 = disagree

2 = agree

3 = Strongly agree



Indicators Measure/ description Coding

2.2 Opinions about the key elements of the reconciliation process

How important are the following 0-10:

elements for the reconciliation 0 =notat all
process in the case of Thailand’s important;
current political conflict? 10 = very much
a. The political will of the top important

political leaders that are committed to
peace and reconciliation

b. Strong civil society organizations
(CSOs) that advocate and support the
process

c. A societal atmosphere that
provides safe and trusted space for all
parties to work together toward a
possible solution

d. An inclusive dialogue process that
is acceptable to all stakeholders

e. A fair mechanism for truth-finding,
sincere apology, and forgiveness

f. Punishing those who have killed or

hurt others during political violence
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Indicators

Measure/ description

Coding

3. Trust

3.1 Trustin

institutions

3.2 Individual

Trust

Do you strongly trust, trust, don’t
trust, and not at all trust in the
following institutions-

a. The government

b. The parliament

c. The courts of justice

d. Political parties

Most people can be trusted?

0 = not at all trust
1 =don’t trust
2 = trust

3 = strongly trust

0 = strongly disagree
1 = disagree
2 = agree

3 = Strongly agree

4. Political identifications & Socioeconomic backgrounds

4.1 Political identifications

- Color

affiliation

If you had to choose one, which of

the following would most closely

describe your political opinion?

73

0 = no color / neutral
1=Red

2 = slightly leaning
Red

3 =slightly leaning
Yellow

4 = strongly Yellow



Indicators

Measure/ description

Coding

- Party

identification

How close do you usually think your

political opinions are to the following

parties?
a. Democrat Party

b. Pheu Thai Party

c. Chart Thai Pattana Party

d. Phumjaithai Party

e. Other parties (please identify)

4.2 Socioeconomic backgrounds

Gender

Age

Income

Employment

Respondent’s gender

Respondent’s age (computing from

the responses to the question: In what

year are you born?)

Respondent’s

average household’s

earn during the last 12 months

Are you current

self-employed,

working in a family business or an

outside employer?
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0-10:

0 = feel totally not
close to this party
10 = feel very much

close to this party

0 = female
1 =male
18 years old to the

highest

0 Baht to the highest

0 = not employed
1 = self-employed
2 =working in a
family business

3 = working for an

outside employer



Indicators Measure/ description Coding

4 = working in public
sector

Education Respondent’s educational level 0 = incomplete primary
school and lower
1 = complete primary
school
2 = complete
elementary school
3 = having some

university degree and

higher
Religion Respondent’s religion 0 = none
1 = Buddhist

2 = Roman Catholic

3 = Protestant

4 = |Islam

5=Hindu

6 = Others
Urban / rural Respondent’s area of living 0 = village/small town
resident (living outside a

municipality area)
1 =large

city/metropolitan
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Indicators Measure/ description Coding

(living ina

municipality area)

For use in the process of data collection, the questionnaire was translated into
Thai, with a signature and stamp certifying it is an accurate translation by the expert for

the Human Research Ethics Committee of the University of New England.

5.2 Sampling Method

This research used a nationally representative sample as a way to look at public
opinions of Thai citizens cross-nationally. The respondents for this survey were
obtained in a statistically representative national sample of a minimum 800 adults (18
years old and above). The baseline information and addresses were drawn from the
household information compiled by the Community Development Department,
Ministry of Interior, for the respondents in the northern, northeastern, central, and
southern regions. For the respondents in Bangkok, the baseline information and
addresses were from the District Offices of the Bangkok Metropolitan Administration.
The sample was allocated in Bangkok and 4 regions of Thailand by using a three-step

stratified sample selection. The stages include:

1. Stratified sampling for specifying the locations to be studied, which were

divided into 4 regions and Bangkok, in the total of 5 provinces as follows:

The Northern Region — data gathered from Chiang Mali,

The Northeastern Region — data gathered from Sakon Nakon,
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The Central Region — data gathered from Suphan Buri,
The Southern Region — data gathered from Songkla, and

Bangkok

2. Systematic random sampling of 4 legislative constituencies voting units from
the entire unit in Bangkok and systematic random sampling of 2 legislative
constituencies voting units in the urban area (in the area of the municipality) and 2
legislative constituencies’ voting units in the rural area (outside the area of the
municipality) from the entire unit in the other 4 provinces, which produces the following

distribution of constituencies by region (province):

Urban Rural
Northern Region (Chiang Mai) 2 2
Northeastern Region (Sakon Nakhon) 2 2
Central Region (Suphan Buri) 2 2
Southern Region (Songkhla) 2 2
Bangkok 4

3. Systematic random sampling of respondents from across 20 voting units
produces an N of 800 and the following distribution by region (province) compared to
the official numbers of Thai eligible voters in the constitutional referendum held on 7

August 2016:
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Northern Region (Chiang Mai)
Northeastern Region (Sakon Nakhon)
Central Region (Suphan Buri)
Southern Region (Songkhla)
Bangkok

Total

Numbers of Eligible
Voters*

8,100,809
17,009,430
14,063,805
6,828,332
4,483,075

50,485,451

Sample

128
270
223
108

71

800%

*Official data obtained from the Office of the Election Commission of Thailand (last updated in August,

2016 for the constitutional referendum held on 7 August 2016)

5.3 Sample Size and Error Margins

An indicator of data quality is the standard error of the estimate, on which the

margin for sampling error is based. As survey statistics are mostly proportions, the key

measure of data precision is the standard error of a proportion taken from a sample. It

is computed as follows:

36 |f selected respondents were unavailable, substitutes of the same gender and age were obtained from

names on either side of the chosen respondent on the voting list. This procedure yields an N of 800

respondents.
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Where Z, at 95% confidence level is 1.96; p is the sample proportion estimate
and n is the sample size. The overall sample size of 800 voting-age adults gives a
maximum error margin of + 3.46 % at the 95% confidence level, assuming a simple

random sampling design.

5.4 Field Survey

Data was gathered through face-to-face interviews. The researcher recruited one
local coordinator per region (province) to form a team of 8-10 experienced interviewers
per region (province) for the nationwide survey. The survey coordinators are respected
lecturers (political science/social science) from local universities in each surveyed area
(region/province), which included Rajabhat Institute Chiang Mai, Rajabhat Institute
Sakon Nakhon, Sukhothai Thammathirat Open University, and Prince of Songkhla
University. Each survey coordinator worked with an interviewer team consisting of a
small group of university students (around 8-10 per team) with previous experience of
survey interviewing. The process of data collection in each region/province began with
a preparatory meeting between the researcher, the survey coordinators, and the
interviewer teams. This meeting was held in order to allow the survey coordinators and
the interviewer teams to learn about the questionnaire and the interview process. In the
meeting the survey coordinators were instructed on how to supervise their field
interviewers and check the questionnaires before returning them to the researcher. The

researcher conducted the meeting with each regional team via Skype in the first week
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of July, 2017. Data collection then started in the second week of July, 2017 and finished
at the end of the second week of August, 2017. To produce completed questionnaires
for each of the selected respondents in each region, the researcher worked closely with
each team’s local coordinator, who randomly observed the work of each interview team

once per region. Finally, 800 questionnaires in total were completed.

5.5 Examination of Representativeness of the Sample
Set

Is the demographic structure of successful samples consistent with that of the
entire population? This section compares the percentages between the actual numbers
of Thai eligible voters and the samples on gender, age, education level, employment
and religion. Figures for the entire population come from the 2016 statistics from

Thailand’s National Statistical Office, Ministry of Digital Economy.

Percent
Domain Sub-domain Entire Sample
population
Gender Female 51.6 50.9
Male 48.4 49.1
Age 30 years old and lower 19.7 145
31-40 years old 20.7 22.1
41-50 years old 22.2 22.0
51-60 years old 19.1 22.9
More than 60 years old 18.3 18.5
Primary education and lower 48.5 30.6
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Percent

Domain Sub-domain Entire Sample
population

Level of Elementary education 34.0 48.4

Education*  Higher than elementary 175 21.0
education

Employment Self-employed 35.3 29.7
Working in a family business 22.3 25.3
Working for an outside employer 42.4 45.0

or the public sector

Religion Buddhism 93.6 96.6
Islam 4.9 2.6
Christianity 1.2 0.8
Others 0.3 -

*The percentages for the entire population are a calculation for the population 15 years and above.

5.6 Methods of Data Analysis

Data obtained from the questionnaire survey was used in the two stages of
examination. The first stage employed tables, graphs, bivariate and regression analyses
to examine public opinions towards conflict and conflict transformation in Thailand,
focusing in particular on the response to the question: Do people who identify
themselves as “red-shirt supporters” and “yellow-shirt supporters” differ in their
attitudes toward conflict and conflict transformation? At this stage, frequency tables are

used to investigate the seven survey questions asking the Thai respondents’ attitudes
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toward conflict and conflict transformation. This examination aims to answer whether
the Thai respondents support conflict transformation as an approach in dealing with the
decade-long political conflict of this country. Then, tables, graphs, and bivariate
analyses will be used in order to learn more about the red-shirt and the yellow-shirt
supporters. The key question here is whether Thailand is really as polarized along color
lines as it is commonly argued by much of the previous literature. The final part of the
first stage will examine the associations between the color inclination of the respondents
and their attitudes toward conflict and conflict transformation, using bivariate tables and
regression analyses.

In the second stage, the theory that trust is associated with variations in views
on reconciliation will be tested. The researcher hypothesizes that those trusting in
political institutions and other people are more likely than those distrusting political
institutions and other people to support elements important for the reconciliation
process. The measures of public opinions about the key elements of the reconciliation
process will rely on the survey questions that asked the respondents to evaluate the six
key elements which previous research has claimed to be important for the reconciliation
process in the case of Thailand’s current political conflict. Those elements include (1)
The political will of top political leaders committed to peace and reconciliation, (2)
Strong civil society organizations (CSOs) that advocate and support the process, (3) A
societal atmosphere that provides safe and trusted space for all parties to work together
toward a possible solution, (4) An inclusive dialogue process that is acceptable to all
stakeholders, (5) A fair mechanism for truth-finding, sincere apology, and forgiveness,
and (6) Punishing those who have killed or hurt others during political violence. Firstly,
bivariate tables will be developed in order to compare the mean score of respondents’

opinions about the six key elements of the reconciliation process between those who
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trust in the four political institutions and those who trust in other people and those who
did not.

Finally, the ordinary least squares (OLS) method will be employed in order to
analyze the effects of trust on opinions about the key elements of the reconciliation
process, dividing into four models. In each model, the dependent variable will be the
opinion about the key elements of the reconciliation process, measured as an index,
relying on the respondents’ self-reports of their opinions about the six key elements of
the reconciliation process used in the first part of this section’s analysis. In order to
investigate the powerful impact of trust on opinions about the key elements of the
reconciliation process, Model 1 will be created by excluding both trust in institutions
and trust in other people variables and including eleven socioeconomic-background,
three color- and party-identification, and four democratic-value variables. Then the
Models 2, 3, and 4 will be created by adding trust in institutions and trust in other people
variables as the main explanatory variable for each Model. The main explanatory
variable for Model 2 is trust in institutions, measured by the average level of trust in
the four major democratic institutions—the government, the parliament, the courts of
justice, and the political parties. The main explanatory variable for Model 3 is trust in
individuals, measured by the variable created from the survey question asking the
respondents to what extent most people can be trusted. In Model 4, both trust in
institutions and trust in individuals will be included as the main explanatory variables.
These analyses are based on the hypothesis that people who have a higher level of trust
in institutions and trust in other people will have a more positive attitude supporting the

reconciliation process than those who have a lower one.
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Chapter 6 Public Opinions towards Conflict and
Conflict Transformation

Even though previous studies have illustrated the causes and results of the
current Thai political conflict, almost all of them failed to pay significant attention to
public opinions regarding the solutions which could transform the conflict and build
peace in Thai society (e.g., Asia Foundation 2009; 2010; 2013, Bjarnegard and
Tennesson 2015, King Prajadhipok’s Institute 2012, Truth for Reconciliation
Commission of Thailand 2012). This chapter aims at assessing the survey data by
looking closely at public opinions concerning conflict and conflict transformation in
Thailand, focusing in particular on attitudes and perceptions among people with varied
socioeconomic backgrounds, political identifications and democratic values. A key
question dealt with in this chapter is: Do people who identify themselves as “red-shirt
supporters” and “yellow-shirt supporter” differ in their attitudes toward conflict and
conflict transformation? This assessment also will help this dissertation situate political

conflict in the Thai context.

6.1 Attitudes toward Conflict and Conflict
Transformation

As mentioned in the previous chapter, the key aim of this dissertation is to
contribute to the understanding of how Thai citizens view the conflict and reconciliation
process in Thailand. In this chapter, the Thai respondents’ attitudes toward conflict and
conflict transformation thus is investigated through the seven core survey questions in

order to know whether the Thai respondents support conflict transformation as an



approach to deal with the decade-long political conflict in this country. These questions
asked whether the Thai respondents strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree
with the statements that could be divided into three categories, relying on the three
conflict approaches discussed in the theoretical chapter. The first category, a conflict
management approach, comprises the three questions that reflect the attitude of the
people who view conflict as a long-term process that cannot be quickly resolved and
support the use of law and regulations to control or reduce the volatility of the conflict
problem. These three questions include agreement with the following statements: (2a)
Without regard to the other factors, strictly conforming to the law will make Thai
society peaceful; (2f) The society has rules and regulations, so people who commit
illegal practices deserve their punishment; and (2g) The best forgiveness is forgiveness
with no conditions. If the Thai respondents had a positive attitude toward a conflict
transformation, they would strongly disagree or disagree with these statements.

The answers to the question, whether the Thai respondents support the use of
law and regulation to solve the conflict problem, are in a quite consistent direction.
Table 6.1 shows that the majority (more than 70%) of the respondents strongly agree or
agree that without regard to the other factors, strictly conforming to the law will make
Thai society peaceful. At the same time, almost 80% of the respondents strongly agree
or agree that the best forgiveness is the forgiveness with no conditions. Moreover, more
than 95% strongly agree or agree that the society has rules and regulations, so people

who commit illegal practices deserve their punishment.

Table 6.1 Support to use law and regulation to solve the conflict problem
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Strongly Strongly
Statements Disagree Agree
disagree agree

2a. Without regard to the other 0.8 27.5 50.1 21.6
factors, strictly conforming to the
law will make Thai society

peaceful.

2f. The society has rules and 0.8 2.8 65.8 30.7
regulations, so people who
commit illegal practice deserve

their punishment.

2g. The best forgiveness is the 2.8 18.3 50.8 28.2

forgiveness with no conditions.

The second category, a conflict resolution approach, consists of one question
that reflects the attitude of the people who view the conflict as a short term but bad
phenomenon—so that they support the use of an intervention process to resolve the
conflict problem. That question measures agreement with the following statement: (2b)
Sometimes, using violence (such as a military coup) to solve the conflict problem is
necessary because it is a method that can rapidly resolve the problem. If the Thai
respondents had a positive attitude towards conflict transformation, they would strongly
disagree or disagree with this statement.

Unlike the responses to the uses of law and regulation statements, the answers
to the question, whether the Thai respondents support using any forms of intervention

processes to solve the conflict problem, are almost equally divided. Table 6.2 shows
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that although the majority (a little more than half) of the respondents disagree or
strongly disagree that sometimes using violence (such as in a military coup) to solve the
conflict problem is necessary because it is a method that can rapidly solve the problem,
more than 45% strongly agree or agree with this statement. The high proportion of the
agreement to this statement expressed by the Thai respondents partly is evidence as to
why military intervention in the form of a coup occurred twice with the significant
support of many citizens since the political conflict occurred in 2005. The results
indicating the higher proportion of the agreement to this statement expressed by the
Yellow Shirt supporters than the Red Shirt supporters, which will show in Table 6.5

below, make this claim clearer and more convincing.

Table 6.2 Support to the use of violent or non-violent intervention processes to solve

the conflict problem

Strongly Strongly
Statements Disagree ~ Agree
disagree agree
2b. Sometimes, using violence 14.3 39.1 36.8 9.8

(such as in a military coup) to
solve the conflict problem is
necessary because it is a method
that can rapidly solve the

problem.

The third category, a conflict transformation approach, is covered in the three

questions that reflect the attitude of the people who support the use of a reconciliation
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method or mechanism to solve the conflict problem. Those three questions include
agreement with the following statements: (1) Conflicts can be resolved by talking to
each other; (2) We can decrease the tensions of the conflict by forgiving each other; and
(3) If people do admit their faults, then forgive them. If the respondents supported the
use of a reconciliation method or mechanism to solve the conflict problem, they would

agree with these statements.

Table 6.3 Support to use a reconciliation method or mechanism to solve the conflict

problem
Strongly Strongly
Statements Disagree  Agree

disagree agree
2c. Conflicts can be resolved by 0.5 2.1 62.8 34.6
talking to each other.
2d. We can decrease tension of 0.8 1.8 57.1 40.4
conflict by forgiving for each
other.
2e. If people do realize their 2.0 5.4 58.5 34.1

faults, then forgive them.

Responses of the respondents clearly show positive support for the use of a
reconciliation method to solve the conflict problem. Table 6.3 demonstrates that the
great majority (more than 90%) of the respondents strongly agree or agree that conflicts
can be resolved by talking to each other, the tension of conflict can be reduced by

forgiving each other, and if people do realize their faults, then forgive them. This
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attitude toward conflict and conflict transformation of most Thai respondents is a good
sign of a great opportunity to bring about reconciliation and peace to the Thai society

in the future.

6.2 The Red-Yellow Conflict in Thailand

In the case of Thailand’s decade of street protests, some scholars have depicted
such phenomena in the early period of the disputation as “a tussle of competing elites,
with a rising elite, associated with Thaksin, challenging the long-dominant conservative
elite of palace-connected military leaders, big business/old money and technocrats”
(Hewison 2015: 57 and see, Hewison 2008: 205-7 for further explanation). However,
as the conflict deepened, especially after the military-royalist coup led by the Council
of National Security (CNS) on September, 19" of 2006, society-wide mobilization and
political polarization has existed in Thai society (Hewison 2015: 57). As briefly
mentioned in the introductory chapter, there has been a political contest between two
rival movements, usually referred to as the “yellow-shirts” and the “red-shirts.”

