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Territorialization and state power in Thailand
PETER VANDERGEEST and NANCY LEE PELUSO
University of Victoria and York University; Yale University

Weber and many other theorists have defined the state as a political
organization that claims and upholds a monopoly on the legitimate use
of physical force in a given territory.1 Writers who draw on this
Weberian approach have devoted considerable theoretical attention to
political organization, legitimacy, and physical coercion in the making
of modern states. Until recently, however, the meaning of territory as a
key practical aspect of state control has been relatively neglected by
many theorists of the sources of state power. Territorial sovereignty
defines people's political identities as citizens and forms the basis on
which states claim authority over people and the resources within those
boundaries.2 More important for our purposes here, modern states
have increasingly turned to territorial strategies to control what people
can do inside national boundaries. In this article, we aim to outline the
emergence of territoriality in state power in Thailand, formerly called
Siam. In particular, we examine the use of what we call internal territorialization in establishing control over natural resources and the
people who use them.
Although sociologists who take a comparative approach to understanding the development of the modern state have given scant attention
to internal territorialization and natural resource control, we can find a
basis for the analysis of territoriality in the work of political geographers and those political scientists who have examined the establishment of territorial administrations. The literature on the administrative changes during the French Revolution and on rural market and
administrative systems in China are the most notable in this regard. The
dramatic reorganization of local administration during the French
Revolution has inspired observers to analyze in detail the implications
of the formation of territorial departments, of particular interest here
since French territorial strategies were later a model for the reorganizaTheory and Society 24: 385-426, 1995.
? 1995 KluwerAcademic Publishers. Printed in the Netherlands.
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tion of the Thai state.3 Since William Skinner,4 analysts of rural China
have often noted the cellular characteristics of rural markets and state
administration in China, a characteristic that persisted after the revolution.5
We argue, however, that a territorialized local administration and
market system are only one aspect of a much broader process of territorialization. Thus in this article we systematize and generalize the
analysis of territorialization. We then illustrate the process through a
discussion of the establishment of territorial civil administrative units,
and the state's attempts to take over the administration of rights to land
and "forest"in Thailand. In doing so, we suggest a way of conceptualizing territoriality that differs from the usual approach taken by most
sociologists and political scientists, and that could enhance their analyses of state power.
It is worth reviewing briefly some of the ways that territoriality has
been addressed by sociologists and political scientists, as a way of
situating our approach. As mentioned above, the most striking feature
of the sociological literature on state power is the degree to which territoriality has been neglected.6 A quick survey of three of the most popular current sociological writers on the development of European states
demonstrates this point. Jessop,7 in a recent volume of essays on current theories of the capitalist state, refers only briefly to the territorial
characteristics of modern state power.8 His definition of the state fails
to mention territory,9and his index includes neither territory nor space.
Poggi'" mentions territory, territorial rulers, and the contemporary
"crisis of territory"in his discussions of the state but does not elaborate
on internal territorial control. Mann" is an exception; he defines the
political power of the modern state as a centralized, territorial regulation.12 But he does not take up the importance of abstract space (see
below) to the territoriality of the modern state; rather, he understands
territorial control as located in a center, "radiatingoutwards." Curiously, this notion of the centered-ness of power invokes the radial space
associated with pre-national rulers in Southeast Asia (see below) and
China,'3 rather than the abstract and homogeneous space defining
modern states' territoriality.'4
Many analyses of state power that mention territory do so in relation to
international boundaries, territorial sovereignty, or political identity,
rather than the spatial organization of state administration within a
state territory.15Where analysts do address the territorial administra-
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tion, they almost always study the variation of political institutions
across space rather than territoriality as we define it - as a resource
control strategy. The approach of Bulpitt16 exemplifies the understanding of territoriality as center-periphery relations. He defines territorial politics as
that arena of political activity concerned with the relations between the central political institutions in the capital city and those interests, communities,
political organizations and governmental bodies outside of the central institutional complex, but within the accepted boundaries of the state, which possess, or are commonly perceived to possess, a significant geographical or
local/regional character.

