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‘A lot of people still love and worship
the monarchy’: How polarizing frames
trigger countermobilization in Thailand

Janjira Sombatpoonsiri

German Institute for Global & Area Studies and Institute of Asian Studies, Chulalongkorn University

Abstract

This article examines the interplay between nonviolent movements’ use of polarizing issues for mobilization and
pro-regime countermobilization. Thailand has been chosen as an explanatory case study because it has a history of
political polarization and pro-regime mass mobilization. I focus on polarizing frames that were incorporated into
the 2020 nonviolent resistance campaigns, which addressed a taboo subject in the country: the monarchy. In
response, the regime applied various forms of repression, including the mobilization of royalists. But the assump-
tion that the regime single-handedly mobilized countermovements is only half of the story. Autonomous elements
within countermovements also joined forces when there were sufficient social conditions. By juxtaposing protest
event data with an analysis of mobilizing frames (through movements’ Twitter hashtags), I shed light on a two-
pronged process that underpins the nexus between framing choice and countermobilization: (a) how a movement’s
choice for polarizing frames sustains existing ideological and identity-based cleavages, antagonizing segments of
society that perceive their collective identity to be under siege and; (b) how these ideological and identity-based
cleavages also provide social sources for countermobilization. I conclude by addressing some implications of this
framing choice–countermobilization nexus on repression dynamics and suggest how we can rethink the relation-
ship between strategic framing and nonviolent resistance campaigns in divided societies.
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Introduction

The increased no. of global protest events after 2010
markedly contrasts with the decreasing likelihood that
nonviolent resistance campaigns will succeed, with the
success rate dropping drastically from 65% in the 1990s
to 34% in the 2010s (Chenoweth, 2020). Scholars iden-
tify several underlying drivers for this decline, including
the elites’ wealth of resources, autocratic adaptation to
nonviolent resistance repertoires, a changing global envi-
ronment pertinent to international support for resistance
campaigns, and internal dynamics of movements,
including organizational fragmentation and shifting stra-
tegic approaches (e.g. Bramsen, 2018; Chenoweth,
2020; Chenoweth & Schock, 2015; Davies, 2014;
Kirisci & Demirhan, 2019). This article builds on these
debates to demonstrate an additional challenge that

nonviolent resistance movements face: frames with
‘non-resonance problems.’ Frames reflect a movement’s
embeddedness in its respective sociocultural context and
shape the public perception of its agenda (Benford &
Snow, 2000: 613). Although frames with ‘non-resonance
problems’ may lower participation in campaigns (e.g.
Benford, 1987), this article sheds light on the relationship
between polarizing frames and countermobilization.

Research has shown the importance of strategic and
tactical choices in galvanizing and sustaining mass mobi-
lization (e.g. Cunningham et al., 2017) conducive to,
among others, movement resilience in the face of repres-
sion (e.g. Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011; Nepstad, 2011).
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However, only a few existing studies (e.g. Schock, 2015:
97–101; MacLeod, 2012) explore the relevance of
framing choices to nonviolent resistance campaigns;
systematic analyses of what frames work and do not work
in a given context remain scant. I contribute to this
burgeoning literature by focusing on how movements’
use of polarizing frames encourages countermobilization.
This focus does not exclude other drivers, especially
regime orchestration and movement fragmentation, that
foster countermobilization (see Hellmeier &Weidmann,
2020; Meyer & Staggenborg, 1996: 1641). Instead,
I bring to attention the contribution of polarizing
frames to countermobilization, an aspect that is still
underanalysed. I show that a movement’s polarizing
frames can bolster countermovements by deepening
ideological and identity-based cleavages into which
these movements similarly tap as a social source of
mobilization (Bessinger, 2020). Through an inductive,
case-based approach, I rely on evidence from Thailand’s
2020 online and offline protests to explore the framing
choice–countermobilization nexus.

In what follows, I first situate my argument in the
contemporary academic debates on nonviolent resis-
tance, collective action frames, and countermobilization.
The second section details explanatory case studies as the
methodological approach, scope conditions that inform
my case selection, and data collection strategies. Third,
I describe patterns of framing by the 2020 anti-
establishment movement, why the polarizing subject of
the monarchy became the movement’s central frame,
and how this framing choice aggravated parts of the
public. In the fourth section, I analyse ways in which
monarchy-related frames helped give ground to royalist
mobilization on the streets and via Twitter. Although the
regime apparatus orchestrated pro-monarchy activities
on various occasions, the grassroots, a seemingly auton-
omous element was also present, with all denouncing the
movement’s monarchy-centred agenda. I conclude by
highlighting some implications of these insights for
repression dynamics and strategic framing in nonviolent
resistance campaigns.

Nonviolent resistance, polarizing frames,
and countermobilization

I synthesize research on nonviolent resistance, collective
action frames, and countermovements to analyse a link-
age between a movement’s frames and countermobiliza-
tion. Key to my analytical framework is: (a) how
polarizing frames sustain or even deepen identity-based
cleavages and harden opposition by those seeing their

community under attack, and (b) how this framing
approach carries a moral undertone that casts a move-
ment’s opponents as morally wrong. Grassroots-
organized and regime-organized countermovements base
their activism on these ideological and identity-based
schisms (Bessinger, 2020).

Nonviolent resistance
Following Dudouet (2008) and Schock (2015), I define
nonviolent resistance as a form of collective action by
organized civic groups who, while abstaining from the
use of arms, actively pursue a political goal such as pro-
moting democracy and resisting oppression or injustice.
This works to shift power away from the bases of support
that sustain the elites’ status quo while securing allies from
these bases. This impact on power dynamics is mainly due
to, among other factors, movements’ strategic planning
and organizational structure that shape tactical diversity
and sustain mobilization (Cunningham et al., 2017;
Sharp, 1973). The nonviolent characteristics of resistance
campaigns tend to lower physical risks and moral bar-
riers compared to armed resistance, thus potentially
increasing and diversifying participation in the campaigns
(Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011: 39–41). Increased partic-
ipation, in turn, enhances tactical creativity which is cru-
cial for movement resilience in the face of repression
(Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011: 39–51; Nepstad, 2011).

Despite the merits of these insights, current scholarly
works assess the tangible impact of strategies and organiza-
tional structure on campaign successes at the expense of less
tangible aspects such as framing choices. Existing explana-
tions within Nonviolent Resistance Studies link a framing
process with, for instance, ‘backfire dynamics.’ Martin
(2007) argues that a backfire process can occur when vio-
lence against unarmed resistance is ‘framed’ in a way that
generates widespreadmoral outrage against perpetrators. If
this framing gains critical traction,movements may be able
to expand their support bases (see also Edwards & Arnon,
2021; Martin & Varney, 2002). Other works in the field
(e.g. MacLeod, 2012; Sombatpoonsiri, 2015; Sørensen &
Vinthagen, 2012) examine how nonviolent movements
make use of ‘cultural capital’ (e.g. symbols, language, and
historical knowledge) to advance their communication
strategies. These studies have not, however, comprehen-
sively addressed the effects of mobilizing frames unpopular
in the view of segments of society.

Collective action frames and polarizing frames
Research within Social Movement Studies discusses
‘unpopular frames’ through the lens of non-resonance.
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In a framing process, movement actors serve as signifying
agents actively engaged in producing and maintaining
‘meanings for constituents, antagonists and bystanders
or observers’ (Benford & Snow, 2000: 613). By defining
their objectives, targets, and visions, movements give
wider audiences an interpretative framework that acti-
vates the ‘participation of potential adherents and con-
stituents […] and demobiliz[es] antagonists’ (Snow &
Benford, 1988: 198). Collective action frames that
resonate with ‘targets of mobilization’s beliefs, values,
ideologies, and everyday experiences potentially can
motivate onlookers to participate in the movement
(Benford & Snow, 2000: 624). In contrast, frames with
‘non-resonance problems,’ including those misaligned,
overused, and considered to be culturally and politically
inappropriate, may ‘fall on deaf ears,’ resulting in limit-
ing participation and activating opposition (Snow &
Corrigall-Brown, 2005).

By focusing on the latter impact, I use the notion of
polarizing framing as a subtype of frames with non-
resonance problems. Two elements characterize polariz-
ing framing; this article does not consider frames without
these elements to be polarizing. The first element regards
how polarizing framing prompts a movement’s attribu-
tion of a problem at stake to issues or persons that large
segments of society consider sacred and a marker of their
identity. Although a movement may point to a ‘right’
cause of the broader problem, it risks shaping the per-
ception of these segments of society that their commu-
nity is under threat (Edwards & Arnon, 2021: 493;
Knight & Greenberg, 2011: 325). This threat percep-
tion deepens identity-based faultlines, making those
seeing their community under attack unwilling to com-
promise their position (e.g. Satha-Anand, 2020). Such
dynamics entail ‘affect and collective identity’ beyond
‘differences in opinion about policy’ (Shahin, 2022).
The opposite of this trait are the frames such as Occupy
Wall Street’s ‘We are the 99 percent,’ which employs
the language of solidarity and highlights a common
experience for the majority of the population, regardless
of their religion, gender, or race.

Relatedly, the second element concerns the moral
undertone of polarizing frames. Value-based activism
relating to issues such as abortion, gun control, same-
sex marriage, immigration, and national identity pits
supporters against opponents (Carothers & O’Donohue,
2019). As positions toward these polarizing issues are
often binary – pro or against – supporters of each stance
tend to assume their position to be universally ‘objective’
while dismissing the opposing view as morally wrong.
By embracing this approach to framing, a movement

displays its commitment to a moral cause that is deemed
a universal principle. For this reason, polarizing frames
may mobilize passionate supporters whose ideology
may coincide with that of the movement (e.g. Zaal
et al., 2011). However, it comes at the cost of isolating
undecided onlookers and, for our purpose, infuriating
those on the other side of the aisle (Clifford, 2019;
Gutting, 2019).

