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Overseas Chinese.  SEasia a region with the most diversity (indicators) ethnically diverse. The ethnicity relates to Qs about econ dev, social conflict, inequality etc. TO day about the Chinese
Chinese have a long and imp history in SEasia. By the 19th century you have significant Chinese pop through SEasia, these populations are known as: baba/nyonya/ peranakan. The first wave of Chinese were known as the first three terms. Totok are those that came in a later time.  They settled throughout SEasia but there was special significant throughput the strait settlements (Singapore, Malacca penang and java). The baba nyona and peranankan specify those that settled in malaysia, singapore then java. They are distinct from the later wave of Chinese since they assimilated well with the native population in terms of dressing, cuisine and religion, many taking on the local tradition on the native population and there was a lot of intermarriage.  Many fo these peranakan baba nyona were quite distinct from the alter wave (1840-19402 later wave).
A second wave of Chinese came between 1840-1940. These came largely because of major unrest and poverty in mainland china esp south china.  A push factor the pull factor was the colonial regime was looking for labor. Most of they stayed in SEasia for just a short period of time and then moved- but many stayed they married locally and found businesses. But there is a clear distinction: the earlier felt much closer culturally.
There is a great variation amongst Chinese variations in SEasia. Singapore: 78%, Malay: 25%today, but at one point 45% (Malay population increased recently and there was also out migration), Thailand: 14% (a general estimate), Indonesia 3%, Vietnam, 2% Philippines 2%, Cambodia 1%.  Many of them have very little in common. They mauy share mandarin as a written language but spoken language varies broadly. In thailand most Chinese: tochiu, in the Philippines: Fukien, Indonesian; hokkian. Fuchian is a province in the south western sides that is where a lot of migration to Philippines came from. Majority of Chinese came in as traders. But within that brad category there is a huge variation. Assumption thah rich traders, but not really, some are small scale merchants etc. Even if many Chinese are involved with capital, they are not all rich capitalist traders. There is a perception in the region that the Chinese are all rich. It is true in general that in average the income of the Chinese is higher than the indigenous population. Many are involved in the free market (small scale, skilled trade, finance etc). Hence historically there has been significant resentment against the Chinese.  This anger emerges had to do with the Chinese as money lenders most native population were working in agriculture – but when borrowed, the interest rate are excessively high but no other option anyway, and the collateral for borrowing is wan. The farmer cannot pay back the loan (yuan) and thus the Chinese take the lands. Malaysian make a rule post independence. 
Two models: assimilation vs. pluralism
Assimilation: take on a local language, do not move back to china,  local religion, intermarry and crucially that you take on the local sounding last name.  The idea is that the Chinese asian ethnic category no longer stand out distinctly within the population. Assimilation occurred everywhere except for Singapore and Malaysia. 
benevolent assimilation: Thailand. fred riggs (thai politics scholar) argued that the chinese in thailand would be seen as pariah entrepreneurs. THEY ARE MARGINALISED IN SIAM. THEY can operate but are limited in the types of jobs they can take over, are subjected to extortion, illicit and legal payments by the police for protection and services. Historically in Thailand the Chinese have been treated relatively well but htehre have been instance sin which there was clear discrimination eg. Under rama (Vachiravudh)  Chinese: the jews of the east  the heigh of xenophobia against the Chinese. In 1950s you see a diff situation going on, in 1950s the Chinese seen as pariah, tolerated but in 1950s, some changes in reln betn thai and Chinese but this is driven by patron client ties. (the client are Chinese) an alliance betn the Chinese a the business sector and native thais in the political sector. Many political elite allied with Chinese to skim off profits from Chinese business or protection rackets. The Chinese would out some military general in the board, in return the Chinese would be allowed to thrive economically and allowed to get business licenses (though still somewhat pariah). The situation changes in even more in 1970 where you set the pattern in today’s Chinese and thais. The ethnic thias go directly in t business but no lones providing cover for the chinese whereas the Chinese enter into politics. The last 5-6 prime ministers have all been sino-thai. The acceptance is now clear. In general the sino-thais are still of a higher income than ethnic Laotian thais. Income differential betn northeast and those in bangkok or central region. Bu the sharp divide is no longer as true as it was in the past. 
Aggressive assimilation model: Indonesia (Suharto). The Chinese are encouraged to assimilate into Indonesian society by giving up their name, culture and religion. Prohibit Chinese language schools, the banning of festivals an banned Chinese media in TV. Very diff. much more coercive- less choice and feeds into more violence against the chinese. Exclusionary assimilation during the new order also tried to cultivate the richer Chinese in to his crony network. Hence Chinese business sector became a classic client within suhartos patrimonial estate. Providing Suharto ways to monopolise numerous sectors (his family too). The effect of this aggressiveness and Suharto cultivating ties has been of frustration of the native Indonesian population (pribumi) against the Chinese. Hence the most violence here against the Chinese. The perception is that the Chinese are dominant economically and they are privileged (historically and esp under Suharto) and they  often act unfairly against the pribumi. Hence periodic episodes of violence against the Chinese: 1965 – 1974- 1998 (financial crisis). The targeting of Chinese is very direct. In 1998, Chinese shops completely gutted, but those not Chinese owned were untouched (scapegoats). Often the govt policy is to allow this as seen of letting of steam, anger away from state to the Chinese minority.

