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Foreword

It has been 73 years since Thailand’s political system was 
changed from absolute monarchy to constitutional monarchy 
in 1932. Thailand has now entered a period of political reform  
following the path of constitutionalism. As the highest law, the  
Constitution has imposed regulations and mechanisms for  
political reform creating real sovereignty of Thai people, or so-called  
“people-based politics.”

People-based politics includes not only direct democracy, in which 
people directly participate in political decision-making, but also 
representative democracy, in which people choose representatives 
to act in their interests.

Although there are differences in form and mechanism between  
direct democracy and representative democracy, both share the goal 
of governing in the best interests of the people. King Prajadhipok’s 
Institute, an academic institute that aims to develop democracy 
for the achievement of sustainable peace, is aware of the need to  
review and examine the meaning and the basic principle of 
Thailand’s democracy: whether the interests of the people are  
really foremost, whether democratic politics is developing or has 
been captured by narrow interest groups and whether the public and 
private sectors, under a democratic system, can work in accordance 
with the concept of people-based politics.
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In this regard, King Prajadhipok’s Institute will organize KPI  
Congress VII “People-Based Politics: Sustainable Democracy” 
on November 4-6, 2005 at United Nations Conference Center, 
Bangkok. The Congress will serve as a forum to exchange knowl-
edge and ideas among academics, experts and people interested in  
developing public participation in democratic systems and increasing 
the public’s understanding of politics and governance in order to 
achieve sustainable democracy.

The publication of this book is the result of the financial  
support from United Nations Developmant Programme to King 
Prajadhipok’s Institute.

(Prof. Dr. Borwornsak  Uwanno)
Secretary General



KPI Congress VII

King prajadhipok’s institute

V

Contents

KPI Congress VII 3
People-Based Politics: Sustainable Democracy
4-6 November 2005 United Nations Conference Center, Bangkok

Speech of H.R.H. Princess Sirivannavari Nariratana   17
on the opening ceremony of KPI Congress VII in the year 2005

“Democracy must be broadened to receive people from all parts  25
of society”
 Dr. Godfrey Gunatilleke

Special keynotes on “Democratic Koute to People-Based Politics :  57
Experience, Perspective, and Criticism”, 
 by Hon. Uthai Pimjaichon

Conclusion of the speech on  75
“Thailand and Stability of People-Based Politics ”  
 by Dr. Seksan Prasertkul

Conclusion of the discussion on foreign experience on  89
“People-based politics: Foreign Perspective”

Conclusion of the discussion on  99
“People-Based Politics : Balance between Representative Democracy 
and Direct Democracy”

Group Discussions 107



people-based politics: sustainable democracy

King prajadhipok’s institute

VI

Contents

Conclusion of group discussions 1st on  109
 “Parliament and Political Parties: Political institutions 
 of the people, by the people, and for the people?” 

Conclusion of group discussions 2nd on  114
 “Local Politics: for power or for people?” 

Conclusion of group discussions  3rd on   120
 “People’s Rights in Political Activities According 
 to the Constitution of Thailand 1997”  

Conclusion of group discussions 4st on  124
 “Empowering people to pursue sustainable democracy” 

Conclusion of group discussions 5st on  129
 “People-centered public administration” 

Conclusion of Presentation and discussion  133
of group discussion results :

Closing   137



King prajadhipok’s institute

KPI Congress VII

People-Based Politics: 
Sustainable Democracy

4-6 November 2005
United Nations Conference Center, 

Bangkok





KPI Congress VII

King prajadhipok’s institute

�

KPI Congress VII
People-Based Politics: Sustainable Democracy

4-6 November 2005
United Nations Conference Center, Bangkok

Rationale

It h as  b e en  7 3  y ea r s  s i n c e 
Thailand’s political system 
was changed from absolute 

monarchy to constitutional mon-
archy in 1932. Thailand has now 
entered a period of political reform  
following the path of constitu-
tionalism. As the highest law, the  
Constitution has imposed regulations and mechanisms for  
political reform creating real sovereignty of Thai people, or so-called  
“people-based politics.”

People-based politics includes not only direct democracy, in which 
people directly participate in political decision-making, but also 
representative democracy, in which people choose representatives 
to act in their interests.

Although there are differences in form and mechanism between  
direct democracy and representative democracy, both share the goal 
of governing in the best interests of the people. King Prajadhipok’s 
Institute, an academic institute that aims to develop democracy 
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for the achievement of sustainable peace, is aware of the need to  
review and examine the meaning and the basic principle of 
Thailand’s democracy: whether the interests of the people are  
really foremost, whether democratic politics is developing or has 
been captured by narrow interest groups and whether the public and 
private sectors, under a democratic system, can work in accordance 
with the concept of people-based politics.

In this regard, King Prajadhipok’s Institute will organize KPI  
Congress VII “People-Based Politics: Sustainable Democracy” 
on November 4-6, 2005 at United Nations Conference Center, 
Bangkok. The Congress will serve as a forum to exchange knowl-
edge and ideas among academics, experts and people interested in  
developing public participation in democratic systems and increasing 
the public’s understanding of politics and governance in order to 
achieve sustainable democracy.

Objectives
 1.  To enhance knowledge and understanding about democratic 

politics and governance, which is people-based politics.

 2.  To exchange experience in political development between 
Thailand and foreign countries.

 3.  To serve as a forum to brainstorm and exchange ideas among 
domestic and international organizations in order to create 
mechanisms for direct and indirect public participation.

 4.  To push forward and foster the principle of public partici-
pation in democratic ways in order to achieve sustainable  
democracy. 
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 5.  To review, improve and create better means to achieve  
sustainable democracy by presenting articles, research re-
sults and summaries from the Congress discussions as policy  
proposals to the government and other relevant organizations.

Main Activities
There will be three main activities conducted during the Congress:
1) keynote addresses 2) academic seminar 3) exhibition.

1) Keynote address

 Keynote addresses will be delivered by foreign and domestic  
experts in order to share their knowledge and experiences in  
political development, especially in people-based politics:

 ❒ Special keynote address by a foreign expert on his or her  
experience of people-based politics.

 ❒ Special keynote address by a Thai expert on experience and 
perspective in the development of Thai politics over the past 
73 years.

 ❒ Special keynote address on the last day of the Congress by a 
Thai expert. The address will focus on the trends and direction 
of development of people-based politics in Thailand.
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2)  Academic seminar

 The objective of the academic seminar is to serve as a forum 
to brainstorm and exchange ideas about public participation and  
politics and governance in democratic systems, where people play 
an important part. Participants in the seminar will include academics, 
experts, members of parliament, senators, local authorities, journalists, 
NGO members and representatives of state and independent state 
agencies. 

 Academic seminar consists of 
 1)  Panel discussions: to express perspectives and exchange  

experiences in political affairs among domestic and foreign 
academics.

  Ë Panel discussion among foreign experts.
  Ë Panel discussion among domestic experts: exchange  

experiences and ideas about the balance between  
representative democracy and direct democracy

 2)  Group discussions: to present academic articles or research 
results. There will be five group discussions:

  Ë Group 1 Parliament and political parties: political  
    institutions “of the  people, by the people, and  
    for the people”?
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  Ë Group 2 Local politics: for power or for people?
  Ë Group 3 People’s rights in political activities according  

    to the Constitution of Thailand 1997 
  Ë Group 4 Empowering people to pursue sustainable  

    democracy
  Ë Group 5 People-centered public administration

 3)  Group discussion summary: to present a summary of each 
group discussion.
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3) Exhibition

 The exhibition will be held in order to display and disseminate 
information about various organizations’ democracy promotion 
and public participation activities so as to enhance learning, share  
experience and set up a cooperative network among people and the 
public and private sectors.

Congress participants
Members of the House of Representatives, senators, policy-makers, 
officials of state and independent state agencies, NGO members, 
people’s sector network members, academics and representatives of 
international agencies that work on the promotion of democracy are 
invited to attend the Congress. About 500 participants are expected.
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Expected outcomes
 1.  Gaining knowledge and understanding of principles and  

concepts of politics and governance in democratic systems, 
especially people-based politics.

 2.  Enhancing the principle of public participation according to 
the Constitution of the Kingdom of Thailand 1997.

 3.  Creating knowledge from experience in political development 
shared between Thailand and foreign countries.

 4.  Developing and extending networks and mechanisms of  
political development among people and various organiza-
tions.

 5.  Generating ideas about the development of public participation 
 and people-based politics through discussion among domestic 
and foreign participants.



King prajadhipok’s institute

10

KPI Congress VII
“People-Based Politics: Sustainable Democracy”

November 4-6, 2005
United Nations Conference Center, 

Bangkok, Thailand

 

November 4, 2005 (Friday)

13.00    Registration

14.30-15.30 H.R.H. The Crown Prince Maha Vajiralongkorn  
     Mahidol has graciously designated Her Royal  
     Highness Princess Sirivannavari Nariratana to 
     preside over the opening of the Congress 

15.30-15.45 Video presentation: 
     “People-Based Politics: Sustainable Democracy”

15.45-16.00 Coffee break

16.00-17.00 Special keynote address by Dr. Godfrey Gunatilleke,  
     Chairman Emeritus, Marga Institute (Sri Lanka  
     Centre for Development Studies) 



KPI Congress VII

King prajadhipok’s institute

11

November 5, 2005 (Saturday)

07.30-08.30 Registration

08.30-09.15 Special keynote address on “Democratic Route to  
     People-Based Politics: Experience, Perspective and  
     Criticism By Hon. Uthai Pimjaichon, former Speaker  
     of the National Assembly

09.15-10.30 Panel discussion on 
     “People-Based Politics: Foreign Perspective”
     Ë Prof. Dr. Han Sang Jin, Korea
     Ë Prof. Dr. Richard Skinner, Canada
      Ë Prof. Dr. Thomas Meyer, Germany

     Moderator: Dr. Jingjai Hanchanlash, Chairman, 7th  

     KPI Annual Congress Organizing Committee

10.30-10.45 Coffee break

10.45-12.15  Panel discussion on 
     “People-Based Politics: Balance between 
     Representative Democracy and Direct Democracy
     Ë Assoc. Prof. Dr. Jermsak Pinthong 
     Ë Mr. Paiboon Wattanasiritham 
     Ë Dr. Nirand Pitakwatchara (MD)
     Ë Assoc. Prof. Dr. Anek Laothammatas

     Moderator: Assoc. Prof. Woothisarn Tanchai

12.15-13.15 Luncheon

13.30-16.30 Group discussions (5 groups):

Group 1 
Parliament and political parties: Political institutions 
of the people, by the people, and for the people?
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Ë Assoc. Prof. Dr. Teeraphat Serirangsan
Ë Assoc. Prof. Dr. Tiwa Ygenyuang
Ë Assoc. Prof. Panas Tassaneeyanond
Ë Assoc. Prof. Dr. Niyom Rathamarit

Moderator: Assoc. Prof. Pornchai Tappanya
Summarized by Assoc. Prof. Visuth Pothithan
Venue: Conference Room 1

Group 2 
Local politics: for power or for people?
Ë Assoc. Prof. Dr. Thanet Charoenmuang
Ë Assoc. Prof. Dr. Pathan Suvanamongkol
Ë Mrs. Anchalee Vanit Tappabutr
Ë Mr Somchart Jeasrichai
Ë Dr. Samart  Rajpolasit

Moderator: Asst. Prof. Trakul Meechai
Summarized by Assoc. Prof. Woothisarn Tanchai
Venue: Conference Room 2

Group 3 
People’s rights in political activities according to the 
Constitution of Thailand 1997 
Ë Prof. Dr. Anand Kanjanaphand
Ë Dr. Amphon Jindawattana (MD)
Ë Mr. Boonserm Naksarn
Ë Ms. Wachara Chaiyasarn

Moderator: Mr. Tienchai Nanakorn
Summarized by Asst. Prof. Dr. Nuannoi Treerat
Venue: Conference Room 3

Group 4 
Empowering people to pursue sustainable democracy
Ë Assoc. Prof. Dr. Atthajak Sattayanurak
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Ë Dr. Chaowana Trimart
Ë Mrs. Rosana Tohsitrakul
Ë Mr. Weera Somkwamkid
Ë Mr. Surin Plangprasobchok

Moderator: Dr. Pimon Ruetrakul
Summarized by Assoc. Prof. Dr. Surichai Wankaew
Venue: Conference Room 4

Group 5 
People-centered public administration
Ë Mr. Maitree Intusut
Ë Prof. Dr. Chartchai Na Chiengmai
Ë Assoc. Prof. Dr. Nakarin Mektrirat
Ë Dr. Thawilwadee Bureekul

Moderator: Asst. Prof. Dr. Orrathai Kokpol
Summarized by Asst. Prof. Panaros Malakul Na Ayudhya
Venue: ESCAP Hall

November 6, 2005 (Sunday)

07.30-09.00    Registration

09.00-11.00    Presentation and discussion of group discussion results  
Group 1 by Assoc. Prof. Visuth Pothithan
Group 2 by Assoc. Prof. Woothisarn Tanchai
Group 3 by Asst. Prof. Dr. Nuannoi Treerat
Group 4 by Assoc. Prof. Dr. Surichai Wankaew
Group 5 by Asst. Prof. Panaros Malakul Na Ayudhya

Moderator: Asst. Prof. Dr. Chaiwat Kamchu  

floor opened for discussion
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11.00-11.30 Special keynote address on 
     “Thailand and Stability of People-Based Politics”
     By Dr. Seksan Prasertkul

11.30-11.40    Video presentation: KPI Congress VIII on 
     “Thailand Constitutional Reform from a Comparative  
     Perspective”

11.40-12.00    Closing Ceremony
     By Assoc. Prof. Noranit Setabutr, 
     Secretary General, King Prajadhipok’s Institute

12.00    Luncheon

- Congress concluded -
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KPI Congress VII Exhibition
“People-Based Politics: Sustainable Democracy”

4-6 November 2005 
United Nations Conference Center, Bangkok

November 4, 2005 (Friday)

15.00-15.30 Her Royal Highness Princess Sirivannavari 
     Nariratana presides over the opening ceremony

November 5, 2005 (Saturday)

Morning

09.00    Registration

09.30    Political Trivia Games: 
     Tossakan Game and Fan Pan Tae Game  

10.30    Thai regional performance from Chanthaburi province

11.00    Interview: Mr. Prayong Ronnarong, The 2004 Ramon  
     Magsaysay Award for Community Leadership

Afternoon

13.00    Registration

13.30    Interview: New generation of politician: 
     Ms. Nahathai Tewpaingam and 
     Mr. Warawoot Silapaarcha (floor open for questions)
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14.30   Interview: Pol.Sen.Sgt.Maj. Wichai Suriyuth, an altruist  
    who has planted about 2 million trees in Prang Ku,  
    an area once described as the country’s poorest. 

15.30   Stage performance “People-Based Politics” 
    by the Faculty of Political Science, 
    Chulalongkorn University

16.00   Questions about Exhibition and 
    King Rama VII historical painting

1615    Democracy song by 
    the winner of democracy song contest

November 6, 2005 (Sunday)

09.00   Registration

09.30   Political Trivia Games: 
    Tossakan Game and Fan Pan Tae Game 

10.30   Interview: Mr. Chuvit Kamolvisit, MP ChartThai Party  
    (floor open for questions)

11.30   Democracy song by 
    the winner of democracy song contest
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Opening Ceremony
H.R.H Crown Price Vajiralongkorn designated his daughter H.R.H. 
Princess Sirivannavari Nariratana to preside over the opening  
ceremony of the KPI Congress VII on Friday, November 4th, 2005, 
at 14.30 hrs, at The United Nation Conference Center.  

Speech of 
H.R.H. Princess Sirivannavari Nariratana  

on the opening ceremony of 
KPI Congress VII in the year 2005

I was honorably designated by H.R.H. Crown Prince Vajiralong-
korn to preside over the opening ceremony of KPI Congress 
VII on the topic of “People Based Politics: Sustainability of 

Democracy”. Today, I am pleased to attend the Congress and I 
have been informed of the objectives and potential benefits of this  
conference. 

It  is known that Thailand  
is now under a democratic 
regime of government with 
the  King  as  Head  o f  the 
State. Thailand’s open soci-
ety provides its people with  
oppor tuni t ies  to  express 
opinion and to participate in 
political activities. At the same time, the government is responsible 
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for enhancing knowledge and implanting appropriate conscience  
towards democratic governance.    

Therefore, opinions of general people towards the government and 
politics should be considered an essential factor leading to coopera-
tion and development of stronger and more advanced governance. 
It is a pleasure to see that all participants, who are knowledgeable, 
capable, and full of experience, are willing to dedicate their precious 
time to present their ideas and opinions in this occasion. This will be 
beneficial in enhancing the governance and politics of the country 
so that Thai people can live together peacefully. 

On behalf of H.R.H. Crown Prince Vajiralongkorn, I would like to  
formally open the KPI Congress VII at the moment. I wish that the 
Congress will be successful and that all participants will be granted 
the four blessings, namely long life,tender complexion, happiness, 
and good health.  
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Special keynote 
on “Sustainability of Democracy : Perspectives and Experience 
from Sri-Lanka”, by Dr. Godfrey Gunatilleke

Dr. Godfrey Gunatilleke, founder and former president of Marga  
Institute or Centre of Development Studies of Sri-Lanka, is  
currently a member of the Trustee of the International Food Policy 
Research Institute, Washington, and member of WHO on Health 
Development. 

Conclusion of the special keynote
“Sustainability of Democracy : 

Perspectives and Experience from Sri-Lanka”, 

by Dr. Godfrey Gunatilleke

People Based Politics for 
Sustainability of Democ-
racy is a very challenging 

seminar topic. Today’s speech 
will focus on the experience and 
lessons learned from democratic 
development  of  Sri-Lanka.  
Although political system of 
each country usually has its 
specific identity, but the lessons can be used as considerations and 
observations for the purpose of overall democratic development. 
Sri-Lanka and Thailand have different political development.  
Sri-Lank used to be under the colonial system, and its democracy 
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was established after freedom had been granted. On the other hand, 
Thailand has always been an independent country. It used to be  
under absolute monarchy system, and begun its democratic  
development in the year 1932.  