Countermovements and countermobilization
Ideological and social cleavages, on which polarizing
frames are premised, are also a breeding ground for the
regime-organized and grassroots-organized counter-
movements (Bessinger, 2020). The latter engage in acti-
vism against agenda or groups they deem a threat to the
status quo these movements seek to uphold (Slater &
Smith, 2016). The roles of state and nonstate actors in
this effort are closely connected; governments sometimes
create and incentivize civil society groups (Ekiert &
Perry, 2020: 8–9), but autonomous elements may also
be self-motivated to mobilize in defence of elite interests
(e.g. Lorch, 2017; Sombatpoonsiri, 2020). Intending to
‘combat challengers and slow down or stop the threaten-
ing mobilization process’ (Ekiert & Perry, 2020: 9),
these movements draw on a hegemonic ideology to rhet-
orically generate ‘counterframes’ (Nikolayenko, 2019).
Practically, they engage in collective actions, especially
to contest and drown out the agenda of anti-regime
movements (Ayoub & Chetaille, 2020).

Drivers for countermobilization are fourfold. The first
driver concerns governments and regime apparatus
instrumentalizing pro-government rallies to display
legitimacy and repress ongoing mobilization (Hellmeier
&Weidmann, 2020). The second driver regards a move-
ment’s success in advancing its agenda, for instance,
through legislative gains (Meyer & Staggenborg, 1996:
1635–1637). The third driver, a movement’s reper-
toires, including the framing approach, can influence
countermobilization (Knight & Greenberg, 2011;
Nikolayenko, 2019). The fourth driver, a movement’s
internal dynamics, includes organizational fragmenta-
tion and the failure to retain ‘nonviolent discipline’
(Meyer & Staggenborg, 1996: 1639).

Each driver has its merit but remains incomplete
without considering rhetorical and tactical interactions
between movements and countermovements (Edwards
& Arnon, 2021). The attribution of countermobilization
to governments and regimes downplays autonomous
elements within countermovements, which can be
mobilized upon the perception of existential threats
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(Bessinger, 2020: 142). A movement’s frames may
shape this perception by targeting core markers of
identity to which countermovements subscribe (Meyer
& Staggenborg, 1996; Shahin, 2022). And while scho-
lars (e.g. Meyer & Staggenborg, 1996: 1635–1637)
argue that countermobilization can be an expected
response to movement progress, this claim overlooks the
movement’s strategic ability to limit public traction of
countermobilization. One way to achieve this is, for
instance, to rely on ‘consensus-building’ frames (Pellow,
1999) that avoid unnecessary ‘symbolic conflicts’ (Meyer
& Staggenborg, 1996: 1640), thus hampering the broad-
based mobilization of regime supporters.

The Thai case reveals how deriving frames from a
polarizing subject – the monarchy – provided ground
for organized and grassroots countermovements.
I demonstrate how the 2020 movement’s polarizing
frames that attributed the problem at stake to the mon-
archy – an institution still revered by large segments of
Thai society as the marker of national identity – opened
up an opportunity for royalist activism.

Methodology and research strategies

Process tracing
I rely on the inductive process tracing approach while
using Thailand as an explanatory case to offer theoretical
propositions about how polarizing frames encourage
countermobilization. The qualitative, process tracing
approach is particularly appropriate for researching a
subject that has primarily been undertheorized, as it
helps me determine how the process that interconnects
polarizing frames with countermobilization took place
and ‘whether and how it generated the outcome of inter-
est’ (Bennett & Checkel, 2015: 7). The aim is to derive
theoretical propositions from an explanatory case (see
more below), and lay a foundation for further theory
testing within and beyond the Thai case. With this focus,
I consider polarizing framing as a driver contributing to
countermobilization. While acknowledging other possible
drivers, especially regime influence (Ekiert & Perry,
2020; Hellmeier &Weidmann, 2020) and high partici-
pation in movement activities that threaten the status
quo (Meyer & Staggenborg, 1996: 1636–1638), I con-
trol these when scrutinizing a causal process of framing
choices vis-à-vis countermobilization.

Thailand as an explanatory case
Thailand’s 2020 protests and counterprotests are chosen
as a case to explain an interplay between polarizing
frames and countermobilization. Following Saylor

(2018), I employ an explanatory approach to case studies
for two reasons. First, rather than claiming its represen-
tativeness, I use the Thai case to explain a possible
relationship between polarizing frames and countermo-
bilization. Exploratory case studies can broaden our the-
oretical horizon by pointing to a puzzle not many
scholars have previously contemplated. Second, explana-
tory case studies highlight the importance of contexts
and intervening factors to gauge a plausible ‘causal
pathway’ (Saylor, 2018: 995). The case of Thailand
demonstrates two important conditions for the framing
choice–countermobilization nexus to occur: histories of
polarization; and countermobilization. Thus, I consider
that other cases without these conditions possibly have
a different pathway from Thailand.

Two scope conditions
The first scope condition is a history of deep-rooted
political polarization that informs movements’ framing
choices while influencing countermovements to inter-
pret these campaign messages as threatening, a pattern
that has persisted in Thailand over the past decades. The
genesis of the country’s polarization is ideological contra-
dictions between supporters of two political orders: royal
nationalism; and democracy (Ferrara, 2015). As the
ideological foundation of the political establishment,
royal nationalism associates Thai national identity with
the supremacy of the monarchy and Buddhism (Sattaya-
nurak, 2019). Based on historical and Buddhist myths,
the king is depicted as possessing political legitimacy,
and the integrity of the monarchy determines the
nation’s well-being. As a world-view, royal nationalism
places the king at the top of the social hierarchy as the
nation’s soul (Tambiah, 1976). Being Thai is almost
inseparable from one’s respect for the monarchy as a
subject (Sattayanurak, 2019). Despite various episodes
of political turmoil and military coups leading to fre-
quent constitutional changes, the monarchy has retained
its cultural status as sacred and thus inviolable (Eosee-
wong, 2013).1 Effective official propaganda and the
broadcasting of royal rituals ‘incite powerful feelings
among the populace’ and ensure the pervasiveness of
royal images in everyday life (Fong, 2009: 677). Espe-
cially under Rama IX’s reign (1946–2016), the benevo-
lent and moral king was elevated to a god-like status who
stayed above politics despite retaining enormous political

1 Thailand has had 13 successful military coups. Upon seizing power,
coup makers would typically replace an old constitution with a new
one. So far Thailand has had 20 constitutions and charters.
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influence (Handley, 2006). According to the 2014 Asian
Barometer survey, 96.65% of a 69 million population
are very proud of being Thai in the ‘kingdom,’ reflecting
the interlocking between the monarchy and nationalism
(Ricks, 2020).

Because of this politico-cultural entrenchment of
royal nationalism, democratic challenges in support of
popular sovereignty have faced pushbacks by the regime
and its mass supporters, plunging the elite-driven con-
flict into society-wide polarization. Thailand’s 1990s
democratic and economic opening saw the rise of new
elites and a growing middle class in rural areas (Keyes,
2012). Under these circumstances, new political parties
such as Thai Rak Thai gained 39% and 61.6% of the
votes in the 2001 and 2006 elections, respectively. The
political parties’ popularity and political visions were
seen to rival those of the kings (McCargo, 2005). What
is more, the emerging democratic order began to recon-
figure social norms and values away from official tradi-
tions, thus eroding a popular basis of the monarchy’s
legitimacy (Tejapira, 2016). The elites and royalist sup-
porters have responded to this predicament through
mass demonstrations in 2005, 2008, and 2013–2014
that paved the way for judicial and military coups. In
most events, diverse forces unified and rallied behind
‘protecting the monarchy’ against internal threats (Wini-
chakul, 2016). As supporters of the democratic order
mobilized against the elites in 2009, 2010, and after the
2014 coup, perceptions and identifications of what it
means to be Thai became bifurcated between supporters
of the pro-establishment and anti-establishment camps
(Hewison, 2015). Each side sees its preferred political
order threatened by the existence of the order supported
by the other side. This outlook largely shaped the 2020
movement’s frames attributing the monarchy to imper-
iling democracy.

The second scope condition regards the existing infra-
structure that undergirds countermovements in the face
of threats. In Thailand, royalist elites have historically
devised royal nationalism to mobilize staunch supporters
against challengers. This practice can be traced to the
1960s and 1970s campaigns against communism
(Kongkirati, 2008). Although regime-sponsored coun-
termobilization had waned after the 1990s democratic
openings, it has been reactivated since the recent polar-
ization taking place online and offline. On social media,
various royalist groups such as the Rubbish Collection
Organization (RCO) and the Thailand Help Center for
Cyber Bullying Victims monitor anti-monarchy content
and file lawsuits against those posting it (Sombatpoonsiri,
2022). On the streets, these groups have staged protests

against their ideological opponents and the govern-
ments representing them (Sombatpoonsiri, 2020).

Beyond organized groups, grassroots-based counter-
movements have proliferated due to perceived threats
against the monarchy. For instance, when King Rama
IX was frail, many Thais self-organized against those
sharing anti-monarchy content online because ‘they had
no faith in the police or any established social institution’
to defend the monarchy (Kummetha, 2014). This
euphoria reached the zenith in the aftermath of Rama
IX’s demise when national grief was paramount
(Meesuk, 2017: 8). Many mourners took matters into
their own hands by reporting online offences against the
king and physically attacking those they viewed as behav-
ing inappropriately in times of grief (Buchanan, 2016).
Although some analysts believe that the new King Rama
X has not gained the same degree of ‘god-like’ reverence
as his father (e.g. Chachavalpongpun, 2020), this does
not stop fervent royalist groups from safeguarding the
monarchy as an institution. In their opinion, there ‘are a
lot of people who still love and worship the monarchy’
(Tostevin & Kuhakan, 2020).