Rokkan is central to the study of territoriality as the study of variations
in political institutions across space,17but we would also include in this
approach studies of the regional subdivisions and regional differences
within national states.18
In recent years work by political geographers including Soja,19Harley,
Cosgrove, and Smith20 has prompted political economists to give more
attention to spatial relations. Spatial analysis, however, is not the same
as the study of territorialization.21 With only a few exceptions, geographers writing on the political economy of space focus on the spatial
distribution of economic activities and the spatial strategies of "capital,"
giving little systematic attention to the state's territorial strategies in
controlling people and their relations to land-based resources. This is
also true of the emerging literature on the politics of mapping.22
We are concerned here not so much with the demarcation of external
boundaries, the construction of national identity, or center-periphery
relations, as the internal territorialization of state power and its relation
to the allocation and realization of resource access rights. All modern
states divide their territories into complex and overlapping political
and economic zones, rearrange people and resources within these
units, and create regulations delineating how and by whom these areas
can be used. These zones are administered by agencies whose jurisdictions are territorial as well as functional. The territories are created
by mapping; thus modern cartography plays a central role in the implementation and legitimation of territorial rule.23
In conceptualizing territoriality, we have found the definition offered
by Sack most useful for our purposes. According to Sack,24 territoriality is the "attempt by an individual or group to affect, influence, or
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control people, phenomena, and relationships by delimiting and asserting control over a geographic area." Control by territorialization thus
works by proscribing or prescribing specific activities within spatial
boundaries. Although territoriality is a type of activity in space, it is not
the same as variation across space. The study of the spatial location of
activities (as in Soja's25work on the spatiality of economic activities) is
thus not the same as the study of how activities are regulated by territorial strategies,26 although his argument that "the space of physical
nature ... is literally made social" through its appropriation (or management) by contending actors is relevant.27
Territorialization is about excluding or including people within particular geographic boundaries, and about controlling what people do
and their access to natural resources within those boundaries.28 As
Sack outlines,29 territoriality involves classification by area, theoretically eliminating or altering the need to regulate specific resources or
individuals within a territorial zone. Territoriality also involves the
communication of both the territorial boundaries and the restrictions
on activities within the territory.30Forms of communication range from
locally recognized markers (a tree, stream, rice bund) to mapped points
locating boundaries according to the Global Positioning System - a
global spatial grid. Registered land titles and maps based on cadastral
surveys are the key texts that provide for clear communication of property rights to and among state authorities.31 Property rights thus become textually mediated.32
The territoriality of the modern state is based on what we call abstract
space.33 Abstract space dimensions are "linear;"they can be cut up
into discrete units (e.g., meters or degrees latitude and longitude) and
measured. Abstract space is homogeneous in that it is represented as
uniform within any given territory; any unit can be compared and rendered equivalent to another unit by spatial categories. The contruction
of such abstract, comparable grids permits the location or nesting of an area in a larger abstract space. The territory of a national park
is nested in national territory, which is nested in a global territorial
grid.34
The external perspective afforded by modern mapping techniques is
key to conceptualizing abstract space. Modern maps claim to present
abstract space in specific ratios to verifiable external referents. They
enable the communication of territorial boundaries because readers
can verify whether the location of a particular village, township, farm,
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house, elevation, or soil type corresponds to its representation on the
grid in the map. As Anderson has pointed out, mapping situates space
in a global grid defined by latitudes and longitudes, and composes
empty boxes (as it were) to be filled in through the census,35 and, we
might add, natural resources such as forests, minerals, water, or soils.
Maps do more than represent reality; they are instruments by which
state agencies draw boundaries, create territories, and make claims
enforced by their courts of law.36
People do not experience space as abstract,37and they generally have
no access to maps produced by militaries and government surveyors.
Experienced territory or space is not abstract and homogeneous, but
located, relative, and varied. Thus territorial land-use planning is, like
market liberalism,38 often a utopian fiction unachievable in practice
because of how it ignores and contradicts peoples' lived social relationships and the histories of their interactions with the land. We contend that the lack of fit between lived space and abstract space has contributed to the instability of the territorial strategies of the modern
state. States often have had to rely on open coercion against rural residents to implement territorial control. Even under such conditions,
people often refuse to acknowledge the territories claimed by states for
parks, protected production forests, and even state regulations on private property.
The enforceability of territorial claims is achieved by their recognition
by a relevant audience,39 by social pressure, and by the threat and use
of violence.40 Potential enforcers of property rights range from local
kin to large states, and in a given time and place, several enforcement
institutions may have some degree of authority and power. Where different legitimating authorities conflict in their allocation of rights, the
one that is the most enforceable in practice (de facto) will have a greater
influence on behavior and resource use that de jure controls.
The state's territorialization of resource control implies that the state
can mobilize the means of coercive enforcement inside national boundaries as well as against foreign intruders. In many parts of the world, the
state is far from achieving a monopoly on the internal use of physical
coercion. However, more powerful states and international non-state
groups often supply military hardware to help poorer or strategically
important states to repress anti-state insurgency, eliminate the cultivation of illegal drug crops, and protect natural resources.41
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Because state territoriality is often linked to the demarcation of the
external boundaries of the modern states, attention to the military basis
of modern states has also tended to focus on war-making between rival
claimants on territory. Thus the monopoly of violence is usually understood in the context of setting external boundaries, repressing rivals
challenging these boundaries, and obtaining income necessary to
defend these boundaries.42 The monopoly on the legitimate use of violence is not often theorized as central to the expropriation of the administration of property rights to land and territorial controls within
state boundaries.
Rulers territorialized state power to achieve a variety of goals. Foremost among these was the need to make claims on territory to protect
access to people and income from taxes and natural resources, in a
world in which only territorial claims were recognized as legitimate.
Second, territorialization enabled increased efficiency in the collection
of regular taxes. A regular money income was necessary to finance
permanent militaries, assess the availability of young men for a conscript military, and finance a growing bureaucracy as well as government investments that sustained local production in a context of global competition. Territorialization was in turn dependent on commercialization and the increased ability to extract money taxes on a
regular basis,43 since modern territorial bureaucracies are composed of
officials who demand regular salaries. In the colonies, where the majority of the population was engaged in agrarian livelihoods, the problem
of a regular supply of money income was often resolved by assessing a
head tax, an institution that frequently had catastrophic consequences
for the peasantry.44 Although the initial impetus behind territorialization was the need to make territorial claims, protect resources,
and collect taxes, most states later employed the territorial administration to organize surveillance, gather information about the population,
force them to settle down (important among the mobile peasantries of
Southeast Asia),45 and organize close control over people's everyday
activities.
The Thai state, like other nation-states, is extending and intensifying its
use of territorial strategies of population and resource control.46 The
state has increased its capacity and willingness to deploy violent means
of land-use control, in part due to its involvement in the global political-economy and the high stakes in the export-led economic growth
strategies it has embraced. Territoriality,far from being undermined by
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global processes, is increasing in importance and sophistication as a
state resource-control strategy in Thailand and elsewhere.
To illustrate these arguments, we focus on the territorialization of
resources and people in rural areas, specifically: (1) The territorialization of civil administration in rural Siam/Thailand; (2) State attempts
to take over the administration of rights to land through mandatory
registration of land titles based on surveys; (3) State attempts to control
the use of major portions of national territory by demarcating it and
defining it as forest. The state agency given jurisdiction over this territory (the Forestry Department) also claimed exclusive rights to
allocate and enforce use rights (for example, logging, grazing, or
mining rights) while setting conditions and refraining from allocating
the right to sell the land.
The latter two territorialization strategies have met with only limited
success. As we indicated above, territorialization is often unstable. In
Thailand, the people most directly affected by the state's resource
territorialization have undermined it by practices that ignore and resist
the state's goals.47 Conflicting mandates among state agencies also
undermine territorial control, as shown below. Finally, the Thai state
has not maintained a sufficient monopoly on the means of enforcement
to control people's activities effectively as required by state laws and
policies. Landholders look to local enforcers to protect their land
claims. As the state increases its capacity for enforcement, conflicts
emerge between state agencies with different objectives in implementing territorial regulations. As a result, although the Thai state has
increased its capacity to enforce territorial controls, it has failed to
meet the zoning objectives outlined in its development plans. The failures result not from international integration but from local resistance
to the project.

Territorializing Siam
Whereas the trend toward territorialization was a slow process spanning many centuries in Europe and North America,48 in Southeast
Asia territorialization resulted from global processes that came rapidly
to a head during the nineteenth century. These included the consolidation of territorial states in Europe and the Americas, European claims
on major territories on every continent, and the evolving dominance of
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capitalism in the global economy. At that time both colonial and noncolonial state agencies in Southeast Asia began to represent and
express state sovereignty in terms of territory. Most pre-colonial states
in Southeast Asia would fail to qualify as states in the Weberian sense
on the grounds of lack of territorial integrity.
The modern concept of national boundaries ... did not exist in Southeast
Asia until the nineteenth century.... Southeast Asians were not much concerned with the demarcation of frontiers.... It is only quite recently that the
rulers of the traditionally dominant societies have sought to establish a
modern sense of allegiance to the notion of a nation-state identity, with its
concomitant demand of loyalty from all citizens living within sharply defined
national boundaries.49