One movement is the PAD, the major supporter of the yellow-shirts during 2006
to 2008, which was originally formed in February 2006 by a group of previous business
associates of Thaksin plus a rival politician, and then was supported by intellectuals,
elements of the military, some unions, political activists and had a voice through
Sondhi’s media outlets (Pye and Schaffar 2008: 43-44; Hewison 2014: 3). PAD’s
protests resumed after the unexpected victory in the 2007 election of the pro-Thaksin
party (i.e., the People Power Party); their followers occupied Government House from
August to December of 2008, they blocked the entrance of the parliament building on
October, 71 2008 in order to prevent the House electing a new prime minister after

Samak Sundraravej was judged by the Constitution Court to be disqualified, and shut
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down Bangkok’s two airports between November, 25" and December, 3™ 2008
(Naruemon and McCargo 2011: 995). The PAD ended the protest and declared
“victory” after the Constitutional Court, on December 2, 2008, dissolved the three
parties of the government coalition, including the People Power Party, Chart Thai, and
Matchima Thippatai, for electoral fraud involving party executives, which caused
Somchai to be disqualified from the prime minister position (Dressel and Mietzner
2012: 400). Following another election victory by the pro-Thaksin Pheu Thai Party in
2011, a large proportion of the PAD joined with several other anti-Thaksin and royalist
groups to become the PDRC in November 2013 (Sopranzetti 2016: 299). Starting from
an attempt to oppose the Pheu Thai Party’s amnesty bill that would give immunity to
everyone who had been accused of political crimes since the 2006 coup, the PDRC’s
street protests promoted a campaign that rejected electoral democracy®” and eventually
paved the way for the May 2014 coup (Hewison 2015: 59; Prajak Kongkirati 2016:
473).

Another movement is the UDD, the major group of the red-shirts which initially
emerged to oppose the 2006 coup, then campaigned against the military-backed
constitutional referendum in 2007, and eventually organized as a parallel movement to

the PAD to represent the interests of the deposed political parties (i.e., the Thai Rak

37 In response to the protests, Yingluck dissolved the House of Representatives parliament on December
6, 2013, and, as her brother had done before the 2006 coup, called for snap elections on February 2,
2014. However, the opposition Democrat Party and the PDRC’s supporters decided to boycott the
February polls. Instead of conducting a “vote no” campaign like the PAD did in the 2011 election, the
PDRC supporters obstructed people from casting their votes, and obstructed officials from transporting
ballot boxes to polling stations (Kitti Prasirtsuk 2015: 202; Prajak Kongkirati 2016: 473). Amidst such
disruptions and violence, Yingluck won the elections but the constitutional court, on March 215t 2014,

nullified the vote.
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Thai and People Power Party) and also of Thaksin since late 2008 (Forsyth 2010: 464).
On December 20™ 2008, the UDD supporters gathered in downtown Bangkok to show
their dissatisfaction with the military-backed election of Abhisit as the new prime
minister (Bell 2008; Mydans 2008). The UDD’s protests in early 2009 caused the
cancellation of the 4™ East Asian Summit scheduled to be held in Pattaya (Fuller 2009).
Violent clashes with police and soldiers during the demonstrations in Bangkok in April
2009 left hundreds of people injured (Johnston, 2009). Between March, 14" and May,
19™ 2010, the UDD held another month-long protest against the Democrat Party-led
government and the conservative elite by occupying the Pan Fah Bridge area and the
priciest shopping area of Bangkok: Ratchaprasong (Dalpino 2011: 156). Their
confrontations with a group of people who disagreed with their demonstrations and
violent clashes with the armed forces led to nearly a hundred deaths and more than
1,800 injuries (Horn 2010; Tharoor 2010).

During the PDRC’s protest against Yingluck’s government between November
2013 and May 2014, the UDD protestors, at the same time, held two major counter-
demonstrations. The first counter-demonstration was held at the Rajamangala Stadium
from November, 24" to December, 1%t 2013 in order to support the government of the
Pheu Thai Party after its withdrawal of the amnesty bill, while the PDRC’s protest
continued and expanded its goal to force Yingluck to resign from office. However, this
demonstration was short lived because confrontations between Ramkamhaeng
University students allied with the PDRC and UDD occurred from November 30 until
the morning of December, 1% 2013. Another counter-demonstration was held on the
Aksa road in Bangkok’s suburbs, and divided into two periods. The first period was
between April, 5" and April, 6™ 2014. The second period was from May, 10" of 2014

until the date of the military coup on May, 22" 2014. The main purpose of the UDD’s
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second counter-demonstration was to show its frustration with the decision made by the
Constitutional Court to remove Yingluck and other cabinet members from office
regarding their decision to transfer Thawin Pliansri from the office of Secretary General
of the National Security Council (NSC) to the Office of Prime Minister Advisor
(Hiebert 2014).

The ongoing political conflict between red and yellow that followed the 2006
coup has had a massive impact on Thai society. This conflict has been described by
many as reflecting a deep societal division that cuts across many types of loyalties and
socioeconomic backgrounds. The yellow-shirt movement has often been portrayed as
primarily driven by the establishment of well-off urban people with royalist sentiments.
Many of its supporters came from the Bangkok middle classes and from the Democrat
Party’s strong electoral base in the south. Key aspects of the yellow-shirt movement’s
rhetoric were its anticorruption focus, protection of the monarchy, and a growing
opposition to electoral politics. In contrast, the red-shirt movement has been delineated
as the political movement of the awakening rural people, with a consciousness of
growing inequalities. Although the red-shirt movement is composed of people from all
regions of the nation, enormous numbers of its supporters came from the densely
populated north and northeastern parts of the country where the pro-Thaksin party had
dominated certain electorates since the 2001 House of Representatives election. The
first step in dealing with public views of conflict and conflict transformation, according

to the survey data, will take a close look at some of these claims.

6.2.1 The Yellow-Red Divide in Thai Society

The first result is that this chapter questions whether Thailand is really as

polarized along color lines as it is commonly argued? According to this dissertation’s
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data, more than two- thirds of the respondents (67.5%) claim to be completely color
neutral, and only 16.1% have a yellow inclination and approximately 16.4% have a red
inclination (Figure 6.1). These findings are slightly different to those presented in a
report presented by the Asia Foundation (2011: 15), in which approximately a quarter
of the total respondents claimed they had either the yellow or red inclination.®® In
addition, it should be noted here that the finding that the majority of the respondents
identified themselves as color neutral could be excessive number because the military
government since taking control the state power in 2014 is trying very hard to suppress
the color divide. The answer this dissertation received might not completely be what
that actually is in mind and past actions of the respondents. For this reason, in order to
clearly understand about public opinions towards conflict and conflict transformation,
color affiliation should be emphasized along with other factors, especially

socioeconomic backgrounds, political identifications and democratic values.

n =800

38 According to the Asia Foundation (2011: 15), those who identified themselves as strong yellow
supporters represent 5.1 percent while those who identified themselves as strong red supporters represent
6.6 percent. In addition, around 5.2 percent identified themselves as leaning yellow supporters whereas

about 7 percent identified themselves as leaning red supporters.
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Figure 6.1

Color inclinations of the respondents

6.2.2 Demographic and Socioeconomic Differences
between Yellow and Red Supporters

In order to examine the demographic and socioeconomic differences between
the yellow and the red supporters, the color affiliation variable is now measured as a 3-
category variable, where -1 represents the yellow (those who identified themselves as
slightly leaning and strongly yellow), O represents the neutral (those who identified
themselves as no color or neutral), and 1 represents the red (those who identified
themselves as slightly leaning and strongly red). Three demographic and socioeconomic
indicators, including region, rural-urban divide, and wealth, are then employed in order

to test: (1) whether the yellow and the red supporters are regionally differentiated, (2)
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whether the yellow supporters consist of a larger proportion of urban-based Thais than
the red supporters, and (3) whether the yellow supporters are wealthier than the red
supporters. Firstly, the regional variable is measured as a 5-category variable, where 1
represents the north, 2 represents the northeast, 3 represents the central region, 4
represents the south, and 5 represents the capital city, Bangkok, respectively. Based on
earlier literature considering yellow-red disparities discussed above, the yellow
supporters are expected to be in a larger number than the red supporters in the south,
while the red supporters tend to be more numerous than the yellow supporters in the
north and northeast.

Secondly, the indicator for the rural-urban divide is measured as a dichotomous
variable, where 0 represents the Rural, the respondents who live in a small town or
village outside the municipal area, and 1 represent the Urbanite, the respondents who
live in a large city (in a municipal area) and Bangkok. A large proportion of the yellow
supporters are expected to be in the urban area, whereas a large proportion of the red
supporters are expected to be in a small town or village. Finally, using the respondent’s
self-report of their average monthly household income during the past 12 months, the
wealth is measured as a 4-point scale variable, where 0 is the low income (those whose
their household earns less than 9,000 Baht a month), 1 is the lower middle income (those
whose their household earns between 9,001 and 20,000 Baht a month), 2 is the upper
middle income (those whose their household earns between 20,001 and 80,000 Baht a
month), and 3 is the high income (those whose their household earns more than 80,000
Baht a month), respectively. The yellow supporters tend to be wealthier than their red
counterparts.

Regional differences between the two groups are in line with expectations.

Figure 6.2 shows that the northern and northeastern regions are, as expected, a red
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stronghold, with a small number of yellow supporters. The southern region, in contrast,
is a yellow stronghold, with very few red supporters. The color clash seems to be the
most relevant to respondents in the central region and Bangkok, as both groups have
supporters in almost similar numbers. Bangkok and its surrounding provinces, in
particular Nonthaburi, Samutprakan, and Pathumthani, are the places where the violent
clashes have taken place. Arguably, Bangkok is also the area where people have been

most affected by the yellow-red conflict in their everyday life.

n =800
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Figure 6.2

Yellow-Red Inclinations divided by region

The rural-urban divide between the yellow and the red supporters also is in line

with expectations. As shown in Figure 6.3, approximately three fourths of the
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respondents who 1dentified themselves as a red supporter are living in the rural areas.
This proportion is about 20% higher than the proportion of those who identified
themselves as a yellow supporter. In addition and as expected, the proportion of the
urban residents who identified themselves as yellow supporters is almost double those

who identified themselves as red supporters.

n =800
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Figure 6.3

Yellow-Red Inclinations and Rural-Urban divide
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However, because the proportions of both groups in the rural and urban areas
are less different than what might have been expected, this result suggests that what is
going on in today’s Thai politics cannot be explained by simply adopting “a tale of two
democracies” thesis, one of the most emphasized explanations by the Thai media and
scholars from the 1990s. Rather, this result confirms what recent scholars have claimed
I.e. that people who identify themselves as being close to either the yellow or red
movement are socioeconomically mixed (see e.g., Ammar and Somchai 2011). The
difference between these two groups of respondents in terms of their wealth, as shown
below, makes this claim more emphatic.

Based on the cash-income indicator used in this dissertation, the yellow
supporters tend to be wealthier than their red counterparts, as expected. Figure 6.4
shows that almost 60% of the respondents who identified themselves as a yellow
supporter are those whose household earned monthly income is in the upper middle
income and high income categories. In contrast, approximately 70% of the respondents
who identified themselves as a red supporter are those whose household earned monthly
income is in the low and lower middle income categories. According to this finding,
the color-based political conflict in Thailand could not be explained as an absolute
conflict between the rich and the poor because the rich and the poor are supporters of
both groups. Rather, the better way to explain this phenomenon is that the political
conflict between the yellow and the red supporters in this country is a conflict between
one political movement where the majority of its supporters are the richer and another

political movement where the majority of its supporters are the poorer people.

n =800
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6.2.3 Differences in Party Identification and Democratic
Values between Yellow and Red Supporters

Apart from the three demographic and socioeconomic indicators, this section
utilizes party identification and democratic values as other indicators in order to
examine the yellow-red divide in Thai society. Table 6.4 uses the mean scores to show
the differences of party identification between the red-shirt and yellow-shirt supporters.
Similar to the measurement used in the examinations of the demographic and
socioeconomic differences between the yellow and the red supporters, the color

affiliation variable in the table below is measured as a 3-category variable, where -1 is
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the yellow (those who identified themselves as slightly leaning and strongly yellow), 0
is the neutral (those who identified themselves as no color or neutral), and 1 is the red
(those who identified themselves as slightly leaning and strongly red). The measures of
the party identification variable rely on the 11-point scale questions, asking the
respondents how far they usually think that their political opinions are close to the
following parties—Chart Thai Pattana Party, Democrat Party, Pheu Thai Party, and
Phumjaithai Party. Each of these questions asked the respondents to rate their degree of
affiliation to each political party, ranging from 0 to 10, where 0 is “feel totally not close
to this party,” and 10 is “feel very much close to this party.” According to previous
studies regarding the yellow-red divide in Thai society, the yellow supporters are
expected to be more strongly affiliated with the Democrat Party than the red supporters,
while the red supporters tend to be more strongly affiliated with the Pheu Thai Party
than the yellow supporters.

The results in Table 6.4 reveal the expected party polarization between the
yellow and red supporters. That is, the respondents who identified themselves as a
yellow supporter are very much more likely than the respondents who identified
themselves as a red supporter to report that their political opinions are close to the
Democrat Party. In contrast, the respondents who identified themselves as a red
supporter are very much more likely than the respondents who identified themselves as
a yellow supporter to report that their political opinions are close to the Pheu Thai Party.
The table also presents a very small difference in party identification among the
respondents who identified themselves as no color or neutral, as the mean scores of how
these respondents think their political opinions are close to all of the four political

parties range between 2.11 and 2.80.
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Table 6.4 Yellow-Red Inclinations divided by Party Identification.

Political Party

Chart Thai Democrat Pheu Thai  Phumjaithai
Color inclination

Pattana Party Party Party
Party

Yellow Mean 48 8.80 .26 .56
N 129 129 129 129

S.D. 1.275 1.946 1.176 1.334

Neutral Mean 2.29 2.21 2.80 2.11
N 540 540 540 540

S.D. 2.432 2.384 3.021 2.292

Red Mean 2.61 .85 7.57 1.89
N 131 131 131 131

S.D. 2.516 1.486 2.253 1.911

Total Mean 2.05 3.05 3.17 1.82
N 800 800 800 800

S.D. 2.402 3.378 3.441 2.176

After running a few bivariate regressions, this researcher can be confident that,
controlling for their differences in demographics and socioeconomic status, the yellow
and the red supporters do differ on specific political topics, and according to
expectations. In the Table below, the different democratic values among the red-shirt
and yellow-shirt supporters are illustrated with a series of four bivariate regressions.

The dependent variable is the yellow- red-scale, ranging from -2 to 2, where -2 is
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yellow, 0 is neutral, and 2 is red. The independent variables, the democratic values, are
measured by using the four survey questions, asking whether the respondents strongly
agree (3), agree (2), disagree (1), or strongly disagree (0) with the statements that
provide insight into the four democratic-value orientations—(1) elections, (2) political

ethics, (3) rule of law, and (4) redistribution through vote buying.

Table 6.5 The relationships between the position on the yellow-red scale and attitudes

toward democracy. Bivariate regressions. Dependent variable: yellow-red scale (-2 to

2)
(4)
Independent (2) Political (3) Rule of
(1) Election Socioeconomic
variables ethics law
equality
Unstandardized
Coefficients .050** -.072** - 154%** .085***
(Standard error) (.025) (.022) (.027) (0.26)
Constant | 2.277*** 2.429%** 1.897*** .810***
R? .005 013 .039 013
n 799 797 783 799

Note: *P < 0.1 ** P <0.05** P < 0.01

On elections, the respondents were asked how strongly they agree with the
following statement: “Competitive and periodic elections are a necessary and
indispensable element of sustained efforts to maintain the right of everyone to take part
in the government of his or her country.” On political ethics, the respondents were asked
how strongly they agree with the following statement: “Thailand needs an ethical leader,
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regardless of how he or she gets into power, to take the country back from the corrupted
politicians.” On rule of law, the respondents were asked whether how strongly they
agree with the following statement: “When the country is facing a difficult situation, it
is ok for the government to disregard the law in order to deal with the situation.” On
redistribution, the respondents were asked how strongly they agree with the following
statement: “Elections based on vote-buying by offering money to legitimate voters are
a beneficial aspect of Thai politics because it is a matter of income distribution to Thai
people.”

According to previous studies on the yellow-red divide discussed above, the
yellow supporters, because one of their movement’s most featured topics is anti-
corruption are expected to support political ethics as a key element of democracy to a
greater extent than the red supporters. In contrast, the red supporters because their
movement is driven by a consciousness of inequality, and they believe in elections as
the most important right that can provide them with equality, are more likely than the
yellow supporters to agree that elections, the rule of law, and socioeconomic equality
should be the essential elements of democracy.

As expected, the more red or yellow the respondents are, the more they agree
with the statement that competitive and periodic elections are a necessary and
indispensable element of sustained efforts to maintain the right of everyone to take part
in the government of his or her country. The simple model (1) above predicts that
respondents with very red and yellow sympathies think that elections are an important
element of democracy (2.54 and 2.35, respectively, on a 0-3 scale, where 3 is strongly
agree). Neutral respondents express the lowest score of agreement with this statement

(2.19).
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While the red supporters are expected to support elections more than those who
are not red supporters, the yellow supporters are expected to support the nation to be
governed by an ethical leader. The simple model (2) above confirms this expectation.
The more yellow the respondents are, the more they agree with the statement that
Thailand needs an ethical leader, regardless of how he or she gets into power, to take
the country back from the corrupted politicians. Respondents with very yellow
sympathies prefer an ethical leader (2.46 on a 0-3 scale, where 3 is strongly agree) a
little more than those who identified themselves as neutral and red supporters (2.45 and
2.32, respectively, on a 0-3 scale, where 3 is strongly agree).

Likewise, the more yellow the respondents are, the more they agree with the
statement that when the country is facing a difficult situation, it is ok for the government
to disregard the law in order to deal with the situation. The yellow supporters generally
agree with this statement (2.19 on a 0-3 scale, where 3 is strongly agree) while strong
red supporters show much more disagreement (1.70). On this point, it could be
reasonably argue that the Yellow Shirt movement tends to support a Thai-styled
democracy, which is a type of an electoral authoritarian regime which currently governs
a number of countries in the Southeast Asia such as Cambodia and Singapore.

Finally, perceptions regarding vote-buying are also a colored issue in Thai
politics. As expected, the more red the respondents are, the more they agree with the
statement that elections based on vote-buying by offering money to legitimate voters is
a beneficial aspect of Thai politics because it is a matter of income distribution to the
Thai people. The simple model (4) above predicts that a respondent with very red
sympathies (0.91 on a 0-3 scale, where 3 is strongly agree) tend to agree with this
statement more than those who claimed they had no color inclination and those who are

very yellow (0.81 and 0.70 respectively).
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The findings about the differences in democratic values between the yellow and
red supporters, as shown above, indicate that the struggle between the conflicting
groups in this country is not just about competing interests and identities, but also about
basic values underlying the rules of the political game. The question now arises as to
whether these two conflicting groups of people have different attitudes toward conflict

and conflict transformation.

