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Thailand in (no)transition: The anti-election movement, the 2014 military coup 

and democratic breakdown 

 

Prajak Kongkirati 

Thammasat University 

 

 

Introduction: electoral violence by mass movement and breakdown of democracy 

In late December 2014, having faced massive and fierce street protests over a 

controversial Amnesty Bill, the government of Prime Minister Yingluck Shinawatra chose to 

dissolve Parliament and called for a general election on 2 February 2014. The snap 2014 

elections witnessed a significant change in the pattern of electoral violence in Thailand. It 

changed from targeted killings among the rival candidates to mob violence aimed at 

disrupting the electoral processes and institutions. The urban middle class protesters and the 

southerners who were the staunch supporters of the Democrat Party, mobilized under the 

movement called the People's Democratic Reform Committee (PDRC) led by the then deputy 

head of the Democrat Party Suthep Thaugsuban, employed violent tactics to disrupt electoral 

voter registration, vote casting and vote counting activities. As a result, six million registered 

voters were affected by the closure of polling stations across the country. The degree of 

violence was the highest in the history of electoral campaign in Thailand. Eventually, on 21 

March 2014, the Constitutional Court ruled the 2 February general election invalid. After the 

court ruling, the PDRC continued their occupation of many parts of Bangkok, effectively 

paralyzing the government. The protesters repeatedly called for military intervention to 

unseat the caretaker government of Prime Minister Yingluck. Their demands were realized 

when, on 22 May 2014, the head of the army, General Prayuth Chan-ocha, staged a coup 

which toppled the Yingluck government. Without the failed election and its ensuing political 

paralysis, the army leaders could not have been successfully stepped in and established their 

authoritarian rule.    

 In this paper, I argue that the failed 2 February 2014 election produced critical and 

deep implications for the future of Thailand’s political development. The PDRC was the first 

social movement in Thailand that mobilized mass support against electoral process and 

institutions. Their animosity towards the election marked an unprecedented development in 

the country’s prolonged political conflict. The PDRC’s rejection of the election escalated the 
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deep-seated political conflict to another level from which it will be difficult for the country to 

recover. 

 The mass mobilization led by the PDRC movement which led to the breakdown of 

democracy in Thailand also forced us to rethink about the role of civil society in democratic 

development. Since the 1980s, the discussion on the relationship between democracy and 

civil society has been dominated by one narrative that the robust civil society plays a 

fundamental role in promoting democracy, bringing democratic transitions and deepening 

democracy.1 Civil society becomes a magic word for democrats. Nevertheless, this thesis is 

gradually challenged by some in-depth analyses of the internal and external effects 

associations actually have on individuals and the wider society. Case studies of civil 

movement and organization in many countries, including Thailand, have shown that 

contemporary theorists are too optimistic in their view that civil society is the seedbed of 

participatory, public-spirited citizens, and democracy. More skeptical observers suggest that 

this depends upon the internal structure and ideological principles which prevails in the group 

that make up civil society. In some of its manifestations civil society can take highly ‘uncivil’ 

forms. The problem is scholars tend to perceive and portray civil society as inherently 

democratic, or as an agent of democratization. In so doing, they overlook or ignore the 

existence of antidemocratic or undemocratic movements and associations within civil society 

which have potential dangers to democracy. Suffice it to say that the contemporary theorists 

who promote civil society do not take seriously the problem of divisive or “dangerous” civil 

societies.2  

 Civil movement can develop an intense sense of particularity and loyalty to their own 

association. More importantly, in certain contexts, associational life of civil society can 

reinforce and exacerbate societal and political cleavages. This could contribute toward some 

tendencies that are hostile to democracy by emphasizing partial loyalties which might 

undermine a sense of common civic identification. Moreover, theorists often gloss over the 

real, and often sharp, conflicts among groups in civil society. These conflicts, in the absence 

of appropriate political settlements, may lead to civil disruption and violence, and eventually 

undermine, rather than strengthen, democracy.  

                                                           
1 For the role in transitions to democracy see e.g. O’Donnell, Schmitter, and Whitehead 1986; and 
Z.A. Pelczynski 1988: 361-380. For the relationship between civil society and strong democracy, see 
e.g. Benjamin Barber 2003; and Benjamin Barber 1998. 
2 Putnam only mentions briefly that almost any type of secondary associations will serve democratic 
functions as long as it is not organized around vertical bonds of authority. See Robert Putnam 1994: 
89-90. 
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 The cautious argument concerning the relationship between civil society and 

democracy is that there is no direct and positive relationship between a rich associational life 

and stable democracy. The relationship between civil society and democracy is actually 

ambiguous and not deterministic; it would be shaped by the political context, the type of the 

state and the nature of associations that make up civil society. The case of PDRC movement 

which employed confrontational and violent tactics to destroyed electoral institutions and 

equal voting rights of all Thai citizens clearly demonstrate the negative effects of civil society 

on democracy. It demonstrates for us how a vibrant civil society can weaken, threaten, and 

undermine democracy. 

 

From the July 2011 to the February 2014 elections: the changing terrain of conflict  

To understand the critical implications of the failed February 2014 election and its 

new pattern of violence, ones need to compare it with the July 2011 election. The July 2011 

election was held under the tense atmosphere as the severe conflict between the Red shirts 

and Yellow shirts remained high and society deeply divided by political turmoil after the 

2010 crackdown (Prajak 2014). Yet the 2011 election was held without violent disruption or 

derailment. The frequency and degree of electoral violence were higher than those of the 

2007 poll but lower than in the 2001 and 2005 elections. The number of assassination 

attempts and casualties was also lower than in many past elections. In total, there were 56 

violent incidents, causing 14 deaths and 16 wounding. The 56 incidents were: 20 

assassination attempts, 12 violent fights and attacks, 16 instances of physical intimidation, 8 

bombings, and 0 burning of polling station. All targets of assassinations (except one), 

including 14 murdered victims, were key vote canvassers working for influential candidates.3  

In July 2011 election, political polarization and the ideological nature of politics 

surprisingly produced positive effects on voting behavior and polling conduct. Ideology 

overshadowed personal conflict or family feuds between rival provincial bosses. Party stance, 

policy packages and political ideology shaped voting behavior. The ideological contest 

between anti- and pro-Thaksin movements dominated the 2011 general election. Especially in 

the provinces in which the Yellow Shirts or Red Shirts were strong, their members readily 

volunteered to assist campaigns, in the process replacing the old money-driven, 

entrepreneurial vote canvassers. With conflict battle lines drawn on ideological lines, hired 

gunmen were in less demand. For these reasons, the election in many volatile provinces went 

                                                           
3 See statistics on violence in the elections on July 3, 2010 in Prajak Kongkirati 2013: 62-67. 
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undisturbed.  This partly explains the geography of electoral violence. In 2011, violent 

incidents and casualties were concentrated in the central region. These provinces did not 

harbor any strong mass political movement (either Red or Yellow), and thus remained 

dominated by personalistic, candidate-centered campaigns. Powerful bosses in these 

provinces still relied on private killings to maintain political control over their adversaries. In 

contrast, electoral competition in the north and northeast (the center of the Red Shirt 

strength), and the southern region (the bastion of the Yellow Shirts) were relatively peaceful.       

