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Introduction

Just as its immediate external threats appear to have subsided, Thailand’s internal 

security risks have grown. Following the International Court of Justice’s legal 

settlement of the Preah Vihear conflict with Cambodia, Thailand’s security outlook 

in the foreseeable future focuses on the Bangkok-centred national political crisis and 

the Malay-Muslim insurgency in the country’s three southernmost border provinces. 

These internal crises threaten the cohesion and viability of traditional state 

institutions, particularly the monarchy, the bureaucracy, and the military. Moreover, 

the weakness and divisiveness at the centre of the Thai state may lead to greater 

risks of the Malay-Muslim insurgency whose demands for administrative autonomy 

may be escalated to a fully separate homeland that recognises and promotes Malay-

Muslim rights and ethno-nationalist identity, notwithstanding a peace process that 

has been underway over the past year. On the one hand, the three crises that have 

beset Thailand — a deep political polarisation, southern insurgency, and border 

tensions with Cambodia — have been reduced to two. On the other, the remaining 

two crises in Bangkok and the deep south have exacerbated markedly, with broader 

geopolitical consequences.

Insofar that external security risks remain, these have become more non-traditional, 

including transnational crime, natural disaster, drug and human trafficking among 

others. The broader geopolitical concerns centring on the growing rivalry between 

China and the United States on the one hand, and maritime tensions between China 

and several ASEAN states on the other, continue to influence and inform Thailand’s 

security outlook, although the navel-gazing at home has become paramount.  

This discussion paper homes in on the national political crisis and confrontation, 

followed by analyses of the southern insurgency and its ongoing peace talks. The 

ICJ’s Preah Vihear decision and geopolitical trends are covered thereafter, with 

implications drawn for the defence sector. 

CHAPTER 7
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Thailand’s Inward Turn

Thailand’s internal political situation has been rocky over the past decade but it 

degenerated quickly from uneasy accommodation following Prime Minister 

Yingluck’s election victory in July 2011. Anti-government protesters, who have 

demonstrated and manoeuvred against her brother and exiled former prime minister 

Thaksin Shinawatra since 2005-06 when the military deposed him in a military coup, 

have railed against but did not find traction against Yingluck throughout her first two 

years in office. But by November 2013, the anti-Thaksin coalition was reunited and 

galvanised, broadening into an outright insurrection in short order. It started with a 

broad-based opposition to an expansive amnesty legislation that would have absolved 

Thaksin from corruption and abuse of power but has ended up as a civilian coup by 

anti-Thaksin forces, led by the Democrat Party and its erstwhile heavyweight MP 

Suthep Thaugsuban. In pursuit of an anti-corruption crusade and intent on uprooting 

what they called the “Thaksin regime,” these forces incorporate previous yellow 

shirts and other anti-Thaksin columns from recent years who have characterised 

Thailand’s polarisation. Whether they succeed in removing the Yingluck government 

from power and installing their own government will determine the direction of Thai 

politics and its security outlook.

After sailing through the lower house, dominated by the ruling Pheu Thai Party,  

the amnesty legislation was effectively aborted in the senate on government 

instructions. Alarmed by the popular anti-amnesty movement, Yingluck backtracked 

with a pledge to drop it, a signal for pro-government senators to follow suit. But by 

that time the anti-amnesty movement had gained traction, the scattered anti-Thaksin 

columns found common ground and renewed energy to take the Yingluck government 

to task. Even the red-shirt supporters of Pheu Thai party felt betrayed by the amnesty 

bill because it would have exonerated those they see as the perpetrators of the violent 

crackdown against their street demonstrations in May 2010. As the amnesty debacle 

played out, a constitutional amendment to make the senate from a half-appointed 

to a fully elected chamber was nullified by the Constitution Court. The Pheu Thai 

party refused to accept the Court’s authority. The same court previously dissolved 

Pheu Thai party’s preceding vehicles twice in 2007-08 and banned 220 elected 

politicians along the way, not to mention disqualifying a sitting prime minister from 

power for having hosted a cooking show. Pheu Thai and the Yingluck government 

saw that the court was politically biased against them. Constitution Court judges,  
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who in Thailand swear an oath of allegiance to the King, were adamant against a 

fully elected senate because it would then be like the money politics of the lower 

house and unable to perform a checks-and-balance function.