Except for Vietnam, where the provincial elites controlled land as well
as people, the administrations in most Southeast Asian areas were
based on control of labor, not land.50As we show in the next few paragraphs, pre-national states in Southeast Asia were thus not much involved with any of the three activities that we identified as important to
territoriality. First, they classified political units by their rulers and
ruling centers, not by their territorial boundaries. Second, they did not
communicate boundaries around specific areas to relevant audiences
by mapping them. Third, they used their capacity for physical coercion
to enforce claims on people's labor, the products of peoples' labor, or
people's lives (conscripting them for dry-season wars). But they generally did not try to enforce territorial claims.
The political systems in the area now constituted as Thailand (hereafter
referred to simply as Thailand) were typical of mainland Southeast
Asia and parts of what is now Indonesia. Thailand was dotted with
hundreds of principalities (muang), each ruled by a lord or king who
usually also gave allegiance to the king in Bangkok as well as sometimes kings in other major centers in Cambodia and Burma. The extent
of Bangkok's involvement in the affairs of the muang depended mostly
on the proximity of the muang to Bangkok. Distant muang were ruled
by lords who were relatively independent of Bangkok save payment of
tribute and periodic ritual displays of loyalty.51
Ruling monarchs and nobles in Bangkok and other muang did not
involve themselves directly in the activities of serfs, but rather appropriated a portion of their labor, goods (as tax-in-kind), a head tax, or
blood (as conscripted fighters). Populations claimed by various rulers
were registered as individuals or large extended households for collec-
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tion of head-taxes, tax-in-kind, corvee labor, or military conscription.52
Human labor was also controlled by slavery in many different forms, a
status that often followed from indebtedness.53 Women were not required to register with a master, but they could be enslaved. The
exceptions (people who were not registered and not obligated to provide labor or tax-in-kind to the nobility) in the nineteenth century
included upland "hill-tribe" people and many recent Chinese immigrants.
Relations between central and local authorities, as between masters
and groups of serfs and slaves, were neither territorial nor based on
corporate units such as households or villages.54 Groups of serfs and
slaves were classified not by their residence in a bounded territory, but
by their category of serf and their common subordination to a master.55
Legal codes, based on the 1805 Law of Three Seals, specified categories of person and the distribution of property rights in person in great
detail. Each male serf was supposed to be tattooed with a mark that
identified his category and master, while men had property rights to
their wives and unmarried daughters.56 But a property claim on a
person was not an exclusive claim to indivisible rights, so that in contexts such as inheritance, woman had rights to personal property including slaves.
Officials in the ruling centers also did not try to monopolize the communication of territorial rights or rights to land. They did not survey
land, create permanent written titles, or register rights to land-based
resources. Finally, the ruling groups in Bangkok and the major principalities did not claim a monopoly on the use of force to defend territorial boundaries. The Bangkok monarchy used military force to defend
its claims to tribute in economic products and the loyalties of local
lords, and to assist local lords in suppressing local rebellions. But the
control of military force was fragmented among different noble families
and local lords; it was not centralized under the king.57
Ruling groups in Bangkok and other major centers were concerned
with people's spatial location, but their concern was limited mostly to
the question of their subjects' distance from the center, and the possible
escape of serfs and slaves into the "wilderness," where rulers had limited power. The power of a ruling center declined with distance, and in
the boundary regions between ruling centers smaller places were
nominally subject to the weak power of several such centers. The
rulers' control and the enforceability of their claims to places, people,
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and resources far from the ruling center or otherwise not accessible
(such as a nearby swamp) was not equivalent to their control in areas
near to and accessible to the center. The far reaches of the rulers'
domains often had frontiers, not borders. These frontiers were sometimes unclaimed "wild"forests, and sometimes transition zones characterized by multiple sovereignty. Multiple distant rulers could make
overlapping claims on people, their labor, and local resources.58 Thus,
proximity of serfs and slaves facilitated their extraction of goods, labor,
and blood when necessary, so that rulers often engaged in wars with the
purpose of resettling populations closer to the ruling center.59
Territoriality, though not important to the major centers, was not
absent from the pre-national state or civil society in Southeast Asia.
Local people did have concepts of territoriality that were understood in
terms of geographic boundaries and, particularly, a range of rights
governing resources within those territories. But these boundaries were
flexible; for peoples who migrated or expanded to new "territories"the
boundaries often expanded or migrated with them; old claims to
resources could be maintained through several generations.6" In addition, claims to rice fields, the management of small irrigation systems,
and tax farms61 all involved concepts of territoriality. However, territoriality tended to be local - locally classified, locally communicated,
and especially, locally enforced. Rights to use land and associated
resources were enforced through webs of rights among individuals
linked by kin relations, and the local authority of influential strongmen/
bandits.62Insofar as pre-national ruling centers in Southeast Asia controlled territory, they did so indirectly, by controlling the people (e.g.,
local leaders) who controlled territory.
Although pre-modern ruling groups were more concerned with property rights in people rather than land, ruling groups did formally claim
some rights to land near the ruling center, and a symbolic right to the
products of the land. The Bangkok kings had a title that can be translated as the "lord of the land," which is now interpreted as giving him
formal rights to expropriate land and to tax land use. Cultivators maintained legal rights to land as long as they continued to cultivate it and
pay the appropriate taxes. Miscellaneous provisions in the Law of
Three Seals suggest that Bangkok officials took the role of enforcers of
property rights in some contexts; these provisions protected possessory
rights by specifying punishment for the forcible seizure of, or trespass
on, land under someone else's cultivation (see Ishii, p. 181). But there is
little evidence that provisions of this type were enforced by ruling of-

This content downloaded from 130.63.180.147 on Tue, 2 Jul 2013 22:47:56 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

395
ficials outside of the immediate vicinity of the ruling centers, where
systems of resource tenure were locally maintained.
Rulers in the major centers understood space sometimes in terms of
direction (east-west, front-back, landward or seaward, or local equivalents), sometimes in terms of travelling routes, and sometimes in terms
of sacred sites. At the center, space was often organized according to a
located, centered, and radial perspective of space. According to
Tambiah,63 the geometrical and topographical formulas of the
"mandala" has provided the design for communities in many parts of
Southeast Asia ranging from lineage-based segmentary societies to
complex centralized polities. The spatial orientation of town architecture and the administrative divisions were modelled on the idea of a
located sacred center (identified with Mount Meru) from which power
radiated outwards, becoming more diffuse with distance. Officials were
grouped into Ministries according to their orientation with respect to
the king. Thus ministries and princely palaces were organized into
those of the left, right, front, and back. Since the king on the throne
faced east,64 these also corresponded to the cardinal directions north,
south, east, and west.
In Bangkok and Ayuthaya before it, the ministries of the North
(Mahathai) and the South (Kalahom) were responsible for the administration of the muang outside Bangkok.65 These two ministries were
functionally distinguished by the types of obligations owed them by
people under their control rather than by types of duties performed
by its officials.66The labels North and South did not indicate territorial
control of a bounded space. Rather, they were organized according to
relationships between "leaders" and their retinues, and between the
minister and the lords of the principalities. Each principality or tributary state was similarly organized by these radial principles.
Sacred and radial space did not exhaust nineteenth-century conceptions of space in this region. For example, space for ruling groups was
also oriented by the paths by which goods and armies could move; thus
it was imagined in terms of the experience of travelling routes. Thongchai67 shows how pre-twentieth-century maps of the area that is now
made into Thailand were not oriented in terms of latitude and longitude,
but by the rivers and coasts along which traders and armies travelled. In
other pre-twentieth-century maps, space was organized to express religious teaching.68 The perspective of peasants living at a distance from
ruling centers in Southeast Asia has not been recorded but was no
doubt not the same at that of their rulers or long-distance travellers.
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Following trends among colonized states in the region,69 the Bangkok
monarchy in Siam undertook internal administrative reforms, adopted
a Western land code, and claimed ownership of all "unoccupied" land
more or less simultaneously during the last decade of the nineteenth
century. These policies were the result of changes in conceptions of
space and territorial sovereignty that took place through the latter half
of the nineteenth century, as well as pressure from England and France.
In the 1840s, British requests for Siamese assistance in demarcating
boundaries with Burma were not understood in Bangkok, where rulers
still thought in terms of non-territorial sovereignty. When pressed by
the British to help identify the location of the border, they repeatedly
suggested asking "old inhabitants on the frontiers ... what they
know."7"By the 1860s a new king (King Mongkut) had learned about
modern conceptions of space, and was able to discuss the demarcation
of borders with the British.71 However, the Bangkok rulers, who had
previously not been interested in borders, were typically unable to
comply with repeated British requests that they participate in demarcating the border between Burma and Siam, and they allowed the
British to do so on their own.
Problems with sovereignty and border demarcation in teak areas controlled by the Lanna lords in the north of Thailand indicate how European conceptions of and interests in particular types of territorial
sovereignty helped to push the Siamese rulers into rapid internal territorialization of the administration. By the 1870s and 1880s the British
search for shipbuilding timber had brought them through Burma to the
Lanna states, where they encountered what they called "banditry,"the
need to "bribe" the lords to obtain logging "concessions," and overlapping concessions. All parties who could wield the instruments of
violence, from lords to local strongmen, in effect demanded protection
fees.
In a move that was repeated in many other situations, the British chose
not to acknowledge the Lanna lords' local power, instead recognizing
Bangkok's sovereignty in the northern territory. Knox, the British Consul in Bangkok, demanded that "the Thai Government was either to
give up claim of territory over which they had no control or take immediate steps to drive out the intruders."In a series of treaties between the
British and Bangkok, Bangkok agreed to send police units to the
North, assign judges to settle disputes, permit the establishment of a
British Consulate in Chiangmai, and regulate bidding for teak con-
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cessions.72 Problems continued, however, and in 1891 the British took
over some of the territories also claimed by Bangkok and unilaterally
mapped a border.73
Under this resource-related pressure, the Siamese state, which previously was concerned more with local lords' loyalty and tribute than
with maps and territorial boundaries, also began to claim territorial
sovereignty by military occupation and mapping. According to Thongchai, Bangkok effectively became a small imperialist power by the last
decades of the nineteenth century, pre-empting European expansion
by using military force to occupy territory between their own and
French claims in Indochina.74 The need to occupy and thus control
formerly ambiguous territory also help spur military reforms: already
by the 1880s the king (Chulalongkorn, who followed Mongkut) had
been able to bring most military forces in Bangkok under his control,
and he had instituted a series of changes aimed at Europeanizing the
military. These included a permanent, paid volunteer force (rather then
a militia mobilized by corvee) and a salaried officer corp trained in a
palace military school. Bangkok also purchased European arms for the
reformed sections of the military, which were much superior to those
available in outlying areas.75
The forcible takeover of formerly semi-autonomous principalities was
accompanied by the first systematic efforts to map territory in Siam.
The first group of mapping officials was formed in 1875 from the
Royal Body Guard, which was also the basis of King Chulalongkorn's
military reforms. In 1880, Siam was brought into a global spatial grid
by a triangulation brought down into Bangkok by an English surveyor,
James McCarthy.76McCarthy was subsequently hired by the king for
additional survey work (for example, he determined the position of the
six other important towns, and various new national boundaries77), and
helped form the Royal Survey Department in 1885. Surveying activities
were concentrated in the Bangkok area (for reasons outlined below)
and the peripheries, the latter as surveyors travelled with the Siamese
armies of the 1880s to map territory as they occupied it.78The department continued to make boundaries in the Bangkok area and new
provinces until 1896, when the department published a map of Siam in
English. Thereafter the department's efforts were turned to cadastral
surveying.79
The changes at the turn of the century were also made in the context of
economic pressures set off in part by the Bowring Treaty with the
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Britishin 1855. The BowringTreatywas signed under militarythreat,
particularlydemonstrationsof British militarymight in the attack on
China over trade issues. Treatieswith the other imperialiststates followed on the model of the BowringTreaty.These opened up internal
marketsby makingmost monopoliesillegal,and by limitingimportand
export duties and internal taxation.80External trade increased, with
rice from the Central Plains quickly becoming the major export althoughteak and tin were also significant.81
Commercializationand increaseddependenceon externalmarketsput
pressureon the Bangkokadministrationto increaseits money income
to pay for the infrastructure(e.g., railways,irrigation)needed to compete with exports from nearby colonies82as well as militaryexpenditures.To increasemoney income, rulingelites promotedthe expansion
of rice productionfor sale, monetized serf obligationsin many areas,
and graduallyabolished slave labor.They replaced their own reliance
on slave and serf labor by promotingthe immigrationof wage laborers
from China,whom they hired for state projectsand exploited through
gamblingand opiummonopolies.They also set up manynew tax farms
on specificcommodities,whichwere takenup mostlyby the Chinese.83
Income from these monopolies and tax farmsallowedthe monarchyto
eliminateits relianceon serf obligationsand slaveryalmost entirelyby
the turnof the century.In addition,the centralizationand reformof the
militaryin Bangkokhad shiftedthe balancein militarypower to Bangkok.
These changesgave Bangkokthe power to initiate a massive program
to territorializeand centralize local administrationthroughout the
nationalterritory.The programwas initiatedduringthe 1890s and completed throughthe first decades of the twentiethcentury.The monarchy in effect transformedlayersof nobles and local lords into salaried
officials.Bangkokministrieswere reorganizedby functionalspecialization:the old ministryof the North,for example,becamethe Ministryof
Interiorand the Ministryof the Southbecame the Ministryof Finance.
New functional Ministries (Agriculture,Education, Defense, Public
Works, and others) were also created and staffed with salaried officials.84