The most important factor that contributed to the relatively smooth electoral conduct 

in the 2011 poll was the willingness of all conflicting parties to play within the rule of the 

electoral game. The Democrat party did not boycott the election as its party leaders were 

confident that they can win the polling contest. Also, there were no violent mass protests 

before or after voting. Both the Yellow Shirt and Red Shirt movements, for different reasons, 

refrained from violence during the election campaign: the Yellow Shirts conducted a “vote-

no” campaign, persuading voters not to cast ballots for any party nor be involved in electoral 

processes at all, while the Red Shirts were aware that the army could use any violent troubles 

as justification for the intervention.  Therefore street violence, which had dominated Thai 

politics for several years since 2006, did not spill over into the electoral arena. There were 

reports of only a few minor scuffles and brawls between parties’ supporters. Furthermore, 

Pheu Thai and Democrat candidates were able to campaign in their opponents’ territories 

safely without opposition supporters interrupting them.   

These conditions for a peaceful election had disappeared in the February 2014 

election. The Democrat party decided to boycott the election, and several key party leaders 

led by Suthep Thaugsuban organizing a street protest under the so-called PDRC movement to 

obstruct the election. The mobilizational strategies and ideological thinking of the PDRC are 

distinctive. They represented the deep animosity towards electoral democracy. The PDRC is 

the first social movement in Thai political history which comes to the point of directly anti 

the electoral process and institution. They were not only attacking parties and politicians, but 

the democratic system and parliamentary politics as a whole. This was manifested in their 

rejection of elections as a means to power. We have seen political movements which 

protested against certain government policies or projects in the past, but there were none 

which explicitly protested against the democratic system itself. The People’s Alliance for 

Democracy (PAD), which was a predecessor and twin brother of the PDRC, did not 

essentially reject elections nor the whole democratic system. Some of the PAD co-leaders 

even set up a political party, New Politics, to contest in general elections. Also, during the 



Southeast Asia Research Centre Working Paper Series, No. 168, 2015 5                            
 
 

general election of 2011, the PAD launched a “No-Vote” campaign (Nelson 2014). That 

means they largely accepted the legitimacy of election as the rule of the game. The PDRC, 

unlike, the People’s Alliance for Democracy (PAD) led by Sondhi Limthongkul, did not 

accept the election as the mechanism to settle conflict and to decide who should govern the 

country. They reject wholeheartedly the basic principle of “one man one vote” that all Thai 

citizens should have equal political rights to vote. The PDRC, instead of conducting a “vote-

no” campaign, employed all necessary mean to prevent election to happen. For example, they 

obstructed people from casting their votes, and obstructed officials from transporting ballot 

boxes to the South. The following section explains in details the pattern of electoral conflict 

and violence in the 2014 election and roles of PDRC as the anti-election movement.            

 

Bullets, Bombs, Bashes and Ballots: Conflict and Violence During the February 2, 2014 

General Election  

The election on February 2, 2014 occurred amidst the unresolved societal conflict, 

and it is therefore important to consider the similarities or differences from past elections. 

The election of the House of Representatives on February 2, 2014 was the 27th general 

election of its kind since the 1932 revolution, and the third time under the 2007 constitution. 

It proceeded according to a 2013 royal decree dissolving the House of Representatives on 

December 9, 2012, by the Election Commission (EC). Registration of party-list candidates 

was scheduled to December 23-27, 2012, and registration for constituency candidates was 

scheduled to December 28, 2013 to January 1, 2014. Advance elections were to be held on 

Sunday the 26th of January, 2014.  

 The reason for the parliamentary dissolution was the attempt to pass the Amnesty Bill 

draft towards the House of Representatives by Pheu Thai Party MPs. The final draft of the 

bill would have pardoned not only protestors but movement leaders, those who ordered a 

crackdown on protestors, former government leaders and army leaders, covering the period 

from 2004 to 2013. This was the equivalent of providing amnesty to all sides going back to 

2004 (excluding crimes of violating majesty, otherwise known as violating Article 112 of the 

Criminal Code), to the point that it was dubbed a “blanket amnesty bill”. The bill was passed 

quite suddenly on November 1, 2014, which led to widespread opposition, with the 

opposition led by Democrat Party leader Suthep Thaugsuban leading civilians in a protest 

against the law, because it was seen as absolving former Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra 

of his convictions. Meanwhile, the United Front for Democracy Against Dictatorship (UDD), 

some Red Shirts and human rights advocates were also against the law because they saw it as 

http://th.wikisource.org/wiki/%E0%B8%9E%E0%B8%A3%E0%B8%B0%E0%B8%A3%E0%B8%B2%E0%B8%8A%E0%B8%81%E0%B8%A4%E0%B8%A9%E0%B8%8E%E0%B8%B5%E0%B8%81%E0%B8%B2%E0%B8%A2%E0%B8%B8%E0%B8%9A%E0%B8%AA%E0%B8%A0%E0%B8%B2%E0%B8%9C%E0%B8%B9%E0%B9%89%E0%B9%81%E0%B8%97%E0%B8%99%E0%B8%A3%E0%B8%B2%E0%B8%A9%E0%B8%8E%E0%B8%A3_%E0%B8%9E.%E0%B8%A8._%E0%B9%92%E0%B9%95%E0%B9%95%E0%B9%96
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providing amnesty to soldiers, former Prime Minister Abhisit Vejjajiva and Suthep 

Thuagsuban (the then former deputy prime minister), who were partly responsible for the 

2010 crackdown on demonstrators. Due to widespread opposition, the Senate subsequently 

voted on the bill on November 11, 2013, unanimously rejecting it. Despite the amnesty bill 

being dropped, Suthep still continued the demonstrations, changing the aim of the 

demonstrations from protesting against the Amnesty Bill to fighting to overthrow the 

Yingluck government.  