Data collection strategies
I draw my empirical evidence from nonviolent resis-
tance campaigns in Thailand from July to December
2020, a period in which anti-establishment and pro-
establishment campaigns emerged and faded.2 I analyse
the interplay between opposition movements’ polariz-
ing frames and countermobilization by drawing data
from two primary sources and taking two analytical
steps. First, by using protest event data compiled by
international and domestic sources (Armed Conflict
Location Events and Data and Amnesty International
Thailand’s MobData),3 I match timelines of protest
events that these movements organized in parallel to
identify whether the frequency and intensity of royalist
countermobilization coincided with anti-establishment
protests critical of themonarchy (Hellmeier&Weidmann,
2020: 79).One event is coded per activity, group, location,
and date. Between July and December 2020, 652 nonvio-
lent resistance events are coded for variables such as their
frequency per month, ideological leanings of event

2 Anti-establishment protests reemerged in 2021, but struggled to
sustain traction. The data shown here are based on ongoing data
collection and coding.
3 See https://acleddata.com/#/dashboard; and https://www.
mobdatathailand.org/, respectively.
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organizers, whether their claims regarded the monarchy,
and types of nonviolent resistance.

Second, I juxtapose protest event data with Twitter
hashtag analytics to show the interlocking between: (a)
mass mobilization events and mobilizing frames; and (b)
polarizing frames and counterprotests. I focus on Twitter
largely because it was the most prominent platform dur-
ing the 2020 youth mobilization, despite being only
the third most popular social media site in Thailand
(Sinpeng, 2021). The Twitter hashtags are an appropri-
ate proxy for collective action frames because contempo-
rary mobilizing campaigns, including the Thai ones in
2020, often take place on social media platforms. Hash-
tags do not only generate the high connectivity necessary
for mobilizing potential supporters, but viral hashtags
also create movements’ visibility and ‘narrative capacity’
to spread their world-view (Tufekci, 2017: 192). For our
purpose, hashtags may have ‘non-resonance problems,’
as with offline frames, that escalate conflicts instead of
creating solidarity, trigger eruptions of counterframes,
and set the stage for countermobilization (Nikolayenko,
2019; Shahin, 2022).

To assess whether the Thai movement’s polarizing
frames set the scene for countermobilization, I retrieved
a list of Thailand’s trending hashtags from Getday-
trends4 to select the most retweeted Twitter hashtags
that anti-establishment movements generated from July
to December 2020. I use a social media data mining tool
to derive the no. of public ‘mentions’ of the chosen
hashtags that reportedly trended.5 In addition, I cross-
examined the traction of movements’ frames with
national surveys conducted between July and November
2020. However, these surveys should be treated with
scepticism as public criticisms about the monarchy in
Thailand are criminalized. Moreover, the current regime
has often instrumentalized polls to project their legiti-
macy (TCIJ, 2016).

The 2020 anti-establishment campaigns

The eruption of the 2020 anti-establishment campaigns
demonstrated an emerging generational cleavage in addi-
tion to an ideological divide. The aftermath of the
royalists-backed 2014 coup saw Thailand’s autocracy
consolidated, repression intensifying, and economic
inequality worsened (e.g. Pathmanand & Connors,
2019). Already before 2020, young people had expressed

their frustration through Twitter hashtags that exposed
royal privileges, with ‘viral’ ones including #Royal
Motorcade (#ขบวนเสด็จ) and IslandsShutdown (#ปิดเกาะ)
(The Star, 2020). In contrast with the older generation’s
performative reverence for the monarchy, this public
display of contempt reveals a change of ‘heart’ among
the younger generation, who grew up in the digital and
globalized age with limited exposure to royal nationalism
(Lertchoosakul, 2021). Many youngsters associate
Thailand’s political progress with the oversight and
modernization of the monarchy (Lertchoosakul, 2021:
145–146). This expectation probably explains why the
2020 young protesters concentrated their advocacy on
reining in the monarchy. Meanwhile, the authorities and
staunch royalists have been alarmed by this trend,
thereby ramping up nationalist mobilization and state
surveillance of ‘disloyal’ behaviours (Ricks, 2020).

The 2020 campaigns were primarily participated by
high school and university students and those in their
30s (Nerd Next Door, 2020). They took to the streets
after two incidents had occurred. The first was the regime-
backed dissolution of the Future Forward Party (FFP) in
February 2020. The party embodies a democratic change
and a hopeful future for many youngsters. In the March
2019 election, the FFP attracted 6.3 million of a possible
53 million votes. The establishment was anxious that the
FFP would threaten the status quo and decided that it had
to go. The second trigger was the disappearance of Wan-
chalerm Satsaksit, an exiled dissident in Cambodia on 20
July 2020. Soon after the news of Wanchalerm’s disap-
pearance broke out, social media campaigns rallied around
#SaveWanchalerm and #AbolishArticle112 became wide-
spread (Sombatpoonsiri, 2021).

Organizational components and resistance tactics
In terms of organization, the 2020 movement was ‘net-
worked,’ that is, diverse civic groups were loosely coor-
dinated while still retaining their autonomy vis-à-vis
initiating and designing protest actions. ‘Free Youth,’ the
umbrella movement hosting different university clubs
from Bangkok and regional campuses, kicked off the
campaigns in July 2020. By August 2020, diverse groups
banded together in two movements: ‘Free People;’ and
Thammasat university students operating under the
United Front ofThammasat andDemonstration (UFTD).
This period also saw broader participation from high
school students, a lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender,
queer and intersex network, artists, and labour unions.
From July to December 2020, there were altogether
683 nonviolent resistance events. The above-mentioned

4 See https://getdaytrends.com/
5 Total mentions encompass the total vol. of all tweets, including
original tweets, retweets, and quoted tweets.
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groups carried out a total of 558 nonviolent resistance
events. Of these, 545 were identified as anti-establishment
activities, which targeted the monarchy and its allies in
the current government.

Based on Sharp’s (1973) typology of nonviolent action,
protest and demonstration methods dominated the anti-
establishment protests, accounting for 94.3% (514 out
of 545 events) of coded activities, while only 5.9% (32
events) were identified as nonviolent noncooperation
methods that involved economic, political, and social boy-
cotts (e.g. student strikes and boycotts of pro-regime
media), and 0.5% (three events) were categorized as non-
violent intervention activities in which activists disrupted
established behaviour patterns, policies, and relationships
(e.g. sit-ins and road blockades). These activities were
most frequent in October before hitting a low in Decem-
ber 2020. Out of 255 anti-establishment activities with
available data, the majority of the events gathered hun-
dreds of participants. This reflects how activists prioritized
public gatherings in the form of flash mobs with small nos
of participants but highly visible, enabling participants to
circumvent crackdowns. Only one activity in September
reportedly attracted more than 100,000 participants,
while in October, the largest six events had more than
10,000 but fewer than 100,000 participants.

As we shall see, countermobilization events were fre-
quent in October, rather than in September, suggesting
that the size of protests might not necessarily coincide
with the mobilizing opportunities for countermove-
ments. Meanwhile, the movement’s activity frequency

partially explained the proliferation of royalist mobiliza-
tion in October 2020. In 2021 when more than
600 youth protests resurged, royalist counterprotests
amounted to merely 41 events, compared to 120 events
in the preceding year. Monarchy-related frames that
dominated the 2020 campaigns seemed to fade in
2021 (see Figure 1).

Collective action frames: ‘Monarchy reform’
A timeline of activists’ speeches delivered during major
public gatherings highlights a shift from an initially
politically moderate agenda to the polarizing subject
of the monarchy. In July 2020, the Free Youth group
proposed three demands for the constitution to be
democratically altered, the government to stop haras-
sing citizens, and the elite-controlled Parliament to be
dissolved. The constitutional amendment proposal
drew the most public support in mid-August 2020
(62% out of 197,029 samples). Fifty-three per cent of
the surveyed population agreed with the three demands
in principle, while 41% warned against offending the
monarchy (Thaipost, 2020a).

However, from September 2020 on, the debate
regarding the monarchy dominated other narratives,
eventually constituting the movement’s mainframe. The
first public speech focusing on the monarchy was aired
during the Harry Potter-themed rally organized on 3
August 2020. The human rights lawyer Anon Nampa
condemned autocratic abuses and restricted freedom of
expression resulting from elites’ misuse of royal powers.

Figure 1. Numbers of anti-establishment protests
Sources: Armed Conflict Location Events and Data and Amnesty International Thailand's MobData, own elaboration
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Accordingly, ‘we need to talk about [the monarchy] seri-
ously, and everyone must talk about it publicly and with
respect to the [royal] system…If we don’t talk about this
issue, there is no way to solve the problem’ (Prachatai,
2020). Anon’s speech prompted the movement’s shift to
demanding repealing laws that allow the monarchy to
expand its power and amending the lèse majesté law
(royal offence) (Prachatai, 2020).

But it was the 10 August event that opened the flood-
gates for public criticisms, and in many cases insults, of
the monarchy. The main organizer of this event was the
UFTD, considered to be more radical than Free Youth
(McCargo, 2021: 180). In this event, a leading activist
made a passionate speech that ‘everyone was equal:
nobody was born with purple blood in their veins….
[and] people should have the right to express any view
they wished, including questioning the need to have a
monarchy’ (cited in McCargo, 2021: 180). Subse-
quently, the UFTD publicized ten demands, such as
reducing the royal budget and barring the monarchy
from expressing political opinions, providing a glimpse
into the movement’s ‘cultural revolutionary’ outlook
(iLaw, 2020). McCargo (2021: 180) notes that ‘the
uncompromising tone of the protest, the utter lack of
deference shown by the speakers [during the event],
and the calls for desacralization of a royal institution
that had long been considered beyond public reproach
were shocking.’ In other words, in terms of content,
protesters’ demands regarding the monarchy may
sound reasonable in a constitutional monarchy.