The administrationsof the principalitiesoutside of Bangkokwere incorporatedinto the administrativehierarchyof the Ministryof Interior.85The lords of the principalitieswere displaced by provincial
governors who took over local administration.Provinces were sub-
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divided on the basis of territory into districts, and one of the local
nobility was transformed into a district officer. Schools were set up in
Bangkok and major principalities for training the children of the nobility to become salaried government officials, who during their careers
were rotated through a series of positions in different provinces so as to
minimize the development of local loyalties. All indirect taxes, labor
obligations, and tax farms were eliminated or replaced by a direct poll
tax collected throughout the territory now claimed by Bangkok. A military conscription linked to the poll tax was proclaimed in 1905.86
Local nobles led some rebellions against these changes, but the new
coercive power of Bangkok forced local lords to accept them. In some
areas discontent was contained by allowing the lords to retain their
titles and some income for several decades after they had lost much of
their power.87In the South the inability of local rulers to resist was partially due to their exploitation of local peasants during the late nineteenth century, and the flight of many peasants to the forest.88
Below the level of the district, the direct masters of serfs were replaced
with village heads and subdistrict chiefs (kamnan): Instructions sent
out from the new Ministry of Interior instructed provincial and district
officials to create villages and subdistricts by having the "heads of
approximately ten households" whose houses were located near each
other to elect a village head. Villages were in turn clumped into subdistricts (tambon); the number of villages in a subdistrict was supposed
to be determined by a radius of three hours walk between a central
village and the villages furthest from the center.89Officials were further
instructed to ask the village heads to elect one of themselves as the
kamnan (head of the subdistrict). Peasants who had been serfs attached
to a master became instead villagers under the jurisdiction of village
heads and kamnans. Eventually villages were defined territorially, by
mapping them like cells onto the landscape. The "village" was thus
created as territorial administrative unit.
"Households" were similarly a twentieth-century product of territorial
administration. As the government created villages, it also instituted
the registration of births, deaths, and marriages according to village
residence. All inhabitants of the village, according to these registrars,
are allocated a village address in a small territory comprising residential land. The collection of individuals registered at this address is the
household. That is, each person is assigned to a small area on a grid,
basically a cell occupied by a group identified as a "household." The
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governmentoffice at the districtcenterhas a cardfor each such household cell, which lists its inhabitantscategorized by gender, age, and
maritalstatus.The village was in effect a largercell encompassingthe
householdcells.
This territorialvillage and household registrationwas the means by
whichpersons were fixed in the nationalterritory,where they can now
be located, identified, counted, characterized, categorized, and
mapped.90When the system was first implemented,the Ministry of
Interiorused it to collect the poll tax and to mobilize people for the
military and police draft, which was slowly implemented region by
region after 1905. Now they use it to collect informationthroughcensuses and surveys, to allot land rights, and administerdevelopment
projects.Territorialclassificationhas replaced the old systems based
on classificationby social category - the myriad categories of slaves,
serfs, nobles, and princes. Classificationby kind is not eliminated,as
the household registrationsystem is augmentedby classificationby
gender, age, and educationallevel, but territorialregistrationis now
primary.91

The centralgovernmentalso tried to take over the role of enforcement.
This was partlyachievedthrougha militarypresence,but responsibility
for everydaypolicing was given to a ProvincialGendarmerie,introduced in 1897 under the Ministryof Interior,and organizedby territorialadministrativeunits.In 1908 therewere over 8,000 police in 345
stations. From the beginning the police were set up as para-military
units;duringthe early period the police officers were trainedas military officers, while the non-commissionedofficers were recruitedby
conscription together with the military recruits. After the Second
WorldWar,the United Statescontinuedthis traditionby providingaid
and militarytrainingfor police paramilitaryunits, who were promoted
partly as a counterweightto the army.92In recognitionof the limited
power of the police in everydaymatters, the kamnan and headmen
were empoweredto settle most small disputes and assess small penalties such as fines. The kamnanwas able to call out the coercive power
of the police to support him, and he thus became a locally powerful
person. Although the judicialsystemwas also reformed,until recently
few ruralpeople used the courts, preferringinstead local brokers,the
villagehead and kamnan,or districtofficialsof the Ministryof Interior.
The Departmentof Local Administrationin the Ministryof Interior
was set up to administerpeople through territorialization.Territory
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without people, "unpopulated" from the point of view of the state,93
was not included in the villages. This territory was defined as forest and
placed under the jurisdiction of the Royal Forestry Department, which
was initially also in the Ministry of Interior, although it was later moved
to the Department of Agriculture. Smaller land areas were awarded to
other agencies such as the railroad administration and the military. The
entire territory of the nation-state was thus divided into non-overlapping administrative units defined by their borders, and placed under
the jurisdiction of a relevant agency.
Thailand's territorial administration was modelled after that in nearby
colonies. The institution of the village head was similar to the British
system in India and that used by the Dutch in the Netherlands East
Indies (today Indonesia), while the highly centralized provincial and
district administration is similar to that in the French colonies of Indochina. More generallly, all modern states have reorganized local administrations on a territorial basis characterized by spatial boundaries,
territorial definitions of communities, and territorial administrative
hierarchies. There is considerable variation on this general model, particularly in the degree to which the initial reorganization was based in
pre-existing local relationships, and the degree to which local administrations are autonomous from the center (in turn a function of budget
autonomy and whether key local administrators are elected or appointed).94 In Thailand, the territorial administration is highly centralized,
although there is now pressure to make provincial governors electable
and decentralize some budget control. Nevertheless, increased autonomy at the provincial level would not compromise the territorial delimitation of local administrative units - in all likelihood it would increase
its importance.
Territorialization of the local administration is an important facet of
the internal territorialization of the state, and is the aspect of territoriality most often discussed by the political geographers mentioned
above. However, administrative territorialization in no way exhausts
territorialization of state rule. States have also increasingly used territorial strategies to control people's activities and their access and use of
local resources. The state's attempts to take over the administration of
property rights to land are central to this latter process.
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Property rights in land