It is clear that the anti-government demonstrations and his protest movement are 

motivated by the government’s refusal to accept the Constitution Court decision that 

the senate amendment bill violated the charter. According to Suthep, the King would 

come under pressure to either countersign or see the bill become law if government 

MPs stick to it. In response, Suthep formed and led the “People’s Democratic 

Reform Committee” to occupy government ministries and state agencies, and started 

blocking major sections of the capital in early 2014. Their objective is to take back 

the reins of government and institute political reforms through a “people’s council.” 

For its part, the Yingluck government matched Suthep’s provocation with so much 

restraint that it looked inept and impotent. The authorities allowed protesters’ 

takeovers of state installations for fear of violence and bloodshed. Yingluck also 

conceded by calling a snap election for 2 February 2014 and returned the mandate 

to the people. In 2008, a similar street protest led by yellow shirts against a pro-

Thaksin proxy government faced police dispersal after the army refused to follow 

government orders. Two protesters died, and the police have become the bad guys 

since. The Queen presided over the funeral of one of the two protesters. This time, 

the Yingluck government knows that it cannot survive if there is bloodshed of any 

kind in the streets. 

Supported by the roughly two fifths of the voting electorate who have lost successive 

elections to Thaksin’s parties, Suthep’s civilian putsch has brought Thailand to yet 

another brink. And until this impasse is resolved one way or another, Thailand’s 

clear and present danger will be strictly internal. Suthep’s anticipation was for a 

government overreaction and ensuing violence, prompting an outside intervention 

from the army or the judiciary to restore order and break the deadlock. This could 

still prove to be the case. If he succeeds, the red shirts are likely to come back for 

more protests, as they did in 2009-10 after their government was disbanded to the 

benefit of the opposing Democrat Party. If Suthep fails, he will have exposed the 

chasm between the monarchy and electoral democracy in Thailand’s political future, 

and further weakened the electoral base of the Democrat Party, which decided to 

boycott the 2 February polls. Many Thais want the Democrat Party to do better in 
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the electoral arena and parliament but this is the second time that the Democrats 

boycotted an election, the first being in April 2006. If the Democrats can fare better 

at the polls, they will be less likely to resort to street-based and extra-parliamentary 

short-cuts and thereby bring more stability to Thai politics. If political stability is 

to be regained, Suthep’s brinkmanship cannot be seen to succeed, lest it incurs a 

backlash from the opposing side. Without a semblance of stability, this internal 

existential crisis will preoccupy Thai security planners.

Malay-Muslim Insurgency and Peace Talks

As Bangkok is mired in colour-coded divisions marked by endless street protests over 

almost the past decade, the Malay-Muslim ethno-nationalist insurgency continued 

to fester. In February 2013, Thai Prime Minister Yingluck Shinawatra met with 

Malaysian Prime Minister Najib Razak in Putrajaya and thus began a peace dialogue 

between the Thai government and the insurgents in Yala, Pattani, and Narathiwat, 

with Malaysia assuming the role of “facilitator.” Yingluck’s and Najib’s efforts were 

partly aimed at domestic political gains. Yingluck wanted to consolidate elected 

power after 18 months in office and to show progress in resolving the spiralling 

violence in the deep south. Her counterpart in Malaysia appears equally keen to 

shore up leadership and stature ahead of polls where his ruling party was expected 

to continue its downward slide in popularity. But the hype and expectations the top-

level meeting raised for stakeholders in Thailand were misplaced and misguided.  

It is still unclear whether the Thai prime minister talked to the wrong partners in the 

wrong place at the wrong time and in the wrong fashion. The dynamics on the ground 

in the deep south suggested that peacemaking of this scale typically takes months 

and years, not days and weeks, especially not for an insurgency of this virulence 

and lethality where more than 5,300 lives have been lost since insurgent violence 

re-intensified from January 2004, rendering Thailand’s Malay-Muslim insurgency 

one of the deadliest internal conflicts in the world.

To be sure, there is no silver bullet that can solve the insurgency swiftly. Neither a 

single act of any kind nor a policy or word by any individual is going to put an end 

to the insurgency. That applied to Yingluck and Thaksin, the latter being reported to 

have played an instrumental role in arranging the bilateral summit and signing of 

an agreement between the Thai National Security Council and the representatives 
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from the Barisan Revolusi Nasional (BRN). It also applied to insurgent leaders, 

whose details and profiles have still been sketchy, and to Malaysian government 

leaders who tried to play a crucial interlocutor role. So far, neither the Thai state nor 

the insurgency has shown unity and reliable, unified command and control on the 

ground. On the Thai side, the Yingluck government deployed the NSC to do its main 

handiwork in the face of the army’s Fourth Region, the Internal Security Operations 

Command, and other non-government security personnel, including the rangers and 

border patrol police. Although interagency conflicts are common everywhere, the 

handling of Thailand’s southern insurgency has been fragmented and ineffective.  

