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The Seventh Korean-Thai Political Scientists’ Dialogue was co-organised by the Institute of Security and International Studies (ISIS), Faculty of Political Science, Chulalongkorn University and the Political Science Association of Thailand (PSAT). It was held on 19 October 2007 in Phuket, Thailand. The main objective was mainly to promote academic dialogues amongst scholars from South Korea and Thailand. The theme of this year conference was titled ‘Latent Impacts From the 1997 Crisis: Thailand and South Korea in Comparative Perspective’.
The conference was opened by Professor Suchit Bunbongkarn, Member of the National Legislative Assembly and Senior Professorial Fellow and Former Director of ISIS-Thailand. He welcomed the Korean delegation to the meeting and gave a brief remark on the democratic development in Thailand and Southeast Asia in general. He particularly noted that the 2006 coup in Thailand indicated that the military still played an important role in political development. Thailand under the military rule has seen only a little progress in consolidating democracy. He stated that democracy could not be achieved within a short period of time, and political culture on which democracy would be sustained is pivotal in any society. Although he viewed that many efforts still need to be done to consolidate democracy, he was positive on the general experience of Southeast Asia’s political and economic development whereby countries emerged from failed state and military rule to economic success and democratic regimes. He concluded that Thailand can learn a lot from South Korea, a country once governed by authoritarianism then transformed into a strong democracy, and once suffered from economic crisis finally returned to a quick recovery path to economic progress.

Following the welcoming statement by Professor Suchit, Prof. Seung Ham Yang, the president of Korean Political Science Association and Dean of GSPA and College of Social Science, Yonsei University, expressed his appreciation to the Thai delegation’s warm welcome to the conference including its sponsor. He stressed the deep co-operation between the two sides as achieved in seven years of bilateral meetings. He mentioned that this meeting was timely to re-evaluate a decade of experience of both countries in political and economic developments since the Asian Financial Crisis in 1997, in which South Korea and Thailand suffered tremendously. 
Panel I: A Decade After 1997: Economic Lessons and Legacies
The first session was chaired by Dr. Keokam Kraisorapong of the Faculty of Political Science, Chulalongkorn University. It focused on problems and experiences in managing the economy in the decade after the 1997 financial crisis in a comparative context.  
The first presenter, Dr. Wongi Choe from Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security, presented a paper on “The Political Economy of Financial Policies in Korea since the 1997: Critical Assessment”.  His paper attempted to answer an important research question of whether or not the Korean political economy has actually reformed into along the line of market orientation.  In tackling this challenging question, he briefly revisited the theoretical concepts of developmental states and neo-liberalism in economic development. Then, he thoroughly assessed the post-1997 neo-liberal reform policies, particularly in banking sector, financial regulatory and corporate reform under the Kim Dae Jung administration.  After illustrated the nature and implementation of reform, he argued that although reform measures seemed to be carried out under a neo-liberal concept, the state intervention still has an active role in pushing and shaping the reform.  In this sense, he concluded that the post-crisis Korean political economy can be characterised as ‘state-centric neo-liberalism’. He then suggested that transplantation of market oriented economy from the West may not be suitable for developing countries and needs some adjustment to suit political economic context of a particular country.
Dr. Thitinan Pongsudhirak, Director of ISIS-Thailand, was a second presenter of a paper tiled “From Crisis to Crisis in Thailand: A Decade of Continuity and Change”. His main argument was that there was a negative correlation between political liberalisation and effectiveness in macroeconomic management in Thai political economy. He assessed and compared Thailand’s democratic development and macroeconomic management during the pre-1980s and post-1980s periods. He argued that during the authoritarian rules prior to 1988, Thailand’s macroeconomic policy was successful and led to economic growth under the relative independence of core specialised economic agencies, namely, Bank of Thailand (BOT), Ministry of Finance (MOF), and National Economic and Social Development Board (NESDB). However, this system was interrupted by the politicisation of technocrats especially since 1988 when Thailand experienced its first elected Prime Minister. This increasing politicisation resulted in mismanagement of economic policy leading to a decline in exports, an over-borrowing in financial sector, a reduction of economic growth, a speculation in the Baht, hence an economic crisis in 1997. At first, the 1997 economic collapse led to the reinvigorating of democracy and new hope to end of crony capitalism, and corruption under the new 1997 Constitution. However, Thitinan argued that Thailand has wasted another decade. No one has gone into jail for their culpability in the crisis, and BOT is still in the hands of politicians. At the same time, the 2006 coup has also paused Thailand’s progress in democratic consolidation. However, he suggested that although technocrats’ role in economic management was positive, they are not always a good guy. The promotion of economic development in the 1980s – 1990s led to an uneven development which resulted in the rise of Thaksin’s regime. So, the technocrats are also responsible for the interrupt of democratic consolidation in the country. He suggested that the way-out to this problems is to deepen democracy based on justice and the rule of law. 