However, how this sensitive subject was addressed, that
is, its framing, seemed to lack resonance in Thailand’s
cultural context in which the monarchy is still regarded
as a sacred institution.

From that point on, the youth movement concentrated
its frames on the monarchy, demanding its overhaul and
carrying out activities deemed to violate cultural norms
about royal sacredness. On 14 October, activists sched-
uled their activities around the palace and government
complex. On the same date, royal commemorations of
the previous king’s death were held in a nearby spot.
Protesters insisted that they ‘had no intention to disrupt
the event’ (BBC, 2020a). But as a royal motorcade report-
edly drove through the protest site, protesters reacted by
chanting phrases such as ‘My Tax!,’ flashing the three-
finger salute, and turning their backs to the convoy,
unprecedented gestures considered by many Thais as ‘pro-
fane’ (BBC, 2020b). Despite the ambivalence surround-
ing this royal drive-through, pro-regime media were quick
to frame the incident as protesters blocking the motorcade
(Sanook, 2020). Using this incident as a pretext, the
Prime Minister, General Prayut Chan-o-cha declared a
state of severe emergency. Soon after, police quashed the
remaining protests around the palace and arrested leading
activists for high treason. Although this series of events can
be considered the regime’s calculation to strike back, pro-
testers could have expected this and opted for alternative
tactics and frames that might have allowed for a change of
protest site and effective responses to the regime rhetoric.
Unfortunately, none of these events happened.

Figure 2. Timeline of protest agenda
Sources: Armed Conflict Location Events and Data, Amnesty International Thailand's MobData, and own elaboration
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In the aftermath of the October incident, intensifying
arrests of leading activists and police crackdowns fuelled
persistent resistance. But as protesters directed their
anger at the monarchy, their activities and speeches in
online and offline spaces became increasingly culturally
transgressive. For instance, on 26 October, activists
marched to the German Embassy in Bangkok, demand-
ing an investigation into the legality of the king’s resi-
dence in Germany and claims of human rights abuses
(Reed, 2020). On 8 November, protesters tried to reach
the palace to submit reform proposals to the king
(Thanthong-Knight, 2020). Specifically, the 18 Novem-
ber protest saw graffiti and banners with obscene lan-
guage against the monarchy, which reportedly ‘infuriated
citizens loyal to the monarchy’ (WorkPoint Today,
2020). When the protests subsided in December 2020,
monarchy reform became the movement’s ‘core’ mobi-
lizing frame. Hundreds were charged for violating the
lèse majesté law (TLHR, 2022). Figure 2 shows the
timeline of this development.

Themovement’sTwitter hashtags show thatmonarchy-
centric agendas are inseparable from the movement’s
frames (Figure 3). The movement’s mobilizing hashtags
(e.g. #15OctGoToRatchprasongIntersection) gained 10
to 20 million mentions. Comparatively, the number of

mentions of hashtags offending the monarchy such as
#Socially****King7, #****WronglyAccusesPeople, and
#RepublicOfThailand are more moderate, receiving
5.4 million mentions altogether from July to December
2020. Regardless of the quantity, these hashtags symbo-
lized public expressions of popular frustration about the
palace – if not outright contempt against it – something
rare in Thailand.8 Hashtags such as #RepublicOfThailand
received 900,000mentions and trended on 25 September,
following the parliamentary decision against constitutional
changes thatmight curb royal power (seeFigure 4). A closer
look at tweets related to this hashtag reveals an unprece-
dented aspiration for ‘systemic change.’ For instance, by
defining what ‘republic’means, one Twitter user implicitly
expresses his or her wish for a different form of governance.

Posts such as this are in line with leading activists’
analysis that ‘when people are desperate for reform, they
are thinking of revolution’ (Tanakasempipat & Thep-
gumpanat, 2020). Similarly, during the palace–protester
standoff in mid-October, #Socially****King and
#****WronglyAccusesPeople reached 2.7 and 1.6 mil-
lion mentions, respectively. #Socially****King encom-
passed a wide range of public criticisms of the

Figure 3. A graffito drawn on a street during the 18 October protest
Source: Concealed for safety reasons6

6 The Thai government has charged dissenting Internet users with
the Computer Crimes Act. The links for this and the following
tweeted images are accordingly concealed.

7 Due to the Thai government’s litigation against those who insult
the monarchy, as a Thai citizen who still lives and works there, I am
compelled to conceal some controversial hashtags.
8 Gossip about the royal family is not, however, uncommon. Thais
often use euphemisms and coded words to veil their discussion about
the monarchy.
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monarch, including his eccentric lifestyle outside Thai-
land, excessive royal budget, and abuse of the lèse
majesté law. Meanwhile, #****WronglyAccusesPeople
refuted the regime’s framing of protesters deliberately
obstructing the royal motorcade and argued instead that
the palace set it up. Figure 5 visualizes the popular trac-
tion of these monarchy-related hashtags.

How polarizing framing triggers royalist
countermobilization

These anti-establishment frames arose from the same
ideological and identity-based cleavages that rendered
royalist activism meaningful. While the 2020 movement
proposed to reform the monarchy, royalist networks’ sole
agenda was to contest this. Alternative explanations are
either inapplicable in the Thai case or piecemeal without
considering the movement’s framing choice. For
instance, the data above show that the movement was
largely nonviolent, diverging from the assumption that a
nonviolent movement’s shift to violent tactics drives
countermobilization (e.g. De Fazio, 2017). Movement

fragmentation (e.g. Pearlman&Cunningham, 2012) may
prompt the rise of a ‘radical flank’ (such as the UFTD)
which influenced the use of polarizing frames (Meyer &
Staggenborg, 1996: 1641). But this explanation demon-
strates a different causal process from the impact of
framing choices on countermobilization. Similarly, the
attribution of countermobilization to only regime
actors (e.g. Hellmeier & Weidmann, 2020) overlooks
autonomous elements within countermovements,
activated when there are sufficient social conditions
(Bessinger, 2020). As we shall see, this latter point is
relevant to the Thai case.

Characteristics of royalist mobilization
and counterframes
Compared to anti-establishment activities, royalist mobi-
lization from July to December 2020 was significantly
less frequent, totalling 120 events. Royalist counterprot-
ests had a slow start, with only three events from 24 June
to 30 June. But as the anti-establishment movement’s
frames increasingly focused on the monarchy, royalist
mobilization on the streets and via Twitter picked up

Figure 4. A tweet with the tag #RepublicOfThailand
Source: Concealed for safety reasons
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the pace, becoming regular from late October to Novem-
ber. This was especially the case when things took a
dramatic turn in mid-October, after the ‘royal motor-
cade incident.’ Royalist gatherings increased from just
five events in September to 85 events (or 70.2% out of
a total 121 royalist protests) in October. When anti-
establishment protests declined in December, royalist
activities went down to two events. Out of 71 royalist
activities with available data, most activities (26) gath-
ered thousands of participants. Contrary to the percep-
tion of pro-regime movements as violent, royalist groups
relied mostly on nonviolent resistance, especially the sub-
types in the protest and demonstration category, with

120 out of 121 events identified as primarily nonviolent
(see Figure 6).

Beyond monolithic, royalist networks combined
seemingly grassroots organizations – such as the Thai
Bhakdi, Vocational Students Helping the Country
Group, the Coordination Centre of Vocational Students
for the Protection of National Institutions, and the
Rubbish Collection Organization – with state organiza-
tions (e.g. those within the Interior Ministry) and ordi-
nary citizens. Their common goal intertwined protecting
the monarchy with ‘denouncing’ the anti-establishment
movement’s monarchy reform proposal. Based on my
content analysis of royalist groups’ protest statements,

Figure 5. Anti-establishment mobilizing hashtags
Source: ISEAS–Yusof-Ishak Institute

Figure 6. Numbers of royalist activities, compared with those of anti-establishment activities
Sources: Armed Conflict Location Events and Data and Amnesty International Thailand's MobData, and own elaboration
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denouncing monarchy reform was mentioned in state-
ments of 80 counterprotest events out of a total of 121
events. And ‘support of the monarchy’ was mentioned in
statements of 96 protests. Concretely, for instance, the
Thai Bhakdi group organized a rally on 30 August to
oppose the anti-establishment movement’s demand
for monarchy reform. Its leader explained that ‘the
problem [Thais] face is not caused by the monarchy
who is the national unifier, but rather corrupt politicians’
(Prachachat, 2020).

The anti-establishment movement’s monarchy-
centric frames also influenced royalist counterframes.
The turning point that created momentum for royalist
protests was the palace–protester standoff on 14 Octo-
ber. On the same date, the RCO organized a protest
action, in which its supporters were called upon to fight
against ‘national scum’ (Thairath, 2020). After this
encounter, royalist mobilization became regular. Of
85 events organized in October 2020, 48 of them
were held from 20 to 31 October. The largest gather-
ings, attended by more than tens of thousands of
people, were held on 21 and 25 October in Narathi-
wat province.9 When anti-establishment protesters
marched to the German Embassy on 26 October,
royalist protesters rallied outside the United States
Embassy on the following day, demanding that the
United States government stop interfering with Thai
domestic politics. This rhetoric alleges the United
States backing of Thailand’s pro-democracy move-
ment to overthrow the monarchy, a conspiracy theory
popular in royalist media (Sombatpoonsiri, 2022). On
27 October, royalists gathered across at least six prov-
inces. In his speech, Tul Sittisomwong, a royalist
spearheader, contended that many Thais could not idly
watch protesters insulting the monarchy: ‘we are here
today to sing our national anthem to animate the love
for the nation and the king.’ Furthermore, he sug-
gested that the youth movement should only call for
the prime minister’s resignation or constitutional
amendments because demanding ‘the monarchy reform
is not appropriate…please do not crush Thais’ heart
and soul’ (Bangkokbiz, 2020).