Another conflict that led to the parliamentary dissolution was the proposal of the 

constitutional amendment, which would have converted the Senate into a fully elected 

chamber. On November 20, 2013 the Constitutional Court invalidated the government-

proposed amendment. The Pheu Thai Party rejected the decision, and insisted the additional 

amendment was not unconstitutional,3

4 resulting in demonstrators led by Suthep using this 

issue to claim that the government did not respect the decision of the Constitutional Court, 

and therefore lacked the legitimacy to administor the country.  

The demonstrations that aimed to oust the Yingluck government and led by Suthep 

started to escalate on October 30, 2013, which was the day the Amnesty Bill went through its 

third reading. In the initial period, the demonstrations were held at the Samsen train station, 

and later on relocated to the Democracy Monument, with a larger number of demonstrators 

joining. The protest leaders continuously escalated their fighting in order to pressure the 

government, from peaceful protests to seizing many government and ministry offices. On 

November 29, 2013, the “People’s Democratic Reform Committee” (PDRC) was established, 

with Suthep as secretary-general. The PDRC was a broad coalition movement composed of 

many groups of people with various agenda. What united them was their common goal in 

toppling Yingluck and majoritarian democracy. Apart from Suthep Thaugsuban, a former 

Democrat Party MP from the southern province Surat Thani, the core leaders of the PDRC 

were mostly former Democrat politicians who affiliated with or under patronage of Suthep’s 

faction. These groups desperately want to to re-organize the Thai political order to provide 

advantages to their party. The PDRC protest received tacit support from the traditional elite, 

who saw Thaksin and his party machine as formidable threat. It was an influential network of 

the old establishment, technocrats, presidents of university councils, judges, independent 

organizations, NGO leaders and a group of business elites. In terms of political mobilization, 

                                                           
4 However, due to social pressure, on December 8, 2013, Prime Minister Yingluck Shinawatra 
withdrew the draft that was submitted to HM the King since October 1, 2013, before he signed it into 
law. 
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the PDRC attracted support mainly from affluent and educated Bangkok middle class and 

Southerners, who were the loyal supporters of the Democrat Party and/or anti-Thaksin 

alliance. These two groups, despite of their difference in terms of socio-economic or 

educational background, shared the same political identity as minority vote in electoral 

sphere. The militant group, composed of the hired guards, thugs and state security officers, 

constituted as another important part of the movement organizational structure, responsible 

for violent provocation and confrontation with the opponents. While Suthep played a role of 

charismatic demagogue, the traditional elite provided all need resources and protection which 

allow the movement to last for several months and were able to paralyze the government.  

Suthep Thaugsuban announced the intention of the PDRC to establish itself as the sovereign 

power and proceed with “reform” through a non-elected “People’s Council”, in order to 

eradicate bad politicians. Suthep outlined plans for the self-appointed people council to act as 

a legislative body, amend laws and regulations, as well as carry out a reform plan in the 

country.5 The PDRC urged the government to resign in order to pave way for the setting up 

of an appointed People’s Council, as well as a government led by an unelected Prime 

Minister. Whistles and flags were the main symbols of the PDRC’s protests.6 

At the same time, UDD demonstrators held a counter-demonstration at the 

Rajamangala Stadium from November 24 to December 1, 2013. However, confrontations 

occurred during the demonstrations from November 30 until the morning of December 1, 

between Ramkamhaeng students (who were allies of the PDRC) and UDD protestors. The 

clashes escalated to the point that gunshots were fired throughout the night, resulting in five 

deaths and 57 injuries.6

7 The bloody clashes near Ramkamhaeng University exacerbated the 

conflict, and was the start of the continuous street violence that would occur afterwards.7

8 

On December 1, 2013, PDRC demonstrators forced their way into the Metropolitan 

Police headquarters and Government House, resulting in clashes between the protestors and 

police officers near the Metropolitan Police Headquarters at the Benjamabopit Temple, and at 

the Chamai Maruchet Bridge that led to Government House. Police officers used barricades, 

                                                           
5 The council would compose of 400 members, in which 300 of whom are representatives from 
various occupations. The rest would be selected by the PDRC mainly from scholars and respectable 
senior citizens.    
6 “PDRC whistle-blowers to sieze the country on November 29, 2013,” Thai Post, 29 November 
2013.  
7 “Police explain clashes at Ramkamhaeng,” Krungthep Thurakij, 27 February 2014; Wassana 
Nanuam, The end of Yingluck: 427-432.  
8 On 1-3 December 2013, the clashes between PDRC protestors and police officers near Government 
House resulted in over 200 injured people.  
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tear gas and water cannons to prevent protestors from forcing their way in, while some 

protestors were reported to be throwing ping-pong bombs at police cordons.9 On December 

3, 2013, in an attempt to reduce tension and avoid violent clashes, the police agreed to 

remove their barricades and allowed protestors to enter Government House. The police said 

that this was to allow both sides to celebrate HM the King’s birthday on December 5, 2013.10 

The political situation reached a deadlock on December 8, 2013. Democrat Party 

leader Abhisit Vejjajiva held a press conference announcing the resignation of all 153 party 

MPs in order to pressure the Yingluck government to dissolve parliament. The Democrat 

Party’s acts resulted in a decision by Prime Minister Yingluck to dissolve parliament on the 

next day on December 9, hoping for the electoral process to ease the conflict and seek a way 

out of the political deadlock, as well as stop the street protests and let the people determine 

the country’s new leaders through elections.  

 But the situation did not ease as the government leader had hoped for, because the 

Democrat Party had a resolution on December 22, 2013 to boycott elections by not sending in 

candidates in all constituencies (the sole party to announce an election boycott). They also 

announced support for the PDRC in its fight to topple the government. Meanwhile, protest 

leader Suthep announced his opposition towards the election because the government had lost 

its legitimacy. He reiterated that he “will not vote under the existing rules”11, and if elections 

proceed, the Pheu Thai Party will win the elections again. Suthep announced that he will lead 

the demonstrators to obstruct the elections. The message proceeded continuously through 

staged talks by PDRC leaders, with demands for “reform before elections”. They insisted the 

demonstrations would not end until a “People’s Council” – consisting of “good people with 

morals” handpicked by Suthep to reform the country – is set up. The PDRC maintained that 

the country would close down for maintenance for a period of a year and a half to two years 

(without normal democratic process). Elections would be held after this process. Suthep 

asked people to gather for a mass demonstration to boycott elections on December 22, 2013, 

announcing that:  

 

                                                           
9 “Police fire teargas during clashes,” Thairath,  1 December 2013. 
10 “Behind the Government House and Metro Police clashes,” Post Today, 3 December 2013.  
11 “Suthep leads mobs to disrupt voting registration,” Khao Sod, 23 December 2013: 14. 
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They [the Yingluck government] use the law and the Royal Decree as an excuse. 