On the other hand, counter-insurgency (COIN) strategy and tactics were not sharp 

and smart in design and implementation. Thai intelligence gathering has been 

abysmal overall. The failed insurgent raid against a marines’ barracks on 13 February 

2013 was an aberration based on suspect information from an earlier interrogation.  

The wanton, daily violence by the insurgents suggested that few, if any, of them have 

been flipped (i.e. persuaded to work for Thai authorities). As a result, Thai security 

officers often operated in relative darkness of intelligence and thus their death toll 

and related casualties mounted. 

Accordingly, there has to be a civilian oversight and control of the army. The prime 

minister’s message must be clear to security officers that they will be taken into 

account for their actions. Otherwise the culture of impunity will prevail, further 

aggravating the sense of injustice and simmering grievances of Malay Muslims. 

Evidently, based on reports from the 13 February raid, it was the impunity of state 

authorities at a Tak Bai protest in October 2004 that fuelled the insurgency, drawing 

new recruits and radicalising them. The government’s two-pronged approach must 

be a firm COIN on the one hand, accompanied by control of security services, 

and a peace drive on the other, based on the reality that negotiations and political 

accommodation are the only way out of the southern quagmire. The insurgent 

leadership also has to demonstrate some unity of command and a connection 

to its foot soldiers on the ground. The BRN-Coordinate, a more radicalised and 

militant splinter group, is conventionally said to be the main operational arm of 

the insurgency. Yet there has been scant evidence to indicate its chain of command 

and whether the top commanders are intent and authorised to enter peace talks.  

Teasing out the leaders, their political objectives, their command, control, and 

connection to insurgents on the ground takes time. 
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An environment of mutual trust and confidence-building to reach a certain comfort 

level is thus paramount. Without a sense of trust, not much substance will be 

discussed. Engendering this environment to come up with enabling conditions for a 

negotiated settlement would typically require an outside mediator and interlocutor. 

Here is where Malaysia is involved. The Malaysian government’s cooperation is 

indispensable. However, northern Malaysian, especially Kelantan and Terengganu, 

is the stronghold of the opposition Pan-Islamic Malaysian Party (PAS). These are the 

areas where Malay Muslims in Thailand have sought refuge. The Thai government 

must also reach out to opposition politicians, including the other two main 

opposition parties, Parti Keadilan Rakyat and the Chinese-dominated Democratic 

Action Party. These opposition parties, especially the DAP, fared remarkably well 

in Malaysia’s polls in mid-2013 and may be on course for electoral victory in the 

near future. Beyond PAS, Malaysia does not have the right broker profile. Rarely do 

countries with internal conflicts end up with next-door neighbours as honest brokers.  

Thai popular perceptions of Malaysia are that the country is too close to the Malay-

Muslim insurgents. If a broker must come from within the region, Indonesia may 

still be able to play a role down the road in view of its profile and proven experience.  

While Malaysia was instrumental in arranging the Bangsamoro Framework 

Agreement in Mindanao in southern Philippines, Indonesia directly dealt and 

concluded a peace agreement with an Aceh ethno-nationalist movement. In Papua, 

where a more Islamicized separatist movement has rumbled, the Indonesian 

authorities are making inroads. Papua certainly is nowhere near what Aceh resembled.

Thailand’s southern insurgency is not the only remaining major internal conflict 

in the region. The way ahead can only derive from a negotiated compromise. 

The consensus from numerous studies calls for greater administrative autonomy, 

not fundamentally different from what was agreed in Aceh and Bangsmoro, and 

well short of any semblance to a separate homeland. Enabling conditions in an 

environment of mutual trust is necessary. The Thai government has to sustain its 

intent and resolve and controls its overweening army and other security outfits.  

The insurgents need to demonstrate a correlation between political objectives and the 

perpetrated level of violence. An honest broker from outside can assist in providing 

a platform and holding hands. The cold reality in Thailand’s deep south is that no 

one party can win completely and have it all. By late 2013, the insurgents had made 

five key demands, calling for the BRN to be the main representative, Malaysia to 
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be “mediator” (not just facilitator), the Organisation of Islamic States and ASEAN 

NGOs to be part of the peace dialogue, Malay Patani rights to be recognised, and 

insurgent prisoners to be released. These demands deserved serious consideration 

and counter-proposals from the Thai government. But Thailand’s internal conflict in 

the deep south was put on hold as Bangkok’s attention turned to its national crisis, 

confrontation, and turmoil in late 2013 and early 2014.