From the experience of be-
ing a government officer,  
a cad emic ,  an d  b a s ed  o n  
experience in  Sri-Lanka, 
the topic of People Based 
Politics for Sustainability of  
Democracy can be addressed 
as follows:  

            

First issue:
Sustainability of Democracy is inseparably related to sustainable 
development. Sustainability of Democracy is impossible if people 
have low quality of life, or are in poverty, or if they have health 
problems and lack education. The experience from Sri-Lanka  
indicates that imbalance social and economic development can  
become a major threat to sustainability of democracy.  

Second Issue:
For Sustainability of Democracy to be realized, it is necessary that 
the democratic process must be broad, and be able to cover and 
include all relevant people and sectors (Inclusive Process). Such  
inclusion of all sectors must take into account various groups 
that are different in economic, politic, and social terms. The real  
inclusion of all sectors is considered the People-Based Politics.   
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Nevertheless, the establishment of People-Based Politics differs 
from Popular Politics. People-Based Politics must have broad  
coverage over all sectors and it must aim at satisfying the long-term 
purposes. On the contrary, Popular Politics usually deploys the  
budget to satisfy the needs of specific groups in the short term only. 

Third Issue
In order to develop broad, full 
coverage and participatory  
democracy,  o r  Inc lu s ive  
Democracy, the following 
conditions are required: 

 1.  Availability of the market system and political system that are 
responsible for the people (Accountability).

 2.  It is essential to design new political structure, institutions, 
and processes, in order to allow people to participate in high 
impact issues.  

 3.  Availability of Civil Society which is alert, well informed, 
and interested in participating in political activities and in  
providing information to the people.  

 4.  Availabili ty of polit ical parties that do not focus on  
possessing political power or winning the election, but 
such political parties must be able to direct and control the  
politicians or people’s representatives to be responsible to the 
people.   
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 5.  It is necessary to emphasize on the value of human rights, in 
relation to the rights of citizens, political rights, and economic 
rights. 



King prajadhipok’s institute

“Democracy must be broadened to receive 
people from all parts of society”

Dr. Godfrey Gunatilleke
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Keynote  speach
“Sustainability of Democracy : 

Perspectives and Experience from Sri-Lanka”, 
by Dr. Godfrey Gunatilleke

I am deeply honoured to be 
with you this evening  to 
address you at this inau-

gural session of your seventh  
annual congress. I consider it 
both a special privilege and a 
rare opportunity to be invited 
to address this distinguished 
gathering of policy makers and 
scholars engaged in the common search for the values that should 
guide our societies . Let me say at the outset that it is with a deep 
sense of humility I undertake that task when I consider the very  
eminent persons who have addressed  you at your  previous  
sessions. When I examined the theme  you have selected for your 
sessions – People-based politics – sustainable democracy – and 
realised that you were expecting me  to share some of my own  
understanding of the subject  gained from what I have personally 
experienced and studied  in my own  society, I must say I gained 
some small measure of confidence. The polity of any society will 
share a number of  common characteristics  with the polities of 
most other societies but in its complex totality, like an individual, 
each polity  is always unique . What I shall try to do this evening 
is to attempt to communicate some part of that uniqueness of the  
democratic experience in Sri Lanka  and draw lessons from it which 
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can be applied to other polities that have to grapple, each with its 
own uniqueness. Then, what I am saying  right at the beginning, 
is that to be able to sustain  democracy in any polity we need to 
have a firm grasp of its evolution in its specific historical context 
and understand how the cultural, economic  and social processes 
in that  society are constantly interacting with the polity to shape 
the democratic institutions. This indigenous knowledge, this  
sensitivity to the context in its full complexity in a given society is  
essential for making democracy sustainable for that society.  This 
is particularly important  for developing societies where the growth 
of democratic institutions shares some of the characteristics of the 
transplant, some of the characteristics of the transfer of technology.  
These institutions have grown and gained maturity in the  
societies  which are now regarded as developed. They are  being 
acquired and assimilated by our societies and in that context all 
the problems of creating the conducive indigenous environment 
arise.  Our two societies  Sri Lanka and Thailand have traveled very  
different paths in developing our democratic polities. Each has 
its unique historical mix , one evolving out of colonial rule and 
the other from its  independent tradition of  monarchy  with its 
own blend of power and responsibility. Each has its streghts and 
weaknesses. But both have a lineage  of governance  that have its 
roots in a common Buddhist ethos. In Sri Lankan history this ethos 
was embodied in the Dasa Raja Dhamma or the Ten Command-
ments of Good Governance that should guide rulers. Sri Lanka’s 
experience of democracy unique though it be in the historical and 
other conditions in which it grew , has significant lessons for all 
other countries engaged in the process of their socio-economic and 
political transformation.    

The theme you  have selected directs our attention to a set of  
challenges  that have not often been  defined in the manner you 
have chosen to do .We are normally accustomed to apply the term 
sustainability to the process of development. You are asking 
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the critical question how do we make democracy sustainable. In  
asking that question, I  think you are also raising another  
fundamental issue: how are the processes of sustaining democracy 
linked to the processes of sustaining development? In the course of 
my remarks this evening I would argue that the two processes are 
integrally linked   and that many of the  problems  as well as the  
opportunities of people- based politics are derived from that linkage. 
I think the Sri Lankan case demonstrates the main dilemmas. It is a 
case where people-based politics soon began operating in a  
democratic form which was both fully representative as well as 
highly competitive. Chief among the dilemmas that faced policy 
makers was that of reconciling the short-term expectations of the 
electorate with the long terms goals of a sustainable process of 
development. A democratic process which yields improvidently 
to short-term expectations of the people will of course speedily 
accumulate problems, by way of serious social and economic 
imbalances. Consumption will squeeze out savings and investment, 
government revenues will begin to exceed expenditures, exports 
receipts will lag behind import demand. Soon, these imbalances 
will destabilize the economy and in turn threaten the stability of the 
democratic institutions themselves. We have witnessed this amply 
demonstrated  in the fluctuating fortunes of democracy in Latin 
America. To some extent the same dilemmas are manifested in the 
Sri Lankan experience. Therefore the pattern of development, the 
balance between equity and growth , between present consumption 
on the one hand and savings and investment for future well-being on 
the other has a great deal to do with making democracy sustainable. 

The  observations I have made so far stand as rather abstract  
generalizations. I need to substantiate them to some degree within 
the limits possible in a relatively short presentation such as I can 
make here this evening. Therefore let me take a few critical issues 
one by one and draw some lessons from the experience of  
democracy through which  I have lived  as an active voter and  
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participant during the entire period it has functioned after gaining 
independence in 1948.

Let me begin with a quotation from the well-known writer and  
political analyst Michael Ignatieff  taken from a recent article on 
the devastation caused by the hurricane  Katrina. Ignatieff is  
commenting on the quality of democracy and the obligations of the 
state to its citizens :

“The contract of citizenship defines the duties of care that public  
officials owe to the people of a democratic society. The Constitution 
defines some parts of this contract, and statutes define others, but 
much of it is a tacit understanding that citizens have about what to 
expect from their government. Its basic term is protection: helping 
citizens to protect their families and possessions from forces beyond 
their control…There is enough agreement, most of the time, about 
what the contract contains for America to hold together as a  
political community. When disasters strike, they test whether the 
contract is respected in a citizen’s hour of need. When the levees 
broke, the contract of American citizenship failed.

The most striking feature of the catastrophe is not that the contract 
didn’t hold. …What has not been noticed is that the people with 
the most articulate understanding of what the contract of American  
citizenship entails were the poor, abandoned, hungry people huddled 
in the stinking darkness of the New Orleans convention center.”

Reading that comment my mind went back to a situation in my own 
country when the contract of citizenship did not hold – the riots of 
1983 when mobs inflamed by communal passions committed arson 
and murder on an unprecedented scale with impunity against the 
Tamil minority. The state did not afford the protection that was due 
to the victims. In this case the contract of democratic citizenship 
broke down grievously  for the Tamil minority in Sri Lanka. 
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The situations are  no doubt very different - one a natural disaster 
and the other a man made  disaster. The impartial observer might 
say that the violation of the contract and the  moral culpability of 
the state in the Sri Lankan case was of a different order; that the 
Sri Lankan state contributed to the disaster through a succession 
of democratic failures to resolve the conflict which led to the  
riots;  furthermore that its failure to protect was not a passive failure 
of inaction out of inefficiency, but was much worse; that the state  
tacit ly supported the popular forces behind the riots and  
discriminated against the victims. While all this is undoubtedly true, 
I am concerned with some of the essential values of the democratic 
contract of citizenship that the two situations illustrate. They are 
both tests of democracy in situations of extreme need for protection 
and care of a certain section of citizens. They both in their own way 
go to the heart of the democratic system. They both illustrate how 
the democratic system fails to operate when it has not been able  to 
deal effectively with the structures of inequality, disempowerment 
and discrimination in any society, when democracy is not inclusive,  
when there is a visible manifestation of social and political  
exclusion.  Ignatieff was concerned  that the natural disaster should 
have caused the human suffering to the extent it did  given the 
wealth and resources of the richest democratic society. In the case 
of Sri Lanka, a little more than decade before  the riots, both in 
1972  and 1978 two republicans constitutions had enshrined the 
fundamental rights of citizens, guaranteeing among other things 
equal treatment before the law and protecting them from all forms 
of discrimination on  grounds of race, religion, language, caste, sex 
and political opinion. The new constitution in 1978 further consoli-
dated these rights enabling citizens  to seek legal remedies for any 
violations. Then what happens to make these contracts tenuous in 
times of great need ? How do the constitutions and legal forms that 
install democracy get fully internalised  in the social conscience 
and political practice of a society? If we have the right answers to 
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these overarching questions we would also know how to lay the  
foundations for a sustainable democracy. In brief, then, the main 
theme of my presentation this evening is that democracy to be  
sustainable has to be a fully inclusive process – socially, economi-
cally, and politically. To the extent it ceases to be inclusive it breeds 
different types of inequality, social economic and political that tend 
to undermine the foundations of democracy. I would like to develop 
this argument by reflecting on some of the successes and failures of 
the Sri Lankan case. 

When talking about the sustainability of democracy I think I should 
begin with one incontestable fact that deserves attention when 
we deal with Sri Lanka’s experience. Sri Lanka has a long and  
uninterrupted history of universal adult franchise and representa-
tive government from 1931 up to the present day . After  indepen-
dence Sri Lanka has been able to sustain its democratic institutions 
and function with a multi party political system  through  a highly 
competitive political process.. It has done this  despite two violent 
youth insurrections which challenged state power and  sought to 
overthrow the existing democratic system  and the  armed struggles 
waged by the Tamil separatists, one of the most ferocious 
internal conflicts in the world. By highlighting the durability of 
the Sri Lankan democratic system as I have done,  I do not intend  
to gloss over the serious imperfections and flaws of the system.  
The violence of the insurrections and the armed struggle of the 
separatist movement  have no doubt seriously retarded the healthy 
growth and the full functioning of the democratic system. Sri Lanka 
had to impose emergency rule over long periods to deal with the 
problems of law and order arising out of these situations leading to 
a considerable restriction of  civil liberties. In the major part of the 
Northern and Eastern Provinces which is home to about  13% of 
the population, the multi-party democratic system with its regular  
elections for representative assemblies virtually ceased to function.  
The brutality and violence of these struggles, the atrocities commit-
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ted by both sides , and the violations of human rights that occurred 
were on a truly appalling scale. 

But in the midst of all this, the elections to representative assem-
blies  were held regularly  at all three levels, national, provincial 
and  local with the exception of the North and Eastern Provinces. 
The multi –party system functioned vigorously and changes of  
government occurred at reasonable intervals. The core processes 
and institutions of the democratic system were protected. This   
resilience that the democratic system demonstrated  reflected both  
the capacity and strength  of the democratic political   parties as 
well as the value placed on the system  by the people  and the sense 
of empowerment that people gained from it. This was dramatically 
displayed at the Presidential election and the Parliamentary  
elections of 1988 and 1989 when the second youth insurrection was 
at its height. Despite widespread violence, threats , intimidation, and 
the killings of voters and participating  politicians,  the polls were 
held. The majority of voters were not deterred by the violence. This 
democratic election became a critical turning point . It gave a large 
measure  of confidence and strengthened  the process of sustaining 
democracy. The major lesson that both the government and civil 
society learnt from this experience was that the  anti-democratic 
forces and their violent efforts to destabilize the democratic system 
can best be defeated at all times by  reaffirming  and sustaining 
the democratic process. The threats to democracy have to met by a  
visibly stronger commitment to democracy..  

What accounts then for this  dogged resilience and sustainability of 
Sri Lanka’s democratic institutions in the midst of all the disruptive 
forces  that were unleashed against it . One part of the answer lies 
in the remarkable progress the country made in the field of social 
development and the social contract that underpinned that progress.  
That story is common knowledge and has been acknowledged world 
wide as an unusual  achievement for a low income developing  
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country.  Let us briefly review how the main social indicators  
advanced . Life expectancy which was about 43 years  in 1945 on 
the eve of independence had increased to about 64 years in 1965 
that is  an increase of  21 years in  a person’s  life span within a  
period of 20 years . During the same period infant mortality had 
decreased from approximately 140 per thousand live births to 53 
and the  maternal mortality rate from 16.5 to 2.4. The adult literacy 
rate had risen from about 58% to 77% and female  literacy had  
increased faster - from about 43% to 68%.  It is not these advances 
by themselves that provide the answer . Similar advances could 
have been and were in fact made by non-democratic socialist states. 
We have the evidence of the Soviet Union and China who made  
rapid advances in improving health and education and in  
reducing poverty The critical feature in Sri Lanka’s case was that 
these advances were an integral part of the democratic process 
and  were generated by the democratic polity that evolved after the  
introduction of universal adult franchise and self governing  
democratic institutions in 1931. The improvements in Sri Lanka that 
I have described  were  the outcome of  a social welfare programme 
which grew out of a democratic polity engaged in ,what you have 
termed in your theme, people-based politics.  We shall see that the 
people based politics had both its positive and negative aspects but 
before we discuss the negative features and their manifestations in 
Sri Lanka’s  post independence development let us briefly examine 
the positive features. 

The process of social development  taken as a whole was  relatively 
equitable and broad based and was capable of reaching almost all 
sections of the population. The aggregate indicators of life  
expectancy  infant mortality and female would not have shown such 
substantial progress if there had not been an equitable distribution 
covering all sections of the population . The regional distribution of 
the indicators confirm this. The indicators of child mortality, female 
literacy and  maternal mortality also show that the process of  
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development was focusing on the vulnerable groups such as  
women, children and the poor. Within this process, the core  
policies and programmes  that ensured a high degree of equity 
were sustained over the long term and implemented  consistently 
through successive changes of government  over the whole of the 
post independence period . The commitments to the social welfare 
programme became the social contract between the state and the 
people which  cut across party lines.  Both the major  political  
parties which held power during this period – the right –oriented 
UNP and the socialist-oriented SLFP  competed with each other in 
implementing the social welfare programme. They showed equal 
commitment to its main elements . It  included :   

 ❒ Free health care preventive and curative  to serve the  
population as a whole reaching out to all parts of the country 

 ❒ Free primary and  secondary education accessible to all  
children and free tertiary education through  competitive  
public admissions.

 ❒ Food security to all households through a food subsidy and  a 
low priced bundle of essential goods 

 ❒ Development of small scale agriculture which contained the 
largest proportion of the poor 

 ❒ Livelihoods to the landless and poor through a large scale  
programme of agricultural settlements with irrigated land, 
housing and extension  services.

 ❒ Appropriate policies and allocation of resources that were 
needed for these programmes 

The critically important underpinning of these policies and  
programmes  process was a  democratic political system which 
from the outset evolved in a highly competitive form in Sri Lanka. 
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Despite all its imperfections the system functioned in a manner 
that compelled the power holders to be constantly attentive  to the 
needs of the people. We observe this from the time universal adult 
franchise was introduced into the country  and  representatives 
were assigned to clearly demarcated electorates. The responsibility  
for improving  the well –being of the people fell on the elected  
representative ; he became the broker between the state and the 
people for procuring the basic public goods required for the  
satisfaction of their basic needs – health,education, food and  
livelihoods. He  had to ensure that his constituency or electorate 
was well served with the services delivered by the state.These  
relationships that evolved  between the  rulers and the ruled  were 
instrumental in creating  what  was almost a structure of rights  
and responsibilities. They placed well –defined obligations and 
responsibilities on the state for improving the well-being of the 
people. At the same time they  generated  expectations  among 
the people  concerning the state’s responsibilities  as the principal   
benefactor and provider of services. These benefits soon assumed 
the character of entitlements.The development process in Sri Lanka 
therefore contained some of the elements of what you might  
describe as the rights –based  approach to development. Such 
an  approach  must rest securely  on the processes which make  
governments accountable to the people through effective  
mechanisms such as representative government, an active and  
demanding electorate and periodic elections. Democracy becomes 
the  foundation of such a rights- based process of development.

Here I would like to get back again to the comment I made on  
non-democratic socialist societies and the  success with which they 
promoted  the social well being of their people. The goods and  
services we are dealing with here- health, education, conditions that 
provide  access to a minimum  supply of nutrition - these have the 
character of public goods in which the state has to assume a major 
responsibility in any type of polity, democratic or non-democratic. 
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I would say that it is part of the social contract that is implicit  
between the ruler and the ruled and the state and the citizen in 
any form of government. The continuance of government and its 
stability will depend on its capacity  to guarantee and deliver  this 
minimum. By the very nature of these goods the state’s  role and 
responsibility in their delivery becomes  critical. They cannot 
be left entirely to market forces, particularly when they operate in 
an unequal society. Both in terms of its ideology and its organiza-
tion therefore  the socialist state is  normally  designed to perform 
well in the delivery of public goods. Mass free education, health 
care with universal reach, creating conditions for the availability  
of employment and food  were all tasks which were undertaken  
energetically by the states of the   Soviet Union and Communist 
China  in the first phases of their development. The social progress   
I have been describing in Sri Lanka is not very different in  
substance – mass free education, free public health care, a food 
policy regime which guaranteed a nutritional minimum, a generous 
state programe  for creation of agricultural livelihoods .This was as 
I said before part of the social contract between state and people. 
What then is the difference.? 