Royalist counterframes reflect the mirroring between
such rhetoric and anti-monarchy frames; without the
latter, there would have been sufficient discursive ground
for royalist activism. Regime authorities have been

training their forces to manipulate online information
against anti-establishment movements. These campaigns
intensified during the 2020 protests, as regime-backed
information operations converged with royalist support-
ers’ online activism (Thomas et al., 2020). One account,
@jitarsa_school, belongs to the Royal Thai Volunteer
School, which is connected to both the military and the
palace under the Royal Security Command. Against the
backdrop of criticisms against the monarchy, @jitarsa_
school and other royalist accounts engaged in tweeting
and retweeting pro-establishment hashtags. Between 13
and 22 October, when the palace–protester standoff
escalated, there were up to 40,455 tweets and retweets
of pro-establishment hashtags in total (Thomas et al.,
2020: 7–8), including #WeLoveTheMonarchy, #Protect
TheMonarchy, #NextGenLoveTheEstablishment, and
#ThaiCitizensUnderRoyalGaze.

My Twitter analysis confirms the clash between
pro-establshment and anti-establishment hashtags.
#NextGenLoveTheEstablishment received 1.2 million
mentions on 20 October, while #WeLoveTheMonarchy,
#ProtectTheMonarchy, and #ThaiCitizensUnderRoyal
Gaze received hundreds and thousands of mentions.
The four hashtags went viral from 20 to 28 October,
one week after the anti-monarchy hashtags trended.
Combined searches of the four most viral hashtags of
pro-establishment and anti-establishment supporters
show the concentration of mentions between late
September and October when offline mobilizations
by these two opposing forces peaked (see Figures 7
and 8).

Notably, royalist hashtags sought to contest the cred-
ibility of anti-establishment frames. Royalist hashtags
and related tweets reinforced official ideologies regard-
ing the sacrosanct monarchy, the kings’ sacrifices for
the nation, and the centrality of the monarchy to Thai
national identity. These hashtags branded Thais who
do not express their gratitude towards the monarchy as
‘immoral’. In contrast, royalists saw their activism as a
force of good (e.g. Manager Online, 2020). Specific
royalist frames such as #MessageFromSubjects
(#ประชาสาสน์) were designed to directly oppose the ideo-
logical underpinnings of anti-establishment hashtags,
including #MessageFromCitizens (#ราษฎรสาสน์). And
while anti-establishment frames such as #Republic
OfThailand called for a systemic overhaul for demo-
cratic development, royalist hashtags reaffirmed the
importance of the monarchy for Thailand’s progress.
Whereas anti-establishment frames emphasized free-
dom, democracy, and rights, royalist messages high-
lighted traditions and national unity. Ultimately,

9 Interestingly, this is one of the three southernmost provinces
(Pattani, Yala, and Narathiwat) where armed insurgency by the
Muslim minority against the Thai state is ongoing.
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royalist mobilization and associated frames relied on the
same politico-cultural landscape from which frames
critical of the monarchy derived to amplify their mean-
ings (see Figure 9).

Observed mechanisms
Drawing on this wealth of evidence, a two-pronged
mechanism that interlocks polarizing frames with counter-
mobilization is observed. The first aspect regards polariz-
ing frames premised on existing ideological and identity-
based cleavages. The movement embracing these frames
can be interpreted to attack core markers of a collective
identity, something that makes those subscribing to it
unwilling to compromise. In the Thai case, the 2020
activists might be convinced that the public increasingly
supported its monarchy-related agenda (BBC, 2020a).

But this outlook represented the voices of the younger
generation, rather than a large segment of society that is
still ideologically conservative. The survey, conducted in
2019 and published in an opposition media, showed that
74% of 1,262 Thais wanted the government to prioritize
preserving the monarchy because it is ‘the nation’s soul, a
source of its security, peace, and unity’ (Voice TV, 2019).
Amidst the protests, in August 2020, public concerns
about protesters ‘insulting’ the monarchy increased to
60% (of 5,738 online questionnaires) from just 41% ear-
lier in that month (Infoquest, 2020). A pro-government
poll conducted in early November 2020 went so far as to
show that 98% of the surveyed population (1,831) dis-
approved of protesters’ ‘rude’ and hostile behaviours
toward the monarchy. Regardless of attitudes about the
protesters’ agenda, according to another poll, 22% of

Figure 7. Royalist mobilizing hashtags
Source: ISEAS–Yusof-Ishak Institute

Figure 8. Compared anti-establishment and royalist hashtags
Source: ISEAS–Yusof-Ishak Institute
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Thais (of 1,317 samples) were worried that addressing the
monarchy subject would instigate ‘violence between dif-
ferent sides of people’ (Thaipost, 2020b). Such a view is
based on previous episodes of street confrontation in
which royalist supporters mobilized against those seen to
threaten the palace.

Considering that criminalization of speeches about
the monarchy might influence these polling results, the
public attitude at least reflects the palace’s enduring
symbolic salience vis-à-vis the Thai national identity,
especially among the older generation. Accordingly, it
can then be expected that this segment of the population
may be at odds with the movement’s ‘avant-garde’
agenda. For example, a movement participant admitted
that ‘the monarchy is very sensitive to [his or her]
mother.’ Whenever this participant brought up the sub-
ject, his or her mother cast him or her as a ‘nation-hater,’
rhetoric often used against critics of the monarchy
(Thaitrakulpanich, 2020). Another senior citizen

lamented that young protesters always held up vulgar
signs against the monarchy, wondering ‘why kids these
days are always crossing the line to touch the monarchy’
(Thaitrakulpanich, 2020). There are, however, some
young people who disapproved of the movement’s
monarchy-related frames because they are ‘definitely
overstepping boundaries and touching on the [royal]
institution’ (Thaitrakulpanich, 2020). Despite the
movement’s claim to remain respectful toward the mon-
archy, many Thais felt that their dearly-held values and
collective identity were under attack (Saokaew, 2020).
Based on these observations, I propose that:

(a) The movement’s choice for polarizing frames sus-
tains existing ideological and identity-based cleavages,
antagonizing segments of society that perceive their col-
lective identity to be under attack.

Moreover, ideological and identity-based cleavages,
on which polarizing frames are drawn, provide social

Figure 9. A royalist post on Twitter expressing her support of the king
Source: https://twitter.com/staron10/status/1326520077995270144
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sources for countermobilization. The description of roy-
alist mobilization above shows at least two instances of
evidence in this regard. First, royalist forces could con-
verge ‘regime-incentivized’ with ‘autonomous elements’
(Bessinger, 2020) when threats against the regime were
portrayed to have wider social impact, especially on
national identity. The anti-establishment frame centred
on reforming the monarchy was a critical stepping stone
for royalists to gather force. The frame initially radica-
lized the movement, evident in the October royal motor-
cade incident, and its following hashtag campaigns.
The traction of this frame among anti-establishment
supporters prompted royalist counterprotests. From
mid-October to November, we then witnessed the con-
fluence of state organizations (e.g. those from within the
Interior Affairs Ministry whose district heads and village
chiefs, and the National Islamic Committee coordinated
nationwide protests), civic groups, and ordinary citizens
including community-based organizations’ members,
and students. In 37 out of 121 coded events, these cit-
izens were identified as self-organizing or as leading state-
backed counterprotests. Second, my content analysis of
royalist protest statements shows the common goal of
these diverse groups: denouncing the monarchy reform
proposal to protect the monarchy. Some leading royalists
even mentioned that they would not oppose anti-
government protests, but attacking the monarchy is a
no-go. As such, while the monarchy reform frame was
supposed to ‘awaken’ the public, it galvanized robust
royalist opposition. These dynamics demonstrate that:

(b) Ideological and identity-based cleavages, on which
polarizing frames are drawn, also provide social sources
for countermolization.

Conclusion

In this article, I have demonstrated a linkage between a
movement’s framing choices and countermobilization.
By using Thailand’s 2020 anti-establishment campaigns
as an explanatory case, I have proposed a two-pronged
mechanism: (a) the movement’s choice for polarizing
frames sustains existing ideological and identity-based
cleavages, antagonizing segments of society that deem
their collective identity under attack; and (b) these ideo-
logical and identity-based cleavages, on which polarizing
frames are drawn, also provide social sources for counter-
mobilization. These propositions are expected to serve as
an entry point for further theoretical testing through
large-n studies and case-based as well as comparative
analyses beyond Thailand.

Understanding the relationship between a move-
ment’s framing choice and countermobilization has crit-
ical implications for repression dynamics and strategic
framing in divided societies. That is, countermobiliza-
tion can disrupt and undermine a campaign, serving as
an alternative, or a ‘vegetarian’ form of repression (Ekiert
& Perry, 2020: 10). By relying on countermovements to
do the job on its behalf, the regime may still deny its
involvement in repression efforts (Hellmeier & Weid-
mann, 2020: 80). While this qualitative research cannot
establish a causal relationship between the rise of royalist
mobilization and the decline of the 2020 movement, it
seems that traditional repression such as police use of
force worked in tandem with countermobilization to
drain the movement’s energy, resources and public legiti-
macy (Human Rights Watch, 2020; TLHR, 2022). For
nonviolent resistance researchers, such dynamics com-
pound the assumption that movements’ ‘nonviolent dis-
cipline’ in the face of a violent crackdown may help
counter the detrimental effects of repression by generat-
ing further public support and instigating security force
defection. But in light of countermobilization, the lat-
ter’s connection with regimes is blurred and its violent
traits unclear. This begs the question as to how organized
pushbacks against the ‘vegetarian’ form of repression
could look like.

