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Introduction

Over some past twenty years the notion of “community” has been widely discussed across Thailand. On the one hand, it is regarded as victim of modernization and development in which the “state” and “capital” are main culprits. On the other hand, and ironically enough, it is promoted as an alternative to mainstream paradigms be they electoral politics or rural development where the “state” and “capital” are also said to be main actors. In terms of rural development, the notion of community has become an adjective or a prefix in a sphere of rights to access to resources in general (community rights) and in different regimes of natural resources management in particular ranging from forest (community forest) to sea (community sea) and land (community land title). In terms of electoral politics, the notion of community has become part of so-called people’s politics or civic politics which questions the limits of representative democracy. The movement reached its peak when the term “community organization council” was coined and put into practice and especially when the Community Organization Council Act B.E. 2551 was promulgated in 2008.  


This paper examines community organization council in practice. It argues that despite its claim of being complementary or contributory, community organization council when seen through its advocates’ involvement with the country’s current political crisis is inimical to democracy. The paper also argues that its claim of being participatory or democracy from below notwithstanding, community organization council when seen through a case study at the sub-district level is still largely carried out in a top-down fashion. And when combined with its lack of resources or material support, the sub-district community organization council in focus is unable to accommodate needs and solve problems the locality has been faced with.   
Community Organization Council  
The notion of community organization council (COC) emerged as a response to perceived limits and failure of decentralization especially the one manifested in the form of sub-district administrative organization (SAO). Professor Saneh Jamarig, a leading authority on “community rights” and former chairman of National Human Rights Commission of Thailand, said that there would not be problems if the SAO had worked to protect natural resources and provided rights and access to natural resources for the locals. But problems arose because now the SAO has become part of the central government despite the fact that local governance organization like the SAO should be truly independent so that locality can perform self-governance and establish basic democratic consciousness nationwide. He pointed out that this is a problem between representative democracy and direct or participatory democracy which can be solved by the COC because, he said, “Community organization council is civic politics as it is the assembly of people in the community and a mechanism for working, learning, exchanging, and making a decision together at the grassroots level to solve problems and to develop communities. The Community Organization Council Act is then to open a space for people’s sector to participate in planning and checking for the sake of the people.” (Saneh Jamarig, quoted in Community Organization Development Institute 2009: 12)   

Likewise, Chinda Boonchan, a leading figure of Thailand’s so-called “people’s politics,” said that decentralization in the form of SAO is not the answer. Rather, it is an exemplary case of decentralization proved to be failed in dealing with local needs and problems as, he reasoned, “It [SAO] is still locked up in rotten politics of representative democracy which is unfair to the people.” He further argued that COC can solve the problems because 1) it is politics from below, 2) it places emphasis on flexibility and diversity in accordance with community’s cultures and needs, and 3) it is not a zero-sum game but a win/win solution so as to fix the problems inherent in SAO as it is designed to be a consultative council with members appointed not elected and working voluntarily with no rewards or per diem. He regarded COC as a political reform, civic politics, edible politics, direct democracy, grassroots democracy, the sub-district-level democracy institution, etc. that “is intended to be parallel with the SAO as a local autonomy and a real local administrative organization, to balance state power, and to solve problems of rotten politics long inherent in Thai politics.” (Chinda Boonchan, interview 17 April 2011)  

These stances are line with that of Community Organization Development Institute (CODI) which is the main supporter of COC. According to CODI, COC is the attempt of communities to expand their political space or participation in public policy processes which cannot be obtained via representative democracy. It is “the beginning of politics that accept ‘community’ to have an operation space parallel with ‘locality’.” (Community Organization Development Institute 2009: 15) 