6.3 Yellow-Red Differences in Attitudes toward
Conflict and Conflict Transformation

As mentioned earlier in the historical-background chapter of this dissertation,
the current political conflict in Thailand is different from previous conflicts, which
usually were conflicts between the Thai people and the government. However, the
current conflict is a conflict between two mass groups of Thai people internally united
as opposing social movements, the PAD and the PDRC on one side and the UDD on
the other side. These two sides acquire mass support from large numbers of people
because they link with the two largest political parties (i.e., the Democrat Party for the
PAD and the PDRC and the Phue Thai Party for the UDD>°). Another reason to explain
each side’s huge public support is that both of these social movements own their own
media outlets and gain support from other media channels. The political conflict
between these two sides therefore is not limited to each side’s direct supporters, but

expands to almost all organizations throughout Thai society, such as families,

39 In the 2011 House of Representatives election, the Democrat Party acquired more than 11 million party
list votes, whereas the Phue Thai Party acquired more than 15 million votes. Thus, if only 10 percent of
each party's supporters joined each side’s protests, the members of each social movement would number

more than 1 million people.
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workplaces, and communities. For this reason, the current political conflict is not only
a conflict between the people and the government as Thailand had many experiences of
in the past, but also a deep-divided conflict between the people and the people, in other
words, between Thais and Thais.

A large number of the previous studies have examined demographic and
political-attitude differences between yellow and red. However, little is known about
similarities and differences in attitudes toward conflict and conflict transformation
between these two groups of people. Bivariate analyses of this dissertation’s survey data
are developed in order to investigate whether the yellow and red supporters have
different attitudes toward conflict and conflict transformation. These analyses are
divided into two parts. The first part uses a bivariate table to examine associations
between the color inclinations of the respondents and their attitudes toward conflict and
conflict transformation. In this part, the measures of attitudes toward conflict and
conflict transformation rely on the respondents’ level of agreement with the three
categories of the seven conflict and conflict transformation statements presented above,
ranging from O (strongly disagree) to 3 (strongly agree). Color inclinations of the
respondents are recoded into three groups, where -1 is yellow supporters (a combination
of those who identified themselves as strongly yellow and slightly leaning yellow), 0 is
neutral (responses of those who identified themselves as no color/neutral), and 1 is red
supporters (a combination of those who identified themselves as strongly red and
slightly leaning red). As shown previously in this chapter a socioeconomic and political
polarization along color lines and differences in attitudes toward conflict and conflict
transformation between people who identified themselves as affiliated to different
colors could be observed, especially in relation to the topics that link to their political

identities and democratic values.
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6.3.1 Attitudes towards Support for the Use of Law and
Regulation to Solve the Conflict Problem

Table 6.6 provides the range of responses given by different categories of
respondents. The yellow supporters are more likely than the red supporters to agree or
strongly agree that “without regard to the other factors, strictly conforming to the law
will make Thai society peaceful” (92% v. 65%). As the correlation test results show,
this difference is statistically significant. This finding shows that the yellow supporters

tend to accept that law can be used to control or reduce conflict and to solve conflict

problems.

Table 6.6 Support for the Use of Law and Regulation to Solve the Conflict Problem (1)

Question 1a: Without regard to the other factors, strictly conforming to the law will

make Thai society peaceful.

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree  Strongly agree
Yellow 0.0% 7.8% 43.0% 49.2%
Neutral 0.8% 30.8% 53.2% 15.2%
Red 1.6% 33.9% 44.1% 20.5%

Spearman Correlation: -0.230, Prob: .000; n = 781

Table 6.7 gives the range of responses. Although 89% of the yellow supporters
agreed or strongly agreed that the society has rules and regulations, so people who

commit illegal practice deserve their punishment, a somewhat higher percentage of the
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neutral and the red supporters, 98% and 97%, respectively, are agreed or strongly

agreed. However, these differences are not statistically significant.

Table 6.7 Support for the Use of Law and Regulation to Solve the Conflict Problem (2)

Question 1f: The society has rules and regulations, so people who commit illegal

practices deserve their punishment.

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree
Yellow 2.3% 8.5% 52.7% 36.4%
Neutral 0.6% 1.3% 69.4% 28.8%
Red 0.0% 3.1% 64.1% 32.8%

Spearman Correlation: 0.012, Prob: .740; n = 799

Table 6.8 reports the results of responses to Question 1g. Although the yellow
and the red supporters are a little more likely to agree or strongly agree that the best
forgiveness is the forgiveness with no conditions compared to the neutral (87 and 88%
V. 75 %), these differences again are not statistically significant, as the correlation test

results show.

Table 6.8 Support for the Uses of Law and Regulation to Solve the Conflict Problem

3)
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Question 1g: The best forgiveness is the forgiveness with no conditions.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
disagree agree
Yellow 3.9% 9.4% 48.4% 38.3%
Neutral 3.0% 22.1% 52.3% 22.6%
Red 0.8% 11.5% 46.6% 41.2%

Spearman Correlation: 0.022, Prob: .530; n = 798

6.3.2 Attitudes to Support for the Uses of an Intervention
Process to Solve the Conflict Problem

Using some form of an intervention process, in particular a military coup, to
solve the conflict problem in Thailand is one of the most controversial issues for the
conflicting groups. Table 6.9 confirms this claim. It illustrates that while a little more
than 40% of the yellow supporters agreed or strongly agreed that sometimes, using
violence (such as in a military coup) to solve the conflict problem is necessary because
it is a method that can rapidly solve the problem, more than 85% of their red
counterparts disagree or strongly disagree with this statement. This finding, on the one
hand, suggests that the traditional view of military intervention as a quick solution in
situations involving violent protests, that may well be invalid in other countries in
today’s world, is still reasonable for many Thai citizens. On the other hand, the finding
shows a sharp difference in the acceptance of the military coup as a method of conflict
resolution between the conflicting groups and thus indicates that military involvement

in the conflict transformation process in this country is seen as essential by some but is
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rejected by many others, thus any legitimate government should be keeping the goal,

long term sustainable peace, in mind.

Table 6.9 Support for the Uses of an Intervention Process to Solve the Conflict Problem

Question 1b: Sometimes, using violence (such as in a military coup) to solve the

conflict problem is necessary because it is a method that can rapidly solve the

problem.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
disagree agree
Yellow 22.7% 35.2% 27.3% 14.8%
Neutral 9.6% 34.9% 45.1% 10.4%
Red 25.4% 60.3% 11.9% 2.4%

Spearman Correlation: -0.148, Prob: .000; n = 775

The findings in this Table along with those shown in Table 6.2 provide some
legitimate justification for the past 20 successful and attempted military coups in
Thailand since 1936. As a result of these findings, political reconciliation in Thailand
is still a long way off since a substantial section of the Thai Society appears to favor the
military intervention, rather democratic means, in settling the social and political

polarization.

6.3.3 Attitudes to Support for the Uses of a
Reconciliation Method or Mechanism to Solve the Conflict
Problem
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A public dialogue on peace topics, for example, past experiences with violent
conflict, the methods of compensation to the victims, and the desired future so different
people can coexist peacefully, is one of the key components of the conflict
transformation and reconciliation process. Moreover, success or failure in applying this
dialogue method of conflict transformation relies very much on the support of the
people across the entire society and in particular the conflicting groups. Results
presented in Table 6.10 show that while almost all of those who identify themselves as
the neutral or no color agree or strongly agree that conflicts can be resolved by talking
to each other, the percentage of the yellow and the red supporters who agree and
strongly agree with this statement are very high and nearly equal (89.0% and 90.0%,
respectively). These differences are statistically significant, as the correlation test
results demonstrate. This finding does not show a disagreement with the use of a talk or
dialogue as a conflict-transformation tool between people with different color
inclinations. Rather, it reveals that almost all of the Thai respondents, whether they
identify themselves as affiliated to any political color or not, accept and support the uses
of a reconciliation method or mechanism, such as talking to each other, to solve the
conflict problem. Moreover, none of the respondents who identify themselves as red
supporters disagree or strongly disagree with this idea; while the degree of support for
this idea of the neutral group is higher than that from the yellow supporters. Compared
to responses to all other survey questions regarding attitudes toward conflict and conflict
transformation in all three categories, the degrees of support for this idea from the three
color groups is the highest. This finding thus supports what the Ad Hoc Committee on
National Reconciliation Building, based on the studies of the King Prajadhipohk’s
Institute (2012), recommended to the Yingluck government to conduct public

deliberations throughout the whole country to allow conflicting parties and people from
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all sectors to dialogue about possible solutions for transforming the conflicts and to

imagine Thailand’s future.

Table 6.10 Support for the Uses of a Reconciliation Method or Mechanism to Solve the

Conflict Problem (1)

Question 1c: Conflicts can be resolved by talking to each other.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
disagree agree
Yellow 1.6% 9.4% 53.1% 35.9%
Neutral 0.2% 0.9% 66.3% 32.6%
Red 0.0% 0.0% 58.0% 42.0%

Spearman Correlation: 0.077, Prob: .030; n = 799

Table 6.11 displays the results showing the high percentage of the respondents
in all three categories who agree or strongly agree that we can decrease the tensions of
the conflict by forgiving each other. Similar to the responses to the previous question
as shown in Table 6.10, almost all of the respondents who identify themselves as neutral
or no color agree or strongly agree with this statement. However, at this time, this
percentage is higher than those for the red and the yellow supporters by only 1 and 6%,
respectively. Moreover, these differences are not statistically significant. This finding
thus firmly indicates that people with different color affiliation believe that a

reconciliation method or mechanism is helpful for dealing with the conflict problem.

Table 6.11 Support for the Uses of a Reconciliation Method or Mechanism to Solve the

Conflict Problem (2)
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Question 1d: We can decrease the tensions of the conflict by forgiving each other.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
disagree agree
Yellow 2.3% 4.7% 52.3% 40.6%
Neutral 0.2% 1.1% 60.0% 38.7%
Red 0.8% 1.5% 50.4% 47.3%

Spearman Correlation: 0.077, Prob: .128; n = 799

However, there is a significant difference in support for the uses of a
reconciliation method or mechanism, especially when and how the wrongdoers should
be forgiven, between different color inclinations. As shown in Table 6.12, the red
supporters are more likely than their yellow counterparts by nearly 10% to agree and
strongly agree that if people do admit their faults, then we should forgive them.
Although the percentage of the red supporters who agree and strongly agree with this
statement is very close the neutral percentage, the differences in support of this
statement between the three categories of respondents are statistically significant, as the
correlation test results show. This finding suggests that a reconciliation method like
forgiveness should be employed through a process where people across the entire
society and especially the yellow and red supporters have an opportunity to

meaningfully participate.

Table 6.12 Support for the Uses of a Reconciliation Method or Mechanism to Solve the

Conflict Problem (3)
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Question le: If people do admit their faults, then forgive them.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
disagree agree
Yellow 5.5% 8.6% 50.8% 35.2%
Neutral 0.9% 5.2% 62.3% 31.5%
Red 1.5% 3.1% 51.1% 44.3%

Spearman Correlation: 0.085, Prob: .017; n =799

6.3.4 Multivariate Models of Yellow-Red Differences in
Attitudes toward Conflict and Conflict Transformation

So far, this chapter has only considered the bivariate connection between color
inclination and attitudes toward conflict and conflict transformation. But do these rough
effects survive when color inclination is controlled for demographic factors? This
chapter has previously described the socioeconomic and political identities of the
yellow and red supporters. Now this chapter argues that it is reasonable to expect that
gender, age, income, education, religion, employment status, residential location
(region and rural-urban), party identification, and democratic values may independently
shape individual’s attitudes toward conflict and conflict transformation. Thus, in the
final part of this chapter, multivariate analysis is developed to test whether the color
groups attitudinal effects are robust after controls for socioeconomic and political
influences.

Three regression models are constructed in order to find the answer to this
question. For the first regression model, the dependent variable, attitudes of support for

the uses of law and regulation to solve the conflict problem, is now measured as an
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index variable, created from the combination of the 4-point scale answers to the same
set of the three questions used in the previous section’s bivariate analysis. Cronbach
alpha for this index is 0.404. The dependent variable in the second model is the
responses to the statement: Sometimes, using violence (such as in a military coup) to
solve the conflict problem is necessary because it is a method that can rapidly solve the
problem. For the third regression model, the dependent variable is measured as an index
variable, created from the combination of the 4-point scale answers to the three
questions asking the respondents whether they agree with the statements showing
support for the uses of a reconciliation method or mechanism to solve the conflict
problem. Cronbach alpha for this index is 0.704. For the purposes of this analysis, all
of these factor scores are converted into a standardized measure ranging from 0 to 100.

In each regression model, the independent variable is color inclination,
measured as a yellow-red-scale, ranging from -2 to 2, where -2 is yellow, 0 is neutral,
and 2 is red. Controlled variables for every model include eleven demographic- and
socioeconomic-background, two party-identification, and four democratic-value
variables. The demographic variables are: (1) gender, a binary 0-1 variable, which takes
the value O for females and 1 for males; (2) continuous measure of age; (3) continuous
measure of income; (4) a dummy variable for employment status, which takes the value
0 for not employed and 1 for employed; (5) an 8-point scale of education, ranging from
0 (no education) to 8 (higher than bachelor’s degree); (6) a dummy variable for religion,
which takes the value 0 for Buddhism and 1 for non-Buddhism; (7) a dummy variable
for resident of the northern region, which takes the value 1 for northern residence and
0 for those who live in other regions; (8) a dummy variable for resident of the
northeastern region, which takes the value 1 for northeastern residence and 0 for those

who live in other regions; (9) adummy variable for resident of the central region, which
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takes the value 1 for central residence and O for those who live in other regions; (10) a
dummy variable for resident of the southern region, which takes the value 1 for southern
residence and 0 for those who live in other regions; (11) a 3-point scale of degree of
urbanization, which takes the value O for rural residence, 1 for large-city residence, and
2 for Bangkok residence. Two party-identification variables consist of (1) an 11-point
scale of the attachment to the Democrat Party and (2) an 11-point scale of the
attachment to the Pheu Thai Party, which takes O for feel totally not close to this party
and 10 for feel very much close to this party, with positive values indicating a closer
attachment to each political party. Finally, the four democratic-value variables are those
the same set of the 4-point scale variables used in the Table 4.5, all of which take O for
strongly disagree and 3 for strongly agree with the statements that provide insight into
the four democratic-value orientations—(1) election, (2) political ethics, (3) rule of law,
and (4) socioeconomic equality.

Once controlled for other socioeconomic and political factors, color inclination
loses statistical significance on all the three dimensions of attitudes toward conflict and
conflict transformation categorized by this dissertation. Firstly, the Model 1 in Table
6.13 shows the associations between six variables—income, three regional, and two
democratic-value variables—and attitudes support for the uses of law and regulation to
solve the conflict problem. Income and the two democratic-value variables (election
and the rule of law) are statistically and positively related to attitudes of support for the

uses of law and regulation to solve the conflict problem.

Table 6.13 Multivariate Models of Attitudes toward Conflict and Conflict

Transformation Index

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Beta S.E. Sig.|Beta S.E. Sig.|Beta S.E. Sig.
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Color inclination
Yellow->Red - 1.212 074 2.172 - 1.229
Background
Female .049 1.088 013 1.971 - 1110
Age - .052 149  .094 *** | 027 .053
Income 063 .001 ~* - .000 .031 .000
Employment 028 2.123 - 3.838 030 2.143
Education - .389 .040 .707 012 .398
Buddhism 031 2979 - 5385 013 3.059
North - 2426 *** | 088 4.405 - 2484
Northeast - 2159 ** | 064 3.909 - 2214
Central - 2172 ** | 102 3.944 - 2228
South - 2.858 .019 5.157 - 2921 *
Urban residence 026 1.408 .001 2555 - 1441
Party identification
Democrat - 299 140 536 ** - 302
Phue Thai 022 .262 - 470 *** | 157 265  **
Democratic value
Election 168 908 *** | - 1644 *** | 125 929 ***
Political ethics 001 .997 119 1.807 *** | .079 1.020 **
Rule of law 223 .835 ***| 098 1499 ***| 036 .847
Equality - .835 .032 1516 - .852
N 768 764 779
Adjusted R? 125 176 .052
F-value 7.107 10.090 3.370
Model-significance il falaled falaled

Note: *P < 0.1 * P < 0.05** P < 0.01

All of the three regional variables—north, northeast, and central residences—
also are statistically, but negatively related to attitudes of support for the uses of law
and regulation to solve the conflict problem. From the standardized regression
coefficients, among these six variables, central residence has the largest impact on
attitudes of support for the uses of law and regulation to solve the conflict problem,
followed by the rule of law, north residence, election, northeast residence, and income.

This finding indicates that people who live in the central region are less likely than the
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average to support the uses of law and regulation to solve the conflict problem. In
addition, attitudes supportive of the use of law and regulation to solve the conflict
problem are not driven by color inclination, but by other factors including income,
region, and some democratic values.

Secondly, support for the uses of an intervention process to solve the conflict
problem is again driven by democratic values. Model 2 in Table 6.13 shows the
associations between three of the four democratic-value variables (election, political
ethics, and the rule of law) and support for the use of an intervention process to solve
the conflict problem. In particular, election is statistically and positively related to
attitudinal support for the use of an intervention process to solve the conflict problem
whereas political ethics and the rule of law are statistically but negatively related to
these attitudes. Age also is statistically and positively related to support for the uses of
an intervention process to solve the conflict problem. This makes sense because a coup
has been used as a powerful tool to solve a political problem in Thailand on many
occasions since 1932. The stronger support for this approach expressed by the older
rather than the younger respondents is not a surprising result.

In addition, while political-identification factors have no systematic relationship
to attitudes of support for the uses of law and regulation to solve the conflict problem,
these variables play a crucial role in driving the respondents’ attitude of support for the
uses of an intervention process to solve the conflict problem although in a controversial
direction between the two variables (positive relation for Democrat Party v. negative
relation for Phue Thai Party). It also is quite clear from the standardized regression
coefficients that Phue Thai Party has a little larger impact than the Democrat Party on
the support for the use of an intervention process like a coup to solve the political

conflict problem. This finding suggests that although an attitude of support for the use
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of an intervention process to solve the conflict problem is not driven by color
inclination, it is a problematic approach that could bring further conflict instead of peace
because there is a sharp disagreement over how to deal with the political problems
between the people who identify themselves as attached to the two largest political
parties.