Ronald Coase whose  path breaking work on the firm  laid the  
foundations for what we now describe as institutional economics  
was intrigued by the similarities between the  efficiency driven 
model of the firm and the centrally planned economy of the soviet 
state.  In his early studies he first posed the question : If major US  
Corporations such as Ford and General Motors  were operating  
efficiently as they did because they worked with a plan and a well 
defined command structure, why should not that model which 
worked at the micro-level of the firm not work at the macro –level 
of the economy and why should not Lenin’s model of a centrally 
planned economy be the best for managing the national economy? 
Coase then went on to uncover the fundamental distinction : the firm  
as an institution came into being and worked efficiently mainly  
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because it operated within a macro-economic framework where 
there was voluntary choice  and competion – in short it operated 
within a free  market , whereas the centrally planned economy’s 
primary purpose was the opposite , it worked to bring everything 
within the command economy to the exclusion of the market.      

You may well ask why I am citing Coase to make the distinction  
between the social welfare services of a democratic state like  
Sri Lanka and the same services in a centrally planned command 
economy like that of the Soviet Union of the past. Coase is examin-
ing the private firm and not state run services and if the private firm 
is the creation of the transactions in a  market, the social welfare 
component in a democracy is in a sense its non-market component 
where such transactions do not operate. It is of course correct that 
Coase’s insight  in itself does not deal with the specific issues that 
relate to the social welfare state  in a democracy and to that extent 
the concept of market costs or transaction costs will  not normally 
apply to it . One can even argue that an extension of Coase’s  thesis  
might provide the basis for dismantling the  state-run services, for  
privatizing them  and bringing them  into the market where  
competition and choice can  provide the most efficient services..  
This line of argument opens a whole set of different issues and we 
shall see that they are not irrelevant to issues concerning the quality  
of democracy . They  take us back to the question: what type of  
economic organization can best serve the consumers’and people’s 
interest ; what are the relative roles of the state and the market in 
producing various types of goods and services. I hope to deal  with 
that question in the concluding part of my speech, particularly  
because the relative roles of the state and the market  have always 
been and remain a dominant themes  in all democratic polities it is 
very much so in the4 case of  Sri Lanka.  But for the present  we 
might focus on the broader dimensions of Coase’s insight which 
might be of  relevance here. In the case of the non-democratic  
system the social welfare component is part of a system of total 



KPI Congress VII

King prajadhipok’s institute

��

command and control where market transaction and choice are  
absent , in the democratic system although the social welfare  
component  is a non-market component it is part of a total system 
in which political choices and market transactions freely take place. 
It is  subject to all the pressures of people- based politics. In a  
democracy, the state which manages this non-market component 
of welfare  is embedded in a system in which economic markets 
and political markets are closely interlinked. This is true of the Sri 
Lankan case and therein lies both the strengths  and weaknesses of 
the democratic  politics that evolved in Sri Lanka – a type of politics  
to which the term you have used , people-based, is indeed very  
appropriate. 

One of the dilemmas  in people based politics resides in the ever 
present danger of democracy  sliding into populist politics. People- 
based politics of a well conceived type envisages a process in which  
the people are politically educated to make sound choices, an  
electorate capable of weighing their present benefits and future 
costs, a civil society participating actively in setting the social 
agenda and holding the rulers accountable. Above all it demands  
a responsible leadership which creates the enabling environment 
for all these elements . Populist politics on the other hand  denotes 
a process in which the leaders exploit the short-term expectations 
and demands of the people and the people are relatively passive and 
uninformed . One of the major challenges of people-based politics 
is to ensure that democracy  does not decline into populist politics.  
And here let me  underscore the difference – the genuinely  
democratic political process is one where there is a responsible  
leadership actively engaged in the political and development   
education of the people  for their full democratic participation.  
I shall revert to that theme repeatedly as I proceed. 

The Sri Lankan experience of democracy I think illustrates these  
dilemmas very well. They tend to surface  in different forms in  
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democracies the world over. The key lessons of the Sri Lankan  
experience relate to two overarching issues which more than any 
other became the main foci of the people-based politics in Sri Lanka 
and shaped the relations between the people and the state. The first 
is the  socio- economic dilemma that arose as the result of rapid  
social development and the neglect of economic growth. The  
second was the dilemma of sharing political power  in a multi – 
ethnic democracy in which one ethnic group formed the over 
whelming majority.

Let us take the first set of issues. I have referred to the positive  
aspects of the social welfare programme . I have mentioned that the 
social welfare programme assumed the character of a social contract 
between the state and the people and that  in doing so it became 
one of the mainstays of the democratic system. The social welfare 
programme with its universal reach gave all citizens a stake in the 
democratic state. It certainly blunted the edge of the first agenda for 
violent revolutionary change advocated by the Marxist parties in the 
1930s and 1940s. This first wave of revolutionary Marxist  fervor 
was peacefully absorbed into the democratic mainstream. The anti 
democratic struggles which followed later were also  successfully 
overcome. 

Nevertheless the social welfare programme that was implemented in 
Sri Lanka has been often strongly criticized for its negative impacts. 
Several analysts have argued that the  pursuit of welfare as occurred 
in Sri Lanka  had serious adverse consequences for the the growth  
and management  of  the economy. The argue  that  i t  was  
primarily responsible for the diversion of resources from  
development to current consumption and welfare and frittered 
away the substantial resources it had when it gained independence. 
They would then link this mismanagement to the flaws inherent in 
the people –based politics that was practiced in Sri Lanka  which 
led  politicians to incur heavy and improvident public expenditure  
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to satisfy the short –term expectations of their electorates.  
A careful analysis of the evidence however indicates that much of 
this argument is misplaced and it is correct if at all only in parts. The  
major achievements in health and expenditure were gained with a 
total public expenditure which was very moderate. Throughout the 
entire period after independence the public expenditure on health 
and education reached its highest level of 6.84% of GDP 1960 and 
remained at an average of about 4% of  GDP . This part of the social 
welfare system was therefore functioning with a high degree of cost 
effectiveness The waste of resources they refer to is again only part 
of the story. Much of it was transformed into human capital through  
health and education and an infrastructure which supported the  
improvement of well-being of  the rural poor. The component 
which was causing the main problems for fiscal management and  
impacting adversely on the economy was the part which provided 
food security – the food subsidy . In 1952 it was already absorbing 
5.3% of  GDP and reached a peak in mid 1970s  at about 6.4% of  
GDP. It could be justifiably argued that the food subsidy was  
wasteful; it  need not have had universal coverage as it did,  could 
have been targeted better and reduced to about half its cost . Both 
the political parties which were in power made  efforts to reduce the 
food subsidy  in 1953 , 1962 and 1971. But these failed  as a result 
of popular protests and political  pressure . The politics of the food 
subsidy exposes as it were the soft underbelly of the democratic 
system. Both parties when they were in power and had to grapple 
with the hard economic realities, recognized the inescapable need to 
reduce the food subsidy but they were reluctant to campaign openly 
for the reduction and to inform and educate the public on the issue  
as long as they felt that their political rivals  would strive to  
mobilize political opposition to such policies and try to emerge as 
the more benevolent party. 

In 1978, the government succeeded in restructuring  the subsidy and  
reduced its coverage to about 40% of the population. The change 



people-based politics: sustainable democracy

King prajadhipok’s institute

�2

was received without any serious popular opposition. There were 
two factors which contributed to this outcome. First, the government 
which implemented this measure had been elected to power with an 
overwhelming majority leaving the opposition party in complete  
disarray. Second ,the poor performance of the economy, the  
scarcities of supplies, the rationing of essential goods and the high 
level of unemployment had discredited past policies and people 
had been educated in the hard way to accept radical policy changes 
including far reaching structural changes in the economy. These 
included the rationalization of the social welfare programme; and 
the food subsidy was a part of the programme which had the most 
glaring flaws. What the politics of the food subsidy and the changes 
in 1978 demonstrated  was that democracy in a developing  society   
needed a particular style of leadership which made the right link  
between democracy and development, a leadership that could  
inform and educate the public on the economic  constraints that 
were inescapable in any given state of development- a sustained 
process of development education that would temper the people’s 
expectations and balance present consumption with future growth. 

Judged against this background,  the welfare ideology that had 
evolved in Sri Lanka  was deeply flawed .The welfare ideology 
had an overpowering impact on all public policies and  it left little 
space for the growth of a  development ideology . The flaw derived 
from the model of welfarism that was introduced at the inception of 
democracy. It was a model which evolved in the British system in 
which a market economy had expanded vigorously, a capitalist class 
had taken the economy past the first stages of industrialization and 
state welfare interventions were needed to protect and support  the  
minority  in society  that had not been fully included in the  
development process. In the Sri Lankan case, democracy was 
dealing with a society where the majority was poor and what was  
needed was not only income transfers and safety nets but a  
development strategy that  rapidly increased the productive capacity 
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of the economy as a whole and of  the poor majority in particular.  

In the colonial model Sri Lanka evolved,  social welfare and  
development tended to move on parallel lines, they were separate 
and far apart. The state was perceived by the people mainly as a 
benefactor not as an agent of change and development The social  
welfare part was supported by the surpluses generated in the  
development part. Basic needs of the poor were met through  
generous income transfers. The dependency on the state and its 
benevolence that this model inculcated, promoted attitudes which 
focused on present consumption and short term benefits  to the 
detriment of long term gains and sustainable development. While 
this mix  imparted to the people a sense of entitlement to the social  
goods that the state provided,  it  failed to promote the value  
system for rapid economic growth and development and match  the 
“rights” with the responsibilities and disciplines that were needed. 
The enjoyment of entitlements led to the erosion of  efficiency and  
of productivity. Both the leadership and the people failed to  
cultivate the development values and norms that drove the  
societies that took a more rapid development path such as the East 
Asian and South East Asian nations. Catering to the demands of 
ethnicity and welfare offered a soft option for the leadership for 
managing the problems of a developing democracy. However  in  
order to develop rapidly, society had to act as any provident  
household would . It had to balance consumption with savings; it 
had to plan and envision the future well-being of its progeny. This 
required a long term development perspective and strategy which  
dealt with the expectations of people and  projected a realistic  
vision of their future well-being. In fact such a framework would 
have enabled politicians to relate to a stronger popular base -the 
longer time horizon of the household which normally extends to  
the future of their children and security in old age. But for such a 
strategy the political leadership would have had to develop the long 
term vision in partnership with the people. The democratic process 
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would have had to be deepened and broadened. All of this required 
a broad based  process of what might be termed the development 
education of society as a whole, a continuing development dialogue  
with all the stakeholders of development – the state, the private  
sector, the workers,  the farmers,  and the non-profit, public interest 
groups in civil society. In the absence of such a vision and strategy 
of development, social development outpaced  economic growth. 
The increasing cohorts of young people who came into the labour 
market could not be absorbed into productive employment. Social 
development  had created demands which the economy could not 
satisfy.  

But  it  is not correct to attribute this comparative lag in economic 
growth primarily to the emphasis on  social development. The slow  
economic growth was not  a  direct  cause of   rapid social  
development .The economic failures stemmed from the faulty  
economic policies themselves , the heavy emphasis on state run  
enterprises , costly import substitution policies ,the ideological  
antagonism to the private sector and the lack of incentives for  
private enterprise.  Given the way in which the democratic process  
worked in Sri Lanka these  policies had to run their course.  
Governments offering solutions through a state controlled economy 
appeared to find favour with the electorates.  The people had to 
experience the adverse consequences  of these policies   before the 
change of direction could come  through the democratic process 
itself in 1977 and a government which was committed to promote a 
more market-oriented strategy could come to power. Why could this  
not have happened earlier and the country spared the heavy  
economic and social costs of inefficient economic management ?.  
The answer goes back to the point I have already made about  
development education of the electorate .This could have happened 
earlier only if the democratic process had the capacity  to educate 
the public to make the right development choices. Such a process  
then assumes many things – a more participatory process, a dif-
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ferent style of principled leadership in which right policies are not  
subordinated to political expediency and a more informed and   
development- conscious civil society . 

The reforms of 1978 raised another dilemma. What was to be the 
place of the social welfare programme and the social contract that 
it implied in the new economic dispensation with its far- reaching 
structural adjustments and  the promotion of the market economy ? 
What was unusual in Sri Lanka’s case was that  the greater part of 
the  social welfare programme was kept intact - free education, free 
health care, a food security scheme that covered the population in  
need and a considerably enlarged programme of agricultural  
settlement for the landless and poor. Along with this, the state -
dependent welfare ideology underwent a radical change. In the 
strategies that were evolved during this period , state welfare for  
the disadvantaged groups was placed in the larger context of  
poverty reduction and the need to remove the conditions that  
retained the poor in their poverty. Poverty reduction was therefore  
linked to the income earning capacity of the poor and all the  
capabilities they needed to acquire to move out of poverty.  The  
positive elements of the social welfare programme – the minimum 
entitlements – were included in larger frameworks for poverty  
reduction and development of the poor. The two programmes which  
were implemented in Sri Lanka – Janasviya and Samurdhi -   
emphasise a shift in values and attitudes -a shift  from dependence 
to self reliance. They retained a component of income transfer to 
ensure nutritional well-being but combined it with development  
assistance that gave the poor access to resources  for investment and 
working capital , skill development and capacity to get integrated 
into the market economy and the mainstream process of growth. At 
the same time  both Janasaviya and Samurdhi attempted to fill  the 
gap in the development consciousness of the poor. They laid great 
emphasis on social mobilization and development education as an 
integral part of the strategy. Communities were instructed on the  
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diagnois of their problems and the formualation and management   
of their own poverty reduction plans. This was a process of  
empowerment,  but  a process which was attempting to empower 
the poor in a way very different from the welfare strategy which  
preceded it.  It  was empowering the poor with the right to  
development.  I would like to flag this aspect of democracy in 
a developing society – empowering people with the right to  
development- and  come back to it in my concluding section.   

So far I  have been  discussing how democracy has to be inclusive, 
socially and economically and the strengths and weaknesses of that  
inclusive process in Lanka. Let me proceed to the second set of  
issues which focuses on political inclusiveness.  I began by referring  
to the contract between the citizen and the state in a democratic  
polity and  how this was violated in Sri Lanka by the state’s  
treatment of the minorities in 1983. This  failure of democracy   
revealed the problems that were rooted in the very concepts of the 
nation and the state  on which Sri Lanka’s democratic polity came 
to be founded. 

First the concept of the nation as defined by the architects of  
Sri Lanka’s two constitutions that ushered in democracy at the 
end of colonial rule did not give sufficient weight and value to the  
pluralistic character of the nation, the strength of the ethnic  
identities that made up  Sri Lankan society. They concluded that 
democracy would produce a civic identity which would soon  
transcend the ethnic identities and that the minorities would be soon 
integrated in that larger civic identity. They regarded a system which 
gave definition to the ethnic identities and political mechanisms 
such as ethnic representation  as unhealthy and  divisive, thwarting  
the development of a national identity based on civic virtues and  
allegiances. The British constitution makers therefore recommended  
a political system which worked on the premise that ethnic  
identities must be removed in  order to create a genuine sense of 
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nationhood. The system however ended up by producing  reactions 
which were the opposite of what it sought to achieve. On look-
ing back we can see that the constitution makers  misjudged the 
depth and strength of the ethnic factor in the political evolution of  
the country.  They also erred in presenting a model of national  
integration of the British type, as the desirable model, and did not 
give sufficient weight to the ethno-cultural identities in Sri Lanka. 
The very processes of democratisation which pushed the masses 
into the political arena resulted in mass movements which took 
ethnic form and gave expression to ethnic aspirations. The popular 
impulses within the democratic process itself led to a resurgence 
of Sinhala culture and  Sinhala centred nationalism and provoked  
responses from the smaller ethnic communities particularly the 
Tamil community  that sought to protect, strengthen and reassert 
their own identities.     

The concept of nationhood which sought to deny the reality of  
ethnicity led to another grave distortion of democracy. It distorted 
the central principle guiding the operation of the democratic system 
– the rule and exercise of power by  the majority.  The  concept of  
non-ethnic nationhood in the Sri Lankan context encouraged a  
majoritarian form of democracy in which the majority ethnic  
community assumed that by virtue of it possessing an absolute  
numerical majority, democracy conferred on it the intrinsic right to 
impose its will on the whole of society  regardless of the rights and 
aspirations of the minority.  The social forces that were released   
reinforced the majoritarian and ethnic character of the political  
culture in the country. This first found expression in the decision of 
the majority community to make Sinhala the official language of 
the country . A mono-linguistic state in a multi lingual multi –ethnic 
society had far-reaching repercussions . It drastically reduced the 
opportunities the minorities had enjoyed for public employment, 
it restricted the  access of their children to higher education and  
it disturbed the existing distribution of power and  status and  
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marginalized their cultural identity. 

This  majoritarian value system had further repercussions on  the 
democratic process and  went  beyond the ethnic divisions. It  
included the Parliamentary opposition and rival political parties.  
It created a party system in which the party in power  became  
intolerant of its defeated rivals, unwilling to co-exist with political 
rivals and not ready to  accord the necessary legitimacy and national  
status to the Parliamentary opposition. This had a far reaching  
impact on the country’s political culture as it evolved. It was  
manifested in the ugly  post election violence and the wide spread 
violation of human rights that marred democratic elections. It is 
only now after vigorous civil society action that the worst excesses 
have been brought under control . 

