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摘 要 

 

    京都大學東南亞研究中心與暨南國際大學東南亞研究所共同舉辦的「東南亞

政治、文化與移民青年學者工作坊」，藉由研討會青年學者文章的發表與評論，

一方面探討東南亞政治、社會與人口移動等議題。另一方面則是兩國東南亞研究

的學術交流。 

    其次，主辦單位邀請印尼、馬來西亞、菲律賓等國博士生與青年學者與會，

從東南亞研究人員的角度去看東南亞議題，讓這場研討會更具多面性。 

    會議第一場先探討泰國塔信體制的影響、緬甸軍政府民主化轉型、馬來西亞

大選後政治走向、印尼公共政策的執行問題等東南亞國家政治議題。然而，這些

文章表現出東南亞地區政治多元化，以及各國政治歷史與變遷的所產生的議題。 

    第二場則是針對印尼非法移民偷渡的經濟與歷史結構問題；新加坡中國戲劇

對時政議題的批判；以及一貫道在泰國異文化下的發展等人文社會問題，進行探

討。第三場則是探討臺灣外事警察對於東南亞地區外籍勞工與外籍配偶的管理；

以及東南亞地區外籍勞工的進入與臺灣當地原住民的工作權利與階層的流動；最

後則是分析菲律賓外僑影響菲律賓政治經濟改革的可能性。 

    會議最後邀請新加坡國立大學 Paul Kratoska 教授，以亞洲研究題目，作「研

究」的探討。闡述作研究的方向、歸納與進行。 

    最後，這場研討會若能多增加議題，加上會議之前，先多說明會議的議題，

相信更能增加研討會的效能。 
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壹、計畫目的 

 

    本校東南亞研究所於 2012 年 12 月 9 日至 12 月 14 日前往日本進行學

術合作交流，與「京都大學東南亞研究所」（日文為「東南アジア研究所」，CSEAS,  

The Center for Southeast Asian Studies, Kyoto University），洽談本校與日方交換學 

生與相關學術交流事宜，以及洽談本校東南亞研究所與京都大學東南亞研究所簽 

訂「學術合作備忘錄」（Memorandum of Understanding for Academic Exchange and  

Cooperation，MOU）相關締約事宜及未來雙方共同舉辦研討會事宜。在 2012 年

交流成果明確，2013 年本校交換生前往大阪產業大學，而本校東南亞研究所與

京大東南亞研究所締結學術合作備忘錄於 2013 年 2 月正式簽訂，兩校東南亞

研究學術合作則以 2013 年 11 月青年學者研討會，作為兩校東南亞學術研究的開

端。 

    此次研討會由暨南國際大學東南亞所嚴智宏所長與李美賢、陳佩修、林開忠

等四名教授，帶領本所何弘欣、沈豪廷、楊大概、劉容秀、陳虹宇等五名博士生

前往日本京都大學發表與評論。日本京都大學東南亞研究中心除了老師與博士生

參與外，更邀請印尼、馬來西亞、菲律賓等國家青年研究人員，共同參與會議。 

    這次研討會目的是要建立日本京都大學東南亞研究中心與國立暨南國際大

學東南亞研究所的學術交流管道，以雙方博士生參與研討會方式進行。透過學術

研討會的方式，一方面認識雙方在東南亞地區學術研究的領域，另一方面提供台

臺日兩國青年學者的學術交流平台，以擴大與加深東南亞地區研究的領域。 
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貳、參與研討會過程與心得建議 

 

    透過研討會方式，建立起兩校東南亞學術交流的管道。並探討兩校東南亞學

術研究的方向與範疇。其次，共同擴展與學習東南亞研究相關議題。 

 

一、參與研討會過程 

    本次研討會於 2013 年 11 月 8 號在日本京都大學東南亞研究中心會議室進

行。以議題分作政治、社會建設、移動與遷移等三類型。首場發表文章分別為他 

‚塔信與泰國：泰國非曼谷地區政治的興起(Thailand under Thaksin: The Rise of 

‘Non-Bangkok’ Power in Thai Politics)”；；‚馬來西亞第十次大選後：社群主義，

資本主義或個人獨裁主義？(Malaysia, After GE-13 – Communalism, Capitalism or 

Caesarism?)‛；‚憲法法院在印尼的政治崛起：石油和天然氣政策為例(The 

Political Rise of the Constitutional Court in Indonesia: A Case of the Oil and Gas 