The history of law relatingto propertyin land in Thailandfollows a
more generalpatternin Thai legal history:It is a historyof the wholesale adoption of Western models, incapacity to implement these
models effectivelythroughoutThailand,and subsequentreformsthat
combined some recognition of local practice with attempts to make
people conformto nationallaws.95
Two sets of legal codes are applicable in matters relating to land
law:the Civil and CommercialCode and a series of Land Codes. The
Civil and CommercialCode, enacted in 1936, sets out laws on private
propertyin general,includingpropertyin the family.The provisionsin
the Civil and CommercialCode establish the basic qualificationsof
"persons"who may own and dispose of property,and conditions that
need to be fulfilled to establish ownership.According to the code, a
person establishes"possessory"rightof anythingby "holdingit with the
intentionto keep it for himself."96
The territorialcharacteristicsof land have prompted a series of land
codes regulatingpropertyin land and committingthe governmentto
surveying and mapping the entire territory of the nation to establish boundaries on land control. Under the Civil and Commercial
Code, possession is sufficient to establish the right to cultivate land
against rival, non-state claimants to the same rights. But the Land
Codes specify that possession is not sufficientto establish either the
right to sell land or to continue to hold rights against possible state
claims on the land. To establishthese, land must also be surveyedand
registeredaccordingto the provisions of land codes created for this
purpose.
The first land code was enacted in 1901 to deal with the many land
disputes resultingfrom rapid settlementof land in the CentralPlains
and the intensificationof commercialagriculturein this area between
the 1870s and 1890s. Well-establishedlocal authoritiessuch as kin
elders who mediatedor preventedsuch disputes elsewherewere probably absentfrom these newly settled areas,while the commercialorientationof agriculturemade landvaluableas a commodity.In additionthe
commercialorientationof agriculturein the CentralPlainsproduceda
need for credit, while the abolition of slavery meant that cultivators
could no longeroffer themselvesor theirchildrenas security.Alienable
land titles thus became importantas securityfor loans. By 1896, the
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Survey Department had turned away from mapping the territorial
administrationand begun to focus on cadastralsurveyingnear Bangkok. After a series of measuresand acts that failed to resolvethe problem of clearidentificationof non-overlappingland rights,97the government adoptedin 1901 the Torrenssystemof land titling.
The 1901 Land Code made state-guaranteedland rightscontingenton
a cadastralsurvey and registration.The Director of the Royal Survey
Departmentdescribed the process of doing the cadastralsurveys (in
1908) in the followingterms:98
A well-known point in each province is taken when convenient as the center
or point of origin of the cadastral survey of that province, and the whole
province is cut up into imaginary but properly coordinated squares, each
2,500 rai [1 rai equals approximately 0.4 acres] in extent. Drawing an imaginary line north and south, and another line east and west through the point
of origin, each square is given a number according to its position; thus we
might have a square called 4N-3E, or another 6S-8W, the reference in each
case being to the central point.

Thus all of Central Thailandwas mapped into homogeneous or abstractareas for the purpose of registeringland rights,a process that is
repeatedat a more detailedlevel the mappingof provincesand villages.
Since 1901, registeredland titles and maps have become the key texts
that providefor clear communicationof propertyrightsto and among
state authorities.These texts provide a perspectiveon space comparable to the mapping of administrativeterritories.The boundarieson
parcels in which individualsor groups hold rightsare renderedlocatable in space by insertingthem into a grid of landed propertiesconstitutingthe nationalterritory.This makes claimseasier to documentand
enforceby stateofficials.
Although the land code was formallyapplicablethroughoutThailand,
it was in practicewrittento apply to landlordsand smallholdersin the
CentralPlains,and for urbanlandholders,where seriousproblemshad
emerged due to the commercializationof land. Between 1901 and
1909 state agencies surveyedland and issued land titles in the Central
Plains, establishingeleven land offices to registerland transfers.99But
after 1909 surveyingslowed, and very few title deeds were issued outside of the CentralPlain up to the 1940s.100In most areas,the allocation and enforcementof land rightscontinuedto be an activityof local
people. Although the land code of 1901 did not affect the allocation
and enforcementof land rightsoutside of the CentralPlains,the effects
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of the administrative reforms on local power did. The state-appointed
kamnan became a key arbitrator of land rights, partly because he was
backed by the coercive power of the state,101and partly because he collected land taxes. Receipts for land taxes soon became an important
local indicator of land occupancy.
Tax receipts were used as indicators of land rights in part because cultivators in the rapidly commercializing economy needed proof of
ownership recognized by non-local agents such as merchants and state
agencies, and because the 1901 land code had no provisions for recognizing occupancy without a survey and the resultant map. After 1932,
the new regime tried to solve this problem by legislation that recognized occupancy and utilization as long as such had been reported to
state officials. However, the majority of cultivators did not report land
use to the government, and the government lacked the capacity to
investigate occupancy everywhere.
A new Land Code enacted in 1954 was intended to solve this problem
by forcing cultivators to report occupancy. The inducement was the
threat that any land not declared within 180 days would be considered
unoccupied and therefore state property. Upon declaration cultivators
were issued a certificate (S.K.1) recording their claim.102 The S.K.1 was
intended as a temporary document; it was issued without inspection
and formally gave no rights with respect to use or sale. The 1954 Land
Code specified three documents to be issued by the Lands Department: The "Pre-emption Certificate" authorized temporary occupation
of land; the "Certificate of Use" was issued after an official investigated
the field to check for proper use, and the Land Title Deed was issued
after a cadastral survey and after the boundaries were marked with
posts.103The latter two documents gave rights to alienate land; the first
did not.
In practice the state was slow to issue Land Title Deeds, as it lacked the
capacity to carry out the requisite surveying. In 1970 less than five percent of the area in regions other than the central region had been surveyed.104 This and other aspects of the land registration practice
illustrate the incomplete hegemony of state strategies to claim, control,
map, and territorialize resources and people.
Cultivators had been uninterested initially in applying for land documents, but the threat induced many to declare land occupation and
obtain S.K.1's. Although the S.K.1 document was intended to be a
temporary document facilitating tax collection, it quickly became the
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most common proof-of-ownership document held by cultivators (apart
perhaps from tax receipts). Moreover, in spite of the inroads made by
the central state into local land administration, most of the actual
enforcers of property rights remained local: family elders, the kamnan,
or a local strongman. Cultivators and dispute arbitrators recognized
the S.K.1 as an ownership document on the basis of which people
could buy, sell, rent, and mortgage land. Although land disputes are not
often taken to court in Thailand, disputants who did not recognize
these local authorities could go to the courts - which also, significantly,
considered the S.K.1 a viable document.l05
In face of this unintended authority of the S.K.1 the central government
amended the Land Act in 1967 to specify that the S.K.1 no longer gave
any rights to landholders. After this, villagers began to change the S.K.1
into the "Certificate of Use."106By 1985 in the country as a whole, the
Certificate of Use was the most common document.107 A mere 15
percent of private land was held with full "Land Title Deeds."
Although most people declared the land they occupied in 1954, many
people in remote areas and those engaged in shifting and rotational
agricultural work did not. Cultivators, frequently encouraged by
government agencies (see below), continued to clear and occupy new
land. In 1971 the government was forced to recognize that the situation
was beyond its control, and abolished a provision that had declared
land not registered under the S.K.1 to be unoccupied.108 They also
officially agreed to register land occupied after 1954 but not reported
under the land code. The actual practice of settlers, therefore, led to
major changes in the laws intended to regulate what they did, effectively turning the legal process on its head.
Many villagers have gained land rights through land-allocation programs, some of which involved resettlement (e.g., from areas flooded
through dam construction, eviction from National Parks, or land
reform).109Various government agencies distribute land that government officials regard as unoccupied, using a variety of land documents.
These documents are issued as temporary documents with restrictions
pending surveys leading to full private rights. In practice, according to
many observers,10 the agencies administering the programs are reluctant to give up their involvement in the schemes and do not invite
survey teams to initiate the issuing of titles."' The finalization of the
process would mean the end of jobs and land control. About 230,000
"households" (probably about 1.5 million individuals) had been allocated land in these schemes by the middle 1980s."2
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The effect of the 1901 and 1954 land codes, and of the legal conditions
associatedwith land-allocationprograms,is that the state (claimingto
act on behalf of all citizens)has claimed first rightto ownershipof all
land in the national territory.From the point of view of state actors,
allocationof propertyrightsto land is a transferof rightsfrom the state
to citizens.In practice,the transferof rightsis only partial,so that the
ownershipstatusof most land remainsambiguous,even from the perspective of state agencies.Boundariesbetween state and privateland,
which according to private-propertytheory should be clear, are in
practiceblurred.
Land titling has also been slowed by the government'suse of the
bounded and registeredhousehold as the basis for propertyrightsin
land.The household,shown above to be a colonial and nationalinvention, became not only a basic political unit constitutingthe territorial
village, but also the unit for awardingproperty rights in agricultural
land. Although households were made the property-holdingunit, the
state needed to specify which individualswithin households had the
capacityto act with respectto this property.Because of its compatibility with the nineteenth-centurylegal status of men and women, it was
easy for the Siamese state to go along with European notions of the
male head of household.The sections on the capacityof persons in the
Civil and CommercialCode specified that a wife could not carryout
any act bindingthe "common"propertywithoutthe signed consent of
with some qualifications(if husband was dead, had
the husband,113
was
deserted,
incompetent,of unsound mind, imprisoned),while husneed the wife'spermissionfor similaracts.In manyrural
did
not
bands
areas these provisionscontradictedlineage control over the allotment
of land, especially because throughmuch of ruralThailand (and despite the old legal codes) the matrilineagehad greaterimportancethan
the husbands'family in these matters.These sections of the Civil and
CommercialCode were amended during the 1970s so both husband
and wife must now sign off on acts binding their common property.
Nevertheless,many family elders have been reluctantto registerland
because registration would imply the need to allot ownership to
specifichouseholdswithinthe lineage.14
Peasantsin areaswhere land and agriculturehave become highlycommercialized,however, have long favored land titling. Since the mid1980s the situation in areas accessible to the cities began changing
rapidlydue to land speculation.Because speculatorswant full ownership documents,villagerscan increase the monetaryvalue of land by