The concept of nationhood promoted by the British constitution 
makers  was closely linked to the  nature  of the state which they  
proposed for the new democracy. Once they had laid aside the  
concept of a pluralistic multi-ethnic nation they also rejected the 
federal forms of government and the systems for the devolution of 
power that went with multi-ethnic multi-cultural  nationhood. In any 
event the federal system did not find very strong advocates among 
the local elites themselves. Consequently the  state that came into 
being  in independent Sri Lanka was  a unitary state in which power 
was heavily concentrated in a central government under a Cabinet 
of Ministers. During the deliberations of the  Soulbury Commission  
which designed the first constitution of independent Sri Lanka,  
the main demand was for the sharing of  power within the central 
government.  The unitary state with its strong centres of power at 
the national level  encouraged styles of government and modes 
of political behaviour which resisted the devolution of power to  
sub-national levels. The dominant political culture was one which  
prevented the system from moving in the direction of empower-
ing people and creating institutions that enabled self- management. 
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Therefore the democratic polity that evolved in Sri Lanka became 
incapable of developing the full political inclusiveness that is the  
foundation of a sustainable democracy – the inclusiveness that  
implies the accommodation of ethnic religious and cultural  
differences, the tolerance of dissent, the protection of the rights of 
minorities, the equitable sharing of power and equal treatment for 
all . These deficiencies have been the roots of the  ethnic conflict  
that has led to war and the virtual suspension of democratic  
institutions in the Northern and Eastern regions that have been  
seriously affected by the war.  The conflict in Sri Lanka draws  
attention to the inescapable demands made by  a democracy –  
demands arising out of  the  principle of equality. The Sinhala  
majority relied on its size for its political and moral authority and 
regarded the Tamil  minority – and the Sri Lankan Tamils comprised 
about 12% - as too small to have a bearing on its contest for power. 
It forgot that even the smallest minority in a democratic polity must 
have a stake and a sense of ownership in the democratic polity  
and enjoy the full equality of citizenship with members of other 
communities including the majority community. This equality  
of citizenship becomes  the ultimate test of a  fully inclusive  
democracy.     

Finding the effective answers to these problems remains one of the  
central challenges facing the country today. The peaceful settlement  
of the ethnic conflict in Sri Lanka  depends vitally on the  
constitutional changes that will make the democratic polity  
genuinely and fully inclusive. The political debate that has taken 
place so far indicates a growing consensus along two main lines –  
a system of power sharing  through a federal system of government   
and structures of governance based increasingly on the principle  
of subsidiarity - the principle according to which power and  
responsibility for decision –making should always be with  the  
lowest possible level or closest to where they will have their effect.
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The campaign for the present  Presidential election has caused some 
confusion in regard to the first part of the consensus as one major 
contender the candidate from the governing party  has advocated a 
solution which retains the unitary character of the constitution. But  
the leader of the party he represents has re-iterated  the need for  
a federal solution. This confusion reflects some of the inherent 
weaknesses in the democratic process, the reluctance of politicians  
to define a clear unequivocal position on a key national issue-  
a position that might turn out to be unpopular. It takes us back to  
the issue which I raised earlier – the need to engage the public  
continuously in the participatory  democratic dialogue that educates  
and informs, making what may be initially  unpopular the  
acceptable and rational choice. 

Let me now summarise some of the main elements of the inclusive 
democracy that I have been discussing . Here I can point to a few 
cardinal principles for  realizing such a democracy.

First, there is one overarching condition for achieving the fully  
inclusive democratic  society: both the market and the state must be 
fully accountable to the people. Public responsibility through the 
state and its organs and corporate social responsibility are essential 
attributes of such a democracy.

Second, to be fully accountable, democracy needs to be deepened 
and reach down to the people empowering them to participate  
actively in shaping the decisions that affect their lives.  This means 
much more besides the conventional democratic institutions and 
processes of government through elected representative and elected 
bodies. It means a new design for the devolution of power.  
The structures of governance have to be  built on the principle of 
subsidiarity where the disposition of power and authority begins 
from below,  closest to the people who are affected by the decisions 
that are taken.
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Third, civil society has to be given a vital role.  If democracy is 
to put in place the necessary structures of accountability it has to  
promote and strengthen an active informed and vigilant civil society  
that can organise itself on non partisan lines without formal  
affiliation to political parties, that is  capable of advocacy and action  
on public issues and can undertake a regular monitoring and  
evaluation of  both the state and market. Here I would like to recall 
my brief reference to the institutional economists and the relative  
roles of the state and the vexed issue of privatization. These  
economists revealed how the states and their bureaucracies whose 
essential obligation is to protect the public interest  have intrinsic 
properties which induce them to create centres of self interest that  
lead to corruption and abuse of power. An active civil society is 
always the best safeguard against both the state’s wrongful exercise 
of power and the market’s indiscriminate pursuit of private profit. 
The culture of political parties who are in the game of power are not 
very receptive to this independent focus of people’s power, where 
the  primary objective is not to hold power itself but to hold those 
in power accountable to the people. Politicians in the past argued 
that this is done through the representative electoral process itself   
and that political parties are sufficient for the purpose. But  
democracy the world over has recognized the limits of representa-
tion and the critical importance of a process where civil society can 
be continuously active between  elections and find means of  
exercising people’s rights and giving expression to their  
expectations and demands.  Civil society therefore becomes the  
organ of a living democracy.  

Fourth, the  success of democracy depends on the moral quality 
of a society.  In a society where the capitalist culture has elevated  
self –interest, greed  and the acquisitive nature of human beings  as   
attributes that have high value for economic  success and well- 
being, people based democracy needs to promote the culture and  
value system which rely on human solidarity, cooperation and   
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altruistic modes of behaviour. These must come largely form the 
spiritual traditions of our societies  and must form the ethical core 
of democracy. I do not think the social welfare programme in  
Sri Lanka would have evolved as it did if not for this ethical core

Fifth to achieve and sustain these  cardinal operating  principles,  
democracy has to be anchored firmly on human rights. 

Let me comment  briefly on the last principle.  I  have already  
referred to the contentious issue which democracies have con-
tinuously faced- the relative role of the state and the market. After  
the end of the Cold War we have witnessed to some extent a broad 
convergence of the capitalist and socialist paradigms – a conver-
gence however where there appears to be  what I would consider 
another grave danger to an inclusive democracy . This is the danger 
that in moving towards a liberal free market regime the core values 
of the socialist paradigm– the values of equality and social justice  
which were a permanent part of the human quest for a good  
society- could get marginalized and discarded. The strategy for 
avoiding  this danger lies in a democracy which is firmly anchored 
on human rights.

One important part of the contest of the two paradigms in the early 
years of the UN was the debate round the international treaties on 
rights particularly the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and 
the Covenant on Economic Social and Cultural Rights. Those of 
you who  have worked in the field of human rights would recall 
that the first efforts to adopt an international treaty on human rights 
focused on civil and political rights. The move to include social and 
economic rights was spearheaded by the socialist countries and did 
not find ready acceptance with the Western countries who argued 
that social and economic rights were not enforceable in the same  
manner as civil and political rights. Finally the international  
community  agreed on  two separate covenants, one on civil and 
political rights and the other on social and economic rights.  In the 
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international discussion on social and economic cultural rights,  
policy makers and scholars agreed that these rights have to be  
realized progressively particularly in the case of developing  
countries within the resources available. But progressive realization  
also meant that the people have a right to the continuous  
improvement in well-being- a right to expect their policy makers  to 
follow strategy that will produce  high growth which is equitably  
distributed.  It  is this right of all  peole to the continuous  
improvement in  their  well  –being which is at the centre of the 
global agenda for the protection and promotion of human rights. 

This global effort to provide a normative framework for governance  
and development, to define a set of human values by which  
countries will be governed and to which countries will be bound 
by international covenants has had a far-reaching impact on the 
political and economic philosophy that was current. It could be 
argued that today the human rights agenda is a formidable global  
counter-tradition to the liberal free market paradigm. The  
positivistic economics of the World Bank and the IMF have had to 
come to terms with it. In their effort to engage with  the philosophy 
of human rights these institutions  have made new adjustments,   
advocated strategies of poverty reduction  and given a central place 
to accountability and good governance. Economic development has 
to be placed and managed within this holistic normative framework 
of human development. 

One of the major tasks of an accountable and inclusive democracy 
is to  put in place the mechanisms and processes which enable all  
people to enjoy their right to development, the right to the  
progressive realization and enjoyment of  the full range of human 
rights. Let me conclude with a brief reference to an experiment that 
is being attempted in Sri Lanka. We are in the process of using the 
SAARC Social Charter as an instrument for the purpose of moving 
in the direction of a more inclusive and accountable democracy. The 
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SAARC Social Charter was adopted by the SAARC heads of state 
in January this year and focuses on the obligations of the SAARC 
states to protect and promote the social and economic rights of their 
peoples, eradicate poverty and promote the well being of women 
children and youth. The Sri Lankan effort seeks to link the goals of 
the Charter to the millennium development goals and the various 
national action plans that have been prepared on the basis of the 
UN Covenanats and Conventions These include  for national  plans 
of action,  for women,  for children for youth and the reduction 
of poverty.  Through participatory forms of democracy and with  
the application of the principle of subsidiarity the Sri Lankan  
government in collaboration with civil society is  attempting to  
develop the legal and administrative forms which can make social 
and economic rights enforcible.  In its essence such a process means 
that a society must  have a  long term vision and  strategy  and plans 
of action with time bound goals and targets for implementing them,  
and that the people should have actively participated in developing  
them . It also means that this strategy is disaggregated into plans  
of actions down to the smallest feasible unit of democratic  
participation  in which people can participate in its implementation 
and monitoring and in which the right to development, that is their 
right to the continuous improvement of their well–being, becomes 
a living reality. It is a process that envisages the fullest  democratic 
participation in development. This hopefully could deal with many 
of the issues that I raised when dealing with the weaknesses and 
negative features of the social welfare programme. 

I would have liked to end on this optimistic note; but we need to 
remind ourselves that these latest initiatives deal only with the socio 
–economic part of an inclusive democracy . Sri Lanka still has an 
unfinished agenda in the political part. The forthcoming elections 
and its outcome will play an important role  in the future of that 
agenda.
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Let me conclude by thanking you for your patient hearing  and  
expressing once again my  pleasure and  deep sense of privilege in 
participating in this event and addressing you this evening. 





King prajadhipok’s institute

Special keynotes on 

“Democratic Koute to People-Based Politics : 
Experience, Perspective, and Criticism”, 

by Hon. Uthai Pimjaichon





KPI Congress VII

King prajadhipok’s institute

��

Special keynotes 
on “Democratic Routh to People-Based Politics : 
Experience, Perspective, and Criticism”, 
by Hon. Uthai Pimjaichon

Mr. Uthai Pimjaichon is a former Member of Parliament of  
Chonburi province, as well as the former Minister of Justice,  
Minister of Commerce, the President of Constitution Drafting  
Committee in 1997, Speaker of the House of Representative and 
President of Parliament. And most importantly, he is a politician  
who plays roles in encouraging people to have more political  
participation.  

Conclusion of the speech on 
“Democratic Path to People-Based Society : 

Experience, Perspective, and Criticism”, 

by Hon. Uthai Pimjaichon

In considering the devel-
opment  of  democracy 
in Thailand from past to 

present, we will find that the 
democratic in Thailand has 
had its own development path, 
which can be divided into 3 
stages as follows:  
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1st stage: Transition from absolute monarchy to democracy.  This 
was started from the abolition of slavery during the reign of King 
Rama V in order to give equal rights and liberty to the people. More 
developments had been gradually made until there was the major 
change during the reign of King Rama VII. The revolution was 
made by a group of persons called “the People’s Party” on June 24th, 
1932, resulting in the beginning of a new system, democracy with 
the monarchy as head of the state.  Such change occurred  
bloodlessly. It is evident that the democratic path during this stage 
was a transfer of power, from the monarch to the group of rulers.        

2nd stage:  The democratic path during this stage continued  
gradually under the governance of various groups coming to the 
power. Several violent incidents took place, such as the events of 
October 14th, October 6th, and the latest was the Black May. These 
events show the strength of the people who are the real owner of 
the power. These people wanted to get rid of the rulers who did not 
apply the real democracy from this path. These events finally ended  
peacefully. During the 2nd stage, it was evident that the people  
accept the democratic system of governance. Or we can say that the 
democratic path has already reached the people.  

3rd stage:  D u r i n g  t h i s  s t a g e , 
people play more roles in gov-
ernance, and the people’s power 
is more accepted. People start to 
see the problems in the country’s  
po l i t i c s ,  wh ich  inc lude  the  
gove rnmen t ’s  s t ab i l i t y  and  
corruption caused by politicians, 
etc. Therefore, mechanism should 

be established to control and examine the work of politicians. This 
result in the attempt to solve problems by drafting the new, or the 
16th constitution. 
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In drafting the constitution, attempts were made to allow people  
to have the most participation in drafting. The Constitution  
Drafting Council was established, comprising 1 representative from 
each province, together with academia in legal, political science,  
and those who had experience in the country administration.  
The Const i tut ion Draf t ing Counci l ,  compris ing total  99  
members, began drafting the constitution so that it was passed by the  
Parliament prior to enforcement.          

This constitution is the only constitution in the world that is truly 
initiated by the people, for the people, and of the people. It is also  
the only constitution that has the clear answers for all articles.  
Additionally, the amendment of constitution can be done easily so 
as to catch up with the change of global society and to make it not  
overly committed. Therefore, it is evident that Thailand’s  
democratic path has long been truly belonged to the people,  
although it is not really profound. This is because politicians do 
not understand that the people are the owners of power. In the past, 
politicians only force the people to follow their needs. However, 
nowadays, democratic path in Thailand has completely reached  
the people, although there are several organizations that still have 
problems. 
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“Nowadays, democratic path in Thailand 
has completely reached the people, 

although there are several organizations 
that still have problems”

Uthai Pimjaichon

Keynote speech  : 
“Democratic Path to People-Based Democracy: 

Experience, perspectives, and criticism”

General Secretary of King 
Prajadhipok’s Institute and all 
honorable participants, first 
of all, I would like to con-
gratulate King Prajadhipok’s  
Institute on its success in  
academic  opera t ions  fo r 
stronger democratic path and 
its distinguished performance. 
In this occasion, I also would 

like to thank you for inviting me to share my ideas concerning the 
path to democracy in Thailand. To be more concise, the topic of  
democracy is not controversial over whether it is good or not  
anymore. Some countries may not accept democracy, for the  
reasons of environment, or necessity of the people, or personal  
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interests, or whatever. But one thing for sure, there is no doubt  
about democracy. It is evident that any country that is under  
democratic governance will be prosperous. People will be  
beneficial from the country’s resources, as well as from the  
government concept. Countries that started democracy earlier can 
be developed earlier, while others can enjoy the development later. 
For example, England was the first democratic country. Thus, it was 
able to mobilize army and to strengthen the country, and finally, it 
could colonize many other countries. That is, the strength of the 
government system made England stronger than other countries that  
used other government systems. Therefore, several dozens of  
countries became colonies of England. As for other countries, such 
as the USA, which adopted democracy almost 200 years ago, is  
currently more developed than others. Japan also became rapidly 
prosperous after changing from sun worship to democracy.  