Policy)‛。分別探討泰國塔信體制在非曼谷地區的發展；緬甸軍事政權的轉變；

馬來西亞大選後的政治走向；憲法法庭在印尼政治中的興起等議題。 

    這場會議內容首先是‚塔信與泰國：泰國非曼谷地區政治的興起(Thailand 

under Thaksin: The Rise of ‘Non-Bangkok’ Power in Thai Politics)‛，探討泰國政

治中塔信體制在非曼谷地區的影響性。這是近年來泰國政治動盪與分裂的重要觀

察點。 

    塔信，當選兩次泰國總理，在現代泰國政治中是最爭議的人物。他贏得了議

會絕對多數席次，從而實現在泰國基於‚新政治時代‛選舉政治。塔信化被形容

泰國新政治思維，以及所帶來的各項政治措施。 

    由皇室，保守派和對手的聯盟所發動的 2006 年軍事政變，導致塔信的下台。

但卻未減少他的影響力。他的下台卻引發泰國長期的政治對立，都市與鄉村對

立；中產階級與農民的對立；菁英階層與平民的對立。 

    在此背景下，本文旨在探討泰國的政治體制，塔信政府之間基於政治經濟學 

角度找出「非曼谷」地區的政治的本質。提供觀察泰國政治重整的途徑。 

    其次，‚緬甸的軍事和民主轉型(The Military and Democratic Transition in 

Myanmar)‛，這篇文章則是討論近代緬甸軍政府轉型的動機與歷程。緬甸結束長

達 50 年的軍事統治，在 2011 年成立民選文人政府。然而，有別於 1990 年大選，

緬甸軍政府為何在極具優勢，勢力穩固的情況下，推動民主選舉，政治民主化。

本文分析認為緬甸推動民主選舉有助於鞏固軍方勢力，並進一步打破國際制裁，

消除反對勢力。 

    再者，‚馬來西亞第十次大選後：社群主義，資本主義或個人獨裁主義？

(Malaysia, After GE-13 – Communalism, Capitalism or Caesarism?)‛，這篇文章分析

馬來西亞大選後政治勢力改變的走向。目前馬來西亞政治像 2000 年台灣政黨輪

替之前的氛圍。但馬來西亞政治是由兩個聯盟在做抗衡，而執政聯盟是否能維持
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執政優勢，以及反對聯盟是否突破僵局，而打破政治的輪替，則是觀察的重點。 

    馬來西亞的第 13 次政治大選，將可能改變執政聯盟執政的歷史。執政聯盟

政權更迭的前景是前所未有，因為它是不可想像的。在馬來西亞由於執政聯盟國

陣的（國民陣線）56 年的不間斷的統治（國陣是由佔主導地位的馬來民族統一

的機構（巫統），與其他公共團體如馬來西亞中國協會（MCA）及馬來西亞印度

人國大黨（MIC），並在馬來西亞半島和沙巴和砂拉越其他較小的政黨聯盟）。    

    由於壓制性國家法律和缺乏資源的影響下，在馬來西亞國內政治反對派一直

支離破碎，但在 2008 年大選，國陣在聯邦議會失去了原有優勢的三分之二多數

席次，並失去 13 州政府中 5 個州的執政權。作為成功的三個主要反對黨，人民

公政黨，民主行動黨（ DAP）和馬來西亞伊斯蘭教（ PAS ） ，正式聯盟成為

民聯，來管理他們新獲得州政府執政以及作為國會席次。 

    這次大選更是突顯執政聯盟國陣為鞏固執政權與反對聯盟民聯的對抗。這次

大選多達 85%的選民參與投票。這場選舉是一個馬來西亞政治改變的重要里程

碑。也是本文所欲探討的馬來西亞政治版圖變化後，政治將傾向資本主義，還是

再次引發軍事獨裁。 

    最後，‚憲法法院在印尼的政治崛起：石油和天然氣政策為例(The Political 

Rise of the Constitutional Court in Indonesia: A Case of the Oil and Gas Policy)‛，這篇

文章則是分析 Yndhoyono 政府對於這次影響力，以及在面對精英階層的勢力，國

家機構如何與之抗衡。雖然，印尼是東南亞地區最民主的國家，但政治是被菁英

階層所掌控。國家政策是在菁英階層間利益的妥協所產生的。 

    印尼政治經濟學者指出，其民主制度仍然趨於合作，世襲的性質，強大的政

治和商業精英們操作新的民主體制。寡頭精英政治上尋求政治與經濟的交易。在

印尼未能有足夠的空間來分析 Yndhoyono 政府如何面對精英階層維持他們利益

政策問題，為了在每一個公共政策的政治分析域可以提供更詳細和甚至不同的視

角來觀察印尼政治。選擇 Yndhoyono 政府在開放石油和天然氣政策研究。尤其是

在外國勢力介入開採石油與天然氣之下，Yndhoyono 政府獲得了來自司法機構，

特別是憲法法院的支持，成功地抵禦了民族主義的壓力，防止政策改變議會。 

    要分析這個問題，本文審視如何 Yndhoyono 政府已通過鞏固其權力啟動石油

和天然氣的政策，吸引外國大投資的自由化。而反自由主義政策的力量若獲得了

具影響力的公眾支持時，Yndhoyono 政府已經將議員和學者，讓他們在政府擔任

要職，以阻止反對派在議會，從公眾與策略的管理上干預。 

    通過上述分析，本研究的目的顯示政府行政的相對優勢地位，為此，首先分

析 2001 年實施石油和天然氣法；開放帶來的產業過程中，政策形成的背景和權

力鞏固的早期基礎。然後，分析的最有爭議的憲法法院的裁決對 Yndhoyono 政府

的支持，並展示如何進一步修改政府失效的法律。 

    第二場為社會建設，發表文章分別為‚印尼漁工移民偷渡到澳大利亞活動的

經濟結構受害情況調查(The Construction of Indonesian Traditional Fishing's 

Involvement in the Activities of Migrants’Smuggling to Australia as a Form of Structural 
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Victimization)‛；‚中國戲劇在新加坡的文化抵抗：表演藝術學校的個案研究