Initially, the idea of COC was put into practice by Social Management College (SMC) which is an allied organization of CODI. In March 2006, SMC held a seminar on “Reconciliation Politics and Promoting Local Communities” at Chulalongkorn University, followed by nationwide forums to develop “people’s proposals” on social and political reform throughout the year. These activities were aimed to alter administrative mechanisms by decentralizing or transferring power to local communities for the communities to be independent in taking care of themselves as well as to develop their people. Then in November of the same year, some 200 representatives for community organizations across the country met Prime Minister Surayut Chulanont to propose the idea of COC. This was followed by the drafting of principles and contents of COC Act and the holding of forums in which community leaders from 4 regions participated, resulting in a working group on community organizations network in charge of the task. Later, the working group was transformed into Assembly of Thailand’s Community Organizations. Then 10 forums were held in Bangkok and the regions to draw opinions and suggestions on the draft, resulting in a COC Act draft submitted to Ministry of Social Development and Human Security. The ministry then submitted the draft to the cabinet in March 2007.   
Meanwhile, in April 2007, the draft was submitted to the National Legislative Assembly of Thailand to which many of those in the so-called civil society were appointed. Shortly after that a seminar was held to publicize the COC movement and in which more than 1,800 members of community networks across the country participated with Deputy Prime Minister Phaibool Wattanasiritham presiding over along with Social Development and Human Security Deputy Minister Poldej Pinpratheep, both COC advocates. An agreement was reached that the draft must be passed during this government. However, the draft submitted by Social Development and Human Security Ministry was opposed by the Interior Minister. The cabinet then agreed to send the matter to the Council of the State to consider. At the same time, the community networks had worked with a sub-committee of the National Legislative Assembly chaired by Meechai Ruechupan who helped adjust the draft until it was able to be submitted to the Assembly on 15 August 2007 with Deputy Prime Minister Phaibool coming to bring the draft from the Assembly himself. While the draft submitted to the cabinet was still in trouble, the one in the hand of the Assembly progressed. After meetings, on 28 November 2007 the Assembly unanimously agreed to pass the draft.   

According to its rationale, the Community Organization Council Act, B.E. 2551 is aimed to “strengthen the community so that it can take care of itself sustainably, play a key role in developing the country, and create democracy and good governance in accordance with the constitution.” The law states that community organizations in the sub-districts which are ready are able to form themselves and register as the “Sub-district Community Organization Council” (SCOC). The SCOC has 12 missions to conduct and the important ones include supporting and promoting its members in conserving and restoring tradition, local wisdom, art, and good culture of the community and the nation (Article 21 (1)), supporting and promoting its members in cooperating with local governance organizations and state agencies in managing, maintaining, and using natural resources sustainably (Article 21 (2)), and addressing problems and proposing solutions as well as development to local governance organizations for the latter to take into account when making their development plans (Article 21 (4)). 
The law is said to “strengthen” communities in that it legalizes or provides community organizations with a legal status so that they can carry out development and other works in collaboration with other institutions in the communities. Although legalized, however, community organization councils have neither legal power nor roles that overlap with those of local governance organizations. The legalized community organization councils are aimed primarily to be a consultative, exchange, and co-learning forum between members of community organizations – i.e. savings groups, housewife groups, forest conservation groups – on the one hand and those from local institutions such as schools, temples, local governance organizations, and related government agencies on the other. As such, rather than “snatching” power and authority from local governance organizations especially the SAO as many were worried about, the Sub-district Community Organization Council, according to its advocates, is aimed to lessen burdens and to support works of the SAO.    
The Community Organization Council Act, B.E. 2551 was effective on 9 February 2008. In this year, it was specified that at least 10 SCOCs are set up in each province and it turned out that 1,075 SCOCs were founded in the year, exceeding the targeted number (which is 760 given that Thailand is composed of 76 provinces). However, it is not specified how many SCOCs must be set up in the following years. Chinda Boonchan, a leading SCOC advocate, said the law is not meant to rush community organizations to form themselves as SCOC. It depends on the readiness and willingness of community organizations in each sub-district. These community organizations can form themselves as SCOC if they think they are ready to do so. Or they can stay as they are although they are ready if they are not willing to do so. As a result, only 726 SCOCs were set up in the following two years, making a total of 1,801 COCs (or 22.58% of local governance organizations in the country) set up after the law had been promulgated (2008 – 2010) as shown in Table 1 below. 
Table 1: Community Organization Councils Founded during 2008-2010

	Region
	Number of Sub-districts/Municipalities/Districts
	          Number of COCs
	Number of communities
	Number of members