Finally, similar to the first two models, attitude of support for the uses of a
reconciliation method or mechanism to solve the conflict problem is driven by
democratic values. The Model 3 in Table 6.13 shows the associations between two of
the four democratic-value variables (election and political ethics) and the attitude of
support for the uses of a reconciliation method or mechanism to solve the conflict
problem. Apart from these two democratic-value variables, south residence and Phue
Thai Party are another two variables statistically related to attitudes of support for the
uses of a reconciliation method or mechanism to solve the conflict problem but in an
opposite direction (negative relation for south residence v. positive relation for Phue
Thai Party). From the standardized regression coefficients, among these four variables,
Phue Thai Party has the largest impact on attitudes of support for the uses of law and
regulation to solve the conflict problem, followed by election, south residence, and
political ethics. None of the background and color inclination variables is statistically
related to attitudinal support for the uses of a reconciliation method or mechanism to
solve the conflict problem. This finding signifies a great opportunity for the
reconciliation process to be initiated and utilized by engaging the conflicting groups

into each stage of its implementation.

6.4 Conclusion
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The results obtained from this chapter’s assessment of public opinion
concerning conflict and conflict transformation showed evidence supporting that a
reconciliation process could be initiated and successfully implemented because almost
all of the respondents, whether they identify themselves as affiliated to any political
color or not, support conflict transformation as an approach to dealing with the decade-
long political conflict in this country. However, because the analyses carried out in this
chapter also provided evidence showing a sharp disagreement over how to deal with the
political problems between the people who have different democratic values and
identify themselves as attached to the two largest political parties, the reconciliation
process cannot be conducted without the understanding and acknowledgement of how
the public views on the key elements of the reconciliation process and trust building.

The next chapter will focus more intensively on this topic.
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Chapter 7 Trust Building as a Key Success
Factor for Thailand’s Reconciliation

Previous studies have found trust to be a crucial component in relationship
building and the peace building processes (Stein 1991; Kydd 2000b; 2000a; Mitchell
2000; Hoffman 2002). However, the reconciliation processes proposed and bought into
practice by the Thai governments during past years, as mentioned in the introductory
chapter of this dissertation, ignored trust building—both in terms of trust in institutions
and trust among the people. This dissertation thus claims that such a gap has meant that
the implementation of the reconciliation process in Thailand has never succeeded. In
order to make this argument even clearer, this chapter tests the theory that trust is
associated with variations in reconciliation, as in the hypothesis that those trusting in
political institutions and other people are more likely than those filled with distrust to

support elements important for the reconciliation process.

7.1 Public Opinions about the Key Elements of the
Reconciliation Process

Advocates of the conflict transformation approach to the process of peace
building have long accepted that the participation of all sectors of a society and the
means for achieving a peaceful transformation are the key elements of the reconciliation
process (Lederach 1997; 2003; Montville 1990; Saunders 1993; 1999). Meaningful
participation in the reconciliation process, on the one hand, requires people to trust in
institutions, in particular those institutions that play a key role in the reconciliation
process such as the government, the legislative organizations, and the courts.

Meaningful participation in the reconciliation process also needs trust among people in



society and in particular among conflicting parties (Govier 1997; Govier and Verwoerd
2002: 185). This dissertation used the survey questions to ask the Thai respondents to
evaluate the six key elements previous research claimed to be important for the
reconciliation process in general and in the case of Thailand’s current political conflict,
using a 0-10 scale, where 0 signifies “not at all important;” and 10 signifies “very much
important.” The six key elements were: the political will of the top political leaders to
be committed to peace and reconciliation; strong civil society organizations (CSOs) that
advocate and support the process; a societal atmosphere that provides safe and trusted
space for all parties to work together toward a possible solution; an inclusive dialogue
process that is acceptable to all stakeholders; a fair mechanism for truth-finding, sincere
apology, and forgiveness; and punishing those who have killed or hurt others during
political violence.

Table 7.1 shows that all of the six key elements of the reconciliation process,
according to the Thai respondents’ opinions, are important for transforming the current
political conflict into peace, as the mean scores for each element are higher than 5,
although none of them is higher than 7.5. According to the Thai respondents, more
precisely, strong civil society organizations (CSOs) that advocate and support the
process contribute the most important element of the reconciliation process (mean =
7.033). The second most important element is the political will of the top political
leaders committed to peace and reconciliation (mean = 6.833). The three contextual and
mechanical factors—a societal atmosphere that provides safe and trusted space for all
parties to work together toward a possible solution, a fair mechanism for truth-finding,
sincere apology, and forgiveness, and an inclusive dialogue process that is acceptable
to all stakeholders—are ranked third, fourth, and fifth most important elements,

respectively, with mean scores between 6.468 and 6.503. Strikingly, the least important

122



element, for the respondents, is the punishment of those who have killed or hurt others

during political violence.

Table 7.1 Public Views on the Key Elements of the Reconciliation Process

Elements Mean S.D.

2h. The political will of the top political 6.833 1.547
leaders that are committed to peace and

reconciliation

2i. Strong civil society organizations 7.033 1.583
(CSOs) that advocate and support the

process

2J. A societal atmosphere that provides 6.503 1.625
safe and trusted space for all parties to

work together toward a possible solution

2k. An inclusive dialogue process that is 6.468 1.603

acceptable to all stakeholders

2l. A fair mechanism for truth-finding, 6.473 1.631

sincere apology, and forgiveness

2m. Punishing those who have killed or 5.965 1.953

hurt others during political violence

These results suggest that in the Thai respondents’ opinion, in order to

accomplish the reconciliation process in the case of Thailand’s political conflict, the
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critical roles played by the key actors, both at the top-level and the grassroots, especially
political leaders and social organizations, should come first, followed by the adoption
of an appropriate reconciliation mechanism or tools, while the judgment whether the
violent people will be punished should be the last consideration. Additionally, these
opinions expressed by the Thai respondents are compatible with what many studies in
the past have highlighted: the importance of the combination of a high level of civic
engagement and a well-functioning state in producing the fertile soil necessary for
social and economic development, which is one of the ultimate goals of a reconciled

society (Colletta and Cullen 2000; Collier 1998; Narayan 1999).

7.2 Trust in institutions

In theory, trust in institutions is due to the fact that in modern life there is less
dependency on informal communication and inter-personal relations, but more
dependency on standards and social structures in which communication is implanted.
However, trust in institutions seems to have both institutional and personal aspects. That
is, people may trust both the system as such and individual actors they encounter or
observe (Newton 1999; Rothstein 2001). In addition, trust in some specific institutions,
such as the government, may be based on experiences over a long period of time, on the
current situation or on expectations of such institutions (i.e., the government) in the
future (Bouckaert and Van de Walle 2001:19). In this regard, the higher the level of
trust inspired by the current government (or any other political institution), the more
likely it is that a person will express specific support and trust, while long-term
experience points more in the direction of diffuse support and trust (Besley and Persson

2010; Fjeldstad 2004; Levi and Stoker 2000).
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As discussed earlier in the literature review chapter of this dissertation, research
from various contexts has shown that trust is a crucial component in relationship
building and reconciliation processes. However, levels of public trust in some specific
political institutions, particularly the Prime Minister, the Cabinet, and the political party
of the day, in Thailand have been low during the past decade, especially since the
military coup in September 2006 up until another military coup in May 2014. More
precisely and as shown in Figure 7.1 below, the levels of public trust in the prime
minister, according to the continuous study by the King Prajadhipok’s Institute (2017:
9), decreased from almost 90 percent in 2005 to lower than 50 percent in 2007, a year
after the 2006 coup. Since then until the year 2014, the levels of public trust in the prime
minister had never been higher than 70 percent.

Moreover, these levels have always dropped in the years after the major violent
conflicts occurred. For example, the level of public trust in the prime minister decreased
by 11 percent from 62 percent in 2010 to 51 percent in 2011, a year after the violent
crash between Abhisit’s government and the Red Shirts. Another example is the level
of public trust in the prime minister which dropped by almost 20 percent from 63
percent in 2013 to 44 percent in 2014, a period after violent conflict between the PDRC
and the Yingluck government’s supporters, which eventually brought the military back

into politics again where they remain up to the present.
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Figure 7.1
Public Trust in Prime Minister, Cabinet, and Political Party in Thailand

between 2005 and 2010

The same pattern can also be observed in the levels of public trust in the cabinet
and the political party during the same period, although these two institutions received
a lower level of trust than the prime minister. The association between this ebb-and-
flow trend of the levels of trust in these three political imnstitutions and the violent
conflict events suggests that to measure trust and identify whether trust can be used to
explain issues of reconciliation in the case of Thailand, as in many other countries’
experiences, 1s very important.

Since a reconciliation process involves not only the political institutions in the

executive branch, such as the prime minister and the cabinet, but also many institutions
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in the legislative and judiciary branches, the public survey conducted for this
dissertation also asked the Thai respondents to evaluate whether they trust the four most
important democratic institutions, including the government, the parliament, the courts
of justice, and the political parties, using a 0-3 scale, where 0 means trust not at all and
3 means strongly trust. Table 7.2 and Figure 7.2 present the percentages of trust in these
four democratic institutions. The results reveal that the courts of justice obtain the
highest percent of trust from the Thai respondents, with 72 percent trusting and 6
percent strongly trusting in the courts of justice. A little more than 70 percent of the
respondents say they trust or strongly trust in the parliament. This percentage of trust is
higher than those for the government and the political parties by 12 and 16 percent,

respectively.

Table 7.2 People’s Trusts in Institutions—the government, the parliament, the courts
of justice, and political parties

Not at all Strongly
Institutions Don’t trust Trust
trust trust
3a. The government 9.1 31.4 50.3 9.3
3b. The parliament 8.0 20.6 66.3 5.1
3c. The courts of justice 9.0 13.4 72.0 5.6
3d. Political parties 24.4 31.1 39.4 5.1
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Figure 7.2

People’s Trust in Institutions—the government, the parliament, the courts of justice,
and political parties

7.3 The Key Elements of Reconciliation Process v.
Trust in the Four Political Institutions

It 1s quite difficult to test the causal hypothesis linking trust in institutions and
reconciliation, since trust may contribute to reconciled attitudes, but reconciled attitudes
may also make it easier for people to trust in institutions and trust in other people
(Buford 2009: 80). To test the hypothesis that trust in institutions is associated with
reconciliation, this chapter employs bivariate tables in order to compare the mean score
of respondents’ opinions about the six key elements of the reconciliation process

between those who trust in each political institution and those who did not.
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Table 7.3 shows that Thai respondents who trust in the government are more
likely than those who distrust the government to accept all of the six key elements as
the key elements of a reconciliation process. In particular, the mean score for acceptance
that the political will of the top political leaders that are committed to peace and
reconciliation is a key element of a reconciliation process for the respondents who trust
in the government is higher than those who did not by 0.73. In addition, the mean score
for acceptance that strong civil society organizations (CSOs) that advocate and support
the process are a key element of a reconciliation process for the respondents who trust
in the government is around 0.31 higher than for those who did not.

Apart from the political will of the top political leaders and support of strong
civil society organizations, the views on the remaining four elements between the trust
and distrust groups show significant differences. As shown in the table below, the mean
score for acceptance that a societal atmosphere that provides a safe and trusted space
for all parties to work together toward a possible solution is a key element of a
reconciliation process for the respondents who trust in the government is higher than
those who did not by 0.47. The mean score for acceptance that an inclusive dialogue
process that is acceptable to all stakeholders is a key element of a reconciliation process
for the respondents who trust in the government also is higher than those who did not
at 0.58. The mean score for acceptance that a fair mechanism for truth-finding, sincere
apology, and forgiveness is a key element of a reconciliation process for the respondents
who trust in the government is higher than those who did not by 0.43. The mean score
for acceptance that punishing those who have killed or hurt others during political
violence is a key element of a reconciliation process for the Thai respondents who trust
in the government is higher than those who did not by 0.55.

Table 7.3 The Key Elements of Reconciliation Process v. Trust in the Government
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Elements Trust Distrust  Sig. Eta
The political will of the top Mean 7.13 6.40 *FRx o 0.232
political leaders that are N 476 324
committed to peace and S.D. 1.52 1.48
reconciliation
Strong civil society Mean 7.16 6.85 *** - 0.096
organizations (CSOs) that N 476 324
advocate and support the

S.D. 1.62 1.52

process
A societal atmosphere that Mean 6.69 6.22 *Rx o 0.142
provides safe and trusted space N 476 324
for all parties to work together S.D. 1.68 151
toward a possible solution
An inclusive dialogue process Mean 6.70 6.12 *xx o 0.179
that is acceptable to all N 476 324
stakeholders S.D. 1.66 1.45
A fair mechanism for truth- Mean 6.65 6.22 *** - 0.130
finding, sincere apology, and N 476 324
forgiveness S.D. 1.70 1.49
Punishing those who have Mean 6.19 5.64 **xx - 0.138
killed or hurt others during N 476 324
political violence S.D. 2.01 1.83

* ** *xx difference between trust and distrust is statistically significant at 0.1, 0.05, and 0.01 levels

respectively.
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Similarly to Table 7.3, Table 7.4 shows that respondents who trust in the
parliament are more likely than those who distrust the parliament to accept all of the six
key elements as the key element of a reconciliation process. The mean score for
acceptance that the political will of the top political leaders that are committed to peace
and reconciliation is a key element of reconciliation for the respondents who trust in the
parliament is higher than for those who did not by 1.07. The mean score for acceptance
that strong civil society organizations (CSOs) that advocate for and support the process
Is a key element of a reconciliation process for the Thai respondents who trust in the
parliament is higher than for those who did not by 0.28. The mean score for acceptance
that a societal atmosphere that provides a safe and trusted space for all parties to work
together toward a possible solution is a key element of a reconciliation process for the
respondents who trust in the parliament is higher than for those who did not by 0.46.

The mean score for acceptance that an inclusive dialogue process that is
acceptable to all stakeholders is a key element of a reconciliation process for the
respondents who trust in the parliament is higher than those who did not by 0.61. The
mean score for acceptance that a fair mechanism for truth-finding, sincere apology and
forgiveness is a key element of a reconciliation process for the respondents who trust in
the parliament is higher than for those who did not by 0.41. The mean score for
acceptance that punishing those who have killed or hurt others during political violence
is a key element of a reconciliation process for the respondents who trust in the

parliament is higher than those who did not by 0.78.

Table 7.4 The Key Elements of Reconciliation Process v. Trust in the Parliament
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Elements Trust Distrust  Sig. Eta
The political will of the top Mean 7.14 6.07 xR 0314
political leaders that are N 571 229
committed to peace and
S.D. 1.40 1.62
reconciliation
Strong civil society Mean 7.11 6.83 **0.079
organizations (CSOs) that N 571 229
advocate and support the
S.D. 1.48 1.79
process
A societal atmosphere that Mean 6.63 6.17 **k0.128
provides safe and trusted space N 571 229
for all parties to work together
S.D. 1.58 1.69
toward a possible solution
An inclusive dialogue process Mean 6.64 6.03 % 0.173
that is acceptable to all N 571 229
stakeholders S.D. 1.54 1.68
A fair mechanism for truth- Mean 6.59 6.18 *x o 0.112
finding, sincere apology, and N 571 229
forgiveness S.D. 1.59 1.69
Punishing those who have Mean 6.19 541 *x - 0.181
killed or hurt others during N 571 229
political violence S.D. 1.87 2.06

* ** *xx difference between trust and distrust is statistically significant at 0.1, 0.05, and 0.01 levels

respectively.
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Almost the same as for Table 7.3 and 7.4, Table 7.5 shows that respondents who
trust in the courts of justice are more likely than those who distrust the courts to accept
five of the six key elements as the key element of a reconciliation process. Only the
mean scores for acceptance that strong civil society organizations (CSOs) that advocate
and support the process are a key element of a reconciliation process between the Thai
respondents who trust in the courts of justice and those who are did not are not

statistically different.

Table 7.5 The Key Elements of Reconciliation Process v. Trust in the Courts of Justice

Elements Trust Distrust  Sig. Eta
The political will of the top Mean 7.05 6.07 **x  0.266
political leaders that are N 621 179
committed to peace and 1.44 1.65
S.D.
reconciliation
Strong civil society Mean 7.06 6.92 0.038
organizations (CSOs) that N 621 179
advocate and support the 1.54 1.72
S.D.
process
A societal atmosphere that Mean 6.59 6.18 **x 0.105
provides safe and trusted space N 621 179
for all parties to work together S.D. 1.61 1.64

toward a possible solution

Mean 6.59 6.04 *xx0.142
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Elements Trust Distrust  Sig. Eta

An inclusive dialogue process N 621 179
that is acceptable to all 1.59 1.59
S.D.

stakeholders

A fair mechanism for truth- Mean 6.56 6.16 *xx0.102
finding, sincere apology, and N 621 179

forgiveness S.D. 1.61 1.68

Punishing those who have Mean 6.09 5.54 *xx - 0.116
killed or hurt others during N 621 179

political violence S.D. 1.90 2.06

* ** *xx difference between trust and distrust is statistically significant at 0.1, 0.05, and 0.01 levels
respectively.

Unlike the results presented in Table 7.3 to Table 7.5, Table 7.6 shows that
respondents who trust in political parties are more likely to be positive than those who
distrust political parties with reference to only two of the six key elements. That is, the
mean score for acceptance of the importance of the political will of the top political
leaders for the respondents who trust in political parties is higher than for those who did
not by 0.38. The mean score for acceptance of the importance of strong civil society
organizations for the respondents who trust in political parties is lower than for those

who did not by 0.24.
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Table 7.6 The Key Elements of Reconciliation Process v. Trust in Political Parties

Elements Trust Distrust  Sig. Eta
The political will of the top Mean 7.04 6.66 *x 0121
political leaders that are N 356 444
committed to peace and S.D. 1.45 1.60
reconciliation
Strong civil society Mean 6.90 7.14 e 0.076
organizations (CSOs) that N 356 444
advocate and support the 1.51 1.63

S.D.

process
A societal atmosphere that Mean 6.50 6.50 0.001
provides safe and trusted space N 356 444
for all parties to work together S.D. 1.59 1.66
toward a possible solution
An inclusive dialogue process Mean 6.52 6.43 0.028
that is acceptable to all N 356 444
stakeholders S.D. 1.53 1.66
A fair mechanism for truth- Mean 6.52 6.43 0.027
finding, sincere apology, and N 356 444
forgiveness S.D. 1.56 1.68
Punishing those who have Mean 5.97 5.96 0.004
killed or hurt others during N 356 444
political violence S.D. 1.84 2.04

* *x xxx difference between trust and distrust is statistically significant at 0.1, 0.05, and 0.01 levels

respectively.
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7.4 Individual Trust

Since the mid-1950s, there have been over fifty national surveys about
individual trust. The most commonly asked question is, “Generally speaking, would
you say that most people can be trusted, or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with
people?” (Newton, 2001: 203). This dissertation adapted this question and asked the
Thai respondents, “Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the
following statement: Most people can be trusted?” Table 7.7 presents the data on the
Thai answers to this question. The results show that the proportion of the Thai
respondents who agree and strongly agree that most people can be trusted is very close
to the proportion of those who disagree and strongly disagree with this statement (52

percent and 48 percent, respectively).