（1965-1976）(Cultural Resistance of Chinese Drama in Singapore: A Case Study of 

Performance Art School (1965-1976))‛； ‚中國宗教與非中國信徒：一貫道信徒在

泰國的敘述(‘Chinese Religion’ with Non-Chinese Believers: Narratives of I-Kuan 

Tao Believers in Thailand)‛。探討印尼漁民偷渡到澳洲的問題；中國戲劇在新加

坡的文化抵抗（1965 年至 1976 年）；中國一貫道在泰國的發展等社會發展與異文

化的衝擊。 

    ‚印尼漁工移民偷渡到澳大利亞活動的經濟結構受害情況調查(The 

Construction of Indonesian Traditional Fishing's Involvement in the Activities of 

Migrants’Smuggling to Australia as a Form of Structural Victimization)‛，這篇文章探

討印尼非法移民的形成問題，國際許多組織研究印尼非法移民偷渡到澳洲，印尼

地理位置是最為重要。然而，中東或中亞的非法移民，也是因為地理因素大量進

入印尼。而這些非法移民都是從事漁業或交通運輸行業的工作。而非法移民問題

不單只是政治或經濟單方面的問題，它涉及到整個印尼社會、文化與經濟問題。

本文將分析，什麼是真正的傳統與現實，建設在他們的生活和運輸服務的活動。

本文將討論傳統印尼的文化和經濟的複雜性。這也是印尼人成為非法移民的因素

與陷阱。 

   ‚中國戲劇在新加坡的文化抵抗：表演藝術學校的個案研究（1965-1976）

(Cultural Resistance of Chinese Drama in Singapore: A Case Study of Performance Art 

School (1965-1976))‛，則是分析新加坡中國戲劇內容，對於時政的討論，批判與

扮演角色。 

    新加坡的中國戲劇內容有相當大的關注和批評政治和社會現實的問題。從

1950 的到 1960 年，因為合併與勞動和學生運動和反殖民主義索賠和獨立性。在

過去，工會，學生會和戲劇從業者，究竟是誰把中國教育的責任群體不斷地被看

作是在官方文件共產黨人或叛軍。不過，這種情況已經開始改變了。2001 年。

一種重新定義歷史趨勢 突然出現在新加坡和馬來西亞。研究人員打算重新評估

誰被官方文件忽略，描繪他們的壓迫社區 立場，例如，階級對立所造成的經濟

政策，有損種族 文化造成的語言政策，以及辯解的合理性與合法性。 

    不幸的是，這些作品大多仍集中在雙重邏輯的共產主義，而不是調查/非共

產主義是如何做到這些左翼團體中國想和應對的現實。尤其是他們如何想像和實

踐左翼 的想法。因此，本文將代表中國戲劇組性能 藝術學院為個案，來分析中

國的方式戲劇團體解釋和實踐左翼的想法通過自己的表演中國特色和日常動力。 

    ‚中國宗教與非中國信徒：一貫道信徒在泰國的敘述(‘Chinese Religion’ 

with Non-Chinese Believers: Narratives of I-Kuan Tao Believers in Thailand)‛，則是介

紹泰國一貫道的發展，以及在泰國異文化下，一貫道如何去宣教與融入泰國社

會。這是篇探討兩種異文化以及不同宗教之間的交流與融合的文章。 

    第三場為人的移動與遷移。文章分別為‚臺灣政府對外國移民的管理：案例

外事警察為例(A Study of Taiwanese Attitude toward Immigrants—the Case of Foreign 
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Affairs Policemen)‛；‚向上或向下，外籍農民工和台灣原住民的社會流動(Upward 

or Downward。The Social Mobility of Migrant Workers and Taiwanese Aborigines)‛； 

從匯款到革命：菲律賓僑民對政治和經濟變革的影響(From Remittance to 

Revolution: The Filipino Diaspora and Political and Economic Change in Philippine 