	
	
	2008
	2009
	2010
	Total
	
	

	Northeast
	2,968
	324
	169
	80
	573
	12,284
	22,265

	Upper Central and West
	1,452
	223
	136
	39
	398
	7,905
	12,504

	South
	1,264
	190
	110
	49
	349
	6,023
	10,703

	North
	1,474
	198
	9
	37
	244
	10,018
	10,193

	Bangkok, Vicinity, and East 
	814
	140
	71
	26
	237
	6,303
	8,431

	Total
	7,976
	1,075
	495
	231
	1,801
	42,533
	64,096


(Source: Community Organization Development Institute 2010a: 2) 

According to the table, the region in which SCOCs were set up in the largest number is the Northeast (573 or 31.82% of the total) whereas the one in which SCOCs were set up in the smallest number is Bangkok, vicinity, and the East (237 or 13.16% of the total). However, in terms of percentage to the number of local governance organizations, the region which includes Bangkok, vicinity, and the East ranks first (29.16%) whereas the Northeast ranks the second last (19.31%) with the North ranking the last (16.55%). However, regional difference does not play a significant role in different numbers of SCOCs founded in each region. Rather, it is previous community organizations and networks that do. And given that almost all previous community organizations were transformed into SCOCs, it is likely that only few SCOCs will be founded afterwards.


According to Article 21 of the law, SCOC has 12 missions to accomplish. However, only one mission – propose two representatives to attend meetings at the provincial level – was accomplished by all SCOCs whereas the 11 remaining missions were accomplished by around 20 – 55% of SCOCs. In addition, of the 11 missions, only 1 mission – cultural conservation and restoration – was accomplished by more than half of SCOCs (54.7%) whereas the 10 remaining missions were accomplished by less than half of SCOCs. The mission that was accomplished by the smallest number of SCOCs (21.4%) was mission 9 – report problems concerning the work of local governance organizations and state agencies – as shown in Table 2.
Table 2: Missions Accomplished
	Missions
	Number of SCOCs

	1) Conserve and restore customs, traditions, local wisdom, art, and good cultures of communities and the nation
	542 (54.7%)

	2) Collaborate with local governance organizations and state agencies in managing, maintaining and using natural resources sustainably
	475 (48%)

	3) Produce and disseminate knowledge and collaborate in protecting environment 
	478 (48.2%)

	4) Suggest problems, solutions, and development to local governance organizations for the latter to take into account in making local governance organization’s development plans 
	488 (49.2%)

	5) Suggest problems, solutions, and people’s needs regarding public services of local governance organizations and state agencies
	352 (35.5%)

	6) Hold consultative forums to promote people’s participation in giving opinion on projects of local governance organization, state agencies, and private sectors
	309 (31.2%)

	7) Strengthen community organizations in sub-districts for the members as well as ordinary people in the sub-districts to be able to rely on themselves sustainably 
	480 (48.4%)

	8) Coordinate and collaborate with COCs of other sub-districts
	455 (46%)

	9) Report problems and impacts of the operations of local governance organizations and state agencies
	212 (21.4%)

	10) Set rules of the operation of sub-district community organization councils
	388 (39.2%)

	11) Produce and disseminate annual report of sub-district community organization councils for general public 
	243 (24.5%)

	12) Propose two representatives of sub-district community organization councils to attend provincial-level meetings of sub-district community organization councils 
	991 (100%) 


(Source: Community Organization Development Institute 2010a: 4-5) 


In other words, SCOCs in general cannot accomplish the missions they were tasked with. CODI has summarized problems and obstacles facing SCOCs, including 1) work systems of SCOC, 2) personnel and equipments, 3) budget, 4) coordination, and 5) communication and public relation. (Community Organization Development Institute 2010: 6) However, this summary is too general and without context. In the following section I examine how a specific SCOC was founded and organized, how it responded to local needs and problems, and how it contributed to democracy as part of Thailand’s so-called “people’s politics” and “civil society.”  
Bangnob Sub-district Community Organization Council 
Bangnob Sub-district Community Organization Council is located in Bangnob sub-district of Hua-Sai district, Nakhornsrithammarat province, southern Thailand. It is the only SCOC of Hua-Sai district, which is composed of 11 sub-districts, although the number of SCOCs in the South accounts for 27.61% of the number of local governance organizations in the region. Mu 4 village head, one of its founders, recalled how Bangnob SCOC was founded. 