We don’t know what to use as an excuse, so we use our feet…. We will walk 

towards the Thai-Japan stadium to protest against the elections.”  

 

For this reason, despite a parliamentary dissolution, street turmoil still proceeded, and 

in fact escalated. Conflict escalated into a new form of electoral violence that Thai society 

has never before experienced- electoral violence initiated and perpetrated by the “civil” mass 

movement.  

 

“If you love democracy, don’t’ go to vote”: A new pattern of electoral violence and 

disruption  

 As mentioned earlier, electoral violence is considered a form of political violence 

employed to either win elections, or to obstruct the electoral process. In systematically 

examining electoral violence, there are many aspects that need to be considered, including the 

timing, the perpetrator and victim, the form of violence and the degree of violence. 

   

Timing  

Electoral violence may occur before elections (after a parliamentary dissolution, 

election preparations and during election campaigns), on election day or after elections 

(starting from ballot casting to the period before the official announcement of the results). 

In the past, the majority of Thailand’s electoral violence has occurred before 

elections, with candidates hiring gunmen to assassinate their rivals in order to weaken them 

or lower their chances of winning. If efforts during election campaigns prove successful, 

there is no need to use violence on election day. Therefore, the campaigning period is the 

most dangerous period, with the largest number of deaths and injuries. Meanwhile, the 

atmosphere on election day is generally quiet and peaceful, compared to other countries. 

There is a fair amount of violence after elections, but fewer than the period before elections. 

Most of the time, this is due to influential politicians using violence to seek revenge against 

their opponents, or to use violence against their own allies who have betrayed them, or those 

whose work did not meet expectations. In terms of location, most of the violence occured in 

provinces outside Bangkok, especially those with fierce competition between candidates 

involved in underground businesses or monopolies.12 

                                                           
12 See Prajak Kongkirati 2013. 
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The election on February 2, 2014 was different. In terms of the time and date, 

violence was found to be higher than usual on election day; both on the advance election day 

(January 26, 2014) and the actual election day (February 2, 2014). Compared to elections 

held in the past, the February 2 general election saw the highest level of chaos and violence in 

Thailand’s electoral history. Pre-election violence was still present, but contained different 

forms than previous elections (to be elaborated under the section on forms of violence). 

In terms of the location of violence, it is found that most of the violence, or 90%, 

occurred in Bangkok as opposed to other provinces as seen during the past elections. The 

capital became the battlefield of conflict, confrontation and loss, especially areas that saw 

protests, as well as major government buildings and residents of key figures related to the 

conflict.  

Violence started to emerge on December 22, 2013, when protestors forced their way 

to occupy six roads in Bangkok, including the Democracy Monument, the Victory 

Monument, the Asoke intersection, the Ratchaprasong intersection, the Pathumwan 

intersection and Lumpini Park. During the protests, Penpun Laemluang, a channel 9 news 

caster, was attacked during a live broadcast of the protests while standing inside a 

broadcasting van parked in front of the former Government Lottery Office, while whistle-

blowing protestors hurled insults. When she stepped out of the van, an able-bodied man 

overturned the vehicle, and a number of protestors threw water into Penpun’s face. Another 

man punched her left arm and grabbed her arm to prevent her from entering the van to leave 

the area. Apart from that, a photographer assistant was pushed, fell down and was almost 

trampled on, but was helped in time. The news team tried to bring the van out of the area, but 

protestors threw water bottles and pounded on the van. On the same day, channel 3 reporter 

Warunee Suesatsakulchai reported that she was surrounded and shouted at by protestors, who 

also blew whistles at her. One group of protestors tried to hurt her, but a colleague interfered, 

with one protestor yelling, “I will punch all of them, whether man or woman.”12

13   

On the same day (December 22) in Chiang Mai, confrontation occurred near Chiang 

Mai University’s Culture Center, between the Rak Chiang Mai 51 (the Red Shirt group) 

members, led by DJ Daeng Song Kwae, who was campaigning for elections; and the PDRC 

in Chiang Mai. The PDRC group urged the caretaker government of Yingluck to resign and 

                                                           
13 “PDRC leaders prevent mob attacks towards channel 3, 9 news reporters,” Khao Sod Online, 22 
December 2013. 
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protested against the elections. Both sides exchanged insults, but there were no instances of 

violence.13

14 

On December 23, 2013, which was the first day of party-list MP registration at the 

Thai-Japanese sports stadium on Din Daeng Road, PDRC demonstrators led by Issara 

Somchai, Nattapol Teepsuwan, Chumpon Chulasai and Somsak Kosaisuk occupied all 

entrance and exit points of the registration venue starting from the night of December 22. 

Trucks were parked in front of every gate, and demonstrators sat in front to prevent people 

from entering. Candidates from all parties were not able to register, causing them to file a 

complaint at the Din Daeng police station. During that time, a perpetrator threw a bomb 

which looked similar to a giant firecracker, as well as a ping-pong bomb, breaking the glass 

of a room on the third floor of the police station. Chaos occurred throughout the day, with 

protestors occupying the locations, preventing EC officials and journalists from exiting the 

stadium. A group of protestors surrounded Thai PBS reporter Warawit Chimmanee and blew 

their whistles because they misunderstood that he was an MP. The situation almost turned 

violent when protestors surrounded the vehicle and shouted insulting words towards Warawit, 

until Somsak Kosaisuk, one of the PDRC leaders, arrived to help mediate, in which the 

protestors agreed to release Warawit. In the meantime, the Student and People Network for 

Thailand’s Reform (STR), a militant group affiliated with the PDRC, led by Uthai Yodmanee 

and Nitithorn Lamluea, led protestors to the Department of Special Investigation (DSI) 

building to criticize the work of the organization. Protestors managed to enter the building, 

angrily hurling shoes at a picture of DSI director general Tarit Pengdit.14

15 

On December 25, the STR led a mob to occupy a building at the Thai-Japan stadium 

in Din Daeng. They wrapped large national flags around the building, claiming that they wish 

to obstruct candidate registration. Police officers used shields to prevent demonstrators from 

gaining access to the front entrance, causing a clash, while some threw water bottles into the 

building.15

16 

 On December 26, the confrontation at the Thai-Japan stadium turned violent when 

STR leaders lost control of the protestors, with one group storming inside gate 2 of the 

building, throwing water bottles, giant firecrackers, knots, petrol bombs, bricks, steel gates 

and hitting police officers with hard objects until they had to retreat. Protestors cut the gate’s 

                                                           
14 Manager Online, 22 December 2013. 
15 “STR force their way into DSI; kick ‘Tarit’s’ portrait,” Thairath, December 24 2013: 1, 10, 11, 16, 
19.  
16 “Mobs force their way into MP registration venue,” Thairath Online, 25 December 2013. 