The Preah Vihear Closure

As the ICJ clarification on Preah Vihear approached in November 2013, Thailand’s 

political temperature rose after the PDRC took to the streets, as indicated above.  

The ICJ ruling loomed as a make or break for Thailand’s domestic political situation. 

If Thailand were to lose 4.6 square kilometres of territory from the decision,  

it could aggravate street protests to the point of toppling the Yingluck government. 

A landmark ICJ verdict in 1962 had placed Cambodian sovereignty over the temple 

beyond doubt. Despite misgivings and grievances over this decision, which was 

based on a French-made map during the 1904-07 Franco-Siamese land survey 

and consequent treaty, all Thai governments since then have accepted it. As Siam 

became Thailand in 1939, the Siamese and subsequent Thai authorities did not 

show sufficient objection to the map, perhaps out of ignorance or fear of imperial 

reprisal, or both. The ICJ cited the so-called Annex I or 1:200,000 map as a basis 

for its 1962 ruling, but did not decide on the validity and legality of the map itself. 

Cambodia originally did not request adjudication on the map, and only made such 

a request subsequently, which the court rejected. The law therefore has carried in 

Cambodia’s favour only over the temple itself. Preah Vihear temple is of Hindu 

origins dating back to the 10th century when the Khmer civilisation flourished in 

and dominated mainland Southeast Asia. Over the centuries, like other regions and 

places elsewhere, history twisted and turned in its approach towards post-imperialist 

times when international law and regulations have become the best resort to settle 

age-old territorial disputes.

On the other hand, geography made the Thais feel cheated. Preah Vihear temple 

is situated on an upward sloping hill from Thai territory. Beyond the temple is a 

steep drop onto Cambodian soil. The Thais have felt that the drop should have 

been the border demarcation in accordance with watershed lines as agreed in the 
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1904 Franco-Siamese joint commission. But it was not so. Moreover, the obvious 

tourist, trade, and investment benefits, including border trade between local Thai 

and Cambodian villagers and merchants, flow to the temple mainly from the Thai 

side. If foreign tourists are going to visit ancient Hindu temples, they are likely 

to descend on Angkor Wat. Preah Vihear is a sideshow on the periphery of the 

once-awesome Khmer empire. But tourists from Thailand, mostly Thais but also 

foreigners, who visit that area are the main customers of the temple site. Even if it 

controls the adjacent land to the temple, Cambodia will be hard pressed to develop 

the area without Thai assistance and cooperation, let alone having an unfriendly 

neighbour next door to look over its shoulders. To be developed comprehensively 

and sustainably, Preah Vihear temple and its vicinity thus require Thai-Cambodian 

cooperation, not contention and conflict. 

As Cambodia’s case required a clarification of the temple “vicinity,” the ICJ did 

rule on 11 November 2013 that this meant the “promontory” around the temple. 

The judges also indicated in specific terms a small area on the map to denote this 

promontory. The ruling meant that Cambodia got a parcel of sloped land around 

the temple, much less than the 4.6 square kilometres in question, and the Thais lost 

much less than they feared. The ruling was seen as a compromise to both sides, and 

the final land size is still being studied and marked in accordance with the judges’ 

indications. Thus another crisis was averted for Thai politics. The new ruling allows 

closure on this lingering border tension between Thailand and Cambodia, which 

had caused military skirmishes in the recent past. Thailand’s external security 

concern on its eastern front was more or less neutralised by the ICJ clarification. 

As a result, the two neighbours will now have to find ways to jointly develop the 

temple area. The sooner the authorities realise this imperative, the better it will be 

for local livelihoods, bilateral relations between the two countries, and the cohesion 

of ASEAN as Southeast Asia’s regional organisation.

Broader Security Outlook on South China Sea and Geopolitics

Apart from these immediate security threats at home, Thailand’s broader security 

outlook has also focused on the rising tensions in the South China Sea. Thailand is 

the country coordinator for ASEAN-China relations from July 2012 to July 2015. 