“The council [SCOC] was founded in 2008. Previously, I was a district committee member of the province’s organic farming community program under CODI. I attended several meetings and participated in making community plans. Then I knew sister U-sa. She is a Pakpanung native and works in community organization council at the provincial level. She asked me if I and my sub-district want to set up a SCOC. If so, she would help organize and coordinate the process. I said yes and then she helped us set up the council. 

First, we held a meeting of different groups in the sub-district with helps of village heads and deputy village heads. Participants were chairs of these groups such as housewife groups and savings groups. We explained to them about the council, what its roles are, and how it will benefit us as a community. They agreed and then we held another meeting before setting up the council because the deadline of setting up the council this round was approaching. The province specifies the number of councils they want to set up in that year. 


Then groups of each village such as housewife groups, savings groups, catfish raising groups, and community business groups registered as community organizations to village heads. Then village heads registered these groups as community organization councils to the sub-district head. And then the sub-district head submitted a petition to agencies in charge at the upper level and later Bangnob sub-district community organization council was officially founded. The structure of the council was composed of the president, a secretary, and two vice presidents. The sub-district head was the president, two village heads were vice presidents, and a village head was a secretary. We had to appoint those who hold positions in government agencies to the council because they can attend the meetings regularly and can draw villagers to attend the meetings” (Bangnob sub-district’s Mu 4 village head, interview 14 June 2011).

After founded, Bangnob SCOC held a meeting to make a community organization plan with help of those working for community organization council at the provincial level. The meeting was attended by committee members of groups who were invited to propose their development projects. Mu 3 village head said he proposed a laddered dam project to solve the salty water problem in the area. He said, “I used to see a small dam in Pakpanang district intended to block sea water and using a small amount of budget. It would cost a lot if it was built by the Irrigation Department. So I proposed a small dam project in the community organization plan. Other participants proposed their plans too, mostly about occupation such as the oiled stove” (Bangnob sub-district’s Mu 3 village head, interview 14 June 2011). Likewise, chair of a housewife group said she proposed an agriculture plan because, she said, “We don’t have much income. We only grow rice and oil palms but these are not enough to make a living” (Bangnob sub-district’s Mu 1 housewife group chair, interview 15 June 2011).       


However, the community plan they made does not go anywhere. On the one hand, it is because those working at the provincial level who helped set up the SCOC in the very beginning has not come to the sub-district after the meeting. As Mu 4 village head put it, “Those in the province came to help hold a meeting to make a community organization plan. But after the plan was made we didn’t send it anywhere because we have no ‘baby sitter’ [phi liang]. We have no idea where or to whom we should submit the plan. The provincial coordinator is tasked with many issues. She works on the labor issue as well, so she has no time to come help us here” (Bangnob sub-district’s Mu 4 village head, interview 14 June 2011).    


On the other hand, this has a lot to do with the source of budget. Bangnob residents said they set up the SCOC and made a community plan because they thought there would be budgets from outside agencies. However, it turns out that the community plan was made to submit to the SAO only and it is up to the SAO whether it agrees with the plan and allocates the budget for. Given the limited budget and existing plans the SAO has, there is no chance that the community plan the SCOC made will be approved or funded by the SAO. As Mu 4 village head put it, “The reason why I coordinated with the province is that I thought there would be budgets from outside. But they want us to use the budget of the village. They want us to submit the plan to the SAO for the SAO to approve the plan and allocate the budget for. But the SAO has no budget and it already has its own plans to implement as well. So, the community plan we made was not submitted anywhere” (Bangnob sub-district’s Mu 4 village head, interview 14 June 2011).  