As I have said, a country that adopts democracy first will enjoy 
prosperity first, while those adopting democracy later will enjoy 
the development later. For more concrete examples, in democratic 
countries, people will be beneficial from the countries’ resources, 
or from the government direction. In other words, their standard 
of living will be higher than others.  I usually use the phrase “to 
live well, and to eat well”, because it is clear. I also often state that  
democracy is edible. My purpose is to intrigue the interest and 
doubt among people who do not understand democracy.  The phrase 
“to live well and to eat well” should be sufficiently clear, but I  
prefer the word “edible”, since it implies that democracy provides 
us with better things to eat and to live with when compared to other 
government systems. However, democracy has its principles, as 
well as other system. Similarly, every religious belief has its own 
principles. Please let me give example about religion. Any Buddhist  
knows that we must be committed to three central beliefs,  
comprising Buddha, Dharma (teachings of the Buddha), and Sangha 
(monks or community practicing the Dharma). Those who do not 
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adhere to the 3 beliefs cannot be considered the real Buddhists. 
Similarly, to see whether a person or a country is democratic, it is 
necessary to consider whether such person or such country has the 
principles to adhere to. In my opinion, the democratic principles 
must comprise the 3 relevant and indispensable components. First, 
democracy must be by the people, not by any particular person.  
Second, democracy must be for the people, not for myself. And 
third, democracy must belong to the people, not belong to me.    
Therefore, any person who governs the democratic country must 
adhere to these 3 principles, that is, by the people, for the people,  
and of the people. If anything is missing, such country is not  
democratic.  Now we have to understand the background of  
democracy in Thailand. Before democracy was adopted, it was 
necessary that persons in power must think of the people. I have 
studied the democratic path in Thailand and I have faith in it.  It 
is not wrong to say that this path was started since the reign of  
King Rama V. In the past, Thailand was governed by the absolute 
monarchy. That is, everything must depend on the kings. Later on, 
King Rama V visited Europe and India. India had been governed by  
Great Britain before it was developed its dependence through  
democracy. King Rama V saw the unbelievable prosperity of  
Europe, and he might think that such prosperity was caused by 
democracy, which was by the people, for the people, and of the 
people. The King then realized the importance of the people. In  
order to enhance the feeling of self-importance among the people, 
the King’s first attempt was to abolish slavery. That is, people were 
provided with equal rights and liberty. This is very clear. Starting 
from the word “people”. People who were slaves became equal to 
others. This is the beginning path to democracy created by King 
Rama V, who, as a King, certainly had the maximum number of  
slaves in Thailand. But the King sacrificed what he had for the  
benefits of his people. In addition, the King’s intention was clearly  
indicated in his letter stating that he would have his son give  
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Constitution to the people after accessing to the throne. This means 
that the King agreed to make Thailand a democratic country.  
Unfortunately, “the son” mentioned by the King passed away 
prior to accessing to the throne. However, his successive son, King 
Rama VI, also continued his intention on democracy. King Rama 
VI established a miniature city called “Dusit Thani”, which means 
“the fourth stage of heaven”. That is, democracy was compared 
to heaven. In this city, democratic government was experimented.  
There were mass media, newspaper, and criticism that were  
acceptable in such miniature city. Unfortunate, the King passed 
away before his experiment could be realized. But this path was not 
closed. His successor, King Rama VII, was the person who studied 
about democracy, the most. I believe that the King studied more 
than academia like us.  His library contained great number of books 
on constitutions. The King studied and did a lot of research to find 
the best components or the best factors for his country. But due 
to difficulty after the World War, there were troubles everywhere. 
Immediate problems needed to be solved. Therefore, the matter of 
new government system to be initiated by the King was postponed.  
At the same time, there was a group of persons who had studied 
or spent some times abroad and felt that the country’s prosperity 
must be brought about by democracy only. Therefore, this group  
attempted the coup d’ etat against the King. These people even  
negotiated with the King, who owned the power at that time. It is 
said that Thailand was lucky since the revolution took place without 
any bloodshed like other countries such as France. Where did such 
“luck” come from?  It was because the former power holder, His 
Majesty the King, had already been on the path to democracy. The 
King had waited for the right timing. But when the time did not wait 
for him, or when the so-called People’s Party seized the power for 
democracy, the King gave consent to them. He easily gave consent 
because the revolution was for what he had already agreed upon. 
Therefore, such revolution was bloodless. So, we have to accept 



people-based politics: sustainable democracy

King prajadhipok’s institute

��

that the democratic path was created from above, or from the former 
holder of power, and it has always been this way.  This fact was  
obvious, especially as we have seen for the last time in our  
generation, the events of October 14th and the Black May. In the 
event of October 14th , students and people demanded the end of 
non-democratic ruler. How did the uprising end? Not by the win or 
lose of any side. Nobody won, and nobody lost. But disaster was 
looming.  This situation was saved by King Rama IX. Our kings, 
from Rama V, Rama VII, to Rama IX, helped solve the problems. 
To speak plainly, the King just told the ruler to walk away because  
the country was going to be democratic. This is a part of our  
democracy. Our democracy has been given from above. Without 
help from the King, I’m not sure to what extent of bloodshed we 
would have. With one side possessed great amount of arm force, 
while the other comprised a large number of people. Just imagine  
the fight between weapons and people! Bloodshed must have  
occurred all over the country. But luckily, our King used to live in a 
democratic country. He had also visited various countries around the 
world. This is great! His Majesty the King visited many democratic 
countries around the world. He realized the benefits of democracy. 
That’s why he took side of democracy. 

Now I would like to point out that, in the past, only the group of 
so-called “Kana Raj”, or People’s Party, attempted to seize power. 
But the event of October 14th was driven by all the people. That is, 
the democratic path has reached the people. That is, the democratic 
path has reached the people. In 1992, during the Black May event, 
there was also a demand from people for democracy because the 
country was then ruled by the group of military called the National 
Peacekeeping Council. This mass demonstration was also called  
the ‘mobile mob”, since it was mostly run by the intellects and  
businessmen. I would like all of you to remember this, the intellects 
and businessmen. The previous mass demonstration was directed  
by  s tudents  and  the  people ,  and  now the  in te l lec t s  and  
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businessmen. The bloodshed was ended by the act of King Rama 
IX who saved the democratic side. What does it mean? It means 
the King accepted the people base, not the power base, although  
the other side had plenty of power. At that time, the National  
Peacekeeping Council comprised officers from the army, navy, 
airforce, and police. They were all friends, and they could lead the 
country the way they wanted. But our King could not let it be that 
way. He stood by the side of his people. This is clear that people 
have power. People fight because they do not want to be under any  
other government systems. To be more specific, Thailand is  
completely democratic. And we are proud of that. Anybody who 
looks down on the people, or who thinks that people know nothing 
about democracy certainly gets it wrong. As for persons with power, 
they dare not to be more powerful than the people. It has been this 
way for several years. Nobody knows for sure when such timidity 
occurred, but it should be in the year of revolution. Several changes 
took place. For the event of October 14th, after the people’s power 
had been accepted for a while, there was a reform. The power of 
people was rejected. The country was to be ruled by the reform 
group. 

The new government was established, claiming that it would be in 
the position to lay down the framework of democratic culture for 
another 12 years, or 3 consecutive terms. That is, for the whole 3 
terms, the rulers wanted to be in position of power, and the people 
must be under such power so that the rulers could establish the 
rules and regulation. For 12 years only, and everything will be all 
right. But the people knew that this was not democratic. People 
would not allow 12 years. Thus, the government could not survive 
more than 11 months. That is, people would not stand it any more. 
People could not accept any other government systems. The person 
with power asked for the terms of 12 years, but he could remain  
in power for only 11 months. Later on, there was a coup led by  
General Krinagsak, who asked for a term of 1 year. Why did he ask 
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for only 1 year after the previous group had asked for 12 years? This 
was because he was afraid of people’s power. He asked for the term 
of 1 year, instead of 4 or 8 years. Why? Because he wanted to draft 
a new constitution. So the people said, okay, go ahead, if you want 
only 1 year to draft the new constitution. Do you see that? He would 
be in trouble if he asked for more, because the people would not 
allow it. But in this case, people allowed because the government 
claimed that it wanted to amend the constitution. This shows that 
the government was afraid of the people’s power. And then, there 
was another coup d’etat, of which the leader did not ask for a year 
term. He only wanted to be prime minister, while the people could 
still hold on to their power. That is, the parliament was not resolved. 
In the past, when a coup d’ etat was made, the parliament would 
be resolved. But at that time, the National Peacekeeper Council  
just appointed Mr. Anan Panyarachun Prime Minister without  
resolving the parliament.  This means that even the ruler accepted 
that people could be under democratic government only.  It is  
therefore evident that the democratic path to people-based politics 
is that one cannot deny the power of the people, which is the real  
power. The rulers may have temporary ruling power, but they  
cannot deny the real power of the people. Later on, people played 
more roles and received more acceptance. But then there were more 
problems in Thai politics. Corruption was widely spread so that the 
word “Buffet Cabinet” became more popular. Only small players 
were caught for wrongdoing, while major corrupted politicians were 
untouched. So people became weary. 

They also realized that there must be some flaws in democracy. 
Then a new draft of constitution was made, the 16th Constitution. 
It was totally drafted, not amended. In the past, constitutions were 
drafted by powerful people only. So the past constitutions usually 
served the people with power. For example, joint meeting among 
the House of Representatives and House of Senate was possible. 
Or the constitution used during General Kriangsak’s government 
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term, which allowed the prime minister to be in power although he  
was not elected. I just pointed out that, in the past, the draft of 
constitution was made by powerful people without accepting the 
people’s base. The rules were used for one’s own benefit. But this 
is the lesson that people can learn and the powerful person must  
understand that any amendment of constitution or major laws must 
be accepted by the people and must be really beneficial for the  
people.  Therefore, the Constitution Drafting Assembly was  
established. This Assembly comprises 99 people who are not  
politicians or members of political parties. Among them, 76  
members are from 76 provinces, and the other 13 are drawn 
from various sectors. Parts of them, or 6 persons, are academia  
specialized in public laws, while some of them are experienced 
government officers who are no longer involved in politics. These 
people bring their experience to the assembly. 

The Constitution must be practical. And since the Constitution  
involves politics, it is necessary to involve persons who used to be 
in politics, but currently have no involvement. The academia may 
be able to think, but they do not usually know whether or not their 
ideas are practical. Therefore, this Assembly must also include  
persons in high ranks of politics, such as Mr. Pramarn Adireksarn,  
who used to be a minister in various government terms, or  
Mr. Anand Panyarachun, who was both appointed Prime Minister 
and long time a high-rank government officer. Thus, it is right to 
consider that this constitution was written by the people. Then it is 
clear that democracy is by the people. Moreover, everything is done 
for the people, and it belongs to the people. Today, all participants 
come from all over the world. From England, and others. I think no 
constitution starts with the words, “For the people, by the people, 
and of the people”, as complete as Thailand’s 16th Constitution.  
Now, King Prajadhipok’s Institute invites me to share my  
experience with this constitution. I can say that I’m not proud of 
this constitution as the best constitution in the world. What I’ve 
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just said is that, this is the only constitution that really comes from 
the people. This is true, for the whole draft. In other countries, the  
constitutions are written by people in powerful positions before  
being asked for public approval. But for our constitution, people 
truly participate in the drafting process. I am not proud that this is 
the best constitution. Because the Drafting Assembly clearly states 
that this constitution is the most easily amendable. If we are proud  
that it is the best constitution, we won’t have to require any  
amendment. But why we state that the draft is the easiest to amend? 
It is because, in the past, the amendment of constitution must depend 
on tremendous conditions. But for the current constitution, with 
half of the members of parliament, the amendment is possible. The  
purpose is to be up to date, it is for the case that our mechanisms  
are outdated. Now we all live in the borderless world. So our  
constitution should be easily amendable and flexible. Another  
reason for my pride is that, it is the only constitution that provides 
the answers for all articles. If anybody asks questions why the  
articles were written in that way, there’ll always been the answers. 
For example, the current constitution stipulates that senators 
can serve only one term of 6 months. People may ask, why only  
6 months? Why don’t we use the experience from previous 6 months 
for another term of 6 months? Why can’t the term be extended? The 
answer is in the constitution. If you want to know, I will tell you. 
If you continue with your position, will there be any guarantee 
that during the first 6 year you won’t do anything involving the  
campaign for votes of the second term? If you want to get involved 
in such campaign, what will you do? Do you have to meet and 
please campaigners of the election? You may have to show them 
how you can help them if you are elected for the second term.  
So you will be no different from the members of the House of  
Representatives. Now people will see you as their representatives. 
They may ask for a bridge from their MPs, and now they may also 
ask for a bridge from you, as a senator. And then if you want to be 
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in the second term, you have to make an attempt to give them a 
new bridge. You may even have to intervene with the government’s  
operation in order to get a new bridge. You may have to ask the 
authority to get the new bridge. But how can you do that? Because 
your job is to control them. This is why we don’t want you to  
continue to the second term. Now we have 500 MPs and 200  
senators. Why do we have to have as much as 700? But if you act 
like the members of the House of Representatives, we should have 
only one House. This is the first answer.

Secondly, most of the MPs have to please their campaigners. For  
example, if campaigners say they do not want to pay tax, can you 
deny them directly? No. Many MPs are abused by campaigners.  
Some of us may not understand why our MPs say and act so  
inefficiently. Some of them seem to have no knowledge about the 
law at all. Why do such persons at this level act like that? Actually, 
they may not think the way they act. They just have to say and do 
anything to please their campaigners. No Representative is stupid. 
If they are stupid, they cannot enter the Parliament. The competition 
is so high. So these MPs must be very clever, as they are sometimes 
called “special species”. But I’ll tell you something. I will give 
you an easy definition so that you can remember it easily, and can  
understand the MPs’s behavior clearly. When I was the president 
of the Parliament, somebody asked me why I allowed a certain MP 
to speak, because his style was so unfashionable. The person who 
asked me said that he felt shameful. He was a PhD, and he was  
sure that there were so many intellectuals or members of  
parliaments with PhDs in the Parliament. He didn’t want people to 
see unfashionable and even stupid talk of his fellow MPs.  So he 
asked me why I didn’t choose other MPs who looked smarter to 
speak. So I said, “If you are annoyed, I should be more annoyed 
than you. Because I sit at the top and I can’t go anywhere. If you 
don’t want to listen, you may go to the toilet. But I let this guy  
speak because he reflects the voice of the people. He is not an  
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ordinary person”. So, you can write this, the MPs reflect the voice 
of the people. If an MP raised his hand and say something stupidly,  
the audience may feel why he is so stupid. But if the Prime  
Minister finds that the MP speaks so stupidly, he may tell the  
Minister of Education that the province where such MP comes 
from is full of stupid people (Because they elect stupid MP). So the 
Minister may appoint a cleverer provincial educational officer to 
that province. Similarly, in Bangkok, many PhDs are elected MPs 
because there are so many universities. Some MPs even asked for 
fight in the Parliament. In such case, if the Prime Minister attend the 
meeting, he will be glad, because he will understand the situation 
more clearly. If the Prime Minister visits rural province, he will not 
know the truth, because people there will pay respect to him or give 
flowers to him. But in the Parliament, he will understand the nature 
of various provinces through their MPs. He can learn a lot from 
the MPs. For example, the MP asking for fight may come from the 
province that is full of gangsters. So the Minister of Interior should 
relocate strong senior police officers to such province. Or if an 
MP asks for additional budget for his province, then the Bureau of  
the Budget should pay close attention at such province. Why such 
province receives less budget than others? Why it lacks hospital, 
bridge, and sanitary station? Another province may face the rumor 
that its people sell votes for a basket of mackerel. Then the MPs 
from such province are looked down upon. They are called “the 
mackerel MPs”. But the MPs reflects their people. If we look from  
the other side of the coin, we may find that the people in this  
province are very poor. They are so poor that they have to eat 
only salted fish, and never afford a mackerel before. So the Prime  
Minister of higher rank officers must understand that this province 
is very poor. For richer provinces, people may deny even a good 
salmon because they have had enough, or they may want steak only. 



KPI Congress VII

King prajadhipok’s institute

��

That is, the country administrators must understand this fact. Don’t 
give everything the MPs ask for. But try to learn the root cause of 
problems from the MPs’s provinces. If one can do this, there will 
be less flaws in governing the country. The government will not do 
anything wrong about the power, or in serving the people’s need. 
This is clear that the access to democracy of the people started since 
a very long time. But people do not have profound understanding 
about democracy. And we do not truly understand the people, who 
are owners of the power. We are not born to satisfy the need of the 
people. Most of us just put our needs to the people and make them 
follow us. I used to give this opinion to the executives of political 
parties, no matter which party. I have been in several parties. I didn’t 
change parties. First, I was with the Democrats, and then I quitted to 
establish my own political party called the “Advance Party”. But 
then the Advance party was too small. I wanted to see solidarity in 
political parties. So I joined the rich men’s party, which comprised 
only 8-9 members. I did this to consolidate the party. I appreciate 
the value of consolidated political parties. When I first applied to be 
a member of the Democrat, I told the party’s leader, MR. Senee, that  
I wanted to be an MP. If the Democrat didn’t accept me, I would  
apply for the election independently. At that time, the Democrat was 
only the stable party, although competing with Saha Pracha Thai 
Party. But the Democrat accepted me even before I was elected an 
MP. So I stay with them before establishing my own party. I tried 
to consolidate various small parties, of which most of the members 
were rich men. Then I established a new party, the name of which  
I don’t want to remember. I also provided them with the Party’s  
office. I told them to be there. Those rich men didn’t have to pay for 
the new office. I paid for it myself because I want to see the Party’s 
consolidation. However, in whatever party I was, I always told the 
party leader that I was in such party because I wanted the party’s 
leader to be the country’s leader. Even with Thai Rak Thai. Those 
who are still alive may ask Prime Minister Thaksin whether or not  
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I said such thing. The word “Prime Minister” is the country’s leader. 
But if we get the power and become the government, we have to 
meet and ask the committees what the people want. We have to 
see if the needs of the people match with our needs. If they match, 
we have to proceed accordingly. But if they do not match, we have 
to adjust rapidly. Don’t start with what we want. This is because 
when we know what we want first, we will not pay attention to the 
people’s needs anymore. If our needs and the people’s needs do not 
match, we tend to think that the people are stupid, and that because 
they are stupid, they do not want what we want. Therefore, as I said, 
if we want democracy, we have to do it for the people. We have to 
firmly adhere to the 3 principles, and there will be no mistake. Thai 
people are incomparable fluent in politics. For example, in the latest  
election, the Prime Minister may not accept whatever, but most  
of the people accept that the people vote because they want the  
Parliament to examine the operation of the government. Are our 
people clever? If people were not clever, they wouldn’t walk in 
the street and let the soldiers shoot them. That is clever, not stupid. 
Those who walked in the street were clever, but those who did not 
were stupid. Stupid because they let their offspring suffer. But those 
who walked the street and let the soldiers shoot them were clever 
because they did it for their children. For the last election, I was 
proud because democracy reached people completely. Only the 
relevant organizations that should improve the people’s life are still 
inefficient. I must stop now because I run out of time. Thank you so 
much. 
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Special Keynotes 
on “Thailand and Sustainability of People-Based Politics ”  
by Dr. Seksarn Prasertkul

Dr. Seksarn Prasertkul, a lecturer at the Faculty of Political Science, 
Thammasart University, is a practitioner and academic who has 
driven the people-based politics.  

Conclusion of the speech on 
“Thailand and Stability 

of People-Based Politics ”  

by Dr. Seksan Prasertkul

Democracy in Thailand 
is not the real people-
based political system. 

People are used only as the 
base to justify the rise to power.  
B u t  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  
evolution of democracy in this 
way is not sufficient. This is 
because the world “democracy” 

has other meanings than its importance as an institute or mechanism 
for government authority. But consideration should be made on the 
fact that democracy may create power and authority in controlling 
and directing the work of the government.  
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Democracy in Thailand gives more emphasis on the government 
sector rather than on the people sector. Therefore, the operation  
in several areas cannot respond to the people completely and  
cannot solve people’s problems efficiently. Hence, attempts 
have been made to solve problems by using a mechanism called  
“the political reform”. Examples of such results include the 1997  
Constitution (B.E. 2540). However, such political reform has 
strengthened the government, while there has been no change in 
strengthening the people participation. 