Skinner: anthropologist dude . Argument their nto explaining the condition of Chinese in java vs. Thailand. Argues that in Thailand the chinese have been assimilated while in java they have been excluded from mainstream society. Both have been assimilated, but the form of assimilation is diff. the basic point: much more conflictual rel betn Chinese and Indonesians compared to Chinese and Thais. He rejects culture or religion as explaining why the Chinese had done better in Thailand than Indonesia. Indonesia more Islam. Focuses on structural factors. The basic argument is that the Chinese established good reln in Thai because both sides saw benefits. Siam was never colonized so the chakri dynasty felt more confident. And the power in the hands of Siamese hence wanted to ally with the Chinese (patron client assimilation model). In Indonesia, the colonial structure made it much more difficult to see the Chinese allying with pribumi. The arrival of the Dutch brought a complete collapse of the Javanese kingdom. Most Javanese worked in agril and the political was with Dutch. So Chinese wanted to ally with Dutch bad not Javanese. Exploitation of conditions of their conditions.
· Colonial structure ked to the two diff kinds of assimilation models. 

Balanced pluralism model: no effort o deny or erase your identity custom or religion, education but to allow for a pluralistic balanced system that legitimises diff ethnic grous in the country. In Malaysia the malay are politically and numerically dominant. About 50-65% pop = now Malays. They have dealt with the Chinese is that since 1969 an economic policy (NEP) that systematically sought to redistribute econ resources away form Chinese to the may (1969 may 13  Malay attack Chinese) more than 200 Chinese die and the govt realises that the population .. inequitable structure. The NEP then instated. Malays given more education *university y quota) more land and contracts from govt. and they should control 30% of equity in the SExchange. The Malays were given huger posts in the malay civil service.  The Chinese address his issue: they accepted this systematic decimation as part of an implicit bargain. Less political rights, less ability to make … but culture not oppressed, no prob with religion etc. now there are private 2ndary and universities. They were not allowed to go to uni even though their scores were better than the ….

The govt allows malay businesses – alibaba partnerships. The economic skills and the political advantages of the Malays. The other thing is that in no other country in seasia other than Singapore can you have Chinese political parties. In Malaysia there are the MCA, DAP and Gerakan.  MCA with UMNO, with opposition DAP. Hence a crucial factor: not weak political parties, not weak political representation of the Chinese in Indonesia.
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The question of Islamist violence in seasia. Islamist violence is also receded. Even before 9/11 it was gaining headlines and after 9/11 the role of Islam and islamist violence has been more studied. Islamist indicates a more fundamental for of islam thaht behaves in violent ways (vs. Islamic). In seasia, Indonesia, Malaysia Singapore Philippines and Thailand have been dealing with this. The large debate is whether islamist violence should be interpreted as global or the causes of violence in seaia as more domestically driven?

The debate is spurred by Huntington in clash of civilization, 9/11 and numerous terrorist experts in seasia who go to DC another policy areas to make the argument . the response is to challenge whether the there is in fact a global jihad and the argument that all of this … to diminish the role of al Qaida as a force. The academics say that this is ht govt repression of Islam in the first place inequalities betn Muslim and other communities and the sense of social injustice. These factors lead to a violent outburst against the state. This debate is in some level misplaced in the sense that it does not have to be a stark contrast, there could be an interaction of actors whereby the global islamist movement tends to resonate in local context and spurs further local grievances. 
JI is a trans national movement across seasia and had documented links with al-Qaqida. It  has been linked to bombing in bali and Jakarta. There are agreements of global connection but how deep this is, is up for date. 
Indonesia nad Thailand and Philippines. .