This content downloaded from 130.63.180.147 on Tue, 2 Jul 2013 22:47:56 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

407
obtaining registered land title. In addition, the ongoing commercializationof the ruraleconomy has heightenedpeople'sneed for loans
and thus land titles as securityfor loans, while the governmenthas increased its capacityto carryout its threatsto dispossess those without
legal documents.These changeshave convincedmanypeople to obtain
land titles if they can. The more commercializedan area is, the more
likely that villagershave convertedto Full Title Deed or the Certificate
of Use.115In such localities, the incorporation of villagers into the
global economy and increasingstate capacityhas enabled state agencies to strengthentheiradministrationof rightsto land in Thailand.
Although the commoditizationof land intersected with the territorializationof the state in Thailand,they are not the same process, and
they can occur separately.Non-capitalist(socialist)states have territorialized rule without institutinga market in land.116Markets in land
have emergedwithoutdirect involvementby state agencies.But in the
latter case, a state bent on territorializationwill not long leave such
marketsto operateautonomously.
In summary,the governmenthas become increasinglyinvolved in the
administrationof propertyrightsto land, in part because of the intersection between land rightsand territorialcontrol.They codified laws
regulatingaccess to land, and made land rightscontingenton written
texts includingappropriatemaps.The process occurredin tandemwith
a shift in the sources of social power awayfrom propertyrightsin persons to property rights in land and capital. However,land laws have
generallyfailed to achieve fully their intended goals. This failurewas
due to peasantnon-cooperation,to non-cooperationby some agencies
involved in land-allocationschemes, and lack of state capacity to enforce land rightsin the context of this non-cooperation.But peasants
will accept and even demand state guaranteesof their rightsto land as
the economy becomes commercializedand when there are threatsof
land takeoversby powerfuloutsiders.
Territorial forests
Since the turn of the century, two government agencies have been
primarily responsible for territorializing state power. The first is the
Department of Local Administration in the Ministry of Interior, under
which the administration of people was territorialized through the
mapping of villages, household registration, and allotment of land title
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under the Lands Department. The second is the Royal Forestry
Department, which was awarded jurisdiction over most territory considered unoccupied.
Territorialization of the forest in Thailand took place in three stages.
The first stage was the declaration that all unoccupied land within the
national boundaries was state forest under the jurisdiction of the Royal
Forestry Department - a negative definition that allowed cultivators to
take land out of the forest by acts of possession and use. The second
was the demarcation of reserve and permanent forests, which was initiated in the 1930s, and accelerated after 1964. This redefined forest
positively, and created large areas legally off-limits to occupation and
cultivation. Third was "functional territorialization":the remapping of
forest and other land according to scientific criteria such as soil type,
slope, and vegetation, which have become the basis for laws prohibiting
and prescribing specific activities in these areas.
The first stage was initiated in 1896 with the establishment of the Royal
Forestry Department. The immediate purpose was to take over income
generated by local lords from teak concessions to the British, and to
head off a possible British takeover of the areas with teak forests
(above). Through the British, the king hired a British Forester
(H. A. Slade) from India to establish the Forestry Department.117He
was its director until 1901, after which another Englishman,
W. F. Lloyd, was director until 1923.118The Forestry Department was
dominated by Siamese foresters trained in the Indian Forestry School
until well after the Second World War, and British India and Burma
became the model for forestry in Thailand.
At Slade's recommendation, the control of all forest lands was transferred from local lords to the Forestry Department.119This new "forest"
included most of the land area in Thailand - probably about 75 percent at this time.120A variety of acts created a legal framework for the
Forestry Department's claims to forests, the most important of which
were the Forest Preservation Act of 1897 and the Forest Conservation
Law of 1913. Under the latter law, the Forestry Department could
declare any forest product to be "reserved."Those who wanted to take
reserved forest products had to obtain permits, pay fees, and follow a
series of very specific regulations on how the product was to be cut,
tapped, or whatever. Local people could still legally use forest resources for domestic needs.l21
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The effects of these policies were limited partly because the Forestry
Department enforced them only in areas where there was substantial
trade in major forest products (such as teak) and partly because species
regulations were compatible with existing taxes on specific products. In
practice, access to forest products was still controlled by local influential people rather than the state, and it was these influential people
who were most likely to stake out territorial control of specific products.122Moreover, until the 1954 land code there were no laws specifically preventing villagers from clearing and cultivating new land out of
undemarcated forest, and after this they could still do so with the permission of local administration officials. Government policies encouraged the clearing of new land for the production of rice, which was the
major export during this period. The forestry department could prevent this only by a positive demarcation of the forest land.
The second stage of territorialization, demarcation, was initiated after
the promoters of the 1932 coup replaced the monarchy with a government composed of bureaucrats and military officers. The Protection
and Reservation of Forests Act of 1938 provided for the demarcation
of "reserved" and "protected" forests. The first category, "Protected"
forests, prohibited clearing and burning; other uses were permitted as
in the past. In the "reserved forests" local inhabitants were also forbidden to graze animals, damage the forest in any manner, and they
needed to apply for permits to extract legally any forest product, including non-reserved products such as all animal products, soil, rock,
gravel, oils, and so on.
In practice, demarcation proceeded very slowly until the mid-1960s,
due to elaborate procedures for local consultation and the veto power
of Ministry of Interior officials.123Although the 1954 land code took
away the right to convert forest without permission from the government, the slow demarcation meant that most forests were in practice
negatively defined as unoccupied land until the 1960s. The territorial
boundaries of the forest remained ambiguous, changing, and unenforceable.
The early 1960s marked an acceleration of the territorial strategies
initiated in the 1930s, and legally altered the local-central power nexus.
A series of new laws were enacted124that committed the government to
maintaining 40 percent of national land area in reserved forests, and to
demarcating the reserve forests rapidly.125These laws removed most of
the requirements for local consultation, and marginalized the Ministry
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of Interiorfromthe process.By 1985 the areamappedas reserveforest
had reached42 percent of nationalterritory.126
Mappingthe forest in
effect allowedthe ForestryDepartmentto displacethe old negativeterritorialdefinitionand the ambiguous,unenforceableterritorialboundaries by a positive definition of forest as that territorythat had been
mapped as forest and that either alreadyconsisted of or was intended
to consist of a certainamountof woody vegetationcover.
Althoughthe foresthad been definedterritoriallysince the administrative changes,it was the demarcationof the forest throughmappingthat
shiftedstateregulationof forestuse to a territorialform of control.Previously, the ForestryDepartmenthad relied primarilyon species and
product controls, which entailed a level of surveillanceand enforcement that the ForestryDepartmentcould not mobilize. Demarcating
the forest shifted this to the surveillanceof boundariesand the simple
prohibitionof most activitieswithin these boundaries.This shift was
intended to make control of forest uses easier.But by the 1980s this
policy had failed.Instead,the ForestryDepartmenthas had to come to
terms with millions of forest occupants.By the 1980s twenty to thirty
percentof all cultivatorsin Thailandworkedland that was mapped as
It is likelythatby now less
reserveforest,for reasonsoutlinedbelow.127
than half the reserve forest is actually covered with enough woody
vegetationto be identifiedas a biologicalforest.
There were many reasons for this occupation.They included the enclosure of many prior occupantsinto the forest by demarcation,policies encouragingupland settlement and agriculture,and (probably
most important)logging concessions. The logging concessions specified tightregulationsfor selectivelogging,but the Forestrydepartment
was unableto enforce these regulations,and majorpartsof the reserve
forests were logged out during the 1970s.128 Loggers facilitated un-