After the 1997 economic crisis, Thailand was under the new  
liberalism. In such situation, people cannot receive assistance from 
the government because they have to be under free-trade system. 
Such new liberalism may not go along well with democracy, which  
is the people-based politics. Moreover, if the people who are  
eligible to vote cannot do so or cannot determine other policies out 
of the framework of new liberalism, how can democracy, in terms 
of institution that emphasizes on the election, be important?       

To prevent and to respond to problems and needs of the people, and 
to enable the people to survive, it is necessary to leave some space 
and to make people politics a permanent component and normal 
mechanism of democracy. The reasons for this include:  

 1)  People politics is a process of direct or participatory  
democracy, which will deal with the problems caused by,  
or overlooked by representative democracy; 

 2)  People politics is pluralistic movements and will lead to  
the new process of consensus establishment, which brings  
legitimacy in the government and its use of power, and;   

 3)  People politics is an alternative development process,  
therefore, it is able to stimulate the decentralization, which  
enable and increase participation of the people. 
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People-based politics is a part of democracy, and a very important 
part. Therefore, it we want to make it realize in Thailand, we have 
to give real decision-making power to the people. People-based 
politics does not deny the value of representative politics, but it is 
a common space between the representative politics and people 
politics, which will then create balance between the government and 
society. 

At present, Thailand is during the turning point, and the immediate 
establishment of people-based politics is essential. It is not too late  
now, if all people from all sectors, including political parties,  
political organizations, people sector, and civil society, join and  
cooperate in following the basic principles of democracy. The  
failure in establishment of people-based politics may lead to several 
kinds of trouble. Therefore, it is necessary that Thai society expedite 
the establishment of people-based politics.  
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Keynote speech  : 
“Thailand and Stability 

of People-Based Politics ”  

by Dr. Seksan Prasertkul

Honorable participants, 
we are here today to  
exchange the idea  

r e g a r d i n g  p e o p l e - b a s e d 
politics, which by itself can 
reflect political problems in 
Thailand to a certain extent. 
By definition, people-based 
polit ics has been a major 
component of democracy 
from the very beginning. And it should be in existence explicitly in 
consideration that Thailand has held on to the democracy for over 
70 years. 

But why we have to discuss the old topic today? The answer is, up 
to now, the democratic system in Thailand is not the real political 
system that is based on the people. It is only the political forum for 
the elite group of persons who exploit the people as their foundation  
of votes, and who use the election as the source of legitimacy in  
accessing the power.  

Certainly, this system may be the evolution that is more advanced  
than powerism, when compared to the ideology of democracy.  
But this is not enough. We may have a certain number of good 
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politicians who have certain level of liberty in criticizing the work 
of the government. We may also been taken care of in terms of  
human rights to a certain level. But the people do not get involved 
in the power utilization process, policy-making process, and other  
decision making in various matters that have an impact upon  
themselves. Therefore, we cannot say that we have the real  
democratic government system, or even have the political  
development towards such direction.   

Actually, the meaning of democracy is not only limited to the aspect 
of institution or of the mechanism of state power, but it also covers 
the roles of civil society in directing the work of the government. 

To be more precise, democracy is another form of relationship  
between the government and the society. Therefore, if we want to 
see whether or not a country is democratic, we cannot base our 
consideration on the election only. But we also have to see to what 
extent the people get involved in the power utilization process. We 
have to see whether the use of power in important matters is agreed 
by the people. 

We have to accept that, in the past, the development of democracy 
in Thailand seemed to focus on the government rather than on the 
people. For example, we want to see the fair election, the stable 
government, strong administrators, as well as diligent members 
of the parliament. But the expansion of political roles among the 
people sector is often ignored, or even opposed by many persons of 
power or professional politicians.    

Therefore, democracy in Thailand does not only deviate from the 
ideology, but it is also unable to respond to the need of all people. 
This system cannot address the problems of all groups of people 
efficiently.  Representative politics usually clusters around the elite 
group in the society. Although there is relatively large number of 
politicians with goodwill, but basically, such politics can only take 
care of the people under their patronage network.   
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We have been attempted to solve this problem through political 
reforms. One result of such attempts is the 1997 Constitution. But 
after the implementing it for a while, it becomes clear that the most  
successful political reform has been the establishment of strong  
administrators, or stable governments. There is only a little progress 
in other aspects of reforms, especially in enhancing the political 
roles and participation of the people sector.    

Besides, due to the economic crisis in 1997 and the following threat  
by globalization, the problems of Thailand seem to be more  
complicated. If we let the politics run without people participation, 
maybe only the name of democracy will remain.  

Why do I say that?  Because after the 1997 economic crisis,  
Thailand got lost among the influence of modern liberalism, in 
which there is a need for the government to eliminate its roles  
in directing the economy and in taking care of the society. The 
government power regarding such roles is to be granted to the  
market mechanism under the domination of major and cross- 
national capitalists. What does it mean? It means that if we strictly  
adhere to that principle, most of the people cannot make the  
government responsible for their welfare. But on the contrary, these 
people have to depend on the free trade system that is open for 
competitors from all over the world. Such dependence is in terms of 
trade, investment, and labor.   

In the other word, under the principle of new liberalism, people  
exist as individuals in the market only. They are not the social 
force or political institution in parallel with the government sector 
anymore. Therefore, it is evident that global capitalism currently 
influencing Thailand may not get along well with democracy as 
the people-based politics.   And this is the danger that we have 
to acknowledge immediately. The impacts from liberalization of  
the country in response to the request from global capitalism can be 
divided into 3 relevant issues: 
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 1)  Problems concerning the statistics of sovereignty or transition 
of the national state. 

 2)  Problems from obscurity of national interests. 
 3)  Problems from agreement or political consensus. 

I have discussed these three issues both in writing and in speaking  
in various occasions, so I won’t go into the details. I have to  
touch them a little bit in relation to the issue of people-based  
politics. That is, as the sovereignty of the state of Thailand has been 
diminished significantly through the decentralization of economic 
control towards the market mechanism, there is the doubt whether 
or not democracy means anything. If Thai citizens cannot make 
any policy against the framework of new liberalization, what is the  
benefit from electing the government? 

In the past, since the mechanism of the modern state in Thailand had 
been initiated before democracy was granted, the transfer of power 
to the people was always the major problem that is difficult to solve. 
And with the transfer of government major power to liberal market 
mechanism, the problems seem to be more complicated, especially 
in considering that in the market system, the benefit will belong to  
customers with purchasing power only. This is different from  
responsibility that the government has towards its people. When this 
part of government power is reduced, how can the majority of Thai 
people who are poor and possess no purchasing power survive? 

Certainly, such problem does 
not occur only in Thailand. 
But it is the major trend that 
affects the status and role of 
the national states around the 
world. It can be said that the 
current national states have 
been significantly transformed. 
They are not only respon-



people-based politics: sustainable democracy

King prajadhipok’s institute

��

sible for their nations, but they also have to take care of the global  
market within the administered territory. To be more precisely,  
national states have to be responsible for the international interests 
in their territory.  

As a result, there are problems concerning the concepts of national 
interests, which become increasingly obscure. In the past, national 
interest was the framework for the claim of legitimacy of the  
government in its action. Nowadays, enormous proportion of  
interests in Thailand belongs to cross-national corporations. So the 
government cannot use such concept to claim legitimacy for its  
using of power anymore, not to mention the gap of benefits between 
the rich and the poor in Thailand. 

The issues of national interests and political legitimacy are directly 
related to political agreements or consensus. Whenever or wherever 
the people do not have trust in the claim of national interests, they 
may refuse the power of the government. Such cases have actually 
taken places in various areas receiving negative impacts from major  
projects of the government or private business sector, including  
foreign investors.  

In general, problems from the above three mentioned issues  
gradually become the crisis eroding the democracy in Thailand 
so profoundly to the foundation. Consequently, democracy may 
lose its meaning if there is no improvement and adjustment of the  
relationship between the government and the society, or if there is 
no improvement and adjustment of the relationship between the  
representative politics and people politics in time. 

This is why the people-based politics is not only an abstract  
ideology, but it is by itself the path to solve concrete problems in 
Thailand. In my opinion, people-based politics means the process 
in which the representative politics, including political parties and  
professional politicians, not only stop opposing against people  
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politics, but also connect and relate to the movement of people  
sector. They have to use the people power as the major force  
in problem solving. They have to rely on the people power to  
compensate the disadvantage of Thailand in the era of globaliza-
tion. This may help us find the way out from the above mentioned  
problems. 

In other words, we have to find the way to be more open and to 
make people politics permanent component and regular mechanism  
of democracy through working with other existing political  
institutions. 

What are the reasons for my opinion? The answers may be due to 
the three main reasons. First, people-based politics is the process 
of direct democracy or participatory democracy, which will help 
address the problems caused by, or excluded from the responsibil-
ity of, representative democracy.  The acceptance of participatory 
process of the people in decision making of the government means 
the transfer of more government power to the people. This will also 
create the balance of market mechanism having received parts of 
sovereignty from the government. In addition, democracy will be 
expanded from the elite group towards the system in which people 
have more real power.  

Second, people-based politics by nature is the pluralistic  
movements comprising groups of people with diverse identities, 
ways of life, and interests. Therefore, these groups cannot accept 
the claim for unreasonable legitimacy, especially on behalf of an 
abstract nation. And hence people-based democracy is beneficial in 
defining the new “national interests” by including concrete interests  
and not leaving out anybody. Such condition will lead to the new 
consensus establishment process that depends on participation of 
relevant parties or stakeholders, who will become the new base  
of legitimacy in the process of state power utilization and of the 
government. 
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Finally, people-based politics is an alternative development process.  
It cannot depend on free trade mechanism in accordance with  
new liberalism unconditionally, and it cannot be conformed to  
consumerism, which belongs to global capitalism, without  
boundary. Therefore, it creates balance against the influence 
of cross-national capitalists, as well as helps conserve natural  
resources and environment and solve structural problems of poverty. 
In addition, since sustainable development relies on decentralization 
by ways of establishing policies towards the localities with different 
characteristics. Hence people-based politics can help encourage the 
decentralization of power from the government to the community. 
This will decrease the vertical power-oriented relationship between 
the government and the “nation”, and will increase creative and 
equal horizontal relationship among the people.      

Certainly, we should not be confused among the people-based  
democracy and populism. The first concept emphasizes on  
participation and consolidation of the people. On the contrary, the 
later is just another kind of patronage system, which no matter how 
it is caused by goodwill, it cannot help strengthen the power of the 
people. Moreover, it cannot enable the people sector to develop its 
capacity in directing the government or in balancing the market  
system that is under the influence of major capitalists. 

As mentioned above, people-based politics is an essential part of 
the definition for democracy. Therefore, encouragement to realize 
people-based politics means the expansion of democracy to allow 
people to have access to the real power. People-based politics does 
not deny the value and importance of representative politics, but it 
is a synthesis between the representative politics and people sector  
politics, resulting in the new political integration as a balanced  
relationship between the government and the society.  
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In my opinion, nowadays Thailand is during the critical period. 
There is no other time in which people-based politics is of urgent 
necessity. If we fail in establishing the people-based politics, not 
only the internal conflicts will become more aggravated, but the 
existence and power utilization of Thailand also seem to be unclear. 
And then the democracy in Thailand may remain only in its name.   

However, I don’t think it is too late now. But we have to clearly  
realize the nature of the problems and to acknowledge the  
importance of the situations. We cannot deny that, finally, a major 
factor in encouraging the people-based politics in Thailand must  
require the agreement and cooperation from the politicians and 
political parties on the forum. As for the people sector, it seems to 
have sufficient readiness and requirements. 

If being asked how to make politicians and political parties agree 
with such concept, the answer will not be easy or automatic. But 
at least, the attempt to make this issue clearer intellectually and be-
come a new knowledge of the society should be considered a way to 
make the good foundation.  

“Sustainable development of people-based 
politics requires agreement of various groups of 

power in the society”

Dr. Seksan Prasertkul
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Discussion on foreign experience on 

“People-Based politics: Foreign Perspective”
 1)  Prof. Dr. Han Sang Jin, a professor of sociology and expert 

in social theory and civil society at Seoul University, South  
Korea

 2)  Prof. Dr. Richard Skinner, the president and vice chancellor of 
Royal Roads University, Canada

 3)  Prof. Dr. Thomas Meyer, chair political science at University 
of Dortmund, Germany.

 Moderator: Dr. Jingjai  Hanchanlash, Chairman, 7th KPI Annual 
Congress ganizing Committee.

Conclusion of the discussion 
on foreign experience on 

“People-Based politics: 
Foreign Perspective”

History and development 
of people-based politics 
in each country must  

be different  and must  have  
ind iv idual  charac ter i s t ics . 
Therefore, under the society of 
transitional era, it is necessary 
to emphasize on the exchange 
of information and experience 
from foreign countries in order to promote learning and further de-
velopment of democracy.   
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Prof. Dr. Han Sang Jin,

from South Korea presents 
the experience from his country. The essence of his 
presentation can be summarized as follows: 

According to the experience from South Korea, people-based  
politics, in terms of meaning, must comprise 3 dimensions: 

 1.  People-based politics requires people’s participation, which 
is the essence of people-based politics. Participation can be  
conducted both directly and indirectly. 

  2.  People-based politics must give priority to provision of public 
services and welfare to general people. People-based politics 
will be meaningless if it is unable to enhance good quality of 
life for the people.  

  3.  People-based politics must comprise the establishment of  
human stability, the reduction of difference and risk in  
confronting rapid changes.  

Political development of South Korea was changed from military 
government to civilian government through the election process. 
Such change resulted in the economic, social and political reforms.
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Apart from people-based politics through people participation  
process in the election, which has been conducted continuously 
from 1987, 1992, 1997, 2002, and recently, 2004, Korea also experi-
ences more direct participation of the people. Examples include the 
amalgamation of the people or the establishment of non-government 
organization network as the “Citizen Alliance for 2006 General 
Election”, which leads to more political enthusiasm and the attempt 
to find information to support election. Another example is the  
Political Fan Club, which is the social movement phenomenon to 
support individual politicians.

However, despite the development of people-based democracy,  
Korea still has to face the risks and challenges of the development 
for sustainability of democracy in various aspects including:

 ❒ Social risk caused by rapid economic and social changes.

 ❒ Risks from increasing economic and social changes, for  
example, gaps between the rich and the poor, and gaps  
between rural and urban areas.

 ❒ Confrontation with more intensive social conflicts, such as 
sexual and religious conflicts, as well as the conflicts caused 
by anti-government groups.

In such situations and problematic conditions, it is necessary to 
emphasize on more intensive people participation, as well as social 
consultation. At the same time, the government has to play roles  
in reducing the above-mentioned gaps, and in being a major  
organization responsible for establishing stability in life and  
property of the people. Additionally, the government also has to do 
its duty in presenting the direction for development of alternatives 
(Third Way Development).
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Prof. Dr. Richard Skinner, 

a lecturer from Canada, 
presents the experience from Canada

The essence of which is that there are 3 main remarks from the  
experience concerning people-based politics in Canada and the 
USA. They are:

1.  The decrease in people participation and involvement.

 As the government is aware of the problems and needs of the 
people from all sectors (inclusiveness), it also finds that people  
participation in political and public activities is decreasing. From 
the analysis, such decrease is caused by the following factors:

 ❒  Remoteness: People feel that political activities or social  
issues are far away from them and are the national issues.

 ❒  Reasonable decision making:  People feel that non- 
participation is a reasonable decision making. This is because 
participation involves more costs, including time and money, 
whereas non-participation does not bring about any cost.

 ❒  Complication: Politics under modern democracy is too  
complicated for general people to get involved or to easily 
understand. 
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 ❒  People are more interested in amalgamation rather than  
participation.

2.  Importance and roles of environmental and religious 
 networks.

 Although people participation in politics and public activities are 
decreasing, but under such conditions, there also exist the following 
remarkable phenomena:

 ❒  In Canada, there is an amalgamation among new generation 
groups who are enthusiastic in participating in the environ-
mental issues.

 ❒  In the USA., people are aware of the importance of alternative 
religious groups.

 These two groupings have similar characteristics, that is, they are 
loosely amalgamated in the form of network emphasizing on certain 
common values. Therefore, movements of these groups occur once 
in a while according to the public issues.

3.  The use of new technology in connecting the people:

 Modern politics in these two countries utilize new technology  
to create connection, especially the use of internet, which helps  
coordinate the amalgamation. This can be used as a lesson for  
democratic development in Thailand.
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Prof. Dr. Thomas Meyer, 

a lecturer in Germany, 
presents his experience from Germany.

Dr. Meyer, spoke about good governance, social democracy and 
civil society. In a presentation based on the paper provided for the 
congress, he made several points based on European experiences 
and comparative research. 

Dr. Meyer began by explaining two opposing concepts of  
democracy that both exist within the framework of liberal  
democracy. Libertarian democracy has the state structured on  
democratic lines, but most economic and social activity is  
considered to be in the private domain, beyond the authority of the 
state. This tends to be a delegative type of democracy, with full  
participation limited to an elite few citizens. The competing concept 
is social democracy, focusing on participation, inclusion, and the  
active involvement of many (though not all) citizens. 

Procedural democracy is only one dimension. A key question  
is whether the democracy caters to the interest of the people or  
not. There is a distinction between democracies based on their 
recognition of the five groups of rights enumerated in the United 
Nation’s Covenant on Basic Rights of 1966—do they merely  
observe the civil and political rights, or do they observe the full 
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range of rights including social, economic and cultural rights.

Libertarian democracies are based on civil and political rights, and a 
negative understanding of freedom. Important features are freedom 
to contract, free markets, and a residual welfare state. The result  
is sharp disparities in participation and the exercise of power—a 
one-third democracy that is neither people-based nor sustainable. 

Social democracies are based on full respect of the five UN- 
recognized basic rights. There is a positive concept of freedom, 
where people are given the tools to act. Governments are expected 
and obliged to deliver services according to the resources available.  
Markets are necessary and irreplaceable, but they should be  
embedded in a social context. There is a rights-based welfare state. 
These democracies are participatory, with social and political  
inclusion. 

