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Abstract

TE 156263

The long-drawn standing conflicts of the energy issue have manifested themselves in
the field of politics on the one hand, and resulted in a proliferation of arguments on the other. This
study looks at three controversial cases of energy production, namely, Pak Mun hydropower
plant, Ubon Ratchathani, and the coal-fuelled plant projects at Bor Nok and Hin Krut, Prachub
Kiiri Khan. The history of the conflicts from 1989-2003 of the former and those of the latter from
1995- 2003 have provided the background information of the struggle betwcen the two principal
actors, i.e., the concerned state authorities on one side and the effected communities on the other.

Both sides and their respective supporters had engaged in confrontation as well as in
argumentation in the public domain. The confrontation, occasionally violent, is social as much as
political by nature. It had not been restricted to institutional politics, but far extended to ‘street
politics’. Likewise, the argumentaiion, hotly debated, had not been confined within the ‘chamber
meetings’, but had exiensively involved the public in the media space. These realities and
information from both socio-political and media fronts are analyzed in the light of a composite of
concepts. Outstanding among them are ‘discourse’, ‘otherness’, and ‘intertextuality’.

The study attempts to deciphér the underlying assumptions and the presentations of
the contending discourses on energy. It regards energy not as an “object”, being neutral in
meaning and utilization, rather it can be ‘objectified’ by different ‘subjects’. Different discourses
from different ‘subjects’ had emerged from different sides of ‘the battle line’, and had fought in
the ﬁeld of ‘meanings’ for public understanding and acceptance. In the course of discursive

construction, a frequent ‘tactical manoeuvre’ from the dominant discourse was to portray the
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contenders as ‘others’, and by so doing, it was to marginalize and delegitimize them. The
discourse from the other side did not only make counterattacks and presented themselves as an
integral socially responsible unit, but more importantly, they had tried to transcend the
conventional dichotomy between “us” and “them”.

The otherness, being viewed by one of the other, is simultaneously defining as much
as self defined. One is to be understood by the other, and hence, ironically, one’s position is
formulated by the other. Additionally the discourse is not to be regarded as a field of action in its
own right, but it is to be ‘situated’ in the fields of realities and of actor’s experiences in general.
In other words the discourses in the public media are intertextualized with the other ‘texts’ of
social action. This reasoning owes to the facts that the practices of contention on the energy issue
have been brought about in the multiple and overlapping fields of social, culture and pclitics. On
the socio-cultural field, the dominant power and the social movement both had used the media
space for the aispute over signification of realities and identification of opponents. It also entails
the wrestling over the question of civil and people’s rights, and the problem of resource
management. Politically the struggle, legal and non-legal, had cut across the various socio-
economic strata, not bound by the class line of division.

As a point of arrival the study, in empirical terms, is an illustration of the dialogue
between the aciion on the media space and the concrete action in the socio-cultural and political
dimension. The materials of the discourses and the events in the course of contention are closely
intertwined and their meanings are reciprocally appropriated and intersected. The ‘idea as action’
and ‘action as idea’ communicate in an enduring, albeit uneasy, fashion. Their relationship have
taken place and consummated in the realm of ‘discursive practice’. The idea is not just a
reflection of action but an action itself. Similarly the action is not merely an outcome of ideas, but
it can give inspiration to and reflection on ideas and the thought process.

In theoretical terms, it goes beyond the traditional concept of ‘understanding in
cointext’. Maximizing the development in cultural studies and the recent social theorizing from
different schools of thoughts, it benefits from a more insightful concept of ‘intertextuality’
thereby a certain discourse is an inseparable component of other discourses and of the whole

ongoing practices of contention. Below the surface meaning of ‘otherness’ expounded in different

discourses lies a common frame of reference between those apparently on the different sides of

the barricade.

In sum, the thesis sees itself as having achieved the synthesis of the concepts of
discourse and of intertextuality with the empirical grounding in the energy issue. It has, therefore,
broken new ground for the analysis of other contentious issues - be they development,
decentralization, environment, health care, participation, and even “terrorism”, etc. — plaguing

Thai society and elsewhere.