Tensions in the South China Sea over conflicting territorial claims between ASEAN 
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states and China have become Southeast Asia’s thorniest obstacle for regional peace 

and prosperity. But now a confluence of domestic and regional enabling conditions 

appears more promising for a workable resolution of the overlapping claims 

between ASEAN and China. Prospects for a peaceful resolution seem more viable 

now than in the recent past, although key contentious issues remain to be worked 

out. As country coordinator for ASEAN-China, Thailand has played a significant 

brokering role to implement the Declaration on Conduct of Parties in the South 

China Sea (DoC) and to secure the more permanent and institutionalised rules-based 

Code of Conduct in the South China Sea (CoC) that is acceptable to the diverse and 

overlapping interests in the region. The short window of coordination means that 

if a concrete CoC is not in place by 2015, prospects for a peaceful resolution may 

sour thereafter. Of all the non-claimant mainland states in Southeast Asia, Thailand 

fits the bill the most as moderator and broker between ASEAN claimant states of 

Brunei, Malaysia, the Philippines, and Vietnam on the one hand, and China on the 

other. Singapore and Indonesia are maritime states without the right profiles to act 

as an honest broker. For the non-claimants, Cambodia, Laos, and Myanmar have 

baggage and constraints, unable to act effectively as a go-between. Thailand holds a 

special relationship with China and the Bangkok-Beijing deep and centuries-old axis 

conduces to Thai brokerage of both the DoC implementation and CoC formulation. 

No other ASEAN state gets along as well with China without being a Beijing client 

of sorts.

Thus it has come to Thailand as a founding state and birthplace of ASEAN to 

come up with a regional document that China and ASEAN claimants can agree to.  

Settling regional disputes has been a famous Thai diplomatic trait. When ASEAN 

was formed, for instance, it was the Thai deft touch to mitigate and mediate a conflict 

between Malaysia and Indonesia that catalysed the original five ASEAN states to 

converge and cohere. While Thailand has traditionally played a lead role in ASEAN, 

sometimes as broker and mediator, Bangkok has been relatively out of action on its 

foreign engagements for much of the past decade owing to its domestic political 

conflict and turmoil. And the country’s domestic political adversity has flared up 

again, as mentioned above. Last year, Thailand’s stewardship of the DoC and CoC 

appeared tentative, perhaps because the Yingluck government was still insecure about 

its post-election power. Its ruling Pheu Thai party won the election in July 2011 by 

a wide margin but its forerunners in similar electoral situations had been stymied 
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and derailed in prior years. The Yingluck government was also consumed by the 

floods after the election. In 2012, the domestic scene remained topsy-turvy, beset by 

street protests. The government’s foreign policy consequently lacked direction and 

forward movement. But as weeks and months accumulate into more than two years, 

past the midway mark of its four-year term, the government became more confident 

on policy directions. Until the recent protests recurred, there seemed to be enough 

political stability in Thailand for a renewed foreign policy drive. That the Yingluck 

government was not well-versed on foreign affairs enabled Thai diplomats to play 

a greater role and to display some autonomy and characteristic professionalism.  

Front and centre in their tasks was how to navigate the ASEAN-China rough sea. 

In a series of ASEAN-China discussions that featured the 9th ASEAN-China 

Joint Working Group on the DoC and the 6th Senior Officials’ Meeting in 

Suzhou, culminating with the ASEAN-China summit in Brunei in October 2013,  

China showed more flexibility on implementing the DoC and broaching the terms 

of the CoC. Even though it appeared less intransigent and less belligerent, China’s 

posture was still seen by ASEAN claimants to be insufficient and designed to 

buy time, going along but agreeing to none fundamentally. At issue above all was 

whether China would abandon its unilateral nine-dashed line map which virtually 

claims the entire South China Sea and whether Beijing would submit itself to a rules-

based region in recognition of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea 

(Unclos). These are contentious issues that Thailand as coordinator tried to tackle and 

made limited headway. While the Chinese leadership showed more pragmatism and 

good sense compared to the previous year when China was seen as splitting ASEAN 

during Cambodia’s chairmanship when the ten-member organisation failed to issue a 

joint statement after its annual summit. The absence of a written joint position due to 

differences over the inclusion of the South China Sea was an unprecedented setback 

for ASEAN. Cambodia was deplored by some of the ASEAN claimants as doing 

Beijing’s bidding, and China was perceived as getting its way at ASEAN’s expense.

As he took office and hit his stride, new Chinese Foreign Minister Wang Yi changed 

tack, exhibiting more flexibility but not making key concessions. China’s willingness 

to broach the CoC in concrete terms and to press ahead with the DoC implementation 

were positive results during Thailand’s country coordination of ASEAN-China. 