An active civil society is a key to people-based politics, but there 
is circular causation—cannot have civil society if there is extreme 
poverty. Guaranteeing the five basic rights is the best foundation for 
an active civil society. Rights must be guaranteed by government. 
It is a mistake to think that even an active civil society can replace 
government in guaranteeing basic rights and caring for the people. 
People-based politics: sustainable democracy necessarily equates 
to some form of social democracy.Western political science sees 
Asian democracies as defective because they are illiberal. This may 
be true, but there is another defect in that they are unsocial—they  
exclude people. This is as bad or worse. 
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Panel discussion on 

“People-Based Politics : 
Balance between Representative Democracy
and Direct Democracy”

 1)  Assoc. Prof. Dr. Jermsak Pinthong , senator, academic, and 
social commentator.

 2)  Mr. Paiboon Wattanasiritham, chair of the Community  
Organizations Development Institute and member of the  
National Economic and Social Advisory Council.

 3)  Dr. Niran Pitakwatchara, MD., senator and chair of the Senate 
committee on social development and human security.

 4)  Assoc. Prof. Dr. Anek Laothammatas, academic and former 
head of Mahachon Party.

 Moderator:Assoc. Prof. Woothisarn Tanchai, director of  
King Prajadhipok’s Institute’s, College of Local Government  
Development.

Conclusion of the discussion on 
“People-Based Politics : 

Balance between Representative 
Democracy and Direct Democracy”

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Jermsak Pinthong: began by asserting that Thailand  
lacks political participation for the benefit of the people. The national 
administration covets political power. There is a need for balance 
between the people and the political representatives. 



people-based politics: sustainable democracy

King prajadhipok’s institute

102

The leader of the country 
has the misconception 
that because 19 million 

people voted for his party, he 
has the power to do anything. In 
fact, distortions of the electoral 
system have yielded a majority  
of  seats  in  parl iament  with  

support of less than half the electorate. 

Representative democracy is necessary because representatives 
are needed to undertake legislation and manage the country, but  
this does not mean they have the power to do anything they like. 
Representatives must listen to the voices of the people. Represen-
tatives’ current way of thinking and acting is not democratic or  
sustainable.

Commenting on the prime minister’s publicly-stated views on  
democracy, Dr. Jermsak insisted that democracy is an end unto  
itself, not a tool to administer the country. 

People-based politics is necessary for democracy to develop as a 
well-woven fabric. To make people-based politics complete, we 
need to give information to the people, and for that a free media 
is necessary. People must have the opportunity to make choices in 
addressing national problems; they have to be free to comment on 
decisions, and have the ability to monitor and evaluate the actions 
of government—an integrated system is needed.
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Mr. Paiboon Wattanasiritham: 
C o n c e p t s  a n d  p r i n c i p l e s  
concerning people politics and 
representatives politics involves 
the following 2 conditions:

 1)  People have to receive comprehensive information.
 2)  Direction exists to allow people to have “alternatives”.

Therefore, the aim is to change from people-centered politics toward 
People-Driven Democracy, the principle of which is that the people 
must play roles in learning, developing, making decision, operating, 
auditing, and controlling. 

Nowadays, the Constitution allows people to participate in various 
dimensions and conditions. But to what extent such mechanism  
is efficient? Up to now, it is evident that people have participated  
significantly, especially at the national level, where people  
participate in presenting several drafts of new laws. At the local 
level, people have more roles in management participation with  
local administrative organization. 

 Recommendations to establish the People-Driven Democracy  
 include:

 1)  Energy, wisdom, and knowledge
 2)  People and social power, mainly through the network  

mechanism.
 3) Policy power 

These 3 strategies can be realized only when there is a mechanism 
to get more participation from the people.
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Dr. Niran Pitakwatchara, MD.: Constitution is the politics aiming 
at reducing the power of the government while increasing the power 
for the people. Therefore, the mechanism between the power of 
government and people must be in balance. There is an imbalance 
for people-based politics, and society is weakened or killed despite  
strong government. Information is needed to support efforts to  
correct this imbalance.      

In empowerment of the people, the following recommendations 
have been made:

 1)  Creation of real knowledge. It is necessary to expedite the  
attempt to make the people become civilians rather than mere 
citizens. That is, they are not only responsible for paying tax, 
voting, and following the laws.

 2)  Decentralization of resource management towards local  
administrative organizations.

 3)  Decreasing the government authority.
 4)  People-driven public policies.
 5)  Media must be free from controls.
 6)  People-based politics is necessary, and strengthening the  

people is required.
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Assoc. Prof. Dr. Anek Laothammatas: Seventy years ago, King 
Rama VII initiated the 2 major concepts as follows: 

 1)  Providing Political Education for the people and 
 2)  Establishment of Local Democracy

Local Democracy led to national 
democracy under the government 
o f  Dr.  P reedee  Panomyong . 
Examples can be seen in the  
establishment of Thammasart 
University and the establishment 
of municipalities, which were 
based on the concept that local 
democracy would bring about 
sustainability of democracy. As for President Lincoln’s speech, 
“Democracy of the People, By the People, and For the People”, the 
question to be considered is that what the most important thing is. 
And finally, we will find that the priority is to establish the politics 
of the people and by the people, so that the politics for the people 
will be realized.  

Therefore, it is essential to have good balance between represen-
tatives (good representatives and availability of mechanism for  
selection of representatives) as well as self-governance that is based 
on the belief that all people are able to take care of themselves.
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“The priority is to establish the politics 
of the people and by the people, so that 

the politics for the people will be realized”
      

      Assoc. Prof. Dr. Anek Laothammatas 



King prajadhipok’s institute

Group Discussions
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Parliament and political parties are significant political  
institutions in most democratic systems. Discussion group 
one will examine whether these organizations can serve 
as efficient political institutions, whether they can protect  
public interest and to what extent they provide opportunities 
for people to participate in politics.

Conclusion of group discussions 1st on 
“Parliament and Political Parties: 
Political institutions of the people, 
by the people, and for the people?”  

❒ Assoc.Prof. Dr. Teeraphat Serirangsan Speaker   
❒ Assoc.Prof.Dr. Tiwa Ygenguang Speaker
❒ Assoc.Prof. Panas Tassaneeyanond Speaker
❒ Assoc.Prof. Dr. Niyom Rathamarit Speaker  
❒ Assoc.Prof. Pornchai Tappanya Moderator 
❒ Assoc.Prof. Visuth Pothithan Summary Writer
❒ Ms. Patama Subkampang Assistant Summary Writer
❒ Ms. Tawitaya Sindhupong Assistant Summary Writer
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The conclusions from the 1st Group Discussion among 4 speakers 
are as follows: 

The research on parliament and political 
parties was presented by Assoc. Prof. 
Dr. Teeraphat Serirangsarn. The topic 
includes ethics of politicians as well as 
general standards of moral principles.  
This research also covers the behaviors involving conflicts of  
interests, which were studied among politicians at the national level 
only, for example prime minister, ministers, and legislative sector, 
members of the House of Representatives and the Senators. The 
result of the study indicates that ethics of the politicians are low in 
almost all aspects. For example, for cheating in the election, buying 
votes, the abuse of government power for election purpose, the use  
of official authorities and positions for personal benefits, non- 
dedication of time for working, and the use of influence to take  
advantages of others, etc. Dr. Teerapat also provided recommenda-
tions to reform the leader. There should also be the action plan of 
the educational development, amendment and issuance of law to 
prevent the conflicts of interest. 

According to Assoc. Prof. Dr. Niyom 
Rathamarit, the reform in Thailand 
brought about the draft of the 1997 
Constitution. This is because, in the 
past, the government was neither stable 
nor strong. Its efficiency was not up to  

the people’s standard. Therefore, the 1997 Constitution could  
respond to such purpose. But then there becomes too much stability, 
which create the political party system. 
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In his opinion, there are 3 systems of political parties. The first one 
is a one-party system, such as in Malaysia or Singapore. The second 
one is a one and a half-party system, such as in Japan and India. 
And the last one is a separate party system, such as in the United 
Kingdom and United States. From his experience, in the two-party 
system, people have very little alternatives. He is not sure whether 
or not Thailand is in a two-party system. If yes, and if politics still 
involves conflict of interest, Thailand will not be able to develop 
this system. Therefore, he recommends that Thailand should be  
developed into the multi-party system, because it will give more  
opportunity for people to learn than in other systems, and the  
balance of power is still possible. Moreover, political reforms in 
Thailand usually focus on structure and mechanism. Therefore, it 
should emphasize more on political culture and learning experience, 
for example on providing education to the people and enhance more 
decentralization. 

Assoc.Prof.  Panas Tassaneeyanond  
believes that the change has mainly been  
induced by the election system. In the 
past, the system of whole constituency  
with 3 representat ives was used.  
But  current ly,  the  system of  one  

constituency- one representative is used, together with the  
partylist system. The party-list includes 100 representatives, which 
the speaker says that it brings about the drastic change in Thai  
politics. That is, the big party, or Thai Rak Thai, is able to control 
the whole House of Representatives. Besides, the Constitution  
stipulates that the election candidates must be members of  
political parties for the minimum of 90 days prior to the date of 
application. This fact, together with the law on  political parties, 
results in excessive power of the big party. It becomes like a large 
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magnetic that is able to attract everything. Then the small parties 
will be of tremendous disadvantage. For the question whether or not 
the parliament and political parties are really the constitution of the 
people, by the people, and for the people, the speaker says that it 
seems not to be true. However, if he has to compare, he still chooses  
the current system, although it needs to be adjusted to be more  
democratic. He does not want to change into other systems because 
he does not know how it can turn out to be.   

      

Finally, Assoc. Prof. Dr.Tiwa Ygeny- 
uang gave the definition for politics 
and political parties. Politics involves 
power and interests. Political parties 
are the groups of people established to 
seize political power through elections. 
The speaker also talked about the Circle of Evil. That is, an investor 
and businessman sent his representative to be politicians, members 
of parliaments, and ministers prior to the year 1992. Afterwards, he 
entered the politics himself and tried to draw back his investment. 
Corruption was conducted to bring more money to the party. Such  
drawback of investment is the main reason that will destroy  
the political system. Nobody expects that after the reform of  
constitution, there will be the government of one party. The  
one-party government has excessive power and uses excessive  
power in intervening other organizations. Therefore, the second  
political reform is needed. The issue of the second political reform 
was also mentioned by the first two speakers.    



KPI Congress VII

King prajadhipok’s institute

113

According to the closing 
remarks made by Assoc.  
Prof. Visuth Pothithan,  
democracy is a joint self-
governance of the people.  
P e o p l e  h a v e  t o  s h a r e  
happiness and fight trouble 
together without waiting 
for other people to do it 
for them. We must do it  

ourselves first, but if we cannot do it, we can help one another.  
Actually, the government has to be through representative.  
Participatory democracy only requires more participation from the 
people, not participating without representative. In terms of political  
party system, the number of parties is not as important as the  
efficiency of the system. It is more appropriate to consider whether  
the political parties are able to do their duties and are able to  
respond to the needs of the people. And finally, those who like to 
criticize and give opinions on solving problems of others should 
look at and try to solve their own problems.   
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Conclusion of group discussions 2nd on 
“Local Politics: 

for power or for people?” 

Public participation and decentralization are important  
issues in the Constitution of the Kingdom of Thailand 
1997. People are expected to play an important role in local  
politics. Presently, however, political power at the local level 
seems to have been captured by “dark influence” figures. 
Group discussion two will examine whether political groups, 
interest groups and local authorities genuinely pursue local 
public interest or only their own interests.



KPI Congress VII

King prajadhipok’s institute

115

❒ Assoc.Prof. Dr. Thanet Charoenmuang Speaker
❒ Assoc.Prof. Dr. Pathan Suwanamongkol  Speaker
❒ Dr. Samart Rajpolasit Speaker
❒ Mrs. Anchalee Vanit Tappabutr Speaker
❒ Mr. Somchart Jeasrichai Speaker   
❒ Asst. Prof. Trakul Meechai Moderator 
❒ Assoc.Prof. Woothisarn Tanchai Summary Writer
❒ Ms.  Saranyu Mansap Assistant Summary Writer
❒ Mr. Nawat Sripatta Assistant Summary Writer
❒ Ms.  Nampung Chiewpanya Assistant Summary Writer
      

The conclusions from the speakers in the 2nd Group Discussion are 
as follows: 

      

The first speaker, Assoc. Prof. Dr. Pathan 
Suwanamongkol, provided significant 
academic framework as follows:  Local 
politics has broader meaning than local 
administration. Apart from administra-
tion of local government organization,  

the word “local politics” can also be linked to the system used in  
allocating the benefits and participation of the people. Therefore, 
it is necessary to consider whether local politics will be for the  
benefits of the people or public, or for one’s own benefits and  
power. And it is also necessary to bring more good people to the 
political forum. So it may not be possible to answer the question 
whether local politics is for power of certain groups, or for general 
people. It depends on several factors. First, do the owners of the 
power, or the public, really have knowledge and understanding on 
the roles and duties of the public and on roles and duties of local  
organizations. Second, is the obtainment of power by entering  
the position justified? Third, are the mechanism used in administra-
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tion system ethical or does it aim at the benefits of the public? And 
fourth, is there any way to check the use of power by politicians?  
And can it really be done? The speaker is of opinion that only  
a little chance is given to the people these days. There are still  
a lot of people who are unaware that the constitution allows the  
displacement of persons in power. 

Mr. Somchart Jeasrichai explained 
about the field research, of which the 
data was collected from the election of 
the members and Chairman of Tambon 
Admistrative Organizations (TAO) on 
July 31st, 2005, for the total of 3,499 

sites. The study on political development was made from the data. 
According to the study, the trend in election of Tambon Admistra-
tive Organizations Chief Executive is improved, with as high as 
75% of the people use their right to vote. This means that people  
are enthusiastic to participate in the election with new system,  
by which they can vote for chairman and members of the TAO 
at the same time. As for other issues concerning the election,  
policies on infrastructure are presented, without thorough  
elaboration concerning specific problems of the sub-district. 
But overall, this is a good trend. In addition, there are only little  
complaints concerning election confirmation process and violence 
from physical offences. In conclusion, The researcher is of opinion 
that there should be some relationship between local politics and 
political parties. However, the study result is not clear. That is, over 
a half of the candidates indicate that they are members of political  
parties, while the rest have some relationship with politicians,  
although no specification is given. This indicates the trend that, in 
some area, the candidates have to announce or to demonstrate that 
they belong to certain parties, otherwise people will not vote for 
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them, especially in the northeast. But in some areas, the candidates 
dare not disclose that they are members of any party. This may be 
only a strategy for election campaign, since they are afraid that they 
cannot get votes from certain areas. 

      

Dr. Samart Rajpolasit believed that 
politics must be developed from below,  
a n d  h e  a l s o  b e l i e v e d  i n  p e o p l e  
participation. Therefore, the more 
people participate, the more decision 
making process of local politics must  
be for the benefits of the people.  
The result of the conduct will show whether any conduct aims  
at providing benefit to the people or for one’s own power. It is  
necessary to consider whether or not the performance of local  
administrators are really beneficial for the people, and whether 
people can participate in the operation. Besides, politics should be 
developed from bottom to top, not from top to bottom.  Currently, 
there are some obstacles in administration. One thing is there are 
several laws concerning administration of Bangkok Metropolitan, 
which allow redundant authorities between the central government  
agencies and BMA. In addition, the transfer of authority is still  
incomplete. For example, BTS sky train was planned and started by 
the government. But the extension of the system is currently under  
the responsibility of BMA, although approval from the cabinet  
is still required. However, such operation can be continued quite 
successfully.  
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Mrs. Anchalee Vanit Tappabutr tried 
to convince the meeting that her major 
reason for returning to local politics was 
because she believed in the phenomenon 
and philosophy that decentralization is 
right. Other reasons include the need for  
development of the individuals, as well  

as the need to establish prototype locality. In terms of prototype 
locality, two components are needed. The fist component is the  
system itself. Local Government organizations must have clear 
roles and responsibility, and decentralization is required so that 
people at the lower level can have more decision power. The second  
factor is individuality, which refers individual persons, good or 
bad, who are responsible for local administration.  The speaker also  
gave example on the performance of Provincial Administrative  
Organization, which is conducted without waiting for the support 
from the government, such as the Road Show Project.  Political  
operation of local administrative organizations will be more in  
compliance if we are able to establish cooperation with the people, 
and if we are able to establish unity in the local.  

      

The last speaker,  Assoc. Prof. Dr. 
Thanet Charoenmuang, believed that  
emphasis should be made on mass  
media. Strong local mass media is 
needed, as well as strong national mass 
media. Other topics involve strong civil 
society, legal issues, government, parliament, or other legal-related 
organization. It is necessary to issue the law to strengthen the Local  
Government Organization. Besides, the government must give  
full effort to decentralization. As a result, local administrative  
organizations will automatically compete with one another in  
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self-improvement, although it needs some time. And finally, the 
speaker also gave examples of inappropriate behavior of the local 
organizations, which operate for their own benefits. 
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Conclusion of group discussions  3rd on  
“People’s Rights in Political Activities 

According to the Constitution 
of Thailand 1997”  

The Constitution of the Kingdom of Thailand 1997  
emphasizes public participation at both national and  
local levels. Discussion group three will examine processes 
and mechanisms of political participation and whether the 
people’s rights have really been pursued according to the 
Constitution. 
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❒ Prof.  Dr. Anand Kanjanaphand Speaker
❒ Prof. Amphon Jindawattana, MD. Speaker
❒ Mr. Boonserm Naksarn Speaker
❒ Ms.  Wachara Chaiyasarn Speaker   
❒  Mr. Tienchai Nanakorn Moderator 
❒  Asst. Prof.  Dr. Nuannoi Trirat Summary Writer
❒ Mr. Pakapong Paholyothin Assistant Summary Writer
❒ Ms.  Apinya Disaman Assistant Summary Writer

Dr.  Anand Kanjanaphand conducted the 
research on local community, especially 
concerning its participation in resource 
management during the past 20 years. 
According to the research finding, people 
have already participated in resource 
management, which is considered an important factor for the living 
of people in rural areas. In addition, it is also considered part of the 
human rights. The human right in Thailand is generally understood  
and implemented. But the law is still outdated, especially in  
terms of community forest. In Thai society, practical community 
management has always been implemented. It is also stipulated  
in the Constitution. But there is no enforcement, hence, the  
community has no actual right in accordance with the constitution. 
In addition, there are also other major reasons. For example, we  
believe in the principle of individual rights, or the rights that we 
give to any apparent agency or organization. There is also a concept 
that the government is a representative of the people, therefore, it 
takes liability on behalf of the people, and it uses the law on behalf 
of the people. There is also a belief that market is a mechanism that 
is able to conduct efficient resource management, and there is also  
a misunderstanding on the meaning of the right of community.  
The speaker also gave 4 recommendations. First, there should be an 
attempt to establish concrete multiple law systems. Second, there 
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should be a law to rectify various distortions in the system. Third, 
all delusion should be destroyed, and justification should be made 
for new values that enhance the right of the community. And fourth, 
should be made against the destruction of all kinds of community 
rights. 