Society)‛。針對人口移動所引申出的議題作探討，台灣外事警察對外國移民的

管理；台灣原住民與農民工的社會流動；菲律賓僑民對於菲律賓政治與經濟的影

響等移動人口議題的研究。 

    ‚臺灣政府對外國移民的管理：案例外事警察為例(A Study of Taiwanese 

Attitude toward Immigrants—the Case of Foreign Affairs Policemen)，這篇文章敘述東

南亞外籍勞工在台灣的數量與現況。東南亞外籍勞工(含外籍配偶)，已經深入台

灣各地，尤其在偏遠的鄉村地區。而，這些外籍勞工或是外籍配偶已經影響到台

灣整個文化、社會與經濟的發展。 

    根據台灣內政部的數據，在 2012 年年底，共有 483921 外國人住在台灣。在

這些人，所佔比例最大的是外國工人（ 434325 人; 89 ％ ） ，第二是外籍配偶

（ 64,262 人，13 ％ ） ，第三是專業人士（非東南亞亞洲移民，48,325 人; 9 ％ ）。

移民的國籍，最大的分類比例為印尼，其次是越南，第三是菲律賓，第四為泰國。。

這些東南亞籍的勞工分佈在每一個城市和鄉村，遙遠的山區或海岸。我們可以從

這些數據看，這些移民中有很大比例的外國工人和外國配偶，已經關係到台灣的

社會和經濟發展。這篇文章則是敘述台灣外事警察，如何協調與管理外籍勞工在

台灣安全與秩序。 

   ‚向上或向下，外籍農民工和台灣原住民的社會流動(Upward or Downward｡

The Social Mobility of Migrant Workers and Taiwanese Aborigines)‛。這篇文探討台灣

原住民與外籍勞工階層的流動。由於外籍勞工到台灣工作，多是屬於勞動或幫傭

的工作，逐漸取代台灣原有的下層階級社會。 

    縱觀歷史，在台灣，台灣原住民一直被視為少數族裔。然而，來自台灣原住

民的電視節目的討論，他們認為外籍勞工的到來會剝奪他們的工作權利。 

本文試圖探討在台灣外籍勞工的社會流動和台灣原住民工人之間的關聯。這項研

究的結果表明，這些即將來臨的外籍勞工沒有威脅到台灣原住民的工作權利。此

外，這些外籍勞工在台灣社會中取代了原來的下層階級。 

    最後‚從匯款到革命：菲律賓僑民對政治和經濟變革的影響(From Remittance 

to Revolution: The Filipino Diaspora and Political and Economic Change in Philippine 

Society)‛，這篇文章研究希望透過菲律賓外僑援助菲律賓經濟發展，進而形成

一股政治力量，來做菲律賓政治與經濟的改革。希望這股政治力量能獨立於傳統

恩施關係的政治力量，從而改變長久菲律賓政治紛爭的問題。 

    本研究探討，菲律賓僑民如何以及在何種程度上，可以影響菲律賓社會的政

治變革。它認為，（1）在菲律賓社會，菲律賓僑民正在幫助創建一個新興的社會

階層（2），菲律賓僑民的開發項目以及匯款和有助於創造出一個獨立政治系統，

有別於困擾菲律賓政治的惠顧系統。 
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    會議最後，針對博士生研究的方向與寫作能力，京都大學東南亞研究中心特

別請 Paul Kratoska(National University of Singapore)教授，針對‛亞洲研究的方式

(Getting Published in Asian Studies)‛，進行專題演講。演講過程對於博士生如何從

事研究的方向，方法，甚至是如何英文寫作，都有深入淺出的介紹。 

 

二、檢討與建議 

    此次研討會除了學術交流與培養東南亞研究人才外，較為重要的是實地了解

日本、台灣對於東南亞學術研究的方向與範疇。並透過與印尼、菲律賓、馬來西

亞等國研究人員相互探討東南亞議題，較能進一步，以及從更多不同的焦點與角

度去分析東南亞的議題。此次會議心得如下： 

    ‚塔信與泰國：泰國非曼谷地區政治的興起(Thailand under Thaksin: The Rise 

of ‘Non-Bangkok’ Power in Thai Politics)‛，說明了目前泰國政治動盪的權力架

構、影響因素，以及泰國民主政體正在接受軍事政變與民主鞏固的考驗。 

要了解泰國政治動盪，必須先探討泰國政治動盪的關鍵人物，塔信，權力架構的

分配與影響。 

    ‚馬來西亞第十次大選後：社群主義，資本主義或個人獨裁主義？(Malaysia, 

After GE-13 – Communalism, Capitalism or Caesarism?)，這篇文章說明了馬來西亞

政治的變遷，以及所帶來的影響。馬來西亞政治是民族主義、宗教、民主政體所

組成的混合體，此次大選關係到政黨輪替，也在驗證民主鞏固在馬來西亞的考

驗。另一方面也在驗證伊斯蘭教義與世俗政治觀念的融合與對立。 

    ‚憲法法院在印尼的政治崛起：石油和天然氣政策為例(The Political Rise of 

the Constitutional Court in Indonesia: A Case of the Oil and Gas Policy)‛，探討身為東

南亞地區最民主國家的印尼，其憲法法庭地位在政治上的地位。文中也點憲法法

庭決議的重要性提升，並與實際執政者政策相違背時，政府所做的反應。 

    ‚印尼漁工移民偷渡到澳大利亞活動的經濟結構受害情況調查(The 

Construction of Indonesian Traditional Fishing's Involvement in the Activities of 

Migrants’Smuggling to Australia as a Form of Structural Victimization)‛，則說明印尼

漁工偷渡澳洲對於印尼社會與經濟結構的影響。中國戲劇在新加坡的文化抵抗：

表演藝術學校的個案研究（1965-1976）(Cultural Resistance of Chinese Drama in 

Singapore: A Case Study of Performance Art School (1965-1976))‛，使人了解新加坡

的中國戲劇中所隱含對時政的批評，也感受到知識分子對政治的改革期許與反

思。‚中國宗教與非中國信徒：一貫道信徒在泰國的敘述(‘Chinese Religion’ 

with Non-Chinese Believers: Narratives of I-Kuan Tao Believers in Thailand)‛，一文點

出中國宗教在異文化的泰國，如何在食衣住行各方面去融入與發展。一方面堅守

信仰，另一面融入當地文化的艱辛。 

    ‚臺灣政府對外國移民的管理：案例外事警察為例(A Study of Taiwanese 

Attitude toward Immigrants—the Case of Foreign Affairs Policemen)‛；‚向上或向

下，外籍農民工和台灣原住民的社會流動(Upward or Downward。The Social Mobility 
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of Migrant Workers and Taiwanese Aborigines)‛； 這兩篇文章說明了外籍勞工在臺