INDON
There has been massive violence since suharto’s downfall. Not since 1975 when you had mass scale killings og left wingers have you had such mass scale violence 1998-2002/2004. This time it is not about class, this is about ethnic nad religios ties and often linked to separatism. Ethnic tension in indon can be broken down to separatist violence and communal/identity conflicts.
Separatist movements: east timor, west papua. (not imp today)
Communal identity conflicts: three areas have been major area of communal conflict: in borneo (Kalimantan), Sulawesi and Mallucus., all of thse conflicts involved islamist communities against non-islamic aka Christian communities.  Kalimantan: betn animists (Dayaks) and muslim groups (amedruse). The dayak are native to Kalimantan but the madareys arerecent migrants. The dayaks feel that they have been under pressure from madareys (esp land and resources). This flared up when suharto’s regime collapsed.
Sulawesi: muslim and Christians. The islands of mollucus have been some of the most vicious over poverty, position in local bureaucracy and resources (clear material resources)
Moluccus: LJ went to mollucus to help Islamic communities against the Christians. In response the govt of Indonesia (Abdurrahman wahid) brought in the military to quell the violence and to retrain LJ’s excursions.
Q: is violence following the demise of Suharto regime? 1. Did this erupt since the Suharto regime weakening and could not maintain social order anymore? 2. Or was it because that some military elements actively helped to stimulate the violence? What are the sources of these violence?
Many academics have been leading that lower level military officials in fact stood by the violence occurred and may have incited violence as the last parting shot against het incipient democracy. How much was the center (Jakarta) was involved in this? Iranto may have allowed the violence to continue. A debate about whether the regime is to blame. The leaning among academics is that the regime was complicit in the violence that emerged.
John Sidell: categorize violence in post Suharto regime. The argument: religious violence 3 phases:
1. Riots that took place in provincial towns and cities in 1995-1997. The lat years o Suharto In power.
2. Anti – witchcraft campaigns: intra religious programs in java and central Sulawesi. These occurred in 1998 to 2001.
3. Terrorist bomong, paramilitary mobilization under the banner of jihad in 200-2005
Sidell: argues that: it wasn’t just all similar events/episodes. They may be categorised. In terms of nature of violence and time, who was involved etc. a central point: the declining power of Islamist forces. The increase in violence in Indonesia reflects no the powers of islamist force as terrorist experts said, but the decline of islamist fundamentalism. Sinceh last years of islamicforces have been in the retreat and have been losing power gradually. The violence is a frustration of losing institutional power so the y go to street to have more mass violence. Politically find in 1999the first election where MS’s party won most votes but the president selected was AW. With AW in power, since he was a leader of Nadhatul Ulama (moderate Islamic groups), they believed that they would get more power institutionally. But AW was moderate and push and acumencial form of religion/Islam, not very diff from sukarno or suharto in islamist politics. This recurs in Islamic politics. After AW-MS, MS is also not in favour of the islamists and they are completely shut out of power. The basic point is that to explain the increase in violence in Indonesia you have to break it down to diff categories but the structure of power esp unfavourable to islamist groups. Hence violence. The work of Gilles Keppel that the rise of al Qaida in late 90s was a demonstration of Islamists losing power rather than gaining. 
Imp transnationalist terrorist: JI. This is a regional group linked to al-Qaida and southern Philippines. JI implicated in bombings in the bali resort area in 2002/2005 and in Jakarta 2003/2004. JI also linked to legal Islamic … anti Christian rhetoric. Also connected to transnational grouse in saudarabia and Pakistan (wahabi/salabi currents)
Hambali arrested in Thailand, abu bakkar bashi arrested in Indonesia. Realise that: there is one significant transnational terrorist group in seasia. But academics are always sceptic:

Emmerson: sceptical as there was such a thing as JI. He thought it was an invention of CIA. 

Thailand
4 southern provinces: Muslim =5.5% of Thai pop. 80% Muslim are in the south (the strip that goes to Malaysia). Yala, Pattani and Narathiwat. A 4th province satun not with significant violence.
Why not satun? Satun was not part of the pre-modern kingdom of pattani. Pattani included yala, Narathiwat and pattani and some malay states in the modern period the pattani broke (it used t pay tribute to bangkok) and with the anglo-Siamese treaty in which they split some of the provinces belonged to pattani, some to Malaysia, and some to Thailand.tje conflict between southern province and Bangkok was a separatist one. They never felt allegiance to Bangkok the Mandala polity they believed they were in their own kingdom. They never feel part of the Thai nation state and have to suddenly abide with the Thai nation state. 

Haji Sulong: pushed forcefully for separatism for these provinces executed by Thai govt. his group pulo continued fighting for cessation but by 1990s significantly weakened. Some amount of liberalization by the Thai govt. interesting that the pacification of the southern provinces of Thailand and weakening of insurgency occurs under the military govt (prem) able to pacify southern provinces. Liberalization flexibility of culture and values and the army was very effective in creating patronate structures that allowed spoils to Malay Muslim elites (now the fell they are gaining some benefits from the political structure). This changed in Jan 2004 when outburst of violence since 2004. Why?
Facotrs of re-emergence:
1. History of injustice
2. Officials do not speak Malay
3. Malay language absent in public schools
4. Muslim masses are not well represented. The MPs belong to the major parties but no representation.
5. Underdevelopment: econ inequalities: GDP of 3 provinces are in fact the bottom half of the whole area of southern Thailand. Occupation: poorer occupations: agril, fishing and etc where Buddhists in modern econ and bureaucracy. Malay Muslim unemployment is twice as high compared to Thai Buddhists.
These explanations do not explain he changes that occur. What???? The change occurred perhaps due to Thaksin. He unravelled that the authority structure under Prem T and he put the police in charge of authority structures in southern Thailand, he has a base in the police (a former police officer himself). Hence the argument: in the reshuffling the patronage network, the Malay Muslim elites left out of the patronage network and in the process feel frustrated and fulminating violence in turn of islam, but is really a intra-elite conflict.
The agenda is not clear….
It is clear that many people targeted have some relation to state and Buddhism. Something very anti Bangkok. 
Philippines: unresolved conflict: southern Mindanao and moros. Southern Mindanao and those islands toward borneo(not palwan). Moro is a pejorative term (piracy, treachery, slavery and Amok=amock).
The roots of the conflict: he Spaniards were never able to tame the moros in south Mindanao. Tried heavily to pacify but moros resist. Transmigration policity of sending more Christian to reduce the number of Muslims there. The conflict acuted under Marcos in 68 when he was planning to attack Sabbah (the state in Malaysia) and the Philippines claim that state belong to the Philip. The prince of sulu is part of Philippines and he historically also controlled Saba (northwest of Malaysian Borneo above Brunei).

28 Muslim commandos massacred: formation MNLS then became a full cessationist movement. ______________________________ 12,00 armed forces.
Marcos tried to negotiate with MNLF and tried to create a _____________… Ramos a former general and forced some deal with the MNLF, they created an autonomous region of Mindanao but not enough resources or authority, but could not advance development. Then you get the MILF that wages war against Manila. 
Now you get a 2rd group: abu sayyaf: they are linked to al Qaida since linked to JI. A more terrorist group and not interested much in cessation really.