That the community plan went nowhere significantly affected Bangnob SCOC. SCOC members thought they attended the meetings and made the community plan in vain and as such no longer paid attention to the SCOC. No activities were carried out after the meeting on making a community plan. Importantly, those holding positions in the SCOC are official leaders who are in office by term. When their terms ended, almost all of these leaders no longer took care of the matters of the SCOC. This is particularly case for the sub-district head who was the president of the SCOC. The sub-district head’s term ended in 2009 and he has not performed his duty as the SCOC’s president since then whereas no one was appointed as replacement, resulting in the virtual ending of Bangnob SCOC after founded for not more than one year.         


Bangnob SCOC leaders and members said in principle the SCOC sounds good as it provides an opportunity for everyone in the sub-district to express their opinions and consult with each other on community development. But the problem is that it is difficult to turn the plan into reality primarily because SCOC does not have its own budget or its own sources of budget. The only channel they can submit their community plan to is the SAO but the SAO has limited budget and also has its own plans to implement whereas there is no law ordering the SAO to accept and support the SCOC’s plan. 


In addition, Bangnob SCOC participants said actually the way they made SCOC community plan is not different from other kinds of plan making such as “village civil plan” (pan prachakhom mubarn) and “SAO three-year plan” (pan sarm pee or-bor-tor). Some even said their plans are not different from those of the SAO. Moreover, the check and balance objective of the SCOC was not attempted because, said MU 1 village head, “We don’t want the SAO to see us interfering their jobs. Our primary objective is not to monitor the SAO but to seek budgets from them” (Bangnob sub-district’s Mu 1 village head, interview 14 June 2011)
.         


In other words, not only is Bangnob SCOC unable to respond to local problems and needs, but it is also unable to work parallel with a local governance organization like the SAO either in terms of support (i.e. propose the alternative ways to develop community) or “check and balance” according to the principles of civic politics and grassroots or direct democracy on which SCOC is founded. This is particularly the case if taking into account the ways in which COC advocates were involved with the country’s political crisis in the name of people’s politics which is likely to be inimical to democracy, as illustrated in the following section.      
Community Organization Council and the Political Crisis
As mentioned earlier, community organization council emerged as part of Thailand’s so-called people’s politics, civil society, grassroots or direct democracy, etc. which are said to be able to solve problems inherent in representative democracy or electoral politics. However, this might not be the case if taking into account the ways in which the idea of community organization council was put into practice especially in the form of Community Organization Council Act and how its advocates engaged with the country’s political crisis.     

Its contents and objectives notwithstanding, Community Organization Council Act came into being via an undemocratic power regime – the coup-appointed government. After staging the coup, Council for Democratic Reform under the Constitutional Monarchy appointed an interim government with General Surayut Chulanont as the Prime Minister. Interestingly enough, many leading civic politics advocates were appointed to the cabinet and advisory boards. For example, Phaibool Wattanasiritham, former chairman of CODI and current CODI’s advisory board chairman, was appointed as the Deputy Prime Minister, and Doctor Poldej Pinpratheep, secretary general of Local Development Institute, was appointed as a Deputy Minister of Social Development and Human Security Ministry. In addition, Phaibool also headed the reconciliation and justice advisory board most of whose members were civic politics advocates such as Sophon Supapong and Gothom Arya.   

Given such a close tie, it is no surprise that the coup-appointed government was warmly welcomed by COC advocates. As mentioned earlier, two months after the coup, some 200 representatives for community organizations across the country met Prime Minister Surayut to propose the idea of COC and Prime Minister Surayut, ironically enough, not only accepted the idea but also said that he will promote political reform and democratic culture
. Likewise, Phaibool, in April 2007 along with Poldej, presided over a seminar in which more than 1,800 members of community networks across the country participated so as to publicize the COC movement. It was agreed in the seminar that “The draft must be passed during this government,” highlighting cordial relationship between the coup-appointed government and the COC advocates. 

In addition to the coup-appointed government, COC advocates also worked with the National Legislative Assembly which was appointed by the coup makers as their legal device to which many civic politics advocates were appointed. They in particular worked with a sub-committee of the Assembly chaired by Meechai Ruechupan who is notorious in terms of appropriating the law to serve those who came to power unconstitutionally especially via the military coups. Importantly, it is through the National Legislative Assembly, with helps of Meechai, not regular parliamentary procedures, that the Community Organization Council Act was passed. And given that the National Legislative Assembly is the coup’s legal device where certain draconian laws were passed, the Community Organization Council Act was therefore born out of the undemocratic regime.     