Southeast Asia Research Centre Working Paper Series, No. 168, 2015 12                            
 
 

chain and tried to climb into the building. Police fired tear gas and rubber bullets, resulting in 

a total of 96 injuries (including a Thairath newspaper reporter who was shot). There were two 

deaths, including Narong Pitisit, a police officer who died from a gunshot wound in the chest, 

and STR protestor Wasu Suchantabut, who was shot in the stomach near the Equestrian 

Plaza. STR protestors inflated tyres and caused damage to 14 police cars. Protestors attacked 

two police officers who were about to move the vehicles.16

17 In the Din Daeng area, where 

some STR members were occupying the streets, taxi driver Petch Chusrikwan expressed his 

anger on the road blockage, causing protestors to attack him until he had a coma and was 

taken to the hospital.18 

 Apart from Bangkok, during the registration period, violence in many areas occurred 

in provinces outside Bangkok, especially in the southern region. In the South, PDRC leaders 

blocked almost every registration venue to prevent election officials and candidates from 

using the area. EC officials were harassed in many provinces, including Nakhon Si 

Thammarat, resulting in the resignation of EC officials in a number of provinces because they 

could not perform their duty. In Chumpon province, protestors cut off water supply and 

electricity at the MP registration venue.19 In Krabi province, Samatcha Engchuan, a nephew 

of Democrat MP Akhom Engchuan and Krabi PDRC leader, led PDRC protestors to occupy 

a registration venue, while at the same time sent a message to Pheu Thai candidates that if 

they mobilized their own people, there will be loss, and reiterated that he is “ready to fight 

until the end.”19

20 In Pattalung province, PDRC mobs locked the doors with keys and used 

tyres to prevent EC officials from performing their duties, after they found out that a Chat 

Thai Pattana candidate sneaked in to register, resulting in clashes between the candidate’s 

team and protestors.20

21 Apart from the disruption of MP registration, on December 26 in 

Trang province, four perpetrators fired war weapons into the residence of Democrat MP and 

PDRC leader Satit Wongnongtoei. No injuries were reported, and the perpetrators fled. Satit 

believes the shots were a threat as a result of a political conflict.21

22 Violence continued to 

erupt in STR protest areas, continuing for several months, resulting in many deaths and 

                                                           
17 Thairath Online, 26 December 2013; Matichon, 27 December 2013: 1, 4.  
18 “Safe and Sound: Taxi driver survives STR attacks,” Prachatai, 27 December 2013.  
19 “EC announces mob occupation of five MP registration venues in the South,” Thairath Online, 28 
December 2013.  
20 “Mobs continue to protest against Trang and Krabi MP registration,” Thairath Online, 29 December 
2013.  
21 “Mobs force Pattalung to close MP registration on second day,” Thairath Online, 29 December 
2013.  
22 Daily News, 27 December 2013: 1, 14.  
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injuries of PDRC guards and supporters, who were shot and attacked by bombings. 

Meanwhile, many police officers working in the area were also attacked by PDRC guards, as 

well as the journalists covering news at the protest site. Many bystanders were also attacked 

by PDRC guards, resulting in various protest areas turning into small battlefields unsafe for 

all sides  

 In many provinces such as Ratchaburi, Pitsanulok and Ayutthaya, provincial PDRC 

members gathered to blow their whistles to chase away Pheu Thai candidates who travelled 

to register. Clashes occurred in some provinces such as Surat Thani, where a group of 

candidates from Pheu Thai attempted to break through the crowd to register, resulting in 

pushing and shoving with the protestors. A number of minor clashes occurred in Pathum 

Thani and Chiang Mai provinces between PDRC protestors and government supporters.22

23 

 The disruption of all electoral processes proceeded in a continuous matter, with mobs 

disrupting the training of EC officials at election venues. On January 17, 2014, the PDRC 

surrounded the Kurusapa Printing Press on Ladprao Road, which was the venue for the 

printing of ballot papers, by ripping ballot papers and gluing the keyhole.23

24 

 Violent incidents targeted towards key political actors occurred many times prior to 

elections. For instance, on January 1, 2014, a Chumpon Pheu Thai MP candidate was shot at 

his residence. On January 2, a perpetrator fired a bullet in the air in front of the residence of 

Chuan Leekpai in Trang province. On January 11, a perpetrator riding a motorcycle rammed 

into a female news caster from Asia Update channel (affiliated with the Red Shirt leaders), 

before punching her in the face and fleeing. On January 15, there were bomb attacks on 

Abhisit Vejjajiva’s house, but no injuries were reported. On January 16, there were bomb 

attacks on the residence of PDRC leader Issara Somchai’s house, but no injuries were 

reported. And on the same day, there was a bomb attack on Suan Pakkad Palace Museum, 

owned by Bangkok governor MR Sukhumpan Boripat, but no injuries were reported. On 

January 22, Kwanchai Praipana, chairman of the Rak Udorn Group and a red-shirt leader, 

was fatally injured when a perpetrator fired war weapons into his residence, while PDRC 

leaders in many provinces were threatened with gunshots.24

25 

                                                           
23 Manager Online, 28 December 2013; Siamrath, 31 December 2014; “PDRC and Reds clash,” 
Siamrath, 11 January 2014: 1, 10.  
24 Daily News Online, 19 January 2014. 
25 “Bomb attacks on Abhisit’s residence,” Khao Sod Online, 15 January 2014; “Bombs attacks on 
residence of Issara Somchai,” Thairath Online, 16 January 2014; “Bomb attacks on Suan Pakkad 
Palace Museam – governor blames cops,” 16 January 2014; “Kwanchai Praipana recovering after 39 
shots of AK47; Udon Thani governor blames attacks on political conflict,” Matichon Online, 22 
January 2014. Other significant assassination attempts following the elections include the shooting of 
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 Apart from key figures, there were also bomb attacks on many venues during the anti-

election protests, including the Criminal Court, the Civil Court, the Democrat Party 

headquarters, the Pheu Thai Party coordination centre in Nakhon Ratchasima province, Thai 