Causes of conflict:
1. Failure to respect to the culture language and religion of Muslims
2. Persistent underdevelopment of moro, constant pressures form Christians within Mindanao. The 6 southern countries in Mindanao are the poorest
3. Persistent injustice and discrimination by Christians and the state

· Sceptical about global jihad that link seasia to middle east. But there is a thing called JI….. local? Global networks?
·  In Thailand irrespective of democracy or authoritarianism have not been able to solve the issues of Thailand. Military coup in 2006 and even then not able to solve the southern Thai problem.
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NICs
1985 plaza accord
Doi moi
Econ dev of seasia was the most imp thing in 1950 PCGDP was more or less in par with Nigeria in west Africa. Lamerican countries were ahead but now are behind.
1950 as starting point. Forgetting about the industrial etc. Post ww seasia has the highest rate of growth (Only nest o neasia) over hw course of one generation seasia had been reformed. Decrease in agril rise in manufacturing, rise in urban middle class. Sharp decline in absolute poverty rates. Transformation of patterns of consumption and consumerism  and a change in the physical look of seasia. Form shop houses in capital there are skyscrapers and modern infrastructure, transformed mega cities expanding to former agril areas. Suburban villages, blab la. 
There was a period of econ growth prior to the econ growth o 1980/90s. this was in 1960s then Thailand Malaysia and Philippines registered growth rates, but largely from export of primary commodities. The real sustained burst of econ growth occurred from mid 1980s to 1996 (before the financial crisis hit in 1997). Thailand, Malaysia and Indonesia saw very high growth rates and a professional middleclass emerging . average % Malaysia, Thailand of 10-11 percent growth rate(highest ever in the world, later overtook by china).
SEasia despite being seen successful also was characterized by significant diversity within the region. Tiers of econ dev in seasia. A number of countries were not very well. 
First: Singapore. Power house hence classified NEasian. Grew a decade before anyone else.  2010: 43867$ GDP in 2010.
Second tier: malay, thailand, indon. Philippines somehat superseded. Malay: 8373$, thai: 4613$, indon: 2946$ per capita, phil : 2140$ in 2010.
First and 2ns tire known as NICS
3rd: viet
4th: Cambodia, Burma, laor east timor (no particular order).
In Malaysia according to national threshold, 5% are significantly poor. Irrelative to the last 30 years, there has been signif improvements in the capitalist countries of seasia.

What is driving the dev? : 
1. External environment. Crucial: moving manufacturing to these porrer nations where the wages were very high. The region we are talking about in particular: are northeast asia TO northeast asia. Japan korea and taiwans have moved much of their assembly parts manufacturing to SEasia. Manuf of advanced components still lies with the NEasia. But those with low skilled needs are being moved to seasia. Products such as: export market products: garments, textiles, household electronic appliances toys, footwear. This is a story of FDI manufacturing of low skill things starsi n 1980s. why did they relocate to seasia? 
The key juncture is 1985: plaza accord signed in new York. In this agreement, Japan because of its ballooning trade surplus (under pressure from western economies, esp USA) agreed to overvalue the yen. Damaging western goods exports. The effect was to make it prohibitive lye expensive for manufacturing to improve in Japan. This happen to Koreas and Taiwan too. It is crucial in making manufacturing expensive in korea , japan and Taiwan. The nature of the growth is imp: they were ISI NEasia had started EOI. The relocation of manufacturing to SEasia pushes SEasia to they are absorbing industries form NEasia to SEasia. A shift from ISI to EOI.
2. Internal factors: labor is a key aspect. labor has been plentiful (plentiful), cheap and repressed (weak unions).  Hence attractive for industries to come to seasia and take advantage of cheap labor. Malay and Thai have benefitted most (weak labor groups).
Then the role of women: women are perceived as management to be more discipline, and efficient for work that is routinized, eg. Electronic component assembly, etc . another: young women are often eager to leave the rural countryside where their econ and social conditions are not very good (patriarchal or agril income is low). They are thus much less likely to challenge management over wages. Complacent nada quiescent labor force. In Malay: women 11% in 1997 of manuf, in 1985 Malay: 45%; electronic sector: women =92% of labor force.
3. Physical infrastructure in seasia has been quite good. Railroads, ports, bridges, etc has been much better than Africa or middle east. This originated s form eg colonialism in Malaysia (the British) for other e.g. Thailand, the expansion of physical infrastructure came in the struggle against communism . with American aid build railways to penetrate into jungle to reduce cover for communist forces. 
The role of the state in seasia is imp in understanding econ dev. Mcintire mcvey, the state is imp cuz NEasia as a region where the state has valued a crucial riel in econ growth:  in japan korea ns Taiwan thought that hat state madde it. State driven growth.  What did these states do? In NEasia (exclude hongkong):
1. State provided capital for firms to grow.  Leanedon banks lenient to state that allowed them to…. Subsidies etc
2. Actively intervened in econ sectors favoured particular econ sectors: eg steel in korea computer microchips etc. they favoured particular firms in sectors. They directed the forms on which the products to sell and even the amount of products they should sell. A very direct industrial strategy that served the econ sector that the bureaucrats thought would be most productive. 
3. The pushed the firms to produce for reporting to global markets. EOI. Everyone reached a bottle neck with ISI and NEasia was EOI isng at this point. 
States in NEasia has been very authoritarian. How does political regime affect econ dev? Korea and Taiwan were ruled by military govts. Park chun yee korea, taiwan by bumindang, shek and kwo. Repression of labor was a significant aspect for econ growth.  Direct coercive policies towards the firms themselves. Firms not following the direction of the state, it will punish the firm. Eg your tax forms will be audited more carefully or even electricity might run out. The conceptual aspect the sate critical in understanding the …. The two terms: autonomy and capacity are imp: 
1. Autonomy: state is independent of social forces or groups (esp. landed elites that tend to sue state for own patrimonial interest).
2. Capacity: the bureaucracy is effective. The skills, ethos are public oriented rather than private oriented. The bureaucrats have tge training toget thigns doen . miti and the Japanese miracle.
Rhne seasi: how does it relate to there?
Geog theory 2 regions are intertwined. SEasia had the closest reln to NEasia. Is the success of seasia driven by the same force as NEasia? The role of the state?
Mcvey argues that on some level eh bureaucracy has been some part of the equation. About bureaucratic polity a specific conceptual term for the etc state. In Thailand acted as a structure for econ growth and had implications in other countries such as Malaysia etc.
Mcintyre: contrasting view: mcint : SEasian states very diff form neasia not much capacity and much less autonomous. These state are steeped in clientalism and patrimonialism. Personal interests tend to link up states and capital much more than in neaseia.  Special forces such as business groups had much more say in the direction of policy and does not reflect as much etc as rent seeking (which si a inefficient distribution of resources) they are used without much effort/capacity. Mcintyre explain the growth in seasia by liberalization, not state interventions: you had a combination of liberal political elites in mid 1980s  and some transnational groups that were able to drive the economy to EOI. And effective coalition.  Hence it is not intervention that dorn econ dev, but in fact the opposite. This maybe countered (neoliberalization). Implication is that seasia’s econ growth cannot be equates with econ growth in neasia. You do not have a sustained foundation in which to maintain sustained eocn growth it was a confluence of neoliberal force with external factors (eg plaza) that put seasia on a econ growth trajectory. But nothing in the industry being rooted in the state that can maintain the growth. The growth led by FDI, cheap labor and a not highly regulative state.