Lastly, lessons from Thailand remind us of how fram-
ing choices are important for making nonviolent cam-
paigns effective (or not) in polarized societies.
Contemporary studies on nonviolent resistance have pri-
marily devoted attention to tactical choices in accordance
with a broader strategy. However, designing effective
frames with high resonance remains under the radar.
Framing choices can make or break movements operat-
ing in societies divided between supporters of opposing
ideologies and values. Thailand is not unique in this
sense. From the United States to India, from Brazil to
Turkey, resistance campaigns are not only about the
‘people’ vs. ‘dictators,’ but can also pit one side of the
populace against the other side. The increasingly har-
dened fault lines between, for instance, the progressive/
left and the conservative/right or the religious majority
and minority, have prompted the tit-for-tat mass mobi-
lization in many divided societies. Under these circum-
stances, the main task of nonviolent movements may be
to create a broad-based coalition beyond one camp’s
‘echo chamber.’ This politics of engagement necessitates
strategic framing that goes beyond speaking the truth to
power. It is to develop a language that convinces those on
the other side of the aisle to join a common course
of struggle.
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Replication data
The dataset and codebook for the empirical analysis in this
article can be found at https://www.prio.org/journals/jpr/
replicationdata and Mendeley Data, http://dx.doi.org/
10.17632/mpx79kgdbt.1

Acknowledgements
Heartfelt thanks go to my hardworking research assistant
and former student, Thammachat Kri-aksork, for thor-
ough data collection, coding and theoretical insights. I
would also like to thank Chaiwat Satha-anand, Marina G
Petrova, and Sooyeon Kang for their comments that
helped sharpen this manuscript. Social media research
was carried out during my fellowship at the ISEAS-Yusof
Ishak Institute. I am grateful for their generous support.

Funding
The author received financial support for the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article: Part of the
research is supported by the visiting fellowship at the
ISEAS–Yusof Ishak Institute, Singapore.

ORCID iD
Janjira Sombatpoonsiri https://orcid.org/0000-0003-
2178-7626
References
Ayoub, Phillip & Agnès Chetaille (2020) Movement/counter-

movement interaction and instrumental framing in a multi-
level world: Rooting Polish lesbian and gay activism. Social
Movement Studies 19(1): 21–37.

Bangkokbiz (2020) Mob defending the monarchy warns
against insulting the institution. 27 October (https://
www.bangkokbiznews.com/politics/904771).

BBC (2020a) Free People: 3 demands declared before major
protests on 14 October, Prayuth must resign-resume par-
liamentary session to amend constitution-reform monar-
chy. 8 October (https://www.bbc.com/thai/thailand-
54461248).

BBC (2020b) 14 October protest: Event chronicle, from yel-
low shirt clashes to three finger salute flashed to royal
motorcade. 14 October (https://www.bbc.com/thai/thai
land-54539098).

Benford, Robert (1987) Framing activity, meaning and social
movement participation: The nuclear disarmament movement.
Unpublished PhD dissertation, University of Texas at Austin.

Benford, Robert D & David A Snow (2000) Framing process
and social movements: An overview and assessment.
Annual Review of Sociology 26: 611–639.

Bennett, Andrew & Jeffrey Checkel (2015) Process Tracing:
From Metaphor to Analytic Tool. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Bessinger, Mark (2020) Social sources of counterrevolution:
State-sponsored contention during revolutionary episodes.
In: Grzegorz Ekiert, Elizabeth J Perry & Yan Xiaojun (eds)
Ruling by Other Means: State-Mobilized Movements. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 140–165.

Bramsen, Isabel (2018) How nonviolent resistance succeeds
(or not): Micro-dynamics of unity, timing, and escalatory
actions. Peace & Change 43(1): 61–89.

Carothers, Thomas & Andrew O’Donohue (2019) Democra-
cies Divided: Global Challenge of Political Polarization.
Washington DC: Brookings Institute Press.

Chachavalpongpun, Pavin (2020) Why Thais are losing faith
in the monarchy. Washington Post, 15 March (https://
www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2020/05/15/why-
thais-are-losing-faith-monarchy/).

Chenoweth, Erica (2020) The future of nonviolent resistance.
Journal of Democracy 31(3): 96–84.

Chenoweth, Erica & Kurt Schock (2015) Do contempora-
neous armed challenges affect the outcomes of mass non-
violent campaigns? Mobilization: An International
Quarterly 20(4): 427–451.

Chenoweth, Erica & Maria J Stephan (2011) Why Nonviolent
Resistance Works: The Strategic Logic of Nonviolent Conflict.
New York: Columbia University Press.

Clifford, Scott (2019) How emotional frames moralize and
polarize political attitudes. Political Psychology 40(1): 75–91.

Cunningham, Kathleen Gallagher; Marianne Dahl & Anne
Frugé (2017) Strategies of resistance: Diversification and
diffusion. American Journal of Political Science 61(3):
591–605.

Davies, Thomas R (2014) The failure of strategic nonviolent
action in Bahrain, Egypt, Libya and Syria: ‘Political Ju-jitsu’
in reverse. Global Change, Peace & Security 26(3): 299–313.

De Fazio, Gianluca (2017) Hostile countermobilization and
political violence: Loyalist contention and radicalization in
Northern Ireland, 1968-1969. In: Julie Mazzei (ed.) Non-
State Violent Actors and Social Movement Organizations.
Bradford: Emerald.

Dudouet, Véronique (2008) Nonviolent resistance and con-
flict transformation in power asymmetries. Berghof Hand-
book (https://berghof-foundation.org/library/nonviolent-
resistance-and-conflict-transformation-in-power-
asymmetries).

Edwards, Pearce & Daniel Arnon (2021) Violence on many
sides: Framing effects on protest support for repression.
British Journal of Political Science 51(2): 488–506.

Ekiert, Grzegorz & Elizabeth J Perry (2020) State-mobilized
movements: A research agenda. In: Grzegorz Ekiert, Eliza-
beth J Perry & Yan Xiaojun (eds) Ruling by Other Means:
State-Mobilized Movements. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1–23.

Eoseewong, Nidhi (2003) The Thai cultural constitution.
Kyoto Review of Southeast Asia 3 (3 March), translated by
Chris Baker (https://kyotoreview.org/issue-3-nations-and-
stories/the-thai-cultural-constitution/).

Sombatpoonsiri 103

https://www.prio.org/journals/jpr/replicationdata
https://www.prio.org/journals/jpr/replicationdata
http://dx.doi.org/10.17632/mpx79kgdbt.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.17632/mpx79kgdbt.1
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2178-7626
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2178-7626
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2178-7626
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2178-7626
https://www.bangkokbiznews.com/politics/904771
https://www.bangkokbiznews.com/politics/904771
https://www.bbc.com/thai/thailand-54461248
https://www.bbc.com/thai/thailand-54461248
https://www.bbc.com/thai/thailand-54539098
https://www.bbc.com/thai/thailand-54539098
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2020/05/15/why-thais-are-losing-faith-monarchy/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2020/05/15/why-thais-are-losing-faith-monarchy/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2020/05/15/why-thais-are-losing-faith-monarchy/
https://berghof-foundation.org/library/nonviolent-resistance-and-conflict-transformation-in-power-asymmetries
https://berghof-foundation.org/library/nonviolent-resistance-and-conflict-transformation-in-power-asymmetries
https://berghof-foundation.org/library/nonviolent-resistance-and-conflict-transformation-in-power-asymmetries
https://kyotoreview.org/issue-3-nations-and-stories/the-thai-cultural-constitution/
https://kyotoreview.org/issue-3-nations-and-stories/the-thai-cultural-constitution/


Ferrara, Federico (2015) The Political Development of Modern
Thailand. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Gutting, Raynee Sarah (2019) Contentious activities, disre-
spectful protesters: Effect of protest context on protest
support and mobilization across ideology and authoritar-
ianism. Political Behavior 42(10): 865–890.

Handley, Paul M (2006) The King Never Smiles: A Biography of
Thailand’s Bhumibol Adulyadej. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

Hellmeier, Sebastian & Nils B Weidmann (2020) Pulling the
strings? The strategic use of pro-government mobilization
in authoritarian regimes. Comparative Political Studies 53
(1): 71–108.

Hewison, Kevin (2015) Thailand: Contestation over elections,
sovereignty and representation. Representation 50(1):
51–62.

Human Rights Watch (2020) Thailand: Police violence
against democracy demonstrators. 19 November (https://
www.hrw.org/news/2020/11/19/thailand-police-violence-
against-democracy-demonstrators).

iLaw (2020) Ten monarchy reform proposals, parliament can
deal with five. 8 November (https://www.ilaw.or.th/node/
5779).

Infoquest (2020) Dusit poll shows dissatisfaction against
PM, support of nonviolent protest. 25 October (https://
www.infoquest.co.th/2020/44003).

Keyes, Charles (2012) ‘Cosmopolitan’ villagers and populist
democracy in Thailand. South East Asia Research 20(3):
343–360.

Kirisci, Mustafa & Emirhan Demirhan (2019) Resource
wealth as leverage: Natural resources and the failure of
nonviolent campaigns. Government & Opposition 56(1):
102–120.

Knight, Graham & Josh Greenberg (2011) Talk of the enemy:
Adversarial framing and climate change discourse. Social
Movement Studies 10(4): 323–340.

Kongkirati, Prajak (2008) Countermovements in democratic
transition: Thai right-wing movements after the 1973 pop-
ular uprising. Asian Review 19(1): 101–134.

Kummetha, Thaweeporn (2014) Witch hunts at rally sites and
on the Internet. Prachatai, 23 January (https://prachatai.
com/english/node/3837).

Lertchoosakul, Kanokrat (2021) Cold War (in) Between White
Ribbons. Bangkok: Matichon.

Lorch, Jasmin (2017) Civil society support for military coups:
Bangladesh and the Philippines. Journal of Civil Society 13
(2): 184–201.