It is important to note that the Community Organization Council Act was also strongly supported by leading academics working with so-called people’s movements and local communities. For example, on 13 June 2007, Social Research Institute, Chulalongkorn University, in collaboration with leading NGOs such as National Public Health Foundation, Thai Community Foundation, Social Management College, etc. held a public policy forum “Community Organization Council: Grassroots Community Democracy” at Chulalongkorn University. Seminar participants agreed that COC Act draft is an important mechanism to create participatory democracy at the rudimentary level. For example, Professor Surichai Wankaew, director of Social Research Institute, said representative democracy ignores people resulting in the coup. “We then need democracy which is not the election. We need participatory, reconciliation democracy,” he added. Likewise, Associate Professor Aphichart Puangsalee, a leading civil society advocate, said existing politics is like a li-ke theater with dim lights where it is not clear who plays what roles. “The COC Act is like turning the light on so that villagers can see which politicians play what roles,” he said. Then Anuchart together with his fellow academics met Meechai Ruechupan to submit signatures of 300 academics who support the draft and urged the National Legislative Assembly to help push the draft because the draft will strengthens COCs (Community Organization Development Institute 2009: 11) 


On the other hand, COC advocates’ engagement with current political crisis is problematic. When the crisis reached its peak, COC leaders and members across the country on 4 April 2010 held a seminar “Thai Political Crisis: What is the Solution?” They regarded themselves as politically neutral and urged all sides not to resort to violence and to make sure that the political rallies will not affect rights of the people. One of the leaders said what took place on the streets is not democracy but power struggles among different vested interest groups and political factions. They also launched a communiqué “Community Organization Council: Community Democracy and a Way out of Political Crisis” stating:


“For immediate political crisis, we demand that rallies of all sides be non-violent and the government has to ensure that the rallies will not turn violent. In the long run, the government must give importance to bottom-up development plans so that people will have a role in formulating political, economic and social policies. […] Community Organization Council is a people’s organization and civic politics organization aware of its being the owner of the country. House dissolution and constitution amendment are problems between politicians and some groups of protesters, not problems of the majority of people. As such, the two is not the way to truly solve the problems. Over the past 78 years Thailand has never been truly democracy as it is democracy that gives importance to the election only, which creates opportunities for politicians to seek power and benefits. It is a problem of representative democracy. It is development from above where people have no participation. We community organization council think that the society should give importance to ‘community democracy’ which means a process through which all groups of people have important roles in formulating political, economic and social policies in accordance with the constitution.” (Community Organization Development Institute 2010b: 25)              

 According to the communiqué, COC advocates think that political crisis is rooted in representative democracy which excludes the majority of people from the policy process. As such, conflicts and proposed solutions have nothing to do with the majority but a handful of politicians and vested interest groups. However, this stance and understanding ignore the fact that current political crisis involve the largest number of Thais ever and, importantly, do not regard the protesters as “people” primarily because these protesters are not “people” COC advocates worked with. COC advocates also downplayed the main causes of crisis – inequality and injustice – reducing them into simply the problem of representative democracy which can be solved by “community democracy” like community organization council they are promoting. This is to overestimate the capacity of community organization council at the expense of other forms of political engagement. 