Complicated for mcint: prof argues that: the pic is not that simple. The story of eocn growth in sing and malay, there actually is much more state intervention than mcint would accept. Thailand is much more lassiez-faire than NEasia etc. indon 
Maybe now seasia has to take care of MAKING its own firms.

Vietnam: the next NIC in the ranks after the capitalist countries. It is a stark contrast with capitalist countries and it is a useful as a comparison with other countries…. Compare with china __________ in vietnam: after 1975 (war ends) the state was in complete control of production: industry controlled by state, agril collectivised and export monopolised. Inflation high so in 1986 a switch of policy known as doi moi the goal was to create as socialist market economy. Blends aspects of authoritarian etc etc. a decade later, 5 years of 8%GDPgrowth inflation down form triple to single digits and influx of publicand foreign capital. Significant is that agril was liberalised. Peasantry were unhappy with collective agril they were not productive but by mid 198s0 the state allowed private production and farmers could sell their goods directly to the market and not to state. agril econ grows. Industry grows (state owned still) but more private firms allowed. A number of policies to invite foreign DI. free flow of capital across border. A significant shift. Agril (2nd largest rice producers, textiles GDP PC: 1191$) the rate at which it is growing, it will be awesomely happily not poor!!!!!!!!!!!!! Wooooooooooo!!!!! 
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Bangkok International Banking Facility (BIBF), Korean Economic Planning Board
(Imp) Microeconomics of how crisis happened
(Important) Four Theories of why financial crisis occurred:
1. Crony capitalism
2. Liberalization
3. Domestic vulnerabilities
4. Geopolitics
· Asian Financial Crisis – began in Thailand
· Financial crisis 1997-99 – most stunning econ event in region since econ boom
· Crisis 1997 halted and reversed the high growth rates in SEA, has had huge effects
· Indonesia most severely affected – poverty, unemployment, social unrest  caused downfall of Suharto
· Thailand, Korea (although had stunning rebound), Malaysia, and Japan heavily affected
· Singapore and Philippines weren’t hit too badly
· China and Taiwan were largely unaffected
· Thailand – start of crisis – spurred by excessive private debt, not public debt as usual for crises
· Private firms borrowed excessively on global markets, not governments
· IMF got it wrong, assumed the problem in SEA was public debt, believed that government was culprit in debt crisis (even though that was wrong)
· Private debt largely coming from family-owned Thai firms trying to bring in more capital. Family-owned firms wanted to keep control of firm, refused to sell stocks of their company, so had to borrow from banks and international financial institutions to satisfy capital needs
· Debt was private and foreign and short-term debt – important distinction
· Exchange rate had been 25 bhat to 1 dollar, people borrowed in foreign currency, had to pay back in foreign currency
· Thai currency collapsed, became 48 bhat to the dollar, meant that borrowers effectively owed twice as much, could not pay back, led to collapse of firms, debt ballooned, needed to repay massive amounts of debt (in foreign currency) in short amount of time
· There was a lot of credit on global markets, and Thai government wanted to attract capital into its own markets – set up BIBF to attract capital – signaled to international investors that they could loan money to Thai firms, financial transactions easier, become financial center to rival Singapore
· Foreign debt went from nothing to $31.2 billion in a few years
· Much of this capital was used for speculation in the real estate sector (land speculation)
· As Thailand boomed, price of real estate soared beyond realistic prices, eventually reached excessive supply of real estate, coincided with decline in the growth of the economy 1996 (exports plummet to zero growth)
· As long as economy is growing, land speculation can be sustained, but when economy falters, fewer buyers for land, those who borrowed money can no longer invest in building up that property because economy is not doing as well
· Resulted in many partially-constructed buildings
· Currency speculators start to bet on bhat’s value decreasing, selling frenzy of the bhat
· Response of government was to defend the currency because it knows that domestic firms would be unable to repay loans if bhat’s value collapsed, government bought bhats with foreign currency
· Eventually, bank ran out of foreign currency to protect bhat’s position, let bhat “float,” and financial crisis begins
· As international investors saw Thai currency collapse, they started to think other countries like Malaysia, Korea, Hong Kong would follow same path, decided to sell those currencies in fear that they will decline, which caused the spread of the crisis to those countries
· Basic economic concepts:
· Thai capacity to borrow in large amounts facilitated by liberalization and desire to rival Singapore, Credit was foreign denominations, private sector, short-term, most of capital used unproductively, especially in real estate, speculation on Thai currency led to failure to defend bhat and its collapse, debt ballooning for borrowing firms, coincides with weakening in real economy, exports not doing as well
· Causes of crisis:
· 1. Crony Capitalism
· The interventionist nature of Asian states explains the collapse of these economies
· Cozy relations between state and business, corruption, nepotism, rent-seeking, etc. drove financial crisis
· Excessive state intervention in market because of close state ties with business, inefficient use of resources
· Argument made by neoclassical economists favoring free markets