MacLeod, Jason (2013) West Papua: Nonviolent resistance,
framing, and identity, 1910s-2012. In: Maciej J Bartkowski
(ed.) Recovering Nonviolent History: Nonviolent Resistance in
Liberation Struggle. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 217–237.

Manager Online (2020) Spreading positive energy: #Thai
CitizensUnderRoyalGaze and #NextGenLoveTheEstabl-
ishment trend on Twitter. 20 October (https://mgron
line.com/onlinesection/detail/9630000106807).

Martin, Brian & Wendy Varney (2002) Nonviolence Speaks:
Communicating Against Repression. New York: Hampton.

McCargo, Duncan (2005) Network monarchy and legitimacy
crises in Thailand. Pacific Review 18(4): 499–519.

McCargo, Duncan (2021) Disruptors’ dilemma? Thailand’s
2020 gen Z protests. Critical Asian Studies 53(2):
176–191.

Meesuk, Jitlada (2017) A grieving nation: Exploring Thainess
in the space of emotion. Unpublished Master’s Degree
Thesis, Lund University (https://lup.lub.lu.se/student-
papers/search/publication/8927785).

Meyer, David S & Suzanne Staggenborg (1996) Movements,
countermovements, and the structure of political opportu-
nity. American Journal of Sociology 101(6): 1628–1660.

Nepstad, Erikson Sharon (2011) Nonviolent Revolutions: Non-
violent Resistance in the Late 20th Century. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Nerd Next Door (2020) 4th survey of age ranges of protest
participants and ‘first-time participants. 18 November
(https://nerdnextdoors.com/2020/11/19/%E0%B9%87%
E0%B8%9C%E0%B8%A5%E0%B8%AA%E0%B8%
B3%E0%B8%A3%E0%B8%A7%E0%B8%88%E0%
B8%AD%E0%B8%B2%E0%B8%A2%E0%B8%B8%
E0%B8%84%E0%B8%99%E0%B9%83%E0%B8%
99%E0%B8%A1%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%AD%E0%
B8%9A%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%A3/).

Nikolayenko, Olena (2018) Framing and counter-framing a
Peace March in Russia: The use of Twitter during a hybrid
war. Social Movement Studies 18(5): 602–621.

Pathmanand, Ukrist & Michael K Connors (2019) Thailand’s
public secret: Military wealth and the state. Journal of Con-
temporary Asia 51(2): 278–302.

Pearlman, Wendy & Kathleen Gallagher Cunningham (2012)
Nonstate actors, fragmentation, and conflict processes.
Journal of Conflict Resolution 56(1): 3–15.

Pellow, David N (1999) Framing emerging environmental
movement tactics: Mobilizing consensus, demobilizing
conflict. Sociological Forum 14(4): 659–683.

Prachachat (2020) Warong insists ‘Thai Bhakdi’ raises public
awareness about the monarchy, rather than staging protests.
30 August (https://www.prachachat.net/politics/news-513562).

Prachatai (2020) The revolution will be magical: Harry-
Potter-themed protest calls for monarchy reform. 5 August
(https://prachatai.com/english/node/8696).

Reed, John (2020) Thai protesters march on German embassy
to press for action over king. Financial Times 26 October
(https://www.ft.com/content/a25204fb-5ba4-4724-8f6d-
a1386ba2c2e4).

Ricks, Jacob (2020) Thai national pride in a comparative per-
spective, 13 February (https://www.thaidatapoints.com/
post/thai-national-pride-in-a-comparative-perspective).

Sanook (2020) Here he comes, Sonthiyan press charges
against 14 October mob for obstructing royal motor-
cade. 15 October (https://www.sanook.com/news/
8274606/).

104 journal of PEACE RESEARCH 60(1)

https://www.hrw.org/news/2020/11/19/thailand-police-violence-against-democracy-demonstrators
https://www.hrw.org/news/2020/11/19/thailand-police-violence-against-democracy-demonstrators
https://www.hrw.org/news/2020/11/19/thailand-police-violence-against-democracy-demonstrators
https://www.ilaw.or.th/node/5779
https://www.ilaw.or.th/node/5779
https://www.infoquest.co.th/2020/44003
https://www.infoquest.co.th/2020/44003
https://prachatai.com/english/node/3837
https://prachatai.com/english/node/3837
https://mgronline.com/onlinesection/detail/9630000106807
https://mgronline.com/onlinesection/detail/9630000106807
https://lup.lub.lu.se/student-papers/search/publication/8927785
https://lup.lub.lu.se/student-papers/search/publication/8927785
https://nerdnextdoors.com/2020/11/19/%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%9C%E0%B8%A5%E0%B8%AA%E0%B8%B3%E0%B8%A3%E0%B8%A7%E0%B8%88%E0%B8%AD%E0%B8%B2%E0%B8%A2%E0%B8%B8%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%99%E0%B9%83%E0%B8%99%E0%B8%A1%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%AD%E0%B8%9A%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%A3/
https://nerdnextdoors.com/2020/11/19/%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%9C%E0%B8%A5%E0%B8%AA%E0%B8%B3%E0%B8%A3%E0%B8%A7%E0%B8%88%E0%B8%AD%E0%B8%B2%E0%B8%A2%E0%B8%B8%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%99%E0%B9%83%E0%B8%99%E0%B8%A1%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%AD%E0%B8%9A%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%A3/
https://nerdnextdoors.com/2020/11/19/%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%9C%E0%B8%A5%E0%B8%AA%E0%B8%B3%E0%B8%A3%E0%B8%A7%E0%B8%88%E0%B8%AD%E0%B8%B2%E0%B8%A2%E0%B8%B8%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%99%E0%B9%83%E0%B8%99%E0%B8%A1%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%AD%E0%B8%9A%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%A3/
https://nerdnextdoors.com/2020/11/19/%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%9C%E0%B8%A5%E0%B8%AA%E0%B8%B3%E0%B8%A3%E0%B8%A7%E0%B8%88%E0%B8%AD%E0%B8%B2%E0%B8%A2%E0%B8%B8%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%99%E0%B9%83%E0%B8%99%E0%B8%A1%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%AD%E0%B8%9A%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%A3/
https://nerdnextdoors.com/2020/11/19/%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%9C%E0%B8%A5%E0%B8%AA%E0%B8%B3%E0%B8%A3%E0%B8%A7%E0%B8%88%E0%B8%AD%E0%B8%B2%E0%B8%A2%E0%B8%B8%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%99%E0%B9%83%E0%B8%99%E0%B8%A1%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%AD%E0%B8%9A%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%A3/
https://nerdnextdoors.com/2020/11/19/%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%9C%E0%B8%A5%E0%B8%AA%E0%B8%B3%E0%B8%A3%E0%B8%A7%E0%B8%88%E0%B8%AD%E0%B8%B2%E0%B8%A2%E0%B8%B8%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%99%E0%B9%83%E0%B8%99%E0%B8%A1%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%AD%E0%B8%9A%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%A3/
https://nerdnextdoors.com/2020/11/19/%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%9C%E0%B8%A5%E0%B8%AA%E0%B8%B3%E0%B8%A3%E0%B8%A7%E0%B8%88%E0%B8%AD%E0%B8%B2%E0%B8%A2%E0%B8%B8%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%99%E0%B9%83%E0%B8%99%E0%B8%A1%E0%B9%87%E0%B8%AD%E0%B8%9A%E0%B8%84%E0%B8%A3/
https://www.prachachat.net/politics/news-513562
https://prachatai.com/english/node/8696
https://www.ft.com/content/a25204fb-5ba4-4724-8f6d-a1386ba2c2e4
https://www.ft.com/content/a25204fb-5ba4-4724-8f6d-a1386ba2c2e4
https://www.thaidatapoints.com/post/thai-national-pride-in-a-comparative-perspective
https://www.thaidatapoints.com/post/thai-national-pride-in-a-comparative-perspective
https://www.sanook.com/news/8274606
https://www.sanook.com/news/8274606
http:///


Saokaew, Dusita (2020) Generation gap in Thailand: ‘You’re
not my daughter anymore if you go to this protest. 15
November (https://news.cgtn.com/news/2020-11-15/
Anti-monarchy-protests-reveal-generation-gap-in-Thai
land-VqUg3jP1kI/index.html).

Satha-Anand, Chaiwat (2020) Insights: Mitigating the toxi-
city of identities in Asia. Faith, Identity, Cohesion (https://
doi.org/10.1142/9789811220593_0018).

Sattayanurak, Saichon (2019) Thai identity and nationalism.
In: Pavin Chachavalpongpun (ed.) Routledge Handbook of
Contemporary Thailand. London: Routledge, 241–252.

Saylor, Ryan (2018) Why causal mechanisms and process
tracing should alter case selection guidance. Sociological
Methods & Research 49(4): 982–1017.

Schock, Kurt (2015) Nonviolent Resistance Today. Cambridge:
Polity.

Shahin, Saif (2022) Affective polarization of a protest and a
counterprotest: Million MAGA March v. Million Moron
March. American Behavioral Scientist (https://doi.org/
10.1177/00027642221091212).

Sharp, Gene (1973) The Politics of Nonviolent Action. Boston,
MA: Porter Sargent.

Sinpeng, Aim (2021) Hashtag activism: Social media and
the #Freeyouth protests in Thailand. Critical Asian Studies
53(2): 192–205.

Slater, Dan & Nicholas Rush Smith (2016) The power of
counterrevolution: Elitist origins of political order in post-
colonial Asian and Africa. American Journal of Sociology
125(5): 1472–1516.

Snow, David A & D Benford Robert (1988) Ideology, frame
resonance, and participant mobilization. International
Social Movement Research 1(1): 197–217.