灣的管理方式以及影響。東南亞籍勞工，不僅對於臺灣政治與經濟影響，其社會

地位與階層正要取代臺灣原住民的角色。這是隱藏在臺灣社會中，你我周遭之

事，而對於外籍勞工所衍伸的問題，臺灣政府卻有意識地忽略、壓抑與制止其問

題的發生與解決。 

    最後，‚從匯款到革命：菲律賓僑民對政治和經濟變革的影響(From 

Remittance to Revolution: The Filipino Diaspora and Political and Economic Change in 

Philippine Society)‛，這篇文章從另一個角度來看其僑民對於母國政治與經濟改

革的影響。菲律賓為外籍幫傭的輸出國，其旅居在全世界的菲律賓僑民，或許有

可能能成為新的政治勢力，來打破菲律賓執政效率不彰，政治分裂的困境。 

    其次，透過這次會議，開啟與京都大學東南亞研究中心合作。日本京都大學

東南亞研究中心是日本首屈一指的研究機構。而兩校研究對於東南亞研究方向與

領域不同，藉此契機，交流與學習，相互擴展東南亞研究領域。 

    此外，京都大學東南亞研究中心邀請 Paul Kratoska 教授，針對「研究」所進 

行的討論，不僅給青年研究人員，對「研究」一個完整、深度與廣泛的講解，對

於研究人員而言，也是個審慎自我研究的洗禮。個人覺得，這是個好的安排與規

劃。這次會議對於兩校博士生，是拓展學術，增進視野的一大機會。然而，若能

在增開議題，勢必能有更多的交流空間。 

    最後，針對東南亞地區學術研究議題，與亞洲地區從事東南亞研究的機構或

學校，舉辦青年學者學術交流互訪或研討會，相信能進一步擴大對東南亞地區研

究的視野，加深研究領域。其次，透過學術交流，建立東南亞地區研究學術管道

與學術價值，這將有別於西方國家的觀點，更能找出東西方學術研究的差異性，

對於東南亞議題能更為客觀的看法。最後，臺灣新一代東南亞研究，也更能有機

會走出臺灣，拓展與擴大學術視野。 

    對於京都大學東南亞研究中心所舉辦的研討會，事前議程規劃較為模糊，若

能在會議之前清楚相關議題與演講內容，相信更能增加此次會議的效能與目的。

然而，台灣東南亞研究若能以此為基礎，舉辦類似青年學者研討會，除了拓展國

際視野，增進學術間交流，更能落實東南亞研究。 
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三、會議照片 

 

  

圖一：參與「東南亞政治、文化與移民青年學者工作坊」，全體合照                           圖二：議題 1:政治(Politics) 

 

 

  

     圖三：陳虹宇，‚緬甸的軍事和民主轉型              圖四：會議 2: 社會建設(Discursive and Social Constructions) 

(The Military and Democratic Transition in Myanmar)‛ 

 

   

   圖五：會議 3: 移動和遷移(Mobility and Migration)           圖六： Prof. Paul Kratoska (NUS, Singapore)， 

                                                 亞洲研究"Getting Published in Asian studies"主講 



The Military and Democratic Transition in Myanmar 

Abstract  

The military regime was the form of rule during Myanmar’s transition period. 

Myanmar’s internal ethnic conflict and armed confrontation enabled Myanmar’s 

military to rule firmly. On the one hand, confrontation with the ethnic minority 

maintained the state’s integrity. On the other hand, it suppressed the opposition forces 

of the civil society, but also maintained Myanmar’s military regime for nearly 50 

years. 

    After the 1990 general election, the military government wantonly rejected the 

election results, which in theory led to the junta’s legitimacy being threatened at home 

and abroad. The junta received international economic sanctions from the United 

States, Europe, and other countries. The external pressure oppressed the Myanmar’s 

military junta into actively promoting the “Roadmap to Democracy.” Thus, the 

military government’s initiative to promote democratization not only strengthened the 

legitimacy of the regime, but also reconciled the internal strife, alleviated the public 

clamor for democracy, and searched for opportunities to resolve the ethnic conflict 

and promote economic development.  

I. Introduction 

  After World War II, Burma was one of the countries in the Third World that 

附件一 



pioneered to implement multi-party parliamentary democracy. In 1948, Myanmar 

gained independence. Having been influenced by the British colonial culture for so 

long, it chose the British-style parliamentary democracy as the political system. After 

independence, the parliamentary democracy faced enormous difficulties and 

challenges, and the intricate ethnic conflicts, class contradictions, and the ruling 

group’s internal strife made the situation in Burma continue to deteriorate. 