· This position is a very fundamentalist (extreme) position about how markets should work and how the state works in general
· Markets should be completely unfettered, any state intervention in market is by definition corrupt and rent-seeking
· Korea –state built up chaebol (big corporations) similar to Japan – these governments provided the capital for these firms to become behemoths of industry – this is downright wrong for neoclassicals, it is corrupt and inefficient
· Theoretical and ideological vision of how markets and state operates
· But the argument does not seem to hold
· These Asian economies had strong macroeconomic foundations, good GDP growth rates, low inflation, budget surpluses, high investment to GDP ratio on mid 1990’s – clearly these economies were not deeply problematic because of corruption, etc
· This argument does not analytically follow – if the ties between state and business were crucial to the Asian economic miracle in 1970’s and 1980’s (state advanced growth through supporting business), then it does not follow that this should also explain its collapse – must be something else
· Also, Singapore and Taiwan very interventionist states, but were unscathed by crisis, Korea was able to quickly rebound although interventionist
· 2. Liberalization
· Opposite to the first one – argues that it was liberalization that was the problem
· These economies were swamped with short-term foreign capital, were not able to manage economy being swamped with all this capital
· “Washington consensus” is to blame – set of institutions with similar ideology – IMF, US Treasury, etc. – pushed liberalization onto these Asian economies, they were unable to manage the massive capital flows, collapsed without regulation of these flows
· Push for liberalization began in 1990’s for Asian economies to open themselves more to international markets, allow for more capital investment and loans, break down barriers to capital flow, deregulate movement of capital
· However, many of the economies still emerging and inexperienced in dealing with these capital flows – vulnerable to getting in trouble, heavy borrowing from abroad
· Structure of the firms had high debt to equity ratio (especially Korea) – these firms are borrowing very heavily vis-à-vis the actual cash they have
· In Korea, state was pushing banks to provide loans to firms, spurred firms’ growth
· But now, global banks and foreign markets providing loans, increased breadth and nature of debt
· Massive inflow of capital is dangerous when exchange rates pegged (fixed)
· This liberalization could lead to shocks to the system
· 3. Domestic vulnerabilities
· Crisis occurred because these economies had already been weakened, were vulnerable
· Evidence in export markets, especially Thailand – exports not doing as well in years before crisis
· Decline in demand for goods produced in Asia (like semiconductors from Korea)
· Rising costs (declining productivity) in SEA industries
· Chinese yuan had devalued by 40% in mid-1990’s, which made Chinese exports much more competitive relative to SEAsian exports
· By the mid-1990’s, dollar was strengthening versus yen, many SEAsian currencies pegged to dollar, they started to lose competitive edge with China
· Some argue that as Korea and Thailand became more democratic, more pressure from labor to improve wages and benefits, which reduced productivity and competitiveness (democracy not good for economic growth)
· 4. Geopolitics – controversial
· Mostly political scientists, but a few economists (Joseph Stiglitz)
· Crisis was either created (extreme) or exacerbated by U.S. national interests that were implemented by the IMF, which was a tool of U.S. geopolitical interests
· 1994 Korea wanted to join OECD (club of industrialized economies), but conditions were that Korea had to dismantle its Economic Planning Board (EPB) – European countries wanted to reduce regulatory capacities of Korean state and weaken it, push for liberal markets
· U.S. did not intervene quickly in crisis in contrast to rapid response to Mexican crisis earlier
· U.S. tried to block Asian economies’ attempts to create an Asian Monetary Fund that would rival IMF
· Many of the policies of the IMF were damaging to the Asian economies – pushed them to raise interest rates (attract capital and fight inflation, but in a crisis, all it will do is make it impossible for indebted firms to borrow or reinvest, deal with debts)
· IMF also pushed firms to sell equity to Western firms, argued the firms needed capital to rebuild themselves, but the firms that equity was sold to were foreign investors who wanted to penetrate Thai markets
· Thai Airways not  heavily indebted, but on top of list of firms forced to sell equity to Western firms – many think this is attempt to penetrate Thai market
· Most likely a combination of misguided policies by IMF and national interests to exploit crisis that already began (prof’s opinion)
· Liberalization is most important element in cause of crisis
· Crisis led to political changes as well (Indonesia, Thailand)
· Indonesia most heavily affected
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Inequality within and between nations. 
Structure and … dev in SEasia has been very effective, higher incomes across the board the region hit by the financial crisis that bought income down for several years. But compared to NEasia there are reasons to doubt whether dev in SEasia will be more than limited. In NEasia state has been stronger, more effective domestic industry and technological innovation have been crucial in NEasia. Hence a stronger institutional base. The other diff: dev in NEasia has been based on growth and equity in SEaisa, significant rising inequality with growth exception: Malaysia (both growth and equity) Thailand is a  key case of rising growth and inequality.