Table 7.7 Individual Trust of the Thai respondents

Most people can be trusted? Percent
Strongly disagree 10.1
Disagree 37.9
Agree 35.8
Strongly agree 16.3

100.0

Compared to other countries around the world, according to the most recent
survey data collected by the World Values Survey (2014), this level of individual trust
expressed by the Thai respondents is moderate. But, it is higher than the proportion of

those who agree and strongly agree with this statement in Thailand, according to the
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World Value Survey 2014, by nearly 20 percent. This finding suggests that the level of
individual trust expressed by the Thai people has changed in an increasing trend during
the past few years. Since the political conflict in Thailand had become worse in 2014,
it is no surprise to see this increased trust among the people in the survey that was
conducted approximately three years after the violent conflict had been stabilized by
the military coup and there was no critical violent conflict (except in the South) which

had occurred since then.

7.5 The Key Elements of Reconciliation Process v.
Individual Trust

To confirm that trust and reconciliation are conceptually connected, Table 7.8
presents the results of a principal-components analysis using the eight questions shown
in Table 7.1. The result shows that Thai respondents who agree that most people can be
trusted are more likely than those who disagree with this statement to accept all of the
six key elements as the key elements of a reconciliation process. The mean score of
acceptance that punishing those who have killed or hurt others during political violence
is a key element of a reconciliation process for the Thai respondents who agree that

most people can be trusted is higher than for those who did not by 2.06.
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Table 7.8 The Key Elements of Reconciliation Process v. Trust in Individuals

Elements Trust Distrust  Sig. Eta
2h. The political will of the top Mean 7.55 6.06 ***0.480
political leaders that are N 416 384
committed to peace and S.D. 1.40 1.30

reconciliation

2i. Strong civil society Mean 7.95 6.04 *** 0.603
organizations (CSOs) that N 416 384
advocate and support the process  S.D. 1.27 1.25
2]. A societal atmosphere that Mean 7.63 5.28 *x o 0.721
provides safe and trusted space N 416 384
for all parties to work together S.D. 1.22 1.01

toward a possible solution

2K. An inclusive dialogue process Mean 7.57 5.27 *xx o 0.716
that is acceptable to all N 416 384
stakeholders S.D. 1.21 1.01
2l. A fair mechanism for truth- Mean 7.61 5.24 *Fx 0725
finding, sincere apology, and N 416 384
forgiveness S.D. 1.23 1.00
2m. Punishing those who have Mean 6.95 4.89 xR 0.527
killed or hurt others during N 416 384
political violence S.D. 1.84 1.44

* *x xxx difference between trust and distrust is statistically significant at 0.1, 0.05, and 0.01 levels
respectively.
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7.6 Regression Analysis of the Influence of Trust on the
Opinion about the Key Elements of the Reconciliation
Process

Dividing into four models, this section used the ordinary least squares (OLS)
method to analyze the effects of trust on the opinion about the key elements of the
reconciliation process. In all of the four model, the dependent variable is the opinion
about the key elements of the reconciliation process, measured as an index, relying on
the respondents’ self-reports of their opinions about the six key elements of the
reconciliation process used in the previous sections’ analysis. The variable thus runs
from 0 to 10, with higher values indicating a higher level of importance. This set of
items is highly reliable as a measure of the overall opinion about the key elements of
the reconciliation process, as the Cronbach’s alpha for this index is 0.910. It appears
that these various elements all represent a single coherent component of valuing the
reconciliation process.

In order to know how powerfully trust has an effect on the opinions about the
key elements of the reconciliation process, Model 1 was created by excluding all of the
trust variables and including eleven socioeconomic-background, three color- and party-
identification, and four democratic-value variables. These variables were measured as
below.

First, the socioeconomic-background variables are: (1) gender (female), a binary
0-1 variable, which takes the value 0 for males and 1 for females; (2) continuous
measure of age; (3) continuous measure of income; (4) a dummy variable for
employment status, which takes the value 0 for not employed and 1 for employed; (5)
an 8-point scale of education, ranging from 0 (no education) to 8 (higher than bachelor’s
degree); (6) adummy variable for religion (Buddhism), which takes the value 0 for non-

Buddhism and 1 for Buddhism; (7) a dummy variable for residence of the northern
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region, which takes the value 1 for northern residence and 0 for those who live in other
regions; (8) a dummy variable for residence of the northeastern region, which takes the
value 1 for northeastern residence and O for those who live in other regions; (9) adummy
variable for residence of the central region, which takes the value 1 for central residence
and 0 for those who live in other regions; (10) a dummy variable for residence of the
southern region, which takes the value 1 for southern residence and 0 for those who live
in other regions; (11) a 3-point scale of degree of urbanization, which takes the value 0
for the rural residence, 1 for large-city residence, and 2 for Bangkok residence.
Second, three color- and party-identification variables consist of (1) the 5-point
scale color inclination, which is measured as a yellow-red-scale, ranging from -2 to 2,
where -2 is yellow, 0 is neutral, and 2 is red, (2) an 11-point scale of the attachment to
the Democrat Party, and (3) an 11-point scale of the attachment to the Pheu Thai Party,
which takes 0 for feel totally not close to this party and 10 for feel very much close to
this party, with higher values indicating a closer attachment to each political party.
Third, the four democratic-value variables are measured by using the four survey
questions, asking whether the respondents strongly agree (3), agree (2), disagree (1), or
strongly disagree (0) with the statements that provide insight into the four democratic-
value orientations—(1) election, (2) political ethics, (3) rule of law, and (4)
socioeconomic equality. The election variable is assessed by the statement:
“Competitive and periodic elections are a necessary and indispensable element of
sustained efforts to the right of everyone to take part in the government of his or her
country.” The political ethics variable is assessed by the statement: “Thailand needs an
ethical leader, regardless of how he or she gets into power, to take the country back
from the corrupted politicians.” The rule of law variable is assessed by the statement:

“When the country is facing a difficult situation, it is ok for the government to disregard
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the law in order to deal with the situation.” The socioeconomic equality variable is
assessed by the statement: “Elections based on vote-buying by offering money to
legitimate voters is a beneficial aspect of Thai people because it is a matter of income
distribution to Thai people.” As shown in the previous chapter that people with different
socioeconomic backgrounds, party identification, and democratic values tend to have
different attitudes toward conflict and conflict transformation, public opinion about the
key elements of the reconciliation process was expected to be driven by some of these
variables.

Model 1 in Table 7.9 shows the association between seven of the eleven
socioeconomic-backgrounds, two of the three color- and party-identifications, and two
of the four democratic-value variables and the opinion about the key elements of the
reconciliation process. Income, urban residence, attachment to the Pheu Thai Party,
support for elections and the rule of law as an essential element of democracy are
significantly and positively related to the opinion about the key elements of the
reconciliation process, while age, employment, northern, northeastern, and central
residence, and the attachment to the Democrat Party are significantly but negatively
related to the opinion about the key elements of the reconciliation process. From
standardized regression coefficients, among these variables, the attachment to the
Democrat Party had the largest impact on the opinion about the key elements of the
reconciliation process, followed by support for the rule of law as an essential element
of democracy and the attachment to the Pheu Thai Party. However, R? was only 0.096,
indicating that only a small part of the variation in the opinion about the key elements
of the reconciliation process index was accounted for by the variables considered in this

model.
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Table 7.9 Multivariate Models of Factors that Influence Opinions about the Key Elements of the Reconciliation Process Index

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Beta S.E. Sig. Beta S.E. Sigq. Beta S.E. Sigq. Beta S.E. Sigq.
Backaround
Female .037 .098 .040 .095 .016 .067 .018 .066
Age -.109 .005 *x -121 .005 Fxx -.032 .003 -.042 .003
Income .079 .000 *x .084 .000 *x .019 .000 .023 .000
Employment -113 .190 Fkx -.126 184 Fkx -.032 131 -.042 128
Education -.030 .035 -.030 .034 -.043 .024 -.042 .024
Buddhism .042 270 .042 .262 .029 .185 .029 181
North -127 .220 *x -.142 213 falad -.017 151 -.030 .148
Northeast -.141 196 *x -.160 190 falad -.006 135 -.022 132
Central -.167 197 *x -.201 192 falale -.043 136 -.067 133
South .071 .258 .093 251 .052 A77 .065 173
Urban residence .078 .128 * .069 124 .069 .088 *x .064 .086 *x
Political identification
Yellow—>Red -112 .108 -.082 105 -.059 074 -.042 073
Democrat -.200 .027 fakaie -.238 .026 kel -.098 .018 ** 1-124 .018 falaied
Phue Thai .189 .023 fakaie 142 .023 falad .079 .016 * .055 .016
Democratic value
Election 125 .081 fakaie 136 .079 fakaie .047 .056 * .056 .055 *x
Political ethics -.028 .090 -.044 .087 .007 .062 -.003 .061
Rule of law 199 .075 falaie 222 .073 falakel .094 .052 *xx 111 .051 falaied
Equality -.046 .075 -.054 073 -.021 .052 -.026 .051
Trust
Trust in institutions .245 137 Fkx 146 .096 kel
Trust in other people 716 .066 *** 1.695 .066 falisled
N 781 781 781 781
Adjusted R? .096 150 .585 .594
F-value 5.600 8.251 56.590 58.034

Model-significance

**k*

**k*

**k*

*k*k

Note: *P < 0.1 ** P <0.05 *** P < 0.01
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Model 2 and Model 3 were then separately created by adding trust in institutions
as the main explanatory variable to the Model 2 and trust in other people to the Model
3, respectively. The trust in institutions variable is measured as an index, calculated
from the average level of trust in the four major democratic institutions—the
government, the parliament, the court of justice, and the political parties. This set of
items is highly reliable as a measure of trust in institutions, as the Cronbach’s alpha for
this index is 0.728. In the Model 3, the trust in other people variable was measured by
the respondents’ response to a 4-point scale question asking whether they agree or
disagree that “most people can be trusted”: 3 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 1 = disagree;
0 = strongly disagree. These two regression models are controlled for all the factors
used in the Model 1. These regression analyses expected that people who have a higher
level of trust in institutions and trust in other people are more likely to have a positive
attitude supporting the key elements essential for the reconciliation process than those
who have a lower one.

When trust in institutions was added within the regression analysis of Model 2,
RZimproved. As expected, trust in institutions factors was significantly and positively
related to opinions about the key elements of the reconciliation process. Age, income,
employment, northern, northeastern, and central residence, the attachment to the
Democrat and the Pheu Thai Party, support for election and the rule of law as an
essential element of democracy remained significant with the same direction of
association to the opinion about the key elements of the reconciliation process.
However, based on the standardized regression coefficients, the attachment to the
Democrat Party lost its position as having the most significant impact on the opinion
about the key elements of the reconciliation process and was replaced by trust in
institutions. Although adding trust in institutions into the regression model did not

eliminate the significance of all socioeconomic-background, color- and party-



identification, and democratic-value variables, this finding indicated that trust in
institutions is the most powerful factor driving public opinion about the key elements
of the reconciliation process.

When trust in other people was added within the regression analysis of Model
3, R?sharply improved. As expected, the trust in other people factor was significantly
and positively related to the opinion about the key elements of the reconciliation
process. More interestingly, almost all of the socioeconomic-background variables lost
their significant association to the opinion about the key elements of the reconciliation
process. Only urban residence, which is significantly and positively related to the
opinion about the key elements of the reconciliation process in the Model 1, retained its
significance with the same direction of association to the opinion about the key elements
of the reconciliation process. As with the result shown in the Model 2, the attachment
to the Democrat Party lost its most significant impact position on the opinion about the
key elements of the reconciliation process and was replaced by trust in other people,
based on the standardized regression coefficients. This finding indicated that adding
trust in other people into the regression model not only eliminated the significance of
almost of the socioeconomic-background variables but also reduced the strength of the
impact of all color- and party-identification and democratic-value variables.

In order to confirm the powerful impact of trust on the opinions about the key
elements of the reconciliation process, Model 4 was finally constructed by including
both trust in institutions and trust in other people as the main explanatory variables. The
result of the regression analysis in Model 4 clearly showed that when trust in institutions
and trust in other people were together added within the same model, R improved. As
expected, trust in institutions and trust in other people factors were both significantly

and positively related to the opinions about the key elements of the reconciliation
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process. Despite these two trust variables, urban residence, attachment to the Democrat
Party, and two of the democratic-value variables—election and the rule of law— remain
significantly related to the opinions about the key elements of the reconciliation process.
However, the relationship of urban residence and two of the democratic-value
variables—election and the rule of law—were positive, while attachment to the
Democrat Party was negative to the opinion about the key elements of reconciliation.
Based on standardized regression coefficients, among these variables, trust in other
people had the largest impact on the opinion about the key elements of the reconciliation
process, followed by trust in institutions and then attachment to the Democrat Party.

In summary, the bivariate and regression analyses conducted in this chapter
revealed that the people who trust in political institutions and other people are more
likely than those who do not to support elements important for the reconciliation
process. This finding also supported previous research indicating the essential nature of

trust in making the reconciliation process successful.

Chapter 8 Conclusion
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Scholars in peace studies have long accepted that building trust is essential and
has a critical impact on the achievements of a reconciliation process in post violent-
conflict societies (e.g., Besley and Persson 2010, De Juan and Pierskalla 2016, Fjeldstad
2004, Harvey and Stover 2004, Huyse 2003a; 2003b, Liwicki and Wiethoff 2000, Staub
2000). At the individual level, the existence of trust among the people, especially those
who are conflicting parties, makes conflict resolution easier and more effective (Huyse
2003a; 2003b). Establishing trustworthiness is the key to solving the commitment
problem because it makes the conflicting parties accept each other and perceive
themselves as having strong common goals, values, and identities (Liwicki and
Wiethoff 2000: 102). With mutual trust, conflicting parties are thus motivated to sustain
the relationship and find constructive ways to transform the conflict (Staub 2000: 376).

At the institutional level, trust in functioning institutions, such as a new
government established as a result of a peace process, an appropriate legislative
structure, a non-partisan judiciary and an effective civil service, is important for the
implementation of peace agreements (Huyse 2003b). A high level of trust in these
institutions can help in linking a reconciliation policy to the many other tasks of a
transition from violent conflict to durable peace, for example, by increasing citizens’
compliance with the law, which in turn decreases the risk of conflict recurrence (De
Juan and Pierskalla 2016). In addition, a high level of trust in the government and the
civil service helps these institutions, enabling them to utilize their capacity in raising
revenues, determining security, development, and the political stability of a country in
the long run (Besley and Persson 2010; Fjeldstad 2004). However, creating trust and
understanding between former enemies is a supremely difficult challenge.

This dissertation seeks to explain why successive Thai governments have failed

in maintaining peace through conducting reconciliation processes. It argued that the
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reconciliation process conducted by several governments during the past decade failed
because trust building—both in terms of trust in national institutions and trust among
the people—has been ignored. The neglect of the Thai governments to invest time and
other resources in building trust has made the term reconciliation unpopular and created
perceptions of the reconciliation process as being conducted as a means for the people
holding state power to defeat the people of opposing groups rather that a means of
resolving conflict problems and reconciling society. As a result, the political conflicts
in this country may have been temporarily stopped by the use of the old Thai style of
reconciliation, especially enacting laws to enforce peace and using a military coup, but
such temporary measures have never been transformed to durable peace.

The previous chapters of this dissertation examined attitudes towards conflict
and conflict transformation as well as public opinions about the key elements of the
reconciliation process. The results revealed evidence confirming the main argument of
this dissertation that “trust building is a key success for Thailand’s reconciliation.” This
chapter summarizes the central argument developed throughout the dissertation,
highlights the key findings, and considers the implications for future research into trust

and reconciliation in Thailand and perhaps in other post violent-conflict societies.

8.1 Attitudes toward Conflict and Conflict
Transformation among People with Different Colored
Affiliation

Division and polarized politics have defined Thailand since 2006. The colored-
shirt confrontations caused physical damage and painful emotions among the people,

and had seen the military step in to end the political turmoil both in 2006 and 2014.
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Previous studies in Thai politics have illustrated the causes and results of the conflicts,
and suggested factors that appear crucial to assuring the success of the reconciliation
process in the case of Thailand (e.g., Asia Foundation 2009; 2010; 2013, Bjarnegard
and Tennesson, 2015, King Prajadhipok’s Institute, 2012, Truth for Reconciliation
Commission of Thailand, 2012). The arguments in this dissertation have added insights
to the question of whether Thai citizens, especially those who identify themselves as
yellow-shirt and red-shirt supporters, agree or disagree with the proposed factors
necessary for successfully implementing a reconciliation process.

Although the analyses carried out in this research showed evidence confirming
what the previous studies described about the differences in demographic backgrounds
and political attitudes between yellow and red supporters, this dissertation’s findings
also indicated that almost all of the respondents, whether they identify themselves as
affiliated to any political color or not, support conflict transformation as an approach to
dealing with the decade-long political conflict in this country. In particular, while the
yellow supporters tend to accept that law and violence (such as in a military coup) can
be used to control or reduce conflict and to solve conflict problems, the uses of a
reconciliation method or mechanism, such as talking to each other, to solve the conflict
problem obtained the highest degrees of support from not only the yellow and red
supporters but also the respondents who identify themselves as neutral or no color.

Other ideas suggesting the utilization of reconciliation methods, especially the
process that helps conflicting parties to forgive each other, also received a high
percentage of support from the respondents in all the three color groups. Moreover, after
controls for socioeconomic and political influences, the color inclination variable has
no statistical significance on all the three dimensions of attitudes toward conflict and

conflict transformation categorized by this dissertation. This finding suggests that
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attitudes toward conflict and conflict transformation between people with different
colored affiliation are not sharply different. Combined with the attitudes supporting the
use of reconciliation mechanisms, this finding is evidence of a possibility for a
reconciliation process to be innovated and successfully implemented. However,
because the data also showed a sharp disagreement over how to deal with the political
problems between the people who have different democratic values and identify
themselves as attached to the two largest political parties, the initiation and
implementation of the reconciliation process cannot disregard public opinions about the

key elements of the reconciliation process and trust building.