Snow, David A & Catherine Corrigall-Brown (2005) Falling
on deaf ears: Confronting the prospect of nonseonnat
frames. In: David Croteau, William Hoynes & Charlotte
Ryan (eds) Rhyming Hope and History. Minneapolis, MN:
University of Minnesota Press, 222–238.

Sombatpoonsiri, Janjira (2015) Humor and Nonviolent Strug-
gle in Serbia. New York: Syracuse University Press.

Sombatpoonsiri, Janjira (2020) ‘Authoritarian civil society’:
How anti-democracy activism shapes Thailand’s autocracy.
Journal of Civil Society 16(4): 333–350.

Sombatpoonsiri, Janjira (2021) From repression to revolt:
Thailand’s 2020 protests and the regional implications.
GIGA Focus Asia, no. 1 (https://www.giga-hamburg.de/
en/publications/giga-focus/repression-revolt-thailand-s-
2020-protests-regional-implications).

Sombatpoonsiri, Janjira (2022) ‘We are independent trolls’: The
efficacy of royalist digital activism in Thailand. 2022/1
(https://www.iseas.edu.sg/articles-commentaries/iseas-perspec
tive/2022-1-we-are-independent-trolls-the-efficacy-of-royal
ist-digital-activism-in-thailand-by-janjira-sombatpoonsiri/).

Sørensen, Maiken Jul & Stellan Vinthagen (2012) Nonviolent
resistance and culture. Peace & Change 37(3): 444–470.

Tambiah, Stanley Jeyaraja (1976)World Conqueror and World
Renouncer: A Study of Buddhism and Polity in Thailand
Against a Historical Background. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Tanakasempipat, Patpicha & Panarat Thepgumpanat (2020)
Thai republic hashtag trend as frustration surges
among protesters. Reuters 25 September (https://www.reu
ters.com/article/us-thailand-protests-idUSKCN26G0GD).

TCIJ (2016) Examining polls conducted under military dicta-
torship, 2549-2560, politics of polls and credibility. 24 July
(https://www.tcijthai.com/news/2016/24/scoop/6319).

Tejapira, Kasian (2016) The irony of democratization and the
decline of royal hegemony in Thailand. Southeast Asian
Studies 5(2): 219–237.

Thaipost (2020a) Dusit poll: 63 percent of sample group of
200,000 people agree on constitutional amendment agenda.
23 August (https://www.thaipost.net/main/detail/75273).

Thaipost (2020b) NIDA poll shows majority of Thais worried
about violent and prolonged mob. 1 November (https://
www.thaipost.net/main/detail/82432).

Thairath (2020) Angry Rien Thong incites mob to surround
Bangkok, wait for signals to collect scum of the mother-
land. October 14 (https://www.thairath.co.th/news/
politic/1952926).

Thaitrakulpanich, Aree (2020) House divided: Ideological clashes
split families as protests heat up. 22 August. (https://www.
khaosodenglish.com/politics/2020/08/22/a-house-divided-
ideological-clashes-split-families-as-protests-heat-up/).

Thanthong-Knight, Randy (2020) Thai riot police use
water cannons on protesters near palance. Bloomberg 8
November (https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/
2020-11-08/thai-protesters-to-petition-king-on-monar
chy-reform).

The Star (2020) Thais turn to Twitter to criticize royalty. 9
January (https://www.thestar.com.my/news/regional/
2020/01/09/thais-turn-to-twitter-to-criticise-royalty).

Thomas, Elise; Tracy Beattie & Albert Zhang (2020)
#WhatsHappeningInThailand: The power dynamics of
Thailand’s digital activism. Australian Strategic Policy
Institute (https://www.aspi.org.au/report/whatshappenin
ginthailand-power-dynamics-thailands-digital-activism).

TLHR (Thai Lawyers for Human Rights) (2022) The number
of persecutions under ‘lèse majesté in 2020-2022 (https://
tlhr2014.com/en/archives/24103).

Tostevin, Matthew & Jiraporn Kuhakan (2020) The monar-
chy is God: A Thai royalist in a divided kingdom. Reuters
12 November (https://www.reuters.com/article/us-thai
land-protests-royalist-feature-idUSKBN27S1BU).

Tufekci, Zeynep (2017) Twitter and Tear Gas: The Power
and Fragility of Networked Protest. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

Voice TV (2019) Dusit poll: Public opinion toward 12 main
policies and 26 urgent agendas. 28 July (https://voicetv.co.
th/read/Y0hLJ1KIa).

Sombatpoonsiri 105

https://news.cgtn.com/news/2020-11-15/Anti-monarchy-protests-reveal-generation-gap-in-Thailand-VqUg3jP1kI/index.html
https://news.cgtn.com/news/2020-11-15/Anti-monarchy-protests-reveal-generation-gap-in-Thailand-VqUg3jP1kI/index.html
https://news.cgtn.com/news/2020-11-15/Anti-monarchy-protests-reveal-generation-gap-in-Thailand-VqUg3jP1kI/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1142/9789811220593_0018
https://doi.org/10.1142/9789811220593_0018
https://doi.org/10.1177/00027642221091212
https://doi.org/10.1177/00027642221091212
https://www.giga-hamburg.de/en/publications/giga-focus/repression-revolt-thailand-s-2020-protests-regional-implications
https://www.giga-hamburg.de/en/publications/giga-focus/repression-revolt-thailand-s-2020-protests-regional-implications
https://www.giga-hamburg.de/en/publications/giga-focus/repression-revolt-thailand-s-2020-protests-regional-implications
https://www.iseas.edu.sg/articles-commentaries/iseas-perspective/2022-1-we-are-independent-trolls-the-efficacy-of-royalist-digital-activism-in-thailand-by-janjira-sombatpoonsiri/
https://www.iseas.edu.sg/articles-commentaries/iseas-perspective/2022-1-we-are-independent-trolls-the-efficacy-of-royalist-digital-activism-in-thailand-by-janjira-sombatpoonsiri/
https://www.iseas.edu.sg/articles-commentaries/iseas-perspective/2022-1-we-are-independent-trolls-the-efficacy-of-royalist-digital-activism-in-thailand-by-janjira-sombatpoonsiri/
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-thailand-protests-idUSKCN26G0GD
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-thailand-protests-idUSKCN26G0GD
https://www.tcijthai.com/news/2016/24/scoop/6319
https://www.thaipost.net/main/detail/75273
https://www.thaipost.net/main/detail/82432
https://www.thaipost.net/main/detail/82432
https://www.thairath.co.th/news/politic/1952926
https://www.thairath.co.th/news/politic/1952926
https://www.khaosodenglish.com/politics/2020/08/22/a-house-divided-ideological-clashes-split-families-as-protests-heat-up/
https://www.khaosodenglish.com/politics/2020/08/22/a-house-divided-ideological-clashes-split-families-as-protests-heat-up/
https://www.khaosodenglish.com/politics/2020/08/22/a-house-divided-ideological-clashes-split-families-as-protests-heat-up/
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-11-08/thai-protesters-to-petition-king-on-monarchy-reform
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-11-08/thai-protesters-to-petition-king-on-monarchy-reform
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-11-08/thai-protesters-to-petition-king-on-monarchy-reform
https://www.thestar.com.my/news/regional/2020/01/09/thais-turn-to-twitter-to-criticise-royalty
https://www.thestar.com.my/news/regional/2020/01/09/thais-turn-to-twitter-to-criticise-royalty
https://www.aspi.org.au/report/whatshappeninginthailand-power-dynamics-thailands-digital-activism
https://www.aspi.org.au/report/whatshappeninginthailand-power-dynamics-thailands-digital-activism
https://tlhr2014.com/en/archives/24103
https://tlhr2014.com/en/archives/24103
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-thailand-protests-royalist-feature-idUSKBN27S1BU
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-thailand-protests-royalist-feature-idUSKBN27S1BU
https://voicetv.co.th/read/Y0hLJ1KIa
https://voicetv.co.th/read/Y0hLJ1KIa


Winichakul, Thongchai (2016) Thailand’s hyper-royalism: Its
past success and present predicament. Trends in Southeast
Asia, no. 7. Singapore: ISEAS–Yusof-Ishak Institute.

WorkpointToday (2020) Democrats expose mastermind
of mob attacking the monarchy for regime change.
24 November (https://workpointtoday.com/03-88/).

Zaal, Maarten P; Colette Van Laar, Tomas Ståhl, Naomi Elle-
mers & Belle Derks (2011) By any means necessary: The
effects of regulatory focus and moral conviction on hostile
and benevolent forms of collective action. British Journal of
Social Psychology 50(4): 670–689.

JANJIRA SOMBATPOONSIRI, b. 1982, PhD in Politics
and International Relations (La Trobe University, 2012);
Assistant Professor, Chulalongkorn University (2020– );
Associate, German Institute for Global and Area Studies
(GIGA) (2018– ); visiting fellowships in India, Taiwan,
Singapore and Britain; current main interest, civil resistance,
civic space and digital repression. Most recent book in
English: Humor and Nonviolent Struggle in Serbia (Syracuse
University Press, 2015).

106 journal of PEACE RESEARCH 60(1)

https://workpointtoday.com/03-88/

	‘A lot of people still love and worship the monarchy’: How polarizing frames trigger countermobilization in Thailand
	Introduction
	Nonviolent resistance, polarizing frames, and countermobilization
	Nonviolent resistance
	Collective action frames and polarizing frames
	Countermovements and countermobilization

	Methodology and research strategies
	Process tracing
	Thailand as an explanatory case
	Two scope conditions
	Data collection strategies

	The 2020 anti-establishment campaigns
	Organizational components and resistance tactics
	Collective action frames: ‘Monarchy reform’

	How polarizing framing triggers royalist countermobilization
	Characteristics of royalist mobilization and counterframes
	Observed mechanisms

	Conclusion
	Replication data
	Acknowledgements
	Funding
	ORCID iD
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