According to Dr. Amphon Jindawattana, 
the reform of national health system has 
given a major lesson. That is, the strategy 
of triangle to move the mountain should 
be employed. That is, emphasis should 
be made on the 3 aspects, which include 

politics or government officials, academic, and civil society. These 3 
aspects must move along together in order to achieve new success, 
that is the National Health Act.  Health concerns everyone. It is an 
issue that all of us have to take part. If the government is earnest in 
development of people politics in order to create real participatory 
democracy in Thailand, it must support the roles of people sector.   

Ms. Wachara Chaiyasarn commented 
on the right to petition for proposal of the 
law and its practicality. Currently, the total 
of 16 bill has been proposed by the people 
sector to President of Parliament, but none 
of them is passed and enforced. The major  
obstacles in signing in petition for legal proposal of the people  
sector include the procedure and bureaucracy specified by the laws. 
Moreover, if the bill  is considered, but much of the essence has 
been changed, or if it is not approved , such bill shall lapse,  people 
will have no right to comment at all.    
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The last speaker, Mr. Boonserm Naksarn, 
classified the political participation of the 
people sector as follows:  First, at present, the 
law on referendums available in Thailand. But 
the law does not stipulate the type of issues 
that need referendums . Moreover, the people 
have no right to submit that what issue should  
be need referendums. Therefore, public opinion depends on  
the government. And the result of public opinion is only the  
consultation of the government. It may, or may not be used by the 
government. But since referendums has political result, it is evident  
that we have not been through any referendums ; Second, the  
initiation to sign petition for proposal of the law; Third, recommen-
dation to recall the power by ways of removal; And finally, there 
is no law regarding public hearing. Therefore, the law should be  
issued.

      

In addition, the following comments were made by the meeting:  
First, in petition for a draft of law, people rarely have any influence 
at all. Moreover, the government is empowered to have the right 
in sending back the draft of law for further proceeding in the case 
that the parliament time is expire. This mean that the draft proposed 
by the people will finally be under the government power. Second, 
right of the people is not complete, because it will finally be  
influenced by the political power. And finally, human right involves 
all community, society, culture, and history, that had long been  
practiced before being collapsed by the modern law. Therefore, in 
stipulating the community right, there is no specific definition to 
cover all areas, but the definition in accordance with each issue is 
needed for practical purposes. 
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Conclusion of group discussions 4st on 
“Empowering people to 

pursue sustainable democracy” 

❒

In a democratic system, people-based politics is a priority. 
People, therefore, have to take part in political processes— 
policy implementation and evaluation—at national and local  
levels. It is necessary to support and strengthen people 
to become informed citizens. Discussion group four will  
examine if there are mechanisms, opportunities and channels 
to directly and indirectly support these people, for example, 
media and community radio for informing and educating 
people about political affairs.
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❒ Assoc.Prof. Dr. Atthajak Sattayanurak Speaker
❒  Dr. Chaowana Trimart Speaker
❒  Mrs. Rosana Tohsitrakul Speaker
❒  Mr. Weera Somkwamkid  Speaker
❒  Mr. Surin Plangprasobchok Speaker
❒  Dr. Pimol Ruetrakul Moderator
❒  Assoc.Prof. Dr. Surichai Wankaew Summary Writer
❒  Mr. Chakrit Orn-muang Assistant Summary Writer
❒  Ms.  Sumamal Chao-na Assistant Summary Writer
❒  Mr. Kian Nirannuch Assistant Summary Writer
   

According to the first speaker, Assoc.  
Prof. Dr. Atthajak Sattayanurak ,  
emphasis should be made on the system 
of feelings and emotion in the society 
concerning empowerment of the people 
sector, not on democratic structure or 
written constitution. Moreover, people 
in the rural area should create relationship between themselves and 
community, so that they can have sufficient power to negotiate in 
various issues.    

      

Dr. Chaowanan Traimart proposed 
the issue of people empowerment and 
establishment of foundation for partici-
patory democracy. Strong participation 
of the people is the establishment of the 
real participatory democracy. In order 

to be successful, 5 factors are needed. First, the establishment of 
the people’s power; second, the establishment of people’s authority 
base; third, the establishment of a new society that enhance people 
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participation; fourth, the establishment of a new political mould so  
that people will be able to exercise their right and to really  
participate, and; fifth, various political principles that allow people 
to join in political activities and create political effects.      

      

The next issue, presented by Mrs. Rosana 
Tohsitrakul, involves empowerment  
in terms of auditing and removal of  
persons holding political positions. The 
legal mechanism indicates the 2 channels 
that the people can use to examine their 

politicians. They are: MPs of the house of Representatives of not 
less than one-fourth of the total number of the existion member of 
the House or voters of not less than fifty –thousand in number have  
the right to lodge with the President of the Senate a complaint in  
order request the Senate to pass a resolution under section 307  
removing the persons under section 303 from office. Such channels 
will enable the constitution to affect the removal of the officials. 
This has been successful to a certain level in the case of medical 
corruption in the Ministry of Public Health. But such movement 
also makes politicians to realize that if they allow free movement 
of the people, they may be in danger. Therefore, several conditions 
concerning petition of 50,000 people have been established as an 
obstacle against the people’s audit. 

      

The presentation of Mr. Surin Plang-
prasobchok  involves the issue of  
po l i t i ca l  space  o f  the  peop le  in  
accordance with the 1997 Constitution.  
Al though the  Const i tu t ion gives  
opportunities for people to partici-
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pate, but people who try to participate are usually be in danger. For  
example, the newspaper that presents the news against the  
government is usually threatened seriously.   

According to Mr. Surin Plangprasobchoke, community media still 
plays important roles, especially in being the media for development 
and in providing opportunities for people to participate. If people 
do not get information, they will not be able to develop or to be 
strengthened. In the case of 3 southern provinces, the information in 
that area is usually distorted. The news presented illustrate only bad 
incidents, therefore, nobody wants to live there.   

     

Mr. Weera Somkwamkid, said that  
in strengthening the people, several  
i s s u e s  m u s t  b e  c o n s i d e r e d .  F o r  
example, in establishing the people’s 
power base, it  should not be done  
individually, but it should be considered  

in terms of community, locality, and civil organizations. The  
establishment of people’s authority base, as well as enhancement of 
the right and correction for the violated rights should also be taken  
into account. Other issues include the promotion of various  
organization to enhance people’s participation and to establish  
political principle that allows people’s participation. Conclusions on 
these issues are as follows:         

 1.  There should be an annulment of penalty against the persons  
who initiate the accumulation of people’s name for the  
purpose of audit and removal in accordance with the National 
Corruption Prevention and Suppression Act. 

 2.  The proceedings against corruption should not be separated 
among politicians, government officials, or private companies. 
The same process should be employed.
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 3.  Some juristic person organizations should be allow to act as 
injured person so that they will be able to enter the case on  
behalf of the government agency. 

 4.  Amendment should be made concerning the time frame on 
corruption case, from 2 years prescription to 10-20 years. 

 5.  People’s organizations should be allowed to observe in the 
process of procurement.

And finally, various recommendations for people empowerment to 
create sustainability of democracy are made. First, it is necessary 
to change the knowledge and understanding on being the citizen,  
and to realize the people participation at the basic level. Second,  
the issuance of the law accompanying the Constitution should be  
expedited to support the right and justification of people  
participation. Development should also be made on the selection 
and operation processes of independent organizations through 
good governance process that support democratic development. 
And finally, in terms of communication and community media, it is 
necessary to establish the communication system where people can 
participate. Free communication should be allowed. Moreover, there 
should be linkage among the networks of various agencies besides 
the operation of their own.  



KPI Congress VII

King prajadhipok’s institute

129

Bureaucratic reform has brought many changes, for  
example, a reform of ministries and administrative systems. 
Public administration has changed from being chain of  
command-oriented to being more people-oriented.  
Discussion group five will examine whether and to what 
extent central and local government administrative systems 
and service delivery are people-oriented.

Conclusion of group discussions 5st on 
“People-centered 

public administration” 
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❒ Mr. Maitree Intusut Speaker
❒ Prof. Dr. Chartchai Na Chiangmai Speaker
❒ Assoc.Prof. Dr. Nakarin Mektrirat Speaker
❒ Dr. Thawilwadee Bureekul Speaker
❒ Asst. Prof.  Dr. Orathai Kokpol Moderator
❒ Asst. Prof. Panaros Malakul Na Ayudhaya Summary Writer
❒ Mr. Supanat Permpoonwiwat Assistant Summary Writer
❒ Mr. Chalat Pratuengratana Assistant Summary Writer
❒ Ms. Supamas Wiriyasakulphan Assistant Summary Writer
   

There is a consensus from all five speakers and participants that, in 
order to create citizen-centered administration by the government, 
it is necessary to consider the surrounding context. Citizen-centered  
administration must be considered in various levels. People must  
be able to participate in thinking, decision making, operating,  
allocating the values and benefits from various occurrences, as well 
as participate in monitoring, auditing, and learning. 

Above is the overall concept obtained from joint discussions of  
all speakers and participants. In addition, there are also other  
miscellaneous issues. For example, in establishing the citizen- 
centered administration, it is not sufficient to change only  
the service from the government. But it must also involve the  
adjustment of the government mechanism. The government must 
change itself into a strategic government. That is, the government  
and the people should have apparent joint visions and joint  
directions, so that there will be a flexible system in response to the 
need of people in each area. 

Another issue involves the comment that, at present, government  
administration becomes more people-centered. Integrated  
Management has been implement, as well as strategic planning,  
indicators determining and evaluating. The indicators of  
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p e r f o r m a n c e  e v a l u a t i o n  a r e  
displayed in the website where 
peop le  a re  ab le  to  aud i t  and  
monitor. Moreover, the government 
seems to listen more to the people, 
which is a good trend. People’s  
audit  will  allow the people to  
par t ic ipate  more in  th inking,  
planning, and executing. And when 
it is time for auditing, people can also make the audit that satisfies 
both parties. 

There is also a presentation of the 
facts and information regarding the 
Service Link of the government.  
N e w  a l t e r n a t i v e s  h a v e  b e e n  
initiated so that people can contact 
the government agencies more 
conveniently. Various new forms 
of contact points are established, 

such as one-stop service center. That is, people can contact with all  
government agencies within one place. 
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Presentation and discussion 
of group discussion results

      Presentation and discussion of group discussion results :- 

  Group 1   by Assoc. Prof. Visuth Pothithan
  Group 2   by Assoc. Prof. Woothisarn Tanchai
  Group 3   by Asst. Prof. Dr. Nuannoi Treerat
  Group 4   by Assoc. Prof. Dr. Surichai Wankaew
  Group 5   by Asst. Prof. Panaros Malakul Na Ayudhya

  Moderator: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Chaiwat Kamchu  
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Conclusion of Presentation and discussion 
of group discussion results :

Assoc. Prof. Visuth Pothithan summarized group one on  
“Parliament and political parties: political institutions of the people, 
by the people and for the people?” The research presented indicated  
that there should be more political reform concerning leaders,  
education, elimination of conflict of interest, and an action plan 
for undertaking these reforms. The 1997 constitution attempted 

to institute reforms, but it introduced 
too much political stability. Thailand 
is now at most a two-party system, but 
it should be a multi-party system for  
the  benef i t  of  the  people—a two- 
pa r ty  sys t em i s  t oo  compe t i t i ve .  
Constitution-imposed changes to the 

system for electing the House of Representatives have resulted in a 
single huge party controlling parliament. Due to the Constitution’s 
party membership requirements, the party has considerable power 
over its MPs. Political parties are about people who want to control  
power. In the past, parties lacked strong leaders because people  
mistrusted politicians. Businesspeople used to put people into  
parliament, but then began to run for office themselves. Conclusions 
were that measures are needed to protect the people, citizens want 
to see results, and it may be useful to expand membership of the  
senate, making it harder to buy support.
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Assoc.Prof. Woothisarn Tanchai summarized group two’s discus-
sion on was “Local politics: for power or for people?” Research 
presented in the session addressed the meaning of local politics, 
whether local administration should be for community or power, 
and how good people could be brought into politics. People should 
understand their duties. The election process is important. Exercise 

of power should be done with morality, 
and for the people’s benefit. Monitoring  
the exercise  of  power is  important .  
Research concerning tambon administration 
organization elections indicates that they 
are improving and the number of eligible  
voters has increased. Candidates are  

beginning to offer policies, although most concern infrastructure 
projects. Violence in local elections is declining. In local elections 
it is not clear whether candidates are members of particular political 
parties—some are and declare so, while others do not. Bottom-up  
development of politics is needed, with more participation.  
Decisions should be made closer to the people. Local adminstrations 
should be free to give power to local people. Mass media should 
scrutinize local administrations more closely. Education is also 
important—people’s behavior and attitudes should be changed and 
youths should be taught about the operation of local adminstrations. 
Strong monitor groups and NGOs are needed to ensure that political 
power comes from the people rather than politicians.

Asst.  Nuannoi Treerat  did the summary for group three  
“People’s  r ights  in  pol i t ica l  ac t iv i t ies  according to  the  
Constitution of Thailand 1997”. Research indicated that community  
rights, though enshrined in the Constitution, do not really  
ex i s t .  The  l ega l  sy s t em i s  a  ba r r i e r  t o  t he  exe rc i s e  o f  
community rights. People feel that they cannot sue for damage 
done to them by agents of the state. Market mechanisms have 
harmed local people. There is a general lack of understanding about  
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community rights. Social movements’ attempts at legislation should 
be treated more respectfully, for example the Community Forest 
Bill and the National Health Act. There should be new laws and 
mechanisms including a progressive tax to support community  
rights. The people’s sector is growing and people are showing  
political maturity by focusing on particular sectors. Despite 
this, people have been unsuccessful in their attempts to exercise  
the legislation by public petition mechanism that exists in the  
Constitution—none of the 16 attempts has succeeded. Most of the 
proposed bills were dropped for various reasons, such as insufficient 
(or insufficiently documented) signatures, the lapsing of the term 
of parliament, and abandonment in the face of alternate proposals  
made by the government. In general, while the Constitution  
promises many mechanisms to empower the people, organic laws 
have generally failed to actually provide or support that power. 

Assoc.Prof. Dr. Surichai Wankaew 
presented the summary of group 
four, Empowering people to pursue 
sustainable democracy”. It was noted 
that while the Constitution gives 
people a wider space for political 
participation, people’s power appears 

to be getting weaker. People’s power could be increased by focusing  
on knowledge and emotion, rather than structure. Grassroots  
participants should be energized. There should be more political  
space to challenge corruption. There should also be community  
media. Measures are needed to help create good, active citizens, and 
the understanding of citizenship must be changed. Support could  
come in the form of supportive groups and individuals. More  
effective monitoring powers, like removal from office, would also 
encourage participation. Other recommendations included making 
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it easier to initiate legislation by petition, dealing with corruption 
more effectively, allowing legal entities to pursue criminal lawsuits 
rather than requiring that they be brought by public prosecutors, 
and eliminating a two-year statute of limitations on filing corrup-
tion charges against political officeholders. It is necessary to have a 
strong state, strong people, and monitoring and evaluation.

Asst. Prof. Panaros Malakul Na Ayudhya did the summary for group  
five, “People-centered public administration”. The group concluded  
that the proper context is needed for people-centered public  
administration. There is a strong government, but the Constitu-
tion aims to have people-centered public administration, so good  
governance mechanisms are necessary. It is wrong to consider  
people as more customers who receive government services. The 
level of government at which decisions are made is important 
and people must take part in decision-making and monitoring, so  
mechanisms of government must change to allow this. The  
government should have a clear strategy for achieving common 
goals, but the system of administration should be flexible enough 
to respond to people’s needs in each locality.  State agencies are  
trying to improve their services, and an important further  
improvement would be to consolidate the many different points 
of delivery for different (but often related) services into one-stop 
service centers. Services and service delivery could be further 
improved by using people’s audit techniques to better determine 
people’s wants and needs.  Moving towards more people-centered 
public administration will require the political will of leaders,  
a restructuring of power relations, the 
development of indicators and monitor-
ing mechanisms to evaluate services  
and people’s satisfaction, and better  
g u a r a n t e e s  o f  p e o p l e ’s  r i g h t  t o  
participate. 
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Closing 

After the keynote address, there 
was a video presentation on KPI  
C o n g r e s s  V I I I  T h a i l a n d ’s  
Constitutional Reform from a 
Comparative Perspective.

King Prajadhipok’s Institute Secretary-general Assoc. Prof. Noranit 
Setabutr then made closing remarks, thanking speakers, participants 
and staff before formally closing the KPI Congress VII.
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