In 1962, Ne Win launched a military coup to terminate the fourteen years of 

parliamentary democracy in Myanmar. Since Myanmar’s General Ne Win led a 

military coup that overthrew U Nu’s parliamentary democratic government in 1962 

until the elected government was restored in 2011, Myanmar’s military government 

ruled for nearly 50 years, making it the world’s longest-ruling military regime after 

World War II. 

 The elected government was established in 2011, symbolizing the achievement 

of Myanmar’s “Roadmap to Democracy” program and the completion of the 

democratization process.  

This paper based on the third wave of democratization first analyzed the 

occurrence of Myanmar’s democratization and then explored the history and results of 

the “Roadmap to Democracy” program. Finally, it concluded and generalized the 

types of democracy in Myanmar. 



II. Factors of Democratic Transition in Myanmar 

Huntington summarized five factors that contributed to the third wave of 

democratization: legitimacy crisis, significant economic changes, religious and 

cultural forces, impact of international powers, and demonstration effect. The factors 

of democratic transition in the third world, however, differed in region, culture, time, 

and type of regime (Huntington, 1991). 

Legitimacy Crisis 

Since the military coup in 1962, Myanmar’s junta faced legitimacy problems. 

When Myanmar faced the military coup in 1988 for the second time, the legitimacy of 

the military government was challenged even more. The repeal of the 1947 

Constitution and refusal to recognize defeat in the 1990 elections shook the military 

government’s legitimacy until the regime was transferred in 2011. 

On September 18, 1988, General Saw Maung again launched a military coup, 

announced the abolition of the Constitution and the dissolution of the Popular 

Assembly and national authorities, and renamed the Socialist Republic of the Union 

of Myanmar as the Union of Burmato overthrow the “Burma Socialist Program Party 

(BSPP)” government
1 

and establish a military regime
2
.  

                                                      
1
 In 1962, the military strongman General Ne Win staged a coup to take over political power for over twenty years. 

The Ne Win administration took the socialist route, politically led by the one-party dictatorship of the “Burma 

Socialist Program Party (BSPP).” 
2
 In 1988, within the military, the “State Law and Order Restoration Council (SLORC)” became the 

highest decision-making body in the government of Myanmar. From 1992, Senior General Than Shwe 
replaced Saw Maung to take over the ruling. In 1997, the decision-making body was changed to the 



 After a stagnation of 30 years, Myanmar’s military government once again held 

democratic elections in May1990. In this election, Aung San Suu Kyi led the 

“National League for Democracy” and won an absolute advantage
3
, but the military 

junta refused to hand over power, and repealed the election results. Later, Aung San 

Suu Kyi was placed under long-term house arrest, and immigration restrictions and 

censorship were placed on the “National League for Democracy” and other parties. In 

2007, under the leadership of the monks, the “Saffron Revolution”
4
 campaign to 

strive for democracy broke out. The legitimacy of the military’s continued ruling was 

challenged by the international community, bringing the US-led western forces to 

place further economic sanctions on Myanmar (Xia Yan, 2008). 

Finally, when the Myanmar junta was challenged, the junta also handled it by 

shifting the focus (national minority armed struggle) and using repression (8888 

democracy movement, Saffron Revolution), denial (refusal to hand over power in 

1990), guidance (elections held in 2010, transfer of power in 2011), and finally the 

generation of Myanmar’s democratic transition. Furthermore, after the 1990 election, 

in 2003, it formulated the “Roadmap to Democracy” program, drew up a new 

                                                                                                                                                        
“State Peace and Development Council (SPDC).” 
3
 The National League for Democracy was established in September 27, 1988. The founders included the 

Myanmar Army Deputy Chief of Staff Aung Kyi; Myanmar Defense Minister General Tin Oo; and General Aung 

San’s daughter Aung San Suu Kyi. Since 1988, it has been the largest opposition party and political organization 

in Myanmar. In the 1990 congressional elections in Burma, the National League for Democracy won 392 seats out 

of 492 seats, accounting for 83%. 
4
 In 2007, the anti-junta demonstrations in Myanmar, also known as the second wave of democracy in Myanmar, 

were originally a protest against rising prices that turned into the demand for democracy. From September 18, 

2007, thousands of Buddhist monks began to participate in demonstrations. Due to the color of the monks’ dress, it 

was also called the “Saffron Revolution.” 



constitution in 2008, and held the 2010 election. In 2011, the elected government was 

established. These political reforms were executed by the military government’s 

hierarchical top-down approach of reform. This can explain why the legitimacy was 

not only questioned by the people, but also why the ruling military elite class 

differentiated. 

Economic Transformation  

    From 1962 onward, the failure of the socialist economic policies, coupled with 

the neutral isolationist foreign policy, led to the standstill of domestic economic 

development and international trade, resulting in a long-term economic decline that 

caused the UN to list Myanmar, the original forefront of economic development 

among Southeast Asian countries, as an LDC in 1987. The factors of dissatisfaction 

within the military government regarding the failure of the economic policy reform, 

on August 8, 1988, a march movement demanding economic reform was triggered. 