There were two discussants in this session, Professor Jin Woo Choi, Hanyang University and Dr. Ake Tangsupwattana, Chulalongkorn University. Both raised important question on whether Professor Choe’s argument on state-centric neo-liberalism would be paradoxical. Professor Choi inserted that by pushing a neoliberal reform it does not mean state role should be eliminated. State was always active in reinforcing neoliberal policy platform as in the case of UK. Dr. Ake then asked why Kim administration actively pushed for neoliberal reforms—whether it was influenced by international institutions or Kim Dae Jung’s own political motivation. Professor Choe responded that though the Korean developmental state lost its momentum in essence, the nature of legal system and policy implementation are still preserved. He concluded that state still matters in the reform process especially as a regulatory body. 
Regarding Dr.Thitinan’s paper, Professor Choi raised three issues. First, he commented that if Dr.Thitinand could differentiate between the effects of democratisation on economic development in different stages, he could strengthen his argument. Second, he asked between agents and institutions which one is more important. And, it is whether Dr.Thitinand suggested Thailand should return to more authoritarian rule. Dr. Ake mainly commented how Dr.Thitinand could explain Thaksin’s ability to deliver economic growth despite greater politicisation in decision making during his administration. Dr. Thitinan responded that Thaksin could promote growth due mainly to domestic and international favourable environment in which he could restore consumers’ and investors’ confidence at that time. He then made clear that he did not want to go back to technocracy and authoritarianism. He repeated his point that the real solution lied in the robust, genuine and not selective democracy especially under the rule of law and political accountability. The panel concluded by Professor Suchit’s remark that problems in Thailand are not in the unavailability of regulatory body or lacking of the check and balance mechanism but the social norms as existing in personal relationship impeded this mechanisms.
Panel II: Comparative Civil-Military Relations in Thailand and South Korea

This panel discussed the civil-military relations in Thailand and South Korea which is chaired by Dr.Naruemon Thabchompon, Chulalongkorn University.

Mr.Ukrist Pathmanand, Assistant Director of the Institute of Asian Studies, Chulalongkorn University, presented his paper on “Thaksin and the re-politicisation of the military”. He argued that Thaksin was interested in the military’s role could be traced back his observation on the political instability of the Krukrit and Chatichai governments due to the active role of the military. He then wanted to depoliticise the latter. Therefore, he started to depoliticise the military by appointing his classmates to control important position in the military command lines (in the Supreme Command, the Permanent Secretary Headquarters and in other armed forces). However, Thaksin miscalculated the force of other groups (Other classes, royalists, some civil society groups), which led to the 2006 coup. This counter Thaksin fronts therefore re-politicised the role of military by supporting the 2006 coup. The post-coup politics signified several developments. First, it empowered the royalist groups. Second, it revived former mechanisms such as Internal Security Operation Command and initiated new tool especially the Internal Security Act. Thrid, the post-coup politics returned to its weakness as the political system is designed to create a coalition government under the new constitution. However, the conservative coalition started to split due to the reshuffle of top military personnel, the process in which some of them were disappointed. At the same time, former supporters of the coup were also against the current government such as Sonthi of the Manager Group. He concluded that Thailand then returned to another crisis of domestic politics with fragile democracy.

Professor Young Ho Kim presented a paper on “the Civil-Military relations and democratic consolidation in Korea”. He argued that the issue of civil-military relations in Korea did not matter in its political development anymore. He narrated the historical political development in South Korea prior the 1987 democratisation in which authoritarian rules were justified mainly by the Cold War environment in the Korean Peninsula. Due to economic development during the military rule and the spread of democratic norms in the last 1980s, there was a request from civil society to lessen the role of military.  Pull and push factors occurred during this time. For example, the military association which was a networking channel for military academy alumni was abolished, while there was a reform of promotion system in armed forces which helped strengthen professionalism in the military. At the same time there was a positive response in the military itself by internalising democratic norm. South Korean society also became pluralistic (the growth of civil society groups with direct influence in the government) resulting in the difficulty for the military to reinsert its political influence into politics. Current effort to reform military structure and decision making processes has been pursued under ‘Defence Reform 2020’. This reform aims to transform military relations with civilians in four areas. First, priority is given to national security strategy over defence strategy. Second, civilian role are promoted in defence ministry. Third, the role of other armed forces is promoted to balance the army. And, the principles of transparency, law enforcement and effectiveness are advocated in the military affairs. However, Dr.Kim also mentioned several issues that should be addressed properly including an appropriate role of military refocusing on human security and non-traditional security areas, the difference between the military’s and general public’s perception of North Korean threat, and a fairer promotion should be encouraged to boost military morale and performance. In order to do so, recruiting system should be re-evaluated in order to create a compatibility with other government agencies and private sectors.
The discussants in this panel were Dr.Thanet Arpornsuwan, Director of Southeast Asian Studies Programme, Thammasat University, and Professor Hong Koo Kim, Pusan University of Foreign Studies. 