The nature of industrialization and structure of development. A key problem is that it is based on foreign technology. In plants producing things , the tech is based on foreign partners, partners or parent companies. Imo because a scientific tech base is crucial. If you want to upgrade capacity and goods. You need more technology. Foregn tech is not the answer, it could become squeezed between high tech industrialisation of NEasia and the low skilled wages of china. China is growing very quickly and might end up shitty.
Second issue: significant element of industrialization in SEasia has been based on rent seeking. You had a personalisitc monopoly control over resources or commercial activity. Means that t is a rent since there is no effort used to extract those resources or pursue those activities. Hence they are not used efficiently or effectively. They are in fact being wasted. Why? Institution are generally not very strong (not very autonomous, not cohesive). The opposite of institutionalism is personalism. In practice this means that when a govt allocate loans, contracts, subsidies, it is often doing this to favour businesses with which the govt is close. The air port etc tec. The biddings are usually corrupted. Close relation by proving cash, cut, etc.  less productivity and low quality products since no competition to get the best enterprise to build.  In the Philippines with Marcos there was cronyism in indonesia family and friends of Suharto, Malaysia: preference to Malay capitalists (an ethnic element not purely clientalistic abut with essences of clientalism). These were evident in the financial crisis since transaction not regulated well. Eg. In Malaysia: allowed to liberalised to not allowed to collapse eg. Mahathir’s son’s firm was not allowed to dooooom 
In the long rung pattern of dev in seasia based on cheap labor and low skill etc must question the sustainability. In NEasia advnces in industry, human capital, skills, govrt effective in channelling resources. Remember than after NEasia SEasia is still the more developing right after NEasia. After the financial crisis many govts tried to …. Thailand realised that exposure to global markets excessively could be very problematic they decreased the amount of forcing capital, and foreign reserves build. Build a domestic industry and to target domestic consumption rather than reliance on…. Also realise that many firms began as cronies does not mean that these entrepreneurs won’t be abel to be more sustainable. The literature on malay political econ there has been cronyism and blabla, but some have become efficient. 


Inequality
within nations and intranation. Within countries there have been increasing inequality. But also: singa, maly, thail indon. Etc etc then cambodis, timor le , laos etc so low. 
the countrei wit hteh largest inequality problem is worst. Inequality came in hand in ihand with growth. Highest gini coefficient at the highest was 0.52-0.53 and remains around 0.5 around the past 2 decades. 
The other issue in Thailand so that poverty has declined but the rate of poverty decline has not been as high as it should have been.  A central problem has been unidimensional focus on the industrialization in Bangkok. A conc of business in Bangkok and no real systematic effort to spread out industry throughout the country. Most other cities in Thailand do not have enough industry compared to Bangkok. The problem is not just across cities. The real problems in rural-urban divide, the govt has maintained a laissez faire policy and they have not tried to mould the pattern of econ growth. Industries aggregate where there are more services infrastructure. Which happen to be Bangkok. Agril itself has not been pursued or given more resources ot advance in terms of productivity. Also: a bias against agril producers (rice premium) they have been taxed in order ot provide cheaper foods to the urban area (bureau crats and professional/ middle class)  in the long run the share of agril vs. the manuf declines in terms of GDP. That is happening in Thailand but where Thai stands out in terms of the share of pop the percentage of pop in agril remaining has remained high (a diff with other dev industrializing economies). This means there is a disjuncture between employment and the production of GDP (I , Tanha, do not agree  the population density is higher, not sustainable if lower pop in agril). Thailand has not found a way to absorb the pop in manuf that is now taking off… away from agril to more high kill jobs. Transforming rural sectors to bla bla…. Omy space out.  In such incomes will stay low and explains inequality in Thailand. 
A rush of industry and infrastructure (dams, gas pipe lines etc ) that have led to the displacements of many subsistence etc. this has been deeply destabilizing to justice and stuff. Capital and state have joined together to push through dev at the expense of peasants. State and capital are joined, weakening the peasantry. 