Under the government crackdown, the purpose was turned into a striving for 

democracy and aspirations for government reform. The “8888 Democracy 

Movement” results are as follows: differentiation occurred within the army; a second 

military coup forced Ne Win to step down; military forces expanded; the opposition 

“National League for Democracy” was founded
5
. 

                                                      
5
 The 8888 democracy movement was led by Aung San Suu Kyi, U Nu, and other opposition parties. 

The political situation in Myanmar showed a great trend of democracy returning, differentiation 



 Myanmar military government began opening up foreign investment in 1990 in 

an attempt to resolve its problems in energy, transportation, and other issues of 

backward infrastructure and equipment, so as to promote economic growth with the 

pattern of international investment. But because of corruption within the military 

government
6
, along with international economic sanctions, the economic reform was 

limited
7
.  

Religion and Traditional Culture 

 Huntington deemed that the modern democracy first occurred mainly in the 

Christian countries, but traces of democracy appeared more slowly in Islam-, 

Buddhism-, or Confucianism-dominated countries, because the doctrine of the 

Western Church and the way of leadership following the Industrial Revolution and 

politics of parliamentary reform created profound changes. This also shows the 

energy of the power of religion in politics. 

 Myanmar is a Buddhist country. In Myanmar’s society, the monks enjoy a high 

social status and play an important role in culture, education, and other aspects. On 

September 5, 2007, the monk class began to participate in demonstrations. Monks 

                                                                                                                                                        
among supporters of the junta or within the army, and the collapse of the military government. 
6
 In the 2007 “Transparency International” report, among the world’s 180 countries, Myanmar and Somalia tied in 

last place in the Corruption Perceptions Index ranking. 
7
 According to United Nations statistics, in 2007, a third of Myanmar’s population lives below the 

poverty line. Per capita annual income is less than US$300, making Myanmar listed as one of the 
world’s poorest nations. A third of Myanmar’s children are in the state of chronic malnutrition. The 
government spending in health and education and Myanmar’s per capita income are among the 
lowest in the world. 



even announced that they would refuse to accept the alms of the “State Peace and 

Development Council” members and their families and would withdraw monks 

serving in the troops. Monks’ open break from the authorities this time significantly 

impacted the country. In other words, the monks’ action increased the opposition 

power and hit hard the junta’s ruling authority. 

External Pressure 

 The actions of the foreign government or agency will affect or even decisively 

affect a country’s democratization. Of course, the factors of external force could lead 

a country to achieve the efforts of democratization but may also hinder or even 

prevent the schedule of democratization progress (Huntington, 1991). 

 Democratization of Myanmar was deeply affected by the international forces. 

The Government of Myanmar since 1962 adopted a neutralist foreign policy. Since 

1990, the military government denied the results of the failed election. The Western 

countries deepened the implementation of political isolation, arms embargo, all 

economic sanctions on Myanmar, making Myanmar more isolated in the international 

arena.Until the establishment of an elected government in 2011 and after the political, 

economic, and human rights improved, Western countries gradually lifted the 

sanctions on Myanmar. 

Demonstration Effects 



 When the economic policies failed, under the constant influence of domestic and 

international democratic voices, the junta in order to maintain its own interests 

referred to the regime type of each country in the political reform and tried to 

consolidate power through the pattern of guiding democratic elections. For a similar 

system state, the democratization can solve various political problems it faced at 

home. Especially between countries with geographical adjacency and cultural and 

habitual similarities, the role of “demonstration effect” is even more obvious 

(Huntington, 1991). 

 In the third wave of democratization, the military regime in Latin America quit 

politics, and democratic elections and civilian rule became a trend in world politics. 

Then, the process and regime type of democratic transitions of Southeast Asian 

countries became a reference to the junta of Myanmar.  

In summary, the reasons for the third wave of democratization will vary with 

time and space, and no single factor is sufficient to explain all the countries’ 

democratic development. Each country’s democratization will vary with different 

conditions, as a result formed by a variety of reasons (Huntington, 1991).  

Therefore, Myanmar’s military government faced a legitimacy crisis and the 

impact of the wave of political democratization at home and abroad. Under the 

economic dilapidation, failed economic policies, cycle of international economic 



sanctions, and other factors, coupled with the palliation of internal ethnic civil war, 

the easing of the international situation, and reduction of the military necessity and 

solidarity (David C. Williams, 2011), Myanmar’s military government was bound to 

refer to the current democratic regime patterns in Southeast Asia, to develop a 

political democratization process with Myanmar characteristics in order to maintain 

military interests. 

III. Significance of Myanmar’s Democratic Transition  

Based on the domestic strife, economic dilapidation, foreign economic sanctions, 

and the wave of democratization, Myanmar’s military government put forward the 

political democratization program as an internal attempt by the military government 

to implement political democratization in Myanmar in order to maintain military 

interests. 

First, Myanmar’s military government in August, 2003, promoted the “Roadmap 

to Democracy” of the democratization process, Myanmar’s political trilogy of 

constitution, election, and governance
8
.  