PBS TV station, Shinawatra Building 3, Mongkutwattana General Hospital, the Centre for 

the Administration of Peace and Order (CAPO) and the National Anti-Corruption 

Commission.25

26  

 It is clear that the violence escalated after the PDRC’s Bangkok “shutdown” starting 

from January 13, 2014. On January 17, a perpetrator threw a bomb in the middle of a PDRC 

demonstration while Suthep was leading protestors near Banthadthong Road, which led to the 

death of one person and dozens injured. On January 19, a perpetrator threw a bomb at the 

back of a PDRC stage at the Victory Monument, resulting in several injuries.27 As a result of 

the escalating violence, the government on January 22, 2014 declared the use of the 

emergency decree in Bangkok, Nonthaburi, Samut Prakarn’s Bangpli district and Pathum 

Thani’s Lad Lum Kaew district for a period of 60 days. There was the establishment of the 

Centre for the Administration of Peace and Order (CAPO), with former labour minister 

Chalerm Yubamrung as the director.  

 On the day of advance election on February 26, 2014, chaos erupted nationwide, 

especially in Bangkok. Prior to the advance election date, PDRC secretary-general Suthep 

Thuagsuban announced on stage for the demonstrators to protest against elections at all 

polling stations in an attempt to “reform” the country prior to elections, as well as set up a 

“People’s Committee”. The operations were to start on January 26, causing PDRC 

demonstrators to mobilize to surround key polling stations in Bangkok starting from the 

morning of the elections. As a result, EC officials were unable to proceed with election 

processes at almost all constituencies. PDRC protestors used force to prevent civilians to cast 

their vote, which was an event never before seen in Thailand’s electoral history. At some 

polling stations, people who wished to cast their vote had to climb fences to avoid being 

attacked by the agitated protestors. Meanwhile, many polling stations saw clashes between 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
Dr. Somsak Jeamteerasakul, a Thammasat University professor who played a role in criticizing the 
PDRC and the army on February 12, 2014; shooting attacks on the residence of the Anti-Corruption 
Organization of Thailand chairman Pramon Suthivong on February 15, 2014; bomb attacks on the 
residence of PDRC leader Nattapol Teepsuwan on March 5, 2014; shooting attacks on the residence 
of UDD leader Chatuporn Prompan and UDD leader Nisit Sintuprai on March 19, 2014; bomb attacks 
on the residence of constitutional court judge Charan Pakdeetanakul on March 20, 2014, as well as 
many  shootings attacks on the residence of Suthep Thaugsuban.  
26 “M79 attacks on CAPO and Thai PBS,” Post Today, 27 February 2014: A5.  
27 “Three clues to the bomb attacks,” Krungthep Thurakij, 21 January 2014: 14.  
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PDRC protestors and voters. At some polling stations, voters were threatened and attacked by 

PDRC protestors, who strangled their necks, for instance, and accused voters of “not having 

an understanding of democracy” and “lacking love for the nation”. In Songkla province, 

PDRC protestors led demonstrators to seize election tools used in advance elections. 

Violence occurred in many other provinces nationwide. Approximately 400,000 people were 

prevented from advance voting due to the election disruptions. 28 On the same day, Sutin 

Tharatin, a core leader of the People’s Democratic Force to Overthrow Thaksin Regime 

(Pefot), was shot dead while confronting protestors who supported the election. Sutin and his 

supporters were leaving the polling station at Wat Sri Iam in the Bang Na area.28

29 

  Violence occurred throughout the week after the advance elections from January 26, 

2014 to election day on February 2. The PDRC gathered in many provinces in the South, 

such as Chumpon, Krabi, Songkhla, and Nakhon Si Thammarat, to block officers from 

transporting ballot papers and ballot boxes. Meanwhile, areas occupied by the PDRC in 

Bangkok were continuously attacked from unknown perpetrators.     

A violent incident that made the front pages of all newspapers occurred only one day 

before elections. On February 1, 2014, near the Lak Si intersection, there was confrontation 

between PDRC demonstrators and Wuthipong “Ko Tee” Kachatthamkul’s “red-guard army”, 

because Wuthipong’s group wanted to travel to the Lak Si district office that was surrounded 

by PDRC members to allow the transportation of ballot boxes. Both sides exchanged fire at 

the intersection. Images appeared of a group of men in black equipped with heavy war 

weapons, and a group of able-bodied men hiding their faces with ski-mask who were on the 

PDRC side and fought with the Red Shirts, specifically the man with a gun hidden in a 

popcorn bag (later on dubbed “popcorn gunman” by the media). Suthep said these gunmen 

were not PDRC guards, but were “armed troops who protected the demonstrators”. Many 

parties pointed out that the professional use of weapons showed that they must have gone 

through training.30  

Suthep announced before the elections that he would close down Bangkok completely 

and make it a “walking street” so people would not have to go to elections. On the actual 

election day on February 2, election disruptions were lower than the advance election day, 

partly due to criticism from international organizations, media and the general public. 

                                                           
28 “Netizens share anti-election protests in Bangkok,” Matichon Online, 26 January 2014; “Chaos 
erupts at advance elections,” Krungthep Thurakij, 27 January 2014: 13, 16; “400,000 lose their right 
for advance voting,” Thairath Online, 26 January 2014. 
29 Krunthep Thurakij, 28 January 2014: 14.  
30 Wassana Nanuam 2014: 429. 
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However, there were instances of unrest in many areas, such as when Chuvit Kamonvisit 

arrived at the Din Daeng polling station and was attacked by an able-bodied man with a 

whistle around his neck. In Bangkok’s Din Daeng district, PDRC members and residents of 

flats in Din Daeng clashed because the PDRC prevented them from voting. This caused some 

tenants of flats in Dindaeng to confront the PDRC mobs, which led to PDRC members 

hurling water bottles and stones.30

31  In Narathiwat, a perpetrator initiated a bomb attack near a 

village in Rueso sub-district, while soldiers were transporting ballot boxes to the district 

office. In Chiang Mai, an object similar to a bomb was placed in front of the door of Warorot 

Grand Palace hotel, situated behind Phrasingha Voramahaviharn temple, where the Rak 

Chiang Mai 51 red shirt community radio station is located. The area was attacked once on 

the morning of February 2.   