Dr.Thanet commented to Mr.Ukrist that the Thai military was actually the first modern establishment, so it had a longstanding privilege in Thai society. Thaksin did not depoliticise the military, but followed the traditional norm in which the military was not treated as a normal security agency but as a special actor in politics. So, the military can claim that it is a representative of the Thai people defending the traditional pillars of Thai society. Democratic memory hardly appears to the Thai compared to the sacred role of the military. Regarding to Professor Kim, Dr.Thanet was interesting in the concept of neutralising the military that Korea has done. However, in Thailand it may not be very easy to do so as it has a role of defending the Thai traditional pillars, especialy the monarchy. 

Prof.Hong Koo Kim’s main comments on Mr.Ukrist’s paper were on the issue of the relationship between Thaksin and the royalist/monarchy. He also asked whether the increasing role of the military and its potential role in the future in the new govt seemed to indicate that military perception in politics had not changed. With regard to Professor Kim’s paper, he asked how North Korean threat can be managed in South Korean security strategy. 
During the Q&A part, several questions were also raised including “Thai military seems to have a legitimacy to intervene in politics as the people supported the coup though Thaksin was an elected PM. So, what’s the rationale for this political intervention in 2006 against the Thaksin government?”, “what is the future picture of re-politicised military in Thailand”,  “What was the US role in the past coups in Korea?, and “Is there still corporate interest in Korean military affairs?”.

Professor Young Ho Kim responded that South Korean military had no longer a capability to reinsert its influence in civilian matter. It cannot handle the diverse interest in society and issues in the globalised world. They are good at national strategy and defence especially through military way. Moreover, corporate interest does not endorse military role anymore and corporate support to the military has declined. With relevance to North Korea issue, Porfessor Kim suggested the military should not obstruct civilian efforts to negotiate with North Korea but should remain strong enough in case of any potential armed conflict, including maintaining its good ally with the US. 
Mr.Ukrist responded on the question of why Thaksin’s classmates did not response back to the coup. He said Thaksin created a political trap for other class particularly Gen. Sonthi through encouraging the latter to initiate the Emergency Decree, so that any death and casualties would be blamed on Gen. Sonthi and his clique. However, the latter group understood the situation and staged a coup against him. After the coup, Gen. Sonthi started to replace Thaksin’s classmate from significant positions. He also mentioned that there was uncertainty in Thai politics after the next election while the coup members may not hand off from the politic. They may find the way to come back to the politics, for example, by setting up a political party.
Panel III: Comparative Democratic Consolidation in Thailand and South Korea

This panel was chaired by Dr. Viengrat Nathipo, Chulalongkorn University. It mainly discussed on the experience of democratic consolidation in Thailand and South Korea. 
The first presenters, Professors Dong-Yoon Lee and Jaehyon Lee, Yonsei University, presented a paper on “Crisis of Democracy after Democratisation in South Korea and Thailand: Comparative perspective for Democratic Consolidation”.  Professor DY Lee first laid out the theoretical groundwork on democratic consolidation by stating that democratisation based on polyarchy does not automatically guarantee democratic consolidation. It needs more than polyarchal government in consolidating democracy including political institutions, democratic attitude and orientation, political leadership, and civil society as well.  Professor J. Lee then pointed out that in the paper they specifically focused on the political leadership and civil society.  He argued that although both countries experienced political crises, such as presidential impeachment in case of Korea and military coup in case of Thailand, differences especially in term of civil society resulted in different degree of democratic consolidation. They inserted that in both countries an old-styled political leadership, especially corruption and protracted authoritarian practices, invites crisis of democracy. What makes Thailand different from Korea is due mainly to the capacity and attitude of civil society toward democratisation. When facing the crisis South Koreans and Thai responded to it differently. For example, Thai civil society though supporting democracy but was not able to carry its essence and had blind eyes to the military coup in 2006.