    However, the reasons why Myanmar can stably implement the “Roadmap to 

                                                      
8
 On May 17, 2004, the military government restored the National Assembly and carried out the 

constitutional process again. On May 10, 2008, Myanmar held a nationwide referendum, passing the 
new draft constitution. On March 30, 2011, at the same time that Myanmar President-elected Thein 
Sein and his cabinet were sworn in to the capital Naypyidaw, Myanmar’s supreme authority “State 
Peace and Development Council” officially transferred the power to the new government, which 
marked the completion of the transition from the military junta to a democratically elected 
government in Myanmar (Bai Tao, 2011). 



Democracy” can be analyzed from a few aspects: First, the military government 

power is firm. In nearly five decades of ruling, the military junta has experienced 

trends and impacts of globalization and democratization. The Western sanctions and 

pressures, ASEAN’s guidance and expectations, domestic monks, NLD, national 

minority armed forces, college students, other political forces, and the ins and outs of 

protests and struggles have not changed the fact of the long military ruling. 

 Although the tripartite political forces of Myanmar’s military, opposition, and 

national minorities already formed the three pillars in the social structure, the military 

had the advantages of ruling, and the capabilities of the latter two could not replace 

those of the military to dominate Myanmar’s political situation (Chenyang, 2006). 

Under the influence of the military-led nation building for more than half a century, 

the military leadership considered itself the nation’s creator and guardian. The 

military power had entered deeply into leadership in political, economic, social, and 

various fields. Active duty and retired military officers led the operation of the 

government, state-owned enterprises, and non-governmental organizations; the 

nationalization of various organizations led to the atrophy of private organizations. To 

a certain extent, Myanmar’s military organization was a “state within the state” 

(Morten B. Pedersen, 2011). 

 The second reason was the planned expansion of the military forces. In 1993 set 



up “Myanmar Union Solidarity and Development Association,” with executive power, 

internally absorbing the servicemen and their dependents and externally recruiting 

youths widely to join membership. The junta expanded through the Myanmar Union 

Solidarity and Development Association’s military forces in the private sector and by 

making them the community of military interests. On August 21, 2010, the 

Association was reorganized as the “Union Solidarity and Development Party 

(USDP)” to participate in Myanmar’s elections. Therefore, the Government Councils 

are still controlled by the military
9
. The “Roadmap to Democracy” promoted in 2003 

essentially maintains the interests of the military. The military junta attempted to 

return to the regular civilian rule, but did not give up the military-controlled 

government. Through the constitution and elections, the parliamentary seats were 

allocated to military and elected officials (democracy), and powers were allocated 

between the central part of the State and its local part (federal), legally protecting the 

military’s rights in order to legitimize the military power (Morten B. Pedersen, 2011). 

    Finally, the civilian government established by the 2011 elections symbolized the 

process of democratization the military separated from the politics. However, the 

military still dominated the operations of the Myanmar government and Councils at 

                                                      
9
 In the 2010 general election, there were a total of 18 million party members, which accounted for 

35% of Myanmar’s total population and won 70% of the members’ seats. Furthermore, the 2008 
Constitution stipulates to reserve a quarter of the seats in both houses and parliaments at all levels 
for the military men. 



all levels. As far as Myanmar’s political power structure is concerned, such 

democratization process is conducive to the transfer of power, so that the military 

government was able to make a smooth transition to a new elected government and 

maintain the country’s stability and continuation of the policy (Chenyang, 2011).  

IV. Concluding Remarks 

 The former military junta’s highest leader Senior General Than Shwe played a 

crucial role in the democratic transition and was the main policy maker to boost this 

political change in Myanmar. The current President Thein Sein, the Federal 

Parliament Speaker Thura Shwe Mann, and leader of the opposition Aung San Suu 

Kyi took advantages of the trend to take a big step toward political and reform. The 

Myanmar people’s cumulative discontent with the economy and desire for 

democracy after a long military dictatorship were the solid bases for political 

transition in Myanmar. The promotion of the “Roadmap to Democracy” represents 

the quantitative to qualitative change in the democratic process, so this change is not 

a mutation, but the constant effort of Myanmar’s elite. The international community 

generally considered the parliamentary by-elections in April 2012 to be free and fair. 

Although USDP is based on the form of one-party dominance and the parliamentary 

politics still posses a strong military color, Myanmar’s election in 2010 and 



by-election in April 2012 still symbolize the politics in Myanmar are developing 

towards democratization and order (Kong Zhijian, 2012). 

 Overall, the democratic transition in Myanmar has several characteristics: It is a 

planned reform designed and initiated by the Myanmar government as a top-down 

reform with a higher controllability. It was a peaceful change dominated by the 

military elite, wherein Senior General Than Shwe and President Thein Sein played 

important roles. It was a political reconciliation, where both the ruling and opposition 

forces avoided the constitutional legitimacy of the 2010 election results and other 

major issues. The political reforms this time did not touch the fundamental interests 

of the army and former junta leaders and thus did not lead to a serious confrontation. 

 Finally, based on similar customs, Buddhist countries, religious conflicts, 

massive military forces, and other factors, the military-led democratization process 

and problems of Thailand became Myanmar’s template for future development. And 

if the new Myanmar government cannot keep making flexible adjustments of policies 

as Singapore did, maintain social stability through economic development at the 

same time, and coordinate military interests and the public interest, there is no 

guarantee a military coup will not happen again and lead to a return to the military 

authoritarian rule. 
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