The final turnout for the February 2, 2014 elections was 20,530,359 voters 

(47.72%) from a total of 43,024,042 eligible voters. Comparing to the high voter turnout in 

July 3, 2011 election (75.03 %), it was clear that the mob violence during the 2014 poll 

seriously effected people ability to vote. The election did not proceed smoothly, because 

many polling stations were disrupted and closed down, preventing voting to occur, especially 

in the South. The Election Commission (EC) therefore did not approve the election results.31

32  

Following the elections, Suthep announced that he would sustain his protest to disrupt 

the upcoming by-election. Meanwhile, violence occurred continuosly. The two incidents that 

were most aggressive was on the night of February, 2014, when perpetrators driving two 

pickup trucks laid fire on Trad PDRC members who were staging a protest on Sukhumvit 

Road in front of the Yingcharoen market in Trad province. Over 30 people were injured, with 

two civilian deaths. On February 23, a perpetrator shot a M79 grenade in front of the Big C 

supermarket at the Ratchadamri area, near the PDRC stage, resulting in the death of two 

children and over 20 injured people.32

33 Police failed to apprehend any perpetrators responsible 

for these violent acts. 

  On March 21, 2014, the Constitutional Court, by six votes to three, ruled the  

                                                           
31 “PDRC occupy Din Daeng; throw stones at residents,” Khao Sod Online, 2 February 2014; “Both 
sides used force at Lak Si clashes!!!” Kom Chad Luek, 6 February 2014; “Popcorn gunman admits 
training from PDRC guards; Suthep insists he will topple elections again,” Thairath, 21 March 2014: 
1, 6, 9.  
32 Official statistics of the election on February 2, 2014 can be viewed at the website of the Election 
Commission http://www2.ect.go.th/download.php?Province=mp54&SiteMenuID=7647 
33 “Attacks in Trad and Ratchaprasong: Blood and tears on the PDRC-government war,” Matichon 
Weekly, 28 February 2014: 105-106. 

http://www2.ect.go.th/download.php?Province=mp54&SiteMenuID=7647
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Royal Decree was contrary to the constitution – insofar as it affected the election – when the 

general election, scheduled for February 2, 2014, could not be completed within that day 

throughout Thailand. This decision received criticism from many parties, as it was the 

equivalence of legitimizing the violent disruptions of the elections by mob rule, and therefore 

justifying the invalidation of the election.  

 The election on February 2, 2014 that proceeded quite painstakingly from the start 

therefore ended with the Constitutional Court decision. By-elections that were supposed to 

follow did not occur as the Election Commission did not cooperate with the government on 

setting the by-election date. Street protests and violence continued for over three months until 

the army, led by General Prayut Chan-o-cha decided to stage a coup on May 22, 2014, which 

brought Thailand back to military rule and halted the democratic process.  

 

The form of violence 

After thoroughly going through the sequence of the time and venue of violence, we 

can conclude that the electoral violence of February 2, 2014 has a complicated form that 

makes it different from previous elections. This time, almost all of the violence was not 

related to conflict between politicians or rival candidates, but stemmed from conflict between 

groups who were against the election and people who supported the election, as well as 

between groups who were against the election and state officials. In other words, color-coded 

politics, or political polarization that has been present in Thai society since before the 

elections, has gripped the February election process. The form of conflict and violence in the 

election on February 2, 2014 is an extension of the political conflict on the streets that existed 

before the elections. Electoral conflicts were no longer insulated from street politics like in 

the past.  

There are various forms and methods of violence, but the most common are gun and 

bomb attacks on protestors, residents, government buildings and political landmarks, 

including threats and deliberate attempts to murder. Bomb attacks, which target a wide range 

of population, result in the highest amoung of injuries and deaths compared to other methods.  

Meanwhile, targeted assassination attempts, which in the past remained the main method in 

Thailand’s electoral violence, were less common. Instead, they were replaced by random 

shootings in public, resulting in many deaths of bystanders. Apart from the use of guns and 

explosives, tear gas and rubber bullets were used by state officials in dealing with 

demonstrators, resulting in injuries and loss. Violence also resulted from mob clashes due to 

different ideologies, which was not a common form of electoral violence in the past. 
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Although the large amount of blockades did not result in serious injuries or deaths, goods 

were damaged, and most importantly, elections were held off. 

 

Victims and perpetrators 

Previous elections in Thailand, the majority of victims of violence were election 

candidates and vote canvassers (more than 80% of all victims of violence). Vote canvassers 

would be the top targets, due to the belief that vote canvassers seek votes for candidates, and 

the elimination of vote canvassers was seen as the best method to weaken a rival. Other 

groups such as EC officials, the media, academics and voters are almost exempt from being 

victims of violence.33

34 However, the election on February 2, 2014 saw a variety of victims of 

violence, ranging from civilians, voters (who attempted to cast their vote), the press (who 

were on the field), election officials, candidates, state officials (police officers) and protestors 

from both sides, with PDRC protestors and guards seeing the highest amount of casualties, 

followed by state officials. According to statistics collected by the author, a total of 15 

protestors died, while 398 faced injuries; one guard died and 19 were injured; 10 government 

officials died and 20 were injured; four mob leaders and politicians died and three were 

injured;  nine civilians and seven journalists were injured (considered high compared to 

previous elections). What is interesting is that vote canvassers, who used to face the highest 

casualties, were not victims of electoral violence during this time, because there were no 

election campaigns during the election, resulting in no jobs for most vote canvassers.  

The perpetrators also consist of many groups of people, including protestors, state 

officials, gunmen, guards, technical college students (who call themselves “Seal Unit” under 

the STR), unknown armed men (also known as the “men in black”). This is a departure from 

the previous elections in which most of the perpetrators are hired gunmen or gunmen who 

work for influential politicians. However, electoral violence on February 2, 2014 is related to 

(un)civil society politics, which is evidenced in the media and in reports by human rights 

organizations that protestors on all sides were armed and openly used weapons, both by 

civilians (who were trained by weapon experts) and current and retired state officials who 

were either hired by their “boss” or volunteered by themselves.34

35 

 

                                                           
34 Prajak Kongkirati 2013. 
35 See Wassana Nanuam 2014: 261-453; “Popcorn gunman admits training from PDRC guards; 
Suthep insists he will topple elections again,” Thairath, 21 March 2014: 1, 6, 19; “Following the trail 
of the M79: ‘Multi-coloured groups put pressure on rival,” Kom Chad Luek, 20 March 2014: 3; “Why 
the STR?: Behind the daily attacks,” Post Today, 1 January 1994: A6.  
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Degree of violence 

 The February 2014 election saw the highest degree of violence in Thai history, ever 

since the first election held in 1933. According to statistics collected by the author from the 

day of the parliamentary dissolution (December 9, 2013) until the day the Constitutional 

Court invalidated the election (March 21, 2013), there were a total of 30 deaths from violent 

incidents, 459 injuries and a total of 260 violent incidents (all types). 