8.2 Public Opinions about the Key Elements of the
Reconciliation Process

Apart from a lack of empirical data explaining attitudes toward conflict and
conflict transformation of conflicting groups and ordinary citizens, survey research
focusing on public opinions about the key elements of the reconciliation process in the
case of Thailand has been rare. This research added statistical responses to the questions
of whether and to what extent the Thai respondents view the key elements of the
reconciliation process as important. Consistent with the lessons learnt from various
post-conflict societies (Colletta and Cullen 2000, Collier 1998, Mihr 2018, Narayan
1999), the data indicated the importance of the combination of a high level of civic
engagement and a well-functioning state in facilitating the processes necessary for the
establishment (or re-establishment) of a reconciled society. As shown in chapter 6,
according to the Thai respondents, the strong support and advocacy of civil society
organizations (CSOs), the political will of the top political leaders committed to peace

and reconciliation, and a societal atmosphere that provides safe and trusted space for all
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parties to work together toward a possible solution are the top-three most important
elements to accomplish the reconciliation process in the case of Thailand’s political

conflict.

8.3 Empirical Support for an Influence of Trust and
Reconciliation

Previous studies have found trust to be an indispensable part in relationship
building and the peace building processes (Stein 1991; Kydd 2000b; 2000a; Mitchell
2000; Hoffman 2002). However, the reconciliation processes proposed and bought into
practice by the Thai governments during recent years have paid very little attention to
trust building—Dboth in terms of trust in institutions and trust among the people. This
research shows findings consistent with previous studies, illustrating associations
between public opinions about the six key elements of the reconciliation process and
trust in several aspects. First, Thai respondents who trust in the government and the
parliament are more likely than those who distrust these two institutions to accept all of
the six key elements as the key elements of a reconciliation process. Second, the
respondents who trust in the courts of justice are more likely than those who distrust the
courts to accept most of the six key elements, excluding strong civil society
organizations (CSOs) that advocate and support the process, as the key element of a
reconciliation process. Third, respondents who trust in political parties are more likely
to be positive than those who distrust political parties with reference to only two of the
six key elements, including the strong support and advocacy of civil society
organizations (CSOs) and the political will of the top political leaders committed to

peace and reconciliation. Fourth, Thai respondents who agree that most people can be
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trusted are more likely than those who disagree with this statement to accept all of the
six key elements as the key elements of a reconciliation process.

In addition, this research confirms previous research indicating the essential
nature of trust in making the reconciliation process successful. As shown in the
multivariation analyses of the chapter 6, when trust in institutions and trust in other
people is put together with other potential variables, including socioeconomic-
background, color- and party-identification, and democratic-value variables, in the
same model, trust in other people had the largest impact on the opinion about the key
elements of the reconciliation process, followed by trust in institutions. These findings
are convincing enough for this dissertation to conclude that general ignoring of trust
building in the reconciliation process conducted by previous Thai governments is
problematic and one of the main reasons of their unsuccessful implementations of the

reconciliation policy.

8.4 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research
of Trust and Reconciliation

Using the public opinion survey and quantitative analysis, this research provided
a clearer and more comprehensive picture of Thai citizens’ attitudes and perceptions
about peace and reconciliation, and the key factors, in their opinion, for bringing about
reconciliation across the nation. However, since data for the empirical analyses in this
dissertation were gathered during the period under the military government, some
respondents may have felt uncomfortable to answer some survey questions which they
view as sensitive, especially those relate to attitudes toward the coup, the political roles
of the military, and affiliations to colored groups and/or political parties. Future research

may benefit from collecting survey data in a societal atmosphere that is free and more
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open than when this dissertation’s public opinion survey was conducted. This limitation
also reveals that context matters. Thus, this dissertation suggests further research that
collects empirical data for several years and employs a longitudinal approach as its
method of examination in order to monitor changes in attitude and opinion about
conflict transformation and peace. The longitudinal analyses will also provide further
answers to the question of how far the influence of trust on the reconciliation process

varies across different times and circumstances.

8.5 What can be done to facilitate the reconciliation
process that could transform political conflict in Thai
society into peace?

More than four years after the most recent coup in 2014, Thai society is still
divided. In the third year since taking control, the military government of General
Prayut Chan-o-cha, the NCPO chairman, once again established a reconciliation
committee working under the umbrella of the Committee for Reform, Reconciliation,
and National Strategy. The good news is that this new reconciliation committee was
created as a result of the Prayut government’s awareness of the importance of the
creation of national unity in stimulating national development. However, this new
reconciliation committee is made up mostly of military officers and state officials with
a minority of members with specialist experience in reconciliation and peace building.
Concerns about the application of the Thai old style of reconciliation, particularly by
enacting an amnesty law or using an authoritarian power to enforce peace is still in
existence and widespread throughout the Thai society. Any achievement in reconciling
the decade-long political conflict in this country from the work of this committee
therefore is questionable and perhaps hardly to be expected. One of the critical examples

supporting these concerns is the so-called “10-point social contract” released by the
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military government in July 2017, as one of the final outcomes from the work of the
Committee for Reform, Reconciliation, and National Strategy. This contract was
promoted as a way to bring about reconciliation and unity to the country under a quasi-
democratic framework designed by the junta. However, the critics generally regarded
the social contract as only a cosmetic exercise to boost the junta’s image and lacking
genuine people participation and contribution in its drafting process. For this reason,
the trust building is unlikely to be plausible so long as Thailand is still under
authoritarian rule of the NCPO and General Prayut Chan-o-cha who may arbitrarily
exercise his absolute power embedded in the current Thai 2017 Constitution (see section
265).

What can be done to facilitate the reconciliation process that could transform
political conflict in Thai society into peace? This dissertation thus recommends that the
government as well as any of those who have a responsibility in a reconciliation process
must recognize that the process of reconciliation is relevant to, and has an effect on, not
only the conflicting parties but all sectors and all people throughout the society. For this
reason, any initiative by the government or political groups striving for reconciliation
must consider the importance of meaningful public participation in the reconciliation
process. As the analyses sustained throughout this dissertation highlighted the
importance of trust, the government as one of the most important political institutions
for the facilitation of a reconciliation process must seek the ways to increase its
trustworthiness in the eyes of the public, for example, by revealing information and
providing clear reasons to the public so that they understand what is being done and
how earnestly the government is committed to the reconciliation process.

Moreover, the government and other political institutions involved must put a

system in place for feedback from the public; especially from those who incurred losses
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and were affected by the violent incidents. In order to build trust between the people,
interactive channels must also be made available to the people to communicate together,
to build understanding, and to exchange opinions; especially channels for broad-based
discussions about the pathway to transform the conflicts and the future of this country.
One of the communication channels that should be organized throughout the whole
country is a public forum, deliberative dialogue, or public deliberation where conflicting
parties and people from all sectors can express their opinions and listen to the opinions
of others who hold different views. This kind of public forum would allow people to
understand each other and to find a way to compromise and endeavor to view the issues
that divide the society from similar view points. In this way, a peaceful society in which
people who are past enemies and/or those who hold different political viewpoints can
live together despite their differences could be expected.

This dissertation strongly agrees with previous studies in believing that
reconciliation is a continual process. This dissertation thus suggests the government
should create impartial mechanisms to support continuation of an efficient process of
reconciliation, especially by providing the budget for the functioning of those
mechanisms, and then not interfering in their work. In this regard, the reconciliation
committee or a working group like the Committee for Reform, Reconciliation, and
National Strategy that was appointed by the NCPO is essential to establish. However,
unlike the membership of the Committee for Reform, Reconciliation, and National
Strategy, such a committee should establish as a reconciliation network made up of
groups of individuals who are impartial, who represent all sectors of society (i.e., the
state, the private sector, and civil society groups, as well as the media and academic
institutions), and who demonstrate an active desire to play a leading role in the peaceful

process of reconciliation and democratization.
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Public Opinion Survey under the Project
“Why Reconciliation Failed in Thailand” No. of Questionnaire

Le

University of
New England

Public Opinion Survey under the Project “Why Reconciliation Failed in Thailand”

Thank you for sparing your time to respond to the questionnaire. The public
opinion survey under the Project “Why Reconciliation Failed in Thailand” is part of
the Ph.D. dissertation conducted by Mrs. Wichuda Satidporn under the supervision
of Professor Helen Ware. The objectives of the project are to survey Thais’ attitudes,
perceptions, and opinions about politics and reconciliation in Thailand. The survey
will lead to an understanding of the key factors for bringing about reconciliation in
the case of the recent political conflicts in Thailand.

Your name will not be revealed in the questionnaire, and your answers will be
strictly kept confidential. Your information will be used for statistical purposes only.
No one can identify which answers are yours.

The survey will take approximately half an hour to complete. Your participation
is completely voluntary; you are free to withdraw from the interview at any time.
Are you willing to take part in the survey?

Thank you again. The interview will start now.



Part 1: Democratic Values [Attitudes toward democracy]
Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree with the following

statements:

Statement

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

| refuse
to
answer.

Idon’t
know/
I won’t
answer.

0

3

8

9

la. Competitive and
periodic elections
are a necessary and
indispensable
element of
sustained efforts to
the right of
everyone to take
part in the
government of his
or her country.

[

O

O

[

1b. Thailand needs
an ethical leader,
regardless of how
he or she get into
power, to take the
country back from
the corrupted
politicians.

1c. When the
country is facing a
difficult situation, it
is ok for the
government to
disregard the law in
order to deal with
the situation.

le. Elections based
on vote-buying by
offering money to
legitimate voters is
a beneficial aspect
of Thai people
because it is a
matter of income
distribution to Thai
people.
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Part 2: Perceptions about conflict, reconciliation, and peace

2.1 Attitudes toward conflict and conflict transformation

Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree with the following

statements:

Statement

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

| refuse
to
answer.

Idon’t
know/
I won’t
answer.

0

3

8

9

2a. Without
regard to the other
factors, strictly
conforming to the
law will make
Thai society
peaceful.

[

[

O

[

2b. Sometimes,
using violence
(suchasina
military coup) to
solve the conflict
problem is
necessary because
it is a method that
can rapidly solve
the problem.

2c. Conflicts can
be resolved by
talking to each
other.

2d. We can
decrease tension
of conflict by
forgiving for each
other.

2e. If people do
realize their
faults, then
forgive them.

2f. The society
has rules and
regulations, so
people who
commit illegal
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I refuse I'don’t
Strongly . Strongly know/
Statement disagree Disagree agree to I won’t
answer.
answer.
0 1 3 8 9
practice deserve
their punishment.
29. ‘!’he best_ 7 n 0 O O
forgiveness is the
forgiveness with
no conditions.

2.2 Opinions about the key elements of the reconciliation process

How important are the following elements for the reconciliation process in the case of
Thailand’s current political conflict?
0 signifies “not at all important;” 10 signifies “very much important”

Elements

refuse
to
answer

don’t

know/
won’t
answe

10

98

99

political will
of the top
political
leaders that
are
committed to
peace and
reconciliation

O

civil society
organizations
(CSOs) that
advocate and
support the
process

2i. Strong n

atmosphere
that provides
safe and
trusted space
for all parties
to work
together
toward a

2j. A societal [
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don’t
refuse| know/
to won’t
Elements answer| answe
r
0 21 3|1 4]5]|6 819110 98 99
possible
solution
2k. An Oo|ojo|o|ojojo|ojojol| o | O
inclusive
dialogue
process that
is acceptable
to all
stakeholders
AR qqiOliglo|o|o|o|lo|lool| o] O
mechanism
for truth-
finding,
sincere
apology, and
forgiveness
2m. Oo|o|olo|o|ojo|ojojol|o| O
Punishing
those who
have killed
or hurt others
during
political
violence
Part 3: Trust
3.1 Trusts in institutions
Do you strongly trust, trust, don’t trust, and not at all trust in the following
institutions:
I refuse I'don’t
Notat | Don’t Trust Strongly 0 know/
Institutions all trust | trust trust I won’t
answer.
answer.
0 1 2 3 8 9
3a. The
government u [ [ [ [ [
3b. The parliament ] ] [ ] ] |
3c. The courts of
justice ] ] Ol ] ] Ol
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3d. Political parties

3.2 Individual Trust

Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree with the following

statement
| I don’t
Strongly | . Strongly refuse know/
Statement disagree Disagree | Agree agree to [ won’t
answer. | answer,
0 1 2 3 8 9
3e. Most people
can be trusted O O O U U U
Part 4: Political identifications & Socioeconomic backgrounds
4.1 Political identifications
no slightly | slightly I refuse I'don’t
. . strongly know/
Color color/ | Red | leaning | leaning vellow to I won't
affiliation | neutral Red Yellow answer. W
answer.
0 1 2 3 4 8 9
4a. If you
had to [ [ [ [l [] []
choose
one, which
of the
following
would
most
closely
describe
your
political
opinion?
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How close do you usually think your political opinions are to the following parties?

0 signifies “feel totally not close to this party” 10 signifies “feel very much close to

this party”
| Idon’t
know/
refuse |
Party an;sver won’t
identification answer
0123456789(1) 08 99
4b. Chart
Thaipattana | | 0| O OO O(0O(0O0O|0|0 Ol O
Party
4c.Democrat | | OO | O |O0|O|O|O|O(O|O O O
Party
4d. Pheu Olojo|o|o|o|o|a|lo|o|a O O
Thai Party
de.
phumjaithaiDDDDDDDDDDD ] ]
Party
4f. Other
parties igoaoigagoo|o|japg ] O
(please
identify)

4.2 Socioeconomic backgrounds

S .1Gender 0 [ female 1 O male

S2. Age year/Year of birth

S3. Please state your average household’s earn during the last 12
months Baht

S4. Are you current self-employed, working in a family business or an outside

employer?

0 O not employed
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1 O self-employed

2 O working in a family business

3 O working for an outside employer
4 O working in public sector

S5. Highest education level achieved (If you are a student, please identify the highest
education you think you will achieve.)

1 O No education

Not completed primary education
Primary education

Attended vocational school
Secondary education

First years of university

Bachelor’s degree
Higher than Bachelor’s Degree

© 00 N o o B~ WwN
O 0Oo0O0o0gdan

0 Other please specify:

S6. What is your religion?
1O Buddhism S 0O Other (please specify)
2 O Islam 6 O No religion
3 O Christianity 70 I refuse to answer.
4 O Hindu 8 O I don’t know.
To be filled by the interviewer
S7. Respondent’s area of living:
0 O village/small town (living outside a municipality area)
1 0O large city/metropolitan (living in a municipality area)

2 O Bangkok
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Public Opinion Survey under the Project
“Why Reconciliation Failed in Thailand” No. of Questionnaire

a << =
NSANEIAUAALILYDIUTZYITU 1589

“msansranAuAfnIsUsaInaslulssmdlng ”

mamauqmﬁww%’unmé’uﬁfﬁlumauLmuaaummﬁ'uﬁ NSETIIMSANYIAUAALIAY
vaaszmvulasamsviruaddenisusesnsslulsemalnoiudiunilsvesnisdnwseiu
USQytenve901915839A1 @18aNS M un1Inedeilndanaun UssivAseansiay lag
TassnsiiiiinguszasdiiieAnmarmdniuazamuidnvesnulneiefulsadunsiios
waznsasmMINUTeIReslulTEIVA ?fa%ﬁﬁlﬂgiﬂﬂsa§waﬂaﬂuLﬂb’wlaL?imﬁ’uﬂaﬁl'aa‘hﬁ'zy‘l,unﬁ
ihduRguangdeeilnsetnadaiu

wuvasuauaghignszydeuazmmeuveainuazgninwiiiumuduediaasiain
foyavrgnldiiioTnguazasdnsadinvindu Liflasiiezannsossyldinduiuniedney
Ve

Wil wuvaeuauagldnanlunisdunsaluszuna 30 wiit nsfidiusauvesluns
peuLUUdsUANYeInuasiuluMemwadiasla vinuaunsavesAnsdunwaliilelaflé
vnudleisduduniwesdsiviolir/asu?

YoUBUAMBNAT fialy L1319z sAuN ¥Rk AL/ASY



daun 1: iruansauszunsulee
MULTILMee81989 Wiusae lviudiy wseliviusmeeagredaiutanudaludl

YA

T3l
A¢
2819849

Tadiu | Wi
Ae Ae

<@ i
WAUADY
981984

Ufas?
AU

Tainsu

0

1n. MsiEendsi
adavewaziinng
wIsTURDBIAUTENDU
fsnfunazualylaly
nsatuayuli
UTzYUNNAUAINITA
wWrlufigulunis
UnAsaatnuLie

|

1%, Yewmelnedaanis
Yo aAaa a ~
FNNANATY5ITULNE
UnUaausemnaain
Jnnsiiieafineaalny
lidesauladnginu
PYUALLNUNT1UND

v aa

AEITNITA

10, Wethudlosdas
WefuanuNIaIT
gINAIUIN SFU1A
U109 IuNS LY
ngrangunaFadldiile
InnsiuanIuNITal
#199)

19, MsiEendafenis
T4 Gudoidus u
Useleguiulsevvu
wsztunisnseaney
srelalinuuseansu

167




d9UR 2: YUNBUABINUAMUTALEY N15UTINBY Lazdufgy
2.1 irunddanudaudiuaznisuusilasuanudaudslugdungy
VInuLuseaE98e Wiuse ludiiuse vieliviumeegnsBeiudaniunelull

Tl
PBREAR
89

Tiwiu | wiu | uiusie Ufeisi

Y Y o Tainsu
o8l gy | o199 ATHDU

YAINY

0 1 2 3 8 9

2n. MsUURnY O O O O O O
A RERERR
wnssnsalagly
Fnudpefiansan
gudue vl
Fapulnedanuasu
v

29. UN9ATINS LY O O O O O O
AUgULsTlung
In13Ugnn (1l

o @ al
N133gUTe119) NU
ANnudndu ey
Wudsnmsudlatym
= <
519157

20, AUTALES O O O O O O
gusalasunisg
wilalaaenisuy
wiuneReiy

24, 151919V WA O O O O O O
UTFEINFAAIY
Taldaanaslalag
nslresne iy

29. DIAUTIRALAD O O O O O O
dAilninAlasie iy

o

22. tuiiasdaadl O O O O O O
nnseiley
WSIZRLUUAUYINRRA

AoIgnatiny

168




Taiviu

Mian fiv Nslesny
TovlisediRouly
lag

v, | Liviu [ v | wiudoe Ufjuash | . |
. fwegna | . o lainsu
donu q- MY g | edneda WHOU
84
0 1 2 3 8 9
29, A5 IRAUNA O O O O O O

2.2 anuAaiiuneaiuladeddglunszuirunisadisnnudsasnes

yuAadwslullinnudAgsonszuiunmsasaulsesnesiulsemalneunniesualuu
NAZKUUAILG 0 B laldAgyias Ul 10 Av dAgyuniign