authorizedoccupationand cultivationof forest land by buildingroads
and by doing most of the difficultclearing.

Other governmentagencies also promotedthe occupationof reserved
forests.Those governmentagenciesmore concernedwith the administrationof people than naturalresourcesbelieved that the government
could more effectively control people and territorywhen they were
settled and organizedinto villages.Thus the militaryand the Ministry
of Interiororganizedforest clearingand settlementto secure areas in
whichinsurgentswere operating,129
especiallynationalborderareas,as
a means of solidifyingthe central state'sterritorialclaims.130Even in
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non-sensitive areas, the Ministry of Interior followed settlers into the
reserve forests, organized them into villages, registered them, and collected land taxes on cultivated land. The land taxes collected by the
Ministry of Interior are very low, and cultivators were happy to pay, as
the taxes implied recognition of cultivation rights.
These actions by the Ministry of Interior in effect condoned actions
that forest law had rendered illegal. Although the Ministry of Interior
collected taxes, they could not give out legal land-ownership documents in the reserve forests. The Forestry Department, by territorializing its jurisdiction, had claimed "ownership" of reserve forest territory on behalf of the state, and remained the sole agency that could
legally allocate land rights in these areas.'13Thus, the documents issued
to cultivators under the 1954 Land Code (including the SK1 and Land
Title Deeds) could not be issued for land in reserve forests. Until 1982
the Forestry Department did not formally recognize occupancy rights
within the reserve forest, and settlers depended on local enforcement
of land rights in these areas.132Ironically, they used the state-issued
land-tax receipts as a means for the communication of possessory
rights to the land among themselves.
The ambiguous situation of the forest settlers thus resulted from the
conflicting actions of different government agencies, especially the
Forestry Department and the Ministry of Interior. On one hand, the
mandate of the Ministry of Interior prioritizes the management of
people. The provincial and district officials of the Ministry of Interior
are also responsible for peace and tranquillity in the territories for
which they are responsible. Thus they are likely to recognize existing
situations as practical exigencies not only to fulfill their mission of
mapping and registering the population, but to avoid conflict. Until
recently, the Ministry of Interior was not concerned with whether or
not the villages were in the forest. Prior to the demarcation of the
reserve forests, an act of possession by definition removed land from
the forest, whether or not it was mapped. After demarcation, the
Ministry of Interior acted as if nothing had changed. This attitude may
have been due to the way the procedures for demarcation after 1964
included only a marginal role for the Ministry of Interior - they may
have been unwilling to go along with new restrictions in which they had
a only a small role.
The Forestry Department's mandate, on the other hand, prioritizes
natural-resource management. They are less likely than the Ministry of
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Interior to take an accommodating view of forest settlers. They increasingly understand their power in terms of the amount of territory controlled, so that they take settlement in the reserve forest as a loss of territory controlled by the Forestry Department.
As the massive failure of the reserved forest policy became apparent,
the government in the early 1980s formulated new policies for taking
control of forest activities. The new approach was what we call the
third stage of territorialization of forest regulation - functional territorialization. Functional territorialization means controlling what people
do according to detailed land-classification criteria. This approach was
initiated during early 1960s with legislation for creating Wildlife Sanctuaries and National Parks. By 1985, nine percent of national territory
was in one of these two categories, and demarcation has continued
since. Most of these areas are still under forest cover, because the
government did not give out logging concessions in these areas, and
because the government has used force to defend these areas.
As technical capacity of the government was increased by foreign
assistance, government agencies classified land throughout the kingdom according to suitability for agriculture during the 1960s and
1970s. During the early 1980s, the government also developed a
watershed classification system, which it used to map the entire
country.'33Beginning in the early 1980s, the forestry department gave
out limited land rights in the form of a so-called STK certificate in
areas classified suitable for agriculture. In 1985 a new National Forest
Policy directed the Forestry Department to reclassify the forest reserves into conservation forest and economic forest. The conservation
forests include areas mapped as sensitive watersheds, wildlife sanctuaries, and national parks. Access is supposed to be strictly regulated
and cultivation is prohibited. Economic forests include so-called
degraded forest. The forestry department was directed to award STK
certificates in occupied economic forests. Otherwise it was intended to
be replanted with tree plantations.
The temporary rights specified by the STK documents allowed households to cultivate 2.4 ha of land for five years, and they were renewable
if a series of conditions was followed. These conditions include not leaving the land idle continuously for more than two years (which often undermines sustainability on the fragile soils of upland areas) and a ban on
any transfer except by inheritance. By 1990 over 700,000 households
had been given STK certificates. The STK program can be understood
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as an attempt to contain forest cultivation within 2.4 ha cells and to
regulate cultivation practices within these cells. This control was
partially funded by a World Bank loan, which in effect aided the
government in this latest phase of internal territorialization. The
containment policy has succeeded partially at best; according to at least
one researcher'34 less than fifty percent of those receiving STK papers
were still cultivating their original pieces of land in 1992. As of the
writing of this article there was little information on whether these
cultivators moved because the soil was exhausted by continuous
cash-crop cultivation, and whether they had moved to cultivate new
forest areas.
It appears as if the territorial containment of new settlement has been
more successful. During the 1980s the Forestry Department increased
surveillance of areas classified as inappropriate for agriculture, with
particular focus on National Parks (whose demarcation has been accelerated), Wildlife Sanctuaries, and Sensitive Watershed areas. It also set
up programs for moving people out of these areas, with the help of the
military, which were only partially implemented due to resistance by
peasants, NGOs, and academics. Certain NGOs have emerged as the
key supporters of peasant cultivators opposing government land-use
controls; these organizations are calling for a shift to more local control
of resources to replace failed government policies.
In the context of the way that some theorists believe that increased
global integration is weakening the capacity of national states, we
should note that direct military aid from foreign sources has been central to the increased capacity of the Forestry Department to enforce
territorial controls. Beginning in the early 1950s, the Thai military was
armed and trained by the United States as a bastion against Indochinese communism. The United States CIA also set up a paramilitary
police unit, the Border Patrol Police, as a non-military counterinsurgency force. By the middle 1980s, however, communism could no
longer be presented as a threat. Instead, a series of environmental
threats has allowed the military and para-military police to frame forest
protection as a national security issue. These included repeated
flooding in Bangkok and a major flood in the South in 1989.
After the 1989 flooding the government imposed a ban on logging, and
began to take an increasingly militarized approach to watershed conservation. Frequent reports on the Forestry Department's lack of enforcement capacity in Wildlife Sanctuaries and National Parks have also
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led the print media to support military involvement in forest proThe attemptto
tection, a call echoed by some internationalgroups.135
use force to implementthese policies intensifiedduringa short period
of military rule in 1991 and 1992. The Forestry Department and
military initiated a program that was intended to move millions of
people out of areas classified as conservationforest. Relocation was
stronglyopposed by villagersas well as NGOs and intellectuals,and
the resultwas chaos and open resistance.The programwas canceledby
a new civiliangovernmentshortlyafterthe May 1992 eventsforced the
militaryout of power.136The civilian governmentthat replaced this
militarygovernmenthas indicated that it intends to avoid the use of
force; however,newspaper reports and case studies indicate that the
military,BorderPatrolPolice, and ProvincialPolice have continuedto
augment the enforcement capacity of the Forestry Department and
The overallresultis a
involvethemselvesin the protectionof forests.137
in
Thailand.
over
land
conflict
of
intensified
rights
period
In summary,through these programs the Forestry Department has
become a key agent for the managementof land rights on territory
demarcatedas state property.Their authorityhas takendifferentforms
in differenttypes of forests,but whetheror not it succeeds, their activities influenceland use and the eventualconfigurationof the landscape.
Manyvillagersrefuseto recognizethe legitimacyof eitherthe Forestry
Departmentor other state land agencies and continue to thwartstate
propertyclaimsin forests.The military,whose capacitywas built up by
foreign aid, has been used to evict Thai peasants and forest dwellers
from their land. Territorialcontrols are also encouraged and legitimized by the involvementof many internationalgroups rangingfrom
aid agencies and development economists to environmentalgroups.
But the use of force has provoked open resistance by villagers and
some NGOs and academics.In response,the 1994 civiliangovernment
has taken a more conciliatoryapproachto most "forest"settlers, includingthe degazettingof some forestreservefor land reform.
Concluding comments