 When compared to the past, it is clear how the election on February 2, 2014 came to 

be the most violent election in Thai history. Prior to the February 2 election, the most violent 

elections were the general election on January 6, 2001, with a total of 81 violent incidents, 

causing 26 deaths and 84 injuries; and the general election on February 6, 2005, which saw 

77 violent incidents, causing 30 deaths and 16 injuries.  

 

Concluding remarks: the uncivil movement, the anti-election syndrome and fragility of Thai  

democracy  

Thai society witnessed a new pattern of electoral violence during the February 2014 

election, and this new pattern, I argue, posted a serious challenge to the development of Thai 

democracy.  In the past, electoral violence victims of violence mostly involving MP 

candidates or vote canvasses. The assasinators are mostly hired gunmen who are hired by 

rival candidates. Violence occurred prior to and after elections, in which candidates and vote 

canvassers are threatened, kidnapped or murdered during election campaigns. After elections, 

vote canvassers may be murdered if they do not meet a specific goal, of if they have betrayed 

the candidate.35

36 The violence would be specifically targeted as opposed to random. No harm 

was inflicted on voters, the media or election officials. The violence was not related to 

political ideology, but a matter of weakening the rivals and threatening them not to 

campaign.36

37 Fundamentally, electoral violence from 1976 to 2011 was private violence in the 

realm of electoral competition, and respectful to electoral democracy; it targeted individual 

election-related actors, not the electoral process or institutions. There was no attempt by any 

stakeholder to mobilize mass-scale violence to directly disrupting or destroying elections.  

The 2014 election, on the contrary, witnessed the collective and spectacular violence by the 

                                                           
36 See the explanation of the gunman phenomenon and elections during the semi-democratic period in 
Benedict Anderson 1990: 33-48; James Ockey 2000: 74-96. 
37 Prajak Kongkirati 2013: 35-41. 
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mass movement attacking the election. It was violence in the realm of ideological 

competition which aimed to destroy the prevailing electoral democratic order.  

 With the chronicles of electoral violence by the mass movement of PDRC 

investigated in this article, it demonstrated that advocates of civil society have tended to 

idealize its beneficial on democracy, thereby overlooking the problem of uncivil or 

undemocratic movement. The activities of confrontational civil society can facilitate the 

deadly conflicts and the breakdown of democracy, as we have seen from the case of PDRC’s 

disruption of election in February 2014. 

 Employing critical perspectives to investigate the role of civil society in democracy is 

strongly needed in order to balance the conventional wisdom that dominates the discussion in 

the present. A large number of literatures are highly optimistic about the role of civil society 

in promoting and strengthening democracy. For scholars who produced these works, civil 

society is both an indicator of healthy democracy and a prerequisite for it. The debate is thus 

an empirical rather than conceptual orientation, and focus on the structural aspect (weak or 

strong networks of civil associations) rather than the value aspect of civil society. Without the 

strong existence of voluntary associations in any society, scholars have argued, there is little 

hope for the emergence of more democratic politics in that society. This notion is, however, 

too optimistic as I have demonstrated through the case of PDRC mobilization. Democratic 

regimes can be weakened, not strengthened, when it faces a civil organization guided by 

undemocratic ideologies. When the primary modes of action in civil society are violent and 

confrontational, maximalist, and given to polarization, democratic rule is unlikely to survive. 

 Since the late 1990s, many academics and practitioners have advocated the building 

of strong civil society and social capital as the foundation of functioning democracies. 

“Making democracy work” has become a buzz phrase and led the list of priorities for 

research and policy agendas.  In the past decade, however, democracy has suffered a major 

setback in many parts of the world, as democratic processes and its institutions have been 

weakened, derailed or dismantled by violent conflicts in various guises. Democracy was seen 

to be at risk, and election-related violence presented itself as a distinctive form of imminent 

threat; some observers viewed it as the newest trend of violence in developing countries. The 

danger of electoral violence lies not merely in the way it poses an imminent threat to the life 

and liberty of the people. The further danger is in the way that it endangers the exercise of 

democracy and destroys the legitimacy of democratic process as a peaceful mechanism for 

the transfer of power. The danger is most serious when the occurrence of electoral violence 

stem from the civic movement which supposed to be the bastion of democracy itself.    
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 Fundamentally, Thailand is in a state of fragile transition. The lack of consensus 

around basic “rules of the game” among key power elites as well as among civil societal 

groups renders the country highly volatile and unstable. The country has been torn apart by 

various forms of civil strife and political violence and yet is still far from being able to reach 

a new arrangement of political order that would be deemed legitimate and acceptable by all 

conflicting entities. Having said that, the PDRC’s animosity towards the election marked an 

unprecedented development in the country’s prolonged political conflict. The PDRC had 

destroyed the previously agreed-upon means to settle political conflicts. By boycotting the 

election, the PDRC broke the peaceful and democratic way for the public to decide who 

should have the right to govern. The PDRC’s rejection of the election escalated the deep-

seated political conflict to another level from which it will be difficult for the country to 

recover.   

 The violent disruption of the electoral process by the PDRC critically paralyzed the 

country and ultimately paved the way for the political intervention of the military. The final 

aim of the military coup was to subvert parliamentary democracy and establish the semi-

authoritarian regime controlled by the army. Coup leader Prayuth was appointed by the coup-

installed assembly to serve as the country’s new Prime Minister. Under his premiership, he 

has brought back the old model of “bureaucratic polity” in which the bureaucracy and 

military dominate politics under the auspices of the monarchy. The military-controlled 

government has promised to return democracy to Thailand after the military’s “reform” 

programs have been implemented. The “reform” platform is actually an attempt by the 

military-bureaucratic elites to weaken party system and render election institutions 

meaningless; to “tame” majoritarian democracy that traditional elites could not harness. 

Under repressive military rule, civil liberties are restricted, free speech is censored, criticism 

is prosecuted and political activity is prohibited. The political situation appears calm on the 

surface but Thai society is still polarized as ever as the coup was not successful in 

transforming ideological conflicts; it merely suppressed them with brute force. While the July 

2011 election temporarily brought the country out of a protracted deadly crisis, the 2014 coup 

has plunged Thailand into a state of uncertainty and (violent) instability, possibly for years to 

come. 
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