29AUsENaU

Ufjias

T

nIu

10

98

99

24, LINTIUIN
nsiileavessih
seauadlunis
a519a074
U509n09uay
dudiay

a

2al. A

v [
LUULTIVDY
2IANTNIA
Uszawuluns
atuayu
ASZUIUNT
U599099

28y. USSEINA
VOIF AUV
AuTTaLd iy
e 3En
Uasanuuay
Tnslefu e
AuuAly
Ugm

nanepildle

28). NILVIUNTT | O

169




Tai
. Usjids
23AUTYNaU NI
11 2 41516 7] 8]9 10 98 99
daudenndie
YoUIU
24). NFLUUMS olo ol|lo|lo|lolo|g o O O
Adusssuly
ASAURIAY
939 MSVOINY
wazlviess
25. NMsalny oo o|o|lofjolo|g o O O
AUNYINSIEU50
sijouly
WMANISaIAY
FUKTINN
A5LAB9
d2ufl 3: aAnuedu
3.1 AULTalUARanIUURNNe)
vinueiuegngs Wweily Lilweliu vieliweiuay deaartuntimsidleswisluil
Lo Tai o \woliu Ufjiesn Tai
o SN
anuu fuae | ey 981989 AU 731U
0 1 2 3 8 9
3n. 3§UA O O O O O O
39. 3gam O O O O O O
3A. ANAYRASITH O O O O O O
39. WISANTSLIBY O | O O O O

Al .
3.2 a7yl diadalanu

Yiuiumeada8e wiuale liviueie wieliviumeadgaiudeninuseluil

170




Tdvtuse | iy | Wi | e Ufueshl |
Y L Y Y L Tainsu
YAINU 281989 Ae e | o989 LAV
0 1 2 3 8 9
3q. AudUlng O O O O O O
Wlala
duil 4: pIndamaAsegia deau wasnisilles
4.1 giviaeanensiiias
, AU Ny
Y o < ogY
S ADUTNG | AT Iy
Ligd | dhe . . %h) -
P LY ARBY - Ug)Leis
/ LA o , LAaedg / o .
. Aany | sude A | lansw
WU LAY , Y nuda
, RbUARH] %R . U
nane | ege | x - 2814
o LEDLLAY | LR / o
IALaU IALaU
nUUd
0 1 2 3 4 8 9
an. on O O O O O O O
o < %
INUUNBDILADN
gn 1 U8 ViU
AnNTBlansa
AUAILAALTAU
NNITLEID
YBIVNUUIN
ian

MIUARINIAIILAALTAUNIIN I DIVDIVINUADAAADINS B LNALA L ULLINNUDINT AN D

salUflAlin 3NALLULAILE 0 Ao hidanrdssnIalnatAeaas Audd 10 AD @0AAADINSE

InalAgauniign

171




lai
- NI/
VA s
. iy
nIANSLlBY o Wiiﬂ
msiiles
i
o121 3(a4a|516[7]8|9]10 98 99
49. O|lgo({o|jo|jao(o|jo|jo|jg|{oj| o O O
NIIAALNY
WaIN
4@. NITA O|lgo({o|jo|jao(o|jo|jo|jgo|{o| O O O
Usgrd5tnd
awssedle |O|o|lo|ololo|lololo|olo O O
ne
m.wssapile |O|O|o|o|o|lo|jo|jo|o|o|o O O
ne
sa.wsdu |O|o|o|ololo|lololo|olo O O
(Wsnszy)

4.2 gindamaAsegnauasdny
ST 0 O ey 1099

S2. 97y U/ U wa \in

53. Turrauszunal 1 UAruun Asauasveanuilisieloade
Useannoauay UM

S4. @ANUNINANTINNUYBIVINUATINUYD LA

0 O Tulavia
1 O Us5ENaueIneaseuadfiles
2 O ailugsia/Aanisvesnseunia

172




3 0O MUlLUSEMLENYU/AN15VBIAUDY
4 0 aulumhenuressy

S5. sgunsfnwaiigaitasu (dmeuduiniSeu Wildseaunisnuigadian)

1 O lulaseu

2 O lalausgauUseau@ne

3 O JutulszauAn

4 0O JutusseLAnwneudY

5 0 JutusseLAnwIReuats /AuaneenTay
6 O audsyay/Masdnweglunviinedy
70 UUTYY NI

8 O uaaN YIRS

9 0O

Juq Winsy

9

S6. vinutudemau1azls

1 o wne 5 0O duq Wemsey_
2 0O daanu 6 O Lidutiemaunlaiag
3 0 ATaRChristianity 7 0O Ufiasfiagneu

4 O  Bug 8 O Lainsu

aauil gaunrvalidugnsandayaias

S7. Negenfevasnouwuuasununagluunle:

0 O UYINUAWAUIA
1 0O Tuwawmeuna
2 O NFANN

173



€
o

References

“40 7 6 ga1 2519: i57lidw ...u4..008w.” Prachatai, 30 August 2016.

<http://prachatai.com/journal/2016/08/67681> Accessed February 17, 2017.

“a

Faun” de! $v “ut” ns@nswa-awmsuimas. 2007. Manager Online, March, 9.

<http://www2.manager.co.th/Politics/ViewNews.aspx?NewsID=95100000078
38> Accessed February 17, 2017.

“qagms” du “luFialingaeale”- dniwmnnadhituingalild. 2007. Manager Online, January, 20.

<http://www.manager.co.th/Local/ViewNews.aspx?NewsID=9500000028081
> Accessed February 17, 2017.

q53q) 339550, (2007). dauveana.o.gsgns. Manager Online, March, 23.

<http://www.thaiday.com/Daily/ViewNews.aspx?NewsID=9500000033429>
Accessed February 17, 2017.

Abhichart Sthitniramai. (2010). “Who Are the Red Shirts and Why Have They Come
Out?” Matichon, 20 July 2010. http://www.matichon.co.th/news_detail.php?

newsid=1279607815&grpid=01&catid=(http://www.matichon.co.th/news_deta

174



il.php?newsid=1279607815&grpid=01&catid=) Accessed on January 23,
2017.

“Abhisit vows to bridge political divide, fix economy.” The Nation, December 31,
2008: 2A.

Abu-Nimer, Mohammed. (2001). “Conflict Resolution, Culture, and Religion: Toward
a Training Model of Interreligious Peacebuilding.” Journal of Peace Research
38 (6): 685-704.

Ammar Siamwalla and Somchai Jitsuchon. (2011). “The Socio-Economic Bases of the
Red-Yellow Divide: A Statistical Analysis,” In Bangkok, May 2010:
Perspectives on a Divided Thailand. Singapore: institute of Southeast Asian
Studies (ISEAS).

Anchalee Paireerak. (2002). “Réuang jaak bpok [Story from the Front Page].” Siam
Rath Weekly, January 18-24: 10-13.

Anderson, Benedict. (1977). Withdrawal Symptoms: Social and Cultural Aspects of
the October 6 Coup. Bulletin of Concerned Asian Scholars 9 (3): 13-30.

Anderson, Benedict. (1998). The Specter of Comparisons: Nationalism, Southeast
Asia and the World. New York: Verso.

Andrieu, Kora. (2010). Civilizing Peacebuilding: Transitional Justice, Civil Society
and the Liberal Paradigm. Security Dialogue 41(5): 537-558.

Anek Laothamatas. (1996) “A Tale of Two Democracies: Conflicting Perceptions of
Elections and Democracy in Thailand.” In R.H. Taylor (ed.), The Politics of
Elections in Southeast Asia. Washington, D.C.: Cambridge University Press,

201-223.

175



Anek Laothamatas. (2006). Thaksina-prachaniyom [Thaksin-style Populism],
Bangkok: Matichon.

Arenhovel, Mark. (2008). Democratization and Transitional Justice. Democratization
15(3): 570-587.

Arghiros, Daniel. (2001). Democracy, Development and Decentralization in
Provincial Thailand. Richmond, Surrey: Nordic Institute of Asian Studies.

Askew, Marc. (2010). “Confrontation and Crisis in Thailand, 2008-2010.” In
Legitimacy Crisis in Thailand, ed. Marc Askew. Bangkok: King Prajadhipok’s
Institute.

Azar, Edward E. (1990). The Management of Protracted Social Conflict. Theory and
Cases. Aldershot: Dartmouth.

Azar, Edward E. and John W. Burton, (eds.). (1986). International Conflict
Resolution: Theory and Practice. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Baker, Carl. (2002). “Korea: Challenges for Democratic Consolidation, 166-194.” In
Asia-Pacific: A Region in Transition, ed. Jim Rolfe. Honolulu, HI: The Asia-
Pacific Center for Security Studies.

Barnett, J. and Adger, W. (2007). Climate Change, Human Security and Violent
Conflict. Political Geography 26(6): 639-655.

Barsalou, Judy. (2007). Managing Memory: Looking to Transitional Justice to
Address Trauma. In Peacebuilding and Trauma Recovery: Integrated
Strategies in Post-War Reconstruction. University of Denver, Colorado, USA.

“BBC ON THIS DAY | 14 | 1973: Thai army shoots protesters.” BBC News. October
14, 1973.
<http://news.bbc.co.uk/onthisday/hi/dates/stories/october/14/newsid 2534000/
2534347.stm> Accessed February 03, 2017.

176



Bell, Christine. (2000). Peace Agreements and Human Rights. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Bell, Christine, and Kimana Zulueta-Flscher. (2016). Sequencing Peace Agreements
and Constitutions in the Political Settlement Process. Stockholm: International
IDEA.

Bell, Thomas. (2008). “Protesters Force Thai PM Abhisit Vejjajiva to Move Maiden
Speech.” The Telegraph, December 30.
<http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/thailand/4023652/Protester
s-force-Thai-PM-Abhisit-Vejjajiva-to-move-maiden-speech.html> Accessed
June 13, 2017.

Bercovitch, Jacob, Victor Kremenyuk, and William 1. Zartman. (2009). “Introduction:
The Nature of Conflict and Conflict Resolution.” In The SAGE Handbook of
Conflict Resolution, pp.1-11 . Bercovitch, Jacob, Victor Kremenyuk, and
William I. Zartman (eds.). London: Sage.

Besley, Timothy and Torsten Persson. (2010). State Capacity, Conflict, and
Development. Econometrica 78(1): 1-34.

Bjarnegard, Elin and Stein Tgnnesson. (2015). “Why So Much Conflict in Thailand?”
Thammasat Review 18(1): 132-161.

Bjarnegard, Elin, and Erik Melander. (2014) Thailand's Missing Democrats: Reds,
Yellows and the Silent Majority. Foreign Affairs
<http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/141454/elin-bjarnegard-and-erik-
melander/thailands-missing-democrats> Accessed June 13, 2017.

Bloomfield, David, and Ben Reilly. (1998). The Changing Nature of Conflict and

Conflict Management,” in Peter Harris and Ben Reilly (eds.), Conflict

177



Management and Industrial Relations. Boston, The Hague, London: Kluwer
Nijhoff.

Bloomfield, David. (2003a). “Reconciliation: an Introduction.” In Reconciliation After
Violent Conflict: A Handbook, pp.10-18. Bloomfield, David, Teresa Barnes,
and Luc Huyse (eds.). Stockholm: International Institute for Democracy and
Electoral Assistance.

Bloomfield, David. (2003b). “The Context of Reconciliation.” In Reconciliation After
Violent Conflict: A Handbook, pp.40-48. Bloomfield, David, Teresa Barnes,
and Luc Huyse (eds.). Stockholm: International Institute for Democracy and
Electoral Assistance.

Brown, Andrew and Kevin Hewison. (2005). “Economics is the Deciding Factor:
Labour Politics in Thaksin’s Thailand. ” Pacific Affairs 78(3): 353-375.

Brounéus, Karen. (2003). Reconciliation: Theory and Practice for Development
Cooperation. Stockholm: Swedish International Development Cooperation
Agency — Sida.

Brounéus, Karen. (2008). ‘Truth-telling as Talking Cure? Insecurity and
Retraumatization in the Rwandan Gacaca Courts’. Security Dialogue 39(1),
55-76.

Buchanan, J. (2013). Translating Thailand’s protests: An analysis of Red Shirt
rhetoric. ASEAS — Austrian Journal of South-East Asian Studies 6(1): 60-80.

Buford, Thomas O. (2009). Trust, Our Second Nature: Crisis, Reconciliation, and the
Personal. New York: Lexington Books.

Burton, John. (1990). Conflict: Resolution & Prevention. New York: St. Martin's
Press.

“Call to Amend Charter.” (2008). The Nation, 22 March, p. 1A.

178



Case, William F. (1996). Can the ‘Halfway House’ Stand? Semidemocracy and Elite
Theory in Three Southeast Asian Countries. Comparative Politics 28 (4): 437-
464.

Chai-anan Samudavanija. (1989). “Thailand: A Stable Semi-Democracy.” In
Democracy in Developing Countries. Volume 111: Asia, ed. by Larry Diamond,
Juan J. Linz and Seymour Martin Lipset. Boulder, Col.: Lynne Rienner
Publishers; London, England: Adamantine Press, 305-346.

Chairat Charoensin-o-larn. (2010). Thailand in 2009: Unusual Politics Becomes
Usual. Southeast Asian Affairs (2010): 302-331.

Chaiwat Satha-anand. (2002). Forgiveness as a Nonviolent Security Policy: An
Analysis of Thai Prime Ministerial Order 66/23. Social Alternatives 21 (2): 29-
36.

Chaiwat Satha-anand. (2003). Armed with Life?: Critical Concept on Violence (in
Thai). Bangkok: Fah Deaw Kun.

Chaiyan Ratchakul. (2002). Conflicts in the Context of Peaceful Means. Class
materials of Peace Studies and Peace subject, Unit 2. Nonthaburi: Sukhothai
Thammatirat Open University.

Chambers, Michael R. (2005). The Chinese and the Thais are Brothers': the evolution
of the Sino—Thai friendship. Journal of Contemporary China 14(45): 599-629.

“Charter is not a political toy.” Bangkok Post, 25 March 2008, p. 10.

Christensen, Scott. (1991). Thailand after the Coup. Journal of Democracy 2 (3): 94-
106.

Colletta, N. J. and Cullen, M. L. (2000). The Nexus between Violent Conflict, Social
Capital and Social Cohesion: Case Studies from Cambodia and Rwanda.
Washington, D.C.: World Bank.

179



“Conflict Transformation in Protracted Internal Conflicts: The Case for a
Comprehensive Framework.” In Protracted Internal Conflicts. (1995). Ed.
Kumar Rupesinghe. London: MacMillan Press.

Dalpino, Catharin. (2011). Thailand in 2010: Rupture and Attempts at Reconciliation.
Asian Survey 51(1): 155-162.

Darling, Frank C. (1960). Marshal Sarit and Absolutist Rule in Thailand. Pacific
Affairs 33(4): 347-360.

de Greiff, Pablo. (2012). Theorizing transitional justice. In Transitional Justice, ed. M
Williams, R Nagy, J Elster, pp. 31-77. New York and London: New York
University Press.

De Juan, Alexander and Jan Henryk Pierskalla. (2016). Civil war violence and
political trust: Microlevel evidence from Nepal. Conflict Management and
Peace Science 33(1): 67-88.

Dressel, Bjorn, and Marcus Mietzner. (2012). A Tale of Two Courts: The
Judicialization of Electoral Politics in Asia. Governance 25(3): 391-414.
Fischer, M. (2011). “Transitional Justice and Reconciliation: Theory and Practice.” In
Advancing Conflict Transformation: The Berghof Handbook 1l eds. B. Austin,
M. Fischer, H. J. Giessmann, Barbara Budrich Publishers, Opladen/Framington

Hills, pp. 406-430.

Fisher, Ronald. (1997). Interactive Conflict Resolution. Syracuse: Syracuse University
Press.

Fjeldstad, Odd-Helge. (2004). What’s trust got to do with it? Non-payment of service
charges in local authorities in South Africa. Journal of Modern African Studies

42(4): 539-562.

180



Fletcher, Laurel E., Harvey M. Weinstein, and Jamie Rowen. (2009). Context, Timing
and the Dynamics of Transitional Justice: A Historical Perspective. Human
Rights Quarterly 31 (1):163-220.

Forsyth, Tim. (2010). “Thailand’s Red Shirt Protests: Popular Movement or
Dangerous Street Theatre?”” Social Movement Studies 9 (4): 461-467.

Freedom House. (1992). “Freedom House Condemns Violence, Calls for the State of
Emergency in Thailand to be Lifted.” Human Rights Documents Online, 19
May.

Fuller, Thomas. (2009). “Thailand Cancels Summit after Protests.” New York Times,
April 11.
<http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/12/world/asia/12thai.html?scp=2&sq=Thali
%20Protest%20Blocks%20Summit%20Meeting&st=cse.> Accessed 14 April
2009.

Galtung, Johan. (1976). “Three Approaches to Peace: Peacekeeping, Peacemaking,
and Peacebuilding.” In Peace, War and Defense: Essays in Peace Research,
Vol. 11, ed. Johan Galtung. Copenhagen: Christian Ejlers.

Galtung, Johan. (1996). Peace by Peaceful Means. London: Sage.

Galtung, Johan. (2001). “After violence, Reconstruction, Reconciliation, and
Resolution: Coping with Visible and Invisible Effects of War and Violence,”
in Abu-Nimer, Mohammed (ed.), Reconciliation, Justice, and Coexistence:
Theory and Practice. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books.

Gibson, James L. (2006). Overcoming Apartheid: Can Truth Reconcile a Divided

Nation? New York: Russell Sage Foundation Publications.

181



Giles Ji Ungpakorn. (2014). “The 14th October 1973 uprising” available online at
<https://uglytruththailand.wordpress.com/2014/10/14/the-14th-october-1973-
uprising/> Accessed December 7, 2016.

Girling, John. (1981). Thailand: Society and Politics. Ithaca and London: Cornell
University Press.

Goodhand, J., (2001). Violent Conflict, Poverty and Chronic Poverty. Working Paper
No. 6. Manchester: Chronic Poverty Research Centre.

Haider, Huma, (2011). Social Repair in Divided Societies: Integrating a Coexistence
Lens into Transitional Justice. Conflict, Security and Development 11(2): 175-
203.

Hayner, Priscilla B. (2009). Negotiating Justice: Guidance for Mediators. Geneva:
Humanitarian Dialogue Centre.

Hayner, Priscilla B. (2011). Unspeakable Truths: Transitional Justice and the
Challenge of Truth Commission, 2nd edition. London: Routledge.

Hewison, Kevin. (1997). Political Change in Thailand: Democracy and Participation.
London; New York: Routledge.