The second presenter, Professor Charas Suwanmala, Dean of Faculty of Political Science, Chulalongkorn University, presented a paper on “A Pursuit of Fiscal Democracy in Thailand”. He discussed about ‘fiscal democracy’, i.e. the sufficient control in the public purse. Public finance in any country should have a sufficient control of public spending. However, the government usually exploits this spending ability for its political maximisation. He mentioned that during Thaksin regime this problem also occurred in two ways, i.e. rent seeking (collusion between political power and business group) and fiscal illusion (asymmetry of information related to the tax burden and expectation of public spending). Thaksin had created fiscal illusion via populist policies to maximise support from people at the grass root level thus allowed government to enjoy further rent-seeking.

The first discussant in the panel, Professor Wongi Choe, has raised one important question on ‘how civil is civil society in Korea?’.  In his view, NGOs during the Kim administration had actively worked and closely with and was funded by government. So, Korean civil society seems not be really ‘civil’ but in his term ‘Near Government Organisation’. Regarding Professor Charas’s paper, Professor Choe made an observation that almost all populist governments abuse fiscal policy and pork-barrel politics can also be seen everywhere. Thailand’s behaviour is similar to that of the US where is rent seeking occurs in fiscal policy. Then, he asked what the possibility would be for Thailand to develop a crisis similar to Latin American countries, and whether there is any relationship between vote buying and over spending by the TRT government?, or, how the dual track policy is related to vote buying during the TRT rule.

The second discussant, Dr. Siripan Nogsuan, Chulalongkorn University, commented on Professor Charas that learning from TRT ruling experience with its rent seeking and fiscal illusion, some of Thai people have tried to prevent this to reoccur evidenced in the new institution. However, the new institution may not be a remedy for this problem in the long terms, or at least curtail it. The reality is that people expect a welfare state system, on the other hand, the question is placed on Thai state’s capacity to meet such societal demands. How can we deal with this paradox? There are still ignorance and less awareness amongst the public on how to prevent this problem from occurring again. She also asked Professors Lees whether they think the democratic crisis in Thailand caused by the shortcoming of check and balance in the legislative body, or from the lack of civil society’s awareness?; and why the economic recovery and growth during Thaksin did not lead to the expansion of middle class in Thailand.
Professor Charas responded that populist in Thailand was not the same as pork-barrel politics. In his opinion, pork-barrel politics are not against democracy if it has been controlled by parliament. Professors Lees also responded that NGOs are active in the government especially in the Kim Dae Jung administration as a response to the long period of authoritarian rule in the past. However, it should not be a problem of them joining the government if they are willing and able to as other interest groups also do. As to what extent Korean NGOs can be called civil, he viewed that as long as NGOs perform their job responsively they can be called NGOs still. Regarding the middle class and economic growth, although middle class is an important element in democratic consolidation it is just one of many factors. So, this relationship cannot explain the whole picture. 
Panel IV: Wrap-up Session: What’s Next?
The last session was co-chaired by Professor Hosup Kim and Professor Suchi Bunbongkarn. 
Professor Suchit reiterated that Thai-Korean relationship has gone beyond the formal diplomatic relationship to all areas at all levels as signified by this academic forum for seven years. Then, he posed a question for the Dialogue’s future cooperation whether or not new areas of discussion and activities should be initiated, or it should merely continue with the same pace. Then, Professer Kim expressed his gratitude to the organisation of this conference and mentioned that Thailand is one of only two countries that Korean Political Science Association has dialogue with (the other is Japan), and agreed that both sides should continue this valuable discussion with new initiative being proposed by the participants.

Then, Professor Wonpyo Hong, Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, informed that next year will be the fiftieth anniversary of Thai-Korean diplomatic relationship. He then proposed that the topic of next year dialogue should be about their diplomatic relations. The topics in the sessions may include Korean Studies in Thailand, Diplomatic relations between two countries, Election and democracy in comparative perspective (as general election will be held in both countries in December 2007). 

Dr. Thitinan, the second discussant, before proposing what’s next, has summed up that Thailand now seems to be in the vicious cycle and Korea is an exemplar that Thai would like to follow suit. For the next year topics, he added that the topics should include issues in combination of comparative politics and international relations, such as international and regional co-operation of Thailand and Korea, Thai and Korean security under the US alliance, comparative FTAs.
Professor Seung Ham Yang, President of KPSA, pointed out once again that Thailand and Korea share many similarities and differences that make this dialogue much more interesting. He reassured KPSA’s commitment and his to this Dialogue. He stated that although his term will be ended this year, he will make sure that KPSA will attach a great interest and importance to this discussion under a new President of KPSA.    
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