ASEAN prioritised three key areas, namely the cultivation of trust, the prevention 
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of disputes, and the resolution of disputes if needed in a manner that safeguards 

security in the South China Sea. Maritime cooperation on search and rescue and 

the establishment of a hotline to address urgent disputes also made progress.  

For the ASEAN claimants that are anxious and insecure about Chinese intentions in 

the South China Sea, they needed to back off a little to provide space for coordination 

and to further entice China to play by the rules.

Thailand also remained part of the geopolitical equation centring on the US-China 

relationship. The credibility and commitment of America’s “pivot” and “rebalance” 

towards Asia will likely face scrutiny and doubt, the more Washington puts down 

its stakes in the Middle East. Apart from Syria, the US is still trying to pull out of 

its unpopular war in Iraq, managing the Afghanistan-Pakistan theatre, and restarting 

the Israeli-Palestinian peace talks. The US’s engagement in Asia under the second 

administration of President Barack Obama was less pronounced than under his first 

administration. Former Secretary of State Hillary Clinton was a familiar face in 

Southeast Asia but her successor John Kerry much less so. President Obama will 

come for the regional summit season but his mind will be focused on other regions 

and priorities more than on Asia as was the case in his first term. This meant that 

ASEAN is more on its own and will face more growing geopolitical pains. Yet from 

this challenge of China’s nuanced assertiveness and America’s distractions and 

shifting priorities, ASEAN may be forced to get its act together and keep it together. 

Thailand, as a US treaty ally, China’s special partner, ASEAN founder, and trusted 

friend to all major powers in the region, had its work cut out on the South China Sea, 

as mentioned above. 

Moreover, Thailand’s domestic political crisis is being watched closely by the 

international community. Whether and how Thailand’s contested democracy fares 

in the ongoing confrontation and turmoil will affect regional relations. A less 

democratic Thailand may fall farther into China’s orbit, whereas a more consolidated 

Thai democracy may move farther into the liberal democratic West’s community, 

led by the US. In addition, the Thai domestic sclerosis will likely impede regional 

developments from ASEAN and Thailand’s bilateral relations to geopolitics among 

the great powers. ASEAN cannot move full steam ahead if Thailand is stuck.  

If Thailand becomes the sick man of Southeast Asia, it would hold back the region, 

which may end up bypassing Bangkok to meet its objectives and regional imperatives.
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Implications for the Defence Sector

What Thailand’s domestic preoccupation means for its defence sector is not hard to 

fathom. First, the apparent closure on the Preah Vihear border conflict bodes well for 

bilateral peace and regional stability. The Thai-Cambodian border conflict involved 

military skirmishes and a handful of fatalities in 2011. It was Thailand’s only open 

military conflict with its neighbor in many years. The ICJ clarification has settled 

this border dispute, and both sides now have a legal “win-win” basis to follow and to 

adjust accordingly. The most positive outcome would be not only de-militarization 

but also joint economic and commercial development. The risk of Thailand’s only 

shooting war with another country has thus subsided. On the other hand, the Malay-

Muslim insurgency in the southernmost border provinces is a hard internal conflict 

to crack. The insurgents have taken the Thai army to task and frustrated successive 

Thai governments in the process. Yet the insurgency cannot wrest control of territory 

and the population from the Thai state. This violent stalemate where the insurgents 

can perpetrate violence at will while the Thai army can still maintain control of 

territory has reached a critical juncture with the ongoing peace talks. However, these 

talks are stalled due to the political crisis in Bangkok in late 2013 and early 2014. 

These talks are the only way forward towards a lasting settlement without which the 

military will still have a large budget and personnel in the area.

The most consequential impact for the defence sector is Thailand’s grueling 

national political crisis based in Bangkok. This crisis and confrontation keeps the 

Thai military very much involved as a major and possibly decisive political actor.  

It means that there is no civilian control over the military and that the military enjoys 

substantial autonomy over its corporate interests, such as weapons procurement, 

budget spending, and internal promotions. Persistent speculation over a potential 

military coup also keeps the top generals in the limelight and increases their leverage 

vis-à-vis the elected civilian government, this one led by Yingluck. As long as the 

political crisis features the military’s role prominently, Thailand’s defence sector 

will not be able to undertake the necessary reforms to become more professional, 

accountable and an effective and capable force for 21st century requirements.