Hewison, Kevin. (2006) “Thailand: Boom, Bust and Recovery.” In G. Rodan, K.
Hewison, & R. Robison, editors, The Political Economy of South-East Asia.
Markets, Power and Contestation. Melbourne: Oxford University Press, pp.
74-109.

Hewison, Kevin. (2008). “Thailand after the ‘Good” Coup.” Paper presented at the
10th International Conference on Thai Studies, Thammasat University, 9-11
January 2008.

Hewison, Kevin. (2014). Thailand: The Lessons of Protest. Asian Studies: Journal of
Critical Perspectives on Asia 50(1): 1-15.

182



Hewison, Kevin. (2015). Thailand: Contestation over Elections, Sovereignty and
Representation. Representation 50(1), 51-62.

Hiebert, Murray. (2014). “Thai Constitutional Court Removes Prime Minister
Yingluck from Office.” <https://www.csis.org/analysis/thai-constitutional-

court-removes-prime-minister-yingluck-office> Accessed June 13, 2017.

Horn, Robert. (2010). “On Bangkok's Bloody Streets, a Crackdown Breaks Protests.”
Time, May 19.
<http://content.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1990184,00.htmI>
Accessed June 13, 2017.

Human Rights Watch. (1993). “THAILAND.”
<https://www.hrw.org/reports/1993/WR93/Asw-11.htm> Accessed February
17, 2017.

Huyse, Luc. (1998). “Transitional Justice,” in Peter Harris and Ben Reilly (eds.),
Democracy and Deep-Rooted Conflict: Options for Negotiators, Stockholm:
International IDEA.

International Crisis Group. (2005). Southern Thailand: Insurgency, not Jihad. Asia
Report No 98, 18 May 2005 <https://www.crisisgroup.org/asia/south-east-
asia/thailand/southern-thailand-insurgency-not-jihad> Accessed February 17,
2017.

Johnston, Tim. (2009). Thai State of Emergency Sparks More Unrest. Washington
Post, 12 April 2009. <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wpdyn/ content/article/
2009/04/12 /AR2009041200314.html.> Accessed 14 April 2017.

Jong-chul Ahn. (2003). “Simin’gun: The Citizens’ Army during the Kwangju
Uprising, 11-21.” In Contentious Kwangju: The May 18 Uprising in Korea's

183



Past and Present, eds. Gi-Wook Shin and Kyung Moon Hwang. New York:
Roman & Littlefield.

Jung-kwan Cho. (2003). “The Kwangju Uprising as a Vehicle of Democratization: A
Comparative Perspective, 67-85.” In Contentious Kwangju: The May 18
Uprising in Korea’s Past and Present, eds. Gi-Wook Shin and Kyung Moon
Hwang. New York: Roman & Littlefield.

Kanbur, R., (2007). Poverty and Conflict: The Inequality Link. New York:
International Peace Academy.Kasian Techapeera. (2007). Jaak ra-bop ték-sin
SO0 rat-ta-bpra-haan [From Thaksin Regime to 19 September 2006 Coup: Thai
Democracy in Crisis]. Bangkok: 14 October Foundation.

Kasian Tejapira. (2006). <“Toppling Thaksin.”” New Left Review, 39(May-June): 5-37.

Kengkij Kitirianglarp and Hewison, Kevin. (2009). Social movements and political
opposition in contemporary Thailand. The Pacific Review 22(4), 451-477.

King Prajadhipok’s Institute. (2012). The National Reconciliation Building. Bangkok:
King Prajadhipok’s Institute.

Kinsella, David, and David L. Rousseau. (2009). “Democracy and Conflict

Resolution.” In The SAGE Handbook of Conflict Resolution, pp. 475-491.

184



Bercovitch, Jacob, Victor Kremenyuk, and William 1. Zartman (eds.). London:
Sage.

Kitti Prasirtsuk. (2007). From Political Reform and Economic Crisis to Coup d’etat:
The Twists and Turns of Thai Political Economy, 1997-2006. Asian Survey 47
(6): 872-893.

Kitti Prasirtsuk. (2015). Thailand in 2014: Another Coup, a Different Coup? Asian
Survey 55(1): 200-206.

Kobkua Suwannathat-Pian. (2003). Kings, Country and Constitutions: Thailand's
Political Development, 1932-2000. New York: RoutledgeCurzon.

Kovit Wongsurawat. (2010). Thai Politics and Government: Multidimensional, third
edition (in Thai). Bangkok: Faculty of Social Science, Kasetsart University.

Lake, D. A. and Rothchild, D. (1996). Containing Fear: The Origins and Management
of Ethnic Conflict. International Security 21(2): 41-75.

Lambourne, Wendy. (2009). Transitional Justice and Peacebuilding after Mass
Violence. International Journal of Transitional Justice 3(1), 28-48.

Lederach, John Paul. (1995). Preparing for Peace: Conflict Transformation Across
Cultures. Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University Press.

Lederach, John Paul. (1998). “Beyond Violence: Building Sustainable Peace”, in
Eugene Weiner (ed.), The Handbook of Interethnic Coexistence, pp. 236—245.
New York: Continuum.

Lederach, John Paul. (1999). Building Peace: Sustainable Reconciliation in Divided
Societies, 3" edition. Washington, DC: United States Institute of Peace Press.

Lederach, John Paul. (2003). The Little Book of Conflict Transformation. Intercourse,

PA: Good Books.

185



Levi, Margaret & Laura Stoker. (2000). Political trust and trustworthiness. Annual
Review of Political Science 3: 475-507.

Lewicki, R.J. & Wiethoff, C. (2000). Trust, Trust Development, and Trust Repair. In.
M. Deutsch & P.T. Coleman (Eds.), The Handbook of Conflict Resolution:
Theory and Practice (p. 86-107). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Lind, J. and Sturman, K. (2002). Scarcity and Surfeit: The Ecology of Africa’s
Conflicts. Pretoria: African Centre for Technology Studies and Institute for
Security Studies.

Lindemann, S. (2008). Do Inclusive Elite Bargains Matter? A Research Framework
for Understanding the Causes of Civil War in Sub-Saharan Africa. Discussion
Paper No. 15. London: Crisis States Research Centre, London School of
Economics and Political Science.

Liow, Joseph. (2015). Dictionary of the Modern Politics of South-East Asia, 4™
edition. New York: Routledge.

Long, William J. and Peter Brecke. (2003). War and Reconciliation. Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press.

Lujala, P. (2010). The Spoils of Nature: Armed Civil Conflict and Rebel Access to
Natural Resources. Journal of Peace Research 47(1): 15-28.

Lumsden, Malvern. (1999). “Breaking the Cycle of Violence.” In Ho-Won Jeong
(ed.), Conflict Resolution: Dynamics, Process and Structure, pp. 131-52.
Aldershot: Ashgate.

McCargo, Duncan. (2002). Reforming Thai politics. Copenhagen: NIAS.

McCargo, Duncan. (2008). “Thailand: State of Anxiety.” Southeast Asian Affairs

2008: 332-356.

186



McCargo, Duncan. (2010) Thailand's National Reconciliation Commission: a flawed
response to the Southern Conflict. Global Change, Peace & Security 22(1):
75-91.

McCargo, Duncan. (2011). “Toxic Thaksin? Thailand’s Troublesome Ex-Premier.”
Representation 47 (3): 295-306.

McCargo, Duncan and Ukrist Pathmanand. (2005). The Thakinization of Thailand.
Copenhagen: Nordic Institute of Asian Studies.

McClung, Margi, and Karina Kloos. (2016). Promoting Peace: Mitigating and
Managing Intra-Household Property Rights Disputes in Rwanda. Seattle, WA:
United States Agency for International Development.

Melvin, N. J., (2007). Conflict in Southern Thailand: Islamism, Violence and the State
in the Patani Insurgency. SIPRI Policy Paper No. 20. Stockholm: Stockholm
International Peace Research Institute.

Miall, Hugh. (2004). Conflict Transformation: A Multi-Dimensional Task. Berlin:
Berghof Centre for Constructive Conflict Management.

Michael H. Nelson. (2010). “Thailand’s People’s Alliance for Democracy: From
‘New Politics’ to a ‘Real’ Political Party?” In Legitimacy Crisis and Political
Conflict in Thailand, ed. by Marc Askew. Chiang Mai: Silkworm Books.

Minow, Martha. (1998). Between Vengeance and Forgiveness: Facing History after
Genocide and Mass Violence. Boston: Beacon Press.

Mihr, Anja. (2018). Regime Consolidation and Transitional Justice: Case Studies on
Germany, Spain, and Turkey. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Mohammadzadeh, Hossien. (2016). The Causes of Ethnic Conflict in Multi-ethnic

Societies. World Scientific News 42: 156-166.

187



Montville, Joseph. (1990). Conflict and Peacemaking in Multi-Ethnic Societies.
Lexington, Mass.: Lexington.

Morell, D. and Chai-Anan Samudavanija. (1988). Political Conflict in Thailand:
Reform, Reaction, Revolution. Cambridge, Mass.: Oelgeschlager Gunn &
Hain.

Morris, Catherine. (2004). Managing Conflict in Health Care Settings: Principles,
Practices and Policies. Paper prepared for a workshop at King Prajadhipok’s
Institute, Thailand.

Murshed, S. M. and Tadjoeddin, M. Z. (2009). Revisiting the Greed and Grievance
Explanations for Violent Internal Conflict. Journal of International
Development 21(1): 87-111.

Mydans, Seth. (1998). “Chatichai Choonhavan, 76, Ex-Prime Minister of Thailand.”
New York Times, May 6.
<http://www.nytimes.com/1998/05/07/world/chatichai-choonhavan-76-ex-
prime-minister-of-thailand.htmI> Accessed February 17, 2017.

Mydans, Seth. (2008). “Thai Parliament Picks New Premier.” New York Times,
December 14.
<http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/16/world/asia/16thailand.htmI> Accessed
March 7, 2017.

Nakarin Mektrairat. (1992). The Siamese Revolution of 1932. Bangkok: The Social
Sciences and Humanities Textbooks Project. (in Thai).

Naruemon Thabchumpon and Duncan McCargo. (2011). “Urbanized Villagers in the
2010 Thai Redshirt Protests.” Asian Survey 51 (6): 993-1018.

Neher, Clark D. (1988). Thailand in 1987: Semi-Successful Semi-Democracy. Asian
Survey 28 (2): 192-201.

188



Ockey, James. (2009). Thailand in 2008: Democracy and Street Politics. Southeast
Asian Affairs 2009: 315-333.

Ohlson, T. (2008). Understanding Causes of War and Peace. European Journal of
International Relations 14(1): 133-160.

Olsen, Tricia D., Leigh A. Payne, and Andrew G. Reiter. (2010). The Justice Balance:
When Transitional Justice Improves Human Rights and Democracy. Human
Rights Quarterly 32(4): 980-1007.

Pasuk Phongpaichit, and Chris Baker. (2002). Thailand: Economy and Politics.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pasuk Phongpaichit, and Chris Baker. (2004). Thaksin: The Business of Politics in
Thailand. Chiang Mai, Thailand: Silkworm Books.

Pasuk Phongpaichit, and Chris Baker. (2008). A History of Thailand, third edition.
Port Melbourne, Victoria: Cambridge University Press.

Patana Ginger Tangpianpant. (2010). Thaksin Populism and Beyond: A Study of
Thaksin's Pro-Poor Populist Policies in Thailand. B.A. Thesis, Wesleyan
University.

Pickering, Peg. (2000). How to Manage Conflict: Turn All Conflicts into Win-win
Outcomes, 3" edition. Franklin Lake, NJ: Career Press.

Policy Statement of the Council of Ministers Delivered by General Surayud
Chulanont, Prime Minister of the Kingdom of Thailand to the National
Legislative Assembly On Friday, 3 November 2006.

Policy Statement of the Council of Ministers Delivered by Mr. Abhisit Vejjajiva,
Prime Minister of the Kingdom of Thailand to the National Legislative

Assembly On Friday, 30 December 2008.

189



Pongphisoot Busbarat. (2017). Thai—US Relations in the Post-Cold War Era: Untying
the Special Relationship. Asian Security 13(3): 256-274.

Prajak Kongkirati. (2016). Thailand’s Failed 2014 Election: The Anti-Election
Movement, Violence and Democratic Breakdown. Journal of Contemporary
Asia 46(3): 467-485.

Prapart Pintobtang. (2010). Gaan luk kéun s6o kong kon yot yaa [The Grassroots
Uprising: Political Analysis]. In Pinyo Trisuriyatamma (eds) Red Why?
Bangkok: Openbooks.

Puey Ungphakorn. (1977). Violence and the Military Coup. Bulletin of Concerned
Asian Scholars 9 (3): 4-12.

Quinn, Joanna R. (2009). Chicken and Egg? Sequencing in Transitional Justice.
International Journal of Peace Studies 14(2): 35-53.

Reimann, Cordula. (2001). Assessing the State of the Art in Conflict Transformation.
Berlin: Berghof Research Center for Constructive Conflict Management.

“Reuters Journalist Killed in Bangkok Protests.” (2010). Reuters, April 4.
<http://www.reuters.com/article/2010/04/10/us-thailand-protests-reuters-
IdUSTRE63910020100410> Accessed December 15, 2016.

Rigby, Andrew. (2001). Justice and Reconciliation: After the Violence. Boulder. CO:
Lynne Rienner.

Rosoux, Valerie. (2009). “Reconciliation as a Peace-Building Process: Scope and
Limits.” In The SAGE Handbook of Conflict Resolution, pp. 543-562.
Bercovitch, Jacob, Victor Kremenyuk, and William 1. Zartman (eds.). London:

Sage.

190



Rungtham Sujithammarak. (2002). Peace Studies and Peace. Class materials of Peace
Studies and Peace subject, Unit 1. Nonthaburi: Sukhothai Thammatirat Open
University.

Russell, Adam. (2014). “Coups, Rebellions and Uprisings in Thailand since 1902.”
Adam on Everything, 23 May 23. <http://www.arussell.com
/2014/05/22/coups-rebellions-and-uprisings-in-thailand-since-1902/> Accessed
February 17, 2017.

Sarkees, Meredith Reid, Frank Whelon Wayman, and J. David Singer. (2003). Inter-
State, Intra-State, and Extra-State Wars: A Comprehensive Look at Their
Distribution over Time, 1816-1997. International Studies Quarterly 47(1): 49-
70.

Saunders, Harold H. (1993). The Concept of Relationship. Columbus: Ohio State
University, Mershon Center.

Saunders, Harold H. (1999). A Public Peace Process: Sustained Dialogue to
Transform Racial and Ethnic Conflicts. New York: Palgrave.

Shriver, Donald. W. (1995). An Ethic for Enemies: Forgiveness in Politics. New
York: Oxford University Press.

Skaar, Elin. (2013). ‘Reconciliation in a Transitional Justice Perspective’. Transitional
Justice Review 1(1), 54-103.

Smith, D. (2003). “Trends and Causes of Armed Conflicts.” In Austin, Alexander;
Fischer, Martina; Ropers, Norbert. Berghof Handbook for Conflict
Transformation. Berlin: Berghof Research Centre for Constructive Conflict
Management.

Sopranzetti, Claudio. (2016). Thailand's Relapse: The Implications of the May 2014
Coup. The Journal of Asian Studies 75(2): 299-316.

191



Spangler, Brad. (2003). “Settlement, Resolution, Management, and Transformation:
An Explanation of Terms.” Beyond Intractability. Eds. Guy Burgess and Heidi
Burgess. Conflict Information Consortium, University of Colorado, Boulder.

Staub, Ervin. (2000). “Genocide and Mass Killing: Origins, Prevention, Healing and
Reconciliation.” Political Psychology 21(2): 367—82.

Stephenson, Carolyn M. (2008). Peace Studies, Overview. In: Lester Kurtz (ed.).
Encyclopedia of Violence, Peace, & Conflict, Volume 2, 809-820. Oxford:
Elsevier.

Suchit Bunbongkarn. (1999). “Thailand’s Successful Reforms,” Journal of
Democracy 10(4): 54-68.

Surin Maisrikrod. (1993). Thailand 1992: Repression and Return of Democracy.
Southeast Asian Affairs: 327-349.

Taylor, David. (2014). Victim Participation in Transitional Justice Mechanisms: Real
Power or Empty Ritual? Discussion Paper. Impunity Watch, Utrecht.

Teitel, Ruti G. (2003). Transitional Justice Genealogy. Harvard Human Rights
Journal 16: 69-94.

“Thailand: Revolution in Red and Yellow.” (2009). The Guardian, April 14.
<http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2009/apr/14/leader-thailand-
political-crisis> Accessed December 11, 2016.

Thak Chaloemtiarana. (2007). Thailand: The Politics of Despotic Paternalism. Chiang
Mai, Thailand: Silkworm Books.

Tharoor, Ishaan. (2010). Top 10 World News Stories. Time, December 9.
<http://www.time.com/time/specials/packages/article/0,28804,2035319 20353
11 2035675,00.html.> Accessed December 10, 2016.

“The Week in Review.” (2006). Bangkok Post, October 1, p.4.

192



Thitinan Pongsudhirak. (2008). Thailand Since the Coup. Journal of Democracy
19(4): 140-153.

Thoms, Oskar N.T., James Ron and Roland Paris. (2008). The Effects of Transitional
Justice Mechanisms: A Summary of Empirical Research Findings and
Implications for Analysts and Practitioners. Ottawa: Centre for International
Policy Studies, University of Ottawa.

Thongchai Winichakul. (2001). “We Do Not Forget the 6 October” The 1996
Commemoration of the October 1976 Massacre in Bangkok. Paper presented
at the workshop on “Imagining the Past, Remembering the Future,” Cebu, the
Philippines, March 8-10, 2001.

Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Thailand. (2011). The First Interim Report
Covered the period 17 July, 2010 — 16 January, 2011. Bangkok: Office of
Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Thailand.

Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Thailand. (2012). Final Report of Truth for
Reconciliation Commission of Thailand (TRCT) July 2010 - July 2012,
Bangkok: Office of Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Thailand.

United Nations. (2010). Guide Note of the Secretary-General: United Nations
Approach to Transitional Justice.
<https://www.un.org/ruleoflaw/files/TJ_Guidance_Note_March_2010FINAL.
pdf> Accessed December 10, 2017

Vinjamuri, Leslie and Jack Snyder. (2015). “Law and Politics in Transitional Justice.”
Annual Review of Political Science 18(1), 303-327.

Weiner, Eugene. (1998). “Coexistence Work: A New Profession.” In Eugene Weiner

(ed.), The Handbook of Interethnic Coexistence. New York: Continuum.

193