Importantly, despite the atrocity of the crackdowns of April and May 2010 and the demands for truth and justice from those affected, COC advocates had no words on these issues and continued to recite their mantra. Like in the case of the government, the advisory boards and the National Legislative Assembly appointed by the coup, COC advocates did not question the ways in which the National Reform Committee came into being. Rather, they unhesitatingly joined the committee to which many civic politics advocates were appointed. In August 2010, COC advocates held a meeting to make a proposal on political reform and submitted it to the reform committee. The proposal states that one of the root causes of the political crisis and especially the crackdowns is representative democracy and to solve the crisis is to empower the people and to return power in managing economy, society and resources to communities. Three main proposals include 1) transfer power in making a decision on society and politics from state agencies to local communities especially sub-district community organization councils for local communities to be able to rely on themselves, 2) amend laws and regulations not in accordance with or unfair to local communities, and 3) have representatives for community organizations in the reform process, employ SCOCs as a main organization in reforming the country from the foundation, and allocate budgets for founding SCOCs in all sub-districts so as to promote community democracy and civic politics for people’s sector (Community Organization Development Institute 2010b: 10, 18). However, these proposals universalize and overestimate the capacity of the SCOC and, at the same time, sidestep the root causes of the crisis and the crackdowns. Not only did COC advocates hardly learn anything from the crisis, they in so doing help perpetuate and justify the inequality and injustice the majority Thai have been faced with.   
Conclusion

Community organization council especially at the sub-district level is primarily a response to perceived limits and failures of representative democracy especially in the form of sub-district administrative organization in accommodating needs and solving problems local communities have been facing. However, the reality proves otherwise. In general, sub-district community organization councils over the past three years were founded in limited number and most of them are not able to accomplish what they were tasked with due to such problems as personnel, equipments, coordination, and budgets. In particular, the sub-district community organization council in focus illustrates that in addition to the lack of budgets and resources, it is still caught up with problems it is intended to solve ranging from the top-down fashion to the way in which the community plan was made and even some of the development projects themselves. It is also unable to perform the check and balance task primarily because those involved avoid conflict with the sub-district administrative organization. In addition, to have official leaders like the sub-district head and village heads lead the council not only raises a question of these leaders’ elected politician status in comparison to other kinds of politicians who are excluded from the council but also leads to the instability of the council as these official leaders left the council after their terms ended.  

On the other hand, Community Organization Council Act came into being via an undemocratic regime – the coup-appointed government, advisory boards, and especially the National Legislative Assembly through which the Act was passed. Importantly, the community organization council advocates’ involvement with current political crisis did more harm than good to representative or electoral politics they claim to complement. These advocates downplayed the main causes of current political crisis – inequality and injustice – reducing them into simply the problem of representative democracy which can be solved by community organization council. They also ignore the fact that current political crisis involve the largest number of Thais ever partly because they do not regard the protesters as people. In addition, after the crackdowns on the protesters, not only did they collaborate with the National Reform Committee with no questions, but they also had no words on the atrocity and the doubtfulness of the crackdowns and continued to recite their community organization council mantra, helping justify the inequality and injustice the majority Thai have been faced with.  
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� A working paper to be presented in the Thai Studies Conference 11, Bangkok, Thailand, not to be circulated or cited without the author’s permission.  


� It is important to note that the “check and balance” objective of the COC is problematic from the very beginning. This is primarily because the Community Organization Council Act does not allow “politicians” or those holding political appointments to have positions in the SCOC. For example, (Article 7 (2)) states that SCOC members must not be or used to be those with political appointments, local administrative organization members and executives, those with appointments in political parties, or staff of political parties within 1 year before the election day. Likewise, (Article 7 (3)) states that SCOC members must not contest the elections of MP, senators, etc. within one year before the election day. However, these provisions do not apply to village heads and sub-district heads most of whom hold important positions in SCOC despite the fact that these people are elected politicians as well. 





� It is important to note that in addition to Community Organization Council Act, Surayut government also passed the Political Development Council Act aimed to provide help and support to community organization councils. However, not only does the political development council (PDC) have problems in itself, but it also creates problems for community organization councils. That is, although the PDC Act is aimed to shift from “elite politics” to “civic politics,” PDC is inclined to decent/tidy democracy whereas “people’s politics” are primarily about conflicts over resources management which are always “chaotic” and “untidy.” As a result, other forms of social movements not in line with PDC’s ideas on direct democracy are likely to be excluded. This is not to mention the fact that PDC’s structure is highly dominated by King Pokklao Institute, which is a state agency. In addition, the way PDC Act places SCOCs under PDC’s structure not only rushes the process of setting up SCOCs and mixed the two which have nothing in common from the beginning but also enables PDC to dominate and intervene SCOCs.    