In this article,we have arguedfor bringingthe notion of territorialityto
the center of sociological discussions of state-society relations. Although focussing on Thailand,we have arguedthat the use of territorializationstrategies characterizesall modern states, most of which
attemptto controlpeople'sactions by surveyingand registeringlanded
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property and by mapping and guarding forests and other natural
resources. Siamese rulers did not invent the specific forms of these
strategies that they applied in their realm: they borrowed the Torrens
system from Australia and other countries of the British commonwealth. They also borrowed a model of territorial forest control from
the British colonies in the region and based their current resourceprotection policies on American models of National Parks, Wildlife
Sanctuaries, and land-use zoning.
Despite the centrality of what writers like Sahlins 38 and Brubaker'39
label the "territorialization of rule" in the making of modern states,
most political theorists of the modern state have focussed their work on
the organizational characteristics of states, and on state-society relations. They have tended to ignore the ways that territoriality shapes
state-society relations, in particular the nature of internal territorialization characteristic of modern state rule, and the role that
natural-resource control plays within these territorialization strategies.
Writers such as Soja who address the spatiality of economic activities
point to what they call the commoditization of space. Our evidence in
this article suggests that the commoditization of land addresses only
one of three processes of territorialization: the creation and mapping of
land boundaries, the allocation of land rights to so-called private
actors, and the designation of specific resource (including land) uses by
both state and "private" actors according to territorial criteria. More
generally, the focus on non-state actors such as corporations, and on
processes such as commoditization, misses the contradictory, yet central, role of the state in territorial organization of people and economic
activities.
In Thailand, as elsewhere, territorial models have failed as often as they
have succeeded. Thus, after almost a century of land codes whose
writers aimed toward private property as the inevitable endpoint for
modern development, only fifteen percent of the land area is held as
legally alienable private property. Moreover, the state's ignorance of
local claims renders boundaries on land and resource use more contested and ambiguous than map-makers and state land planners
assume. Local property rights and claims continue to comprise complex bundles of overlapping, hierarchical rights and claims. This reality
contradicts the clear boundaries assumed by state titling programs, has
slowed the land titling process, and complicated state efforts to claim
property for itself.
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People's disruption of territorialstrategies by non-compliance140or
open resistancehas helped render territorialcontrol, which is simple
and efficienton paper,complex and inefficientin practice.Government
agencies are continually reclassifying and remapping territory to
account for how people have crossed earlier paper boundaries.State
land managementagenciesare forced to recognizelocal rightsderiving
from local classification,modes of communication,and enforcement
mechanisms.Programssuch as those awardinglimited land rights to
cultivatorsin reserveforest areasare simultaneouslya state attemptto
contain people's activities and a state response to what people had
done to undermineprevioussuchpolicies.
Far from abandoningterritorialization,however,the state has repeatedly respondedto peasantactivitiesthroughan intensificationof territorial strategiesof control. As the coercive capacity of the state has
improved,supportedby internationalaid and legitimation,the government has been more capableof implementingsome of these strategies.
Increasedintegrationinto the global economy and the increasedglobal
involvementin national-levelenvironmentalprotection has facilitated
in Thailand.
internalterritorialization
We have also shownthat not all cultivatorsin Thailandoppose government involvementin the administrationof territorialrights, favoring
state-guaranteedpropertyrightsin land.This is especiallytrue in more
commercializedareas,where cultivatorswant to use land as securityto
obtain institutionalcredit, and in areas where the government has
threatenedto move people forcibly off the land they are cultivating.
However,projectsto "allocate"these rightsare complicatedby divergent understandingsof the basis of such rights.From the government's
point of view, the state has eminent domain over all nationalterritory,
and the registrationof title is, in effect, a transferof ownershipfrom the
state to an individualor household.The state thus claims the authority
to specify whichland can be turnedover to cultivators,and to set conThese decisions are increasinglymade
ditions on the grantedrights.141
on the basis of territorialized"scientific"criteria,though these criteria
often maskimpliciteconomic interests.
Most rural cultivators,meanwhile, maintainland rights enforced by
non-state authorities.Cultivatorsdo not alwaysrecognize state claims
to limit land use and disposition,even in areasclassifiedas forest.The
governmenthas only recentlybeen in a position to enforce its claims,
but it faces disablingresistanceto policies that contradictlocal rights.
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We believe that such resistancewill continue to render the project of
the territorializationof controlunstable.
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