Indonesia
Done well poverty was not as bad as in Thailand but the impact of financial crisis was the worst. Poverty rose very sharply form 1997-1999 back to pre 1990 levels unemployment high political unrest.  Larger problem has to do with the regional divide. Once industrialization took off: the core area was in Jakarta and java, the other islands have not been as linked. Esp crucial the role of natural resources. Java has been taking over bal bla. Indonesia is extremely rich in natural resources. Aches and Jakarta: they have never gotten a revenue from oil, which they have a lot of. The prof says that: the individuals in local govt. in the Suharto they would get only 2-3% or the oil resources- but better since tsunami and the dude became the president. West papua and irianjaya: the blabla. Statistic: they have very high GDP but are also the poorest regions in the country, they produce a lot, but aren’t really allowed to consumer, and do not get income they should be allocated. 


Malay
The exception in terms of inequality declining in the context of high rates of econ growth. In the 1980 and 1990s. the basic story in that since 1971 the Malay govt under UMNO redistribute form Chinese and Indians to the Malays. Since the Malays were disadvantaged before. The context occurred through econ growth and intervention and not through nationalisation of assets or stripping assets from the Chinese (not communistic, socialistic) build up education, entrepreneurs favour Malays more than the Chinese and still allow. in business the malay state would allow preferential etc to the . Labor quota in labor hence signif more Malays taken than Chinese in multinational firms. In university firms (NEP: 70% malay 30% Chinese) no to exclude the Chinese, institutional discrimination agenda. In the process both incomes have risen but for the Malays the incomes have risen faster. 
Two problems: 1: as NEP takes off, stratification within the Malay ethnic group increases. A criticism. The NEP resources have not been redistributed effectively and the state has been rent seeking to this end. But this would be a mistake to assume that the malays state does not care about the equality of the Malays. 2: The role of the Indian population THEY ARE squeezed between the Chinese (capitalists) and malay (politics). They can’t really challenge the policies of the govt. in the Indian economies the income have risen much more slowly than the Chinese or Malays. They have worked much more in rubber plantation but not in the highest rank of the congress. In 2008 major demonstration by Indian groups against the govt that effected the elections blab la. 

Sing
The most dev economy in SEasia. It is extremely affluent, but highly inequal. The reasons: Singapore’s govt’s prizing of high skilled workers to compete in globalization through service to eocmete, raises the salaries of high skilled indivs but to the detriment of the working class.  This dynamic favours the English speaking. Hokkien speakers. Matches the sing govt elitist vision that favours middle class rather than the Chinese speaking working class. Sing is the influx of migrant worker, many maids (indin, Philippines), but construction worker (Bangladesh, south asia). Leads to the disparities across the regions. Indon, phil go to sing.  
In Thailand: Burmese etc as low rank workers. The Malay govt expelled 1000s of indon workers drug shit. Philipino maids of brutalizing them then they killed employers. Disparities across nations leading to social conflict. Anak movie. 
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Party institutionalization, UMNO, KMT (Kuomintang), Democrat Party, Thai Rak Thai Party (TRT), Thaksin Shinawatra
· Relationship between party institutionalization and inequality
· Reducing poverty and inequality is a difficult task, a leader who wants to do this needs to have strong political will and strong capacity to get it done (institutional structure that can redistribute)
· Institutionalized political party – has organization and coherence, driven by concern for redistribution – does not have to be leftist (UMNO is ethnic party)
· Institutionalization is a necessary condition, but not a sufficient condition for addressing inequality
· Samuel Huntington – institutionalization = the process by which organizations and procedures gain value and stability
· An organization (i.e. political party) has to have more value than an individual – bigger than any individual within party (cleintelism/personalism is opposite)
· Does not just mean they are well-entrenched, etc. – different definition – this one is listed above – organizations and procedures have merit far above individual level, can change with time
· CCP – strong organized and institutionalized party, but was less institutionalized at times, like under Mao (more personalistic) – when individual rather than organization dominates, it is less institutionalized
· UMNO, PAP, KMT in Taiwan, Liberal Democratic Party in Japan, Vietnamese and Chinese Communist parties all institutionalized (although UMNO did become more personalistic under Mahathir) – UMNO rallied around party leader after Mahathir rather than Mahathir when he criticized new leader (Badawi)
· 4 attributes of institutionalization: Coherence, autonomy, adaptability, and complexity
· Coherence – strong organizational structure within party – clear procedures by which party does business and operates
· Autonomy – party is not captured (under influence) of social elites and society (dominant people in society)
· Adaptibility – party can operate in different functions (i.e. may start as nationalistic party, adapt to governing, adapt to opposition status, etc), party has system for succession of new members to replace older leaders
· Complexity – party has a number of components that make up organization (divisions, branches, etc)
· Procedure already embedded in institution, individual cannot shape the way the institution operates
· Institutionalist (strong institutionalization) and leftist combo has been a clear pathway for addrsssing inequality
· Chinese Communists – cadres in countryside, helped redistribute land and work with peasants, etc
· Vietnamese Communist party has been effective in driving reforms, programmatic, addressed needs of peasants
· Leninist (well-organized) parties’ powerful structures allow institution to function with good effectiveness, discipline
· Malaysia – not a leftist, but rather ethnic party that has been heavily institutionalized – UMNO represents interests of poorer Malays, has driven econ change through New Econ Policy (NEP)
· UMNO has penetrated villages, sought to steer bureaucratic offices towards Malay benefits
· The bureaucracy-party dynamic has been key – hegemonic state party system (UMNO always dominant, deeply ensconced within bureaucracy) – this dominance of bureaucracy allows UMNO to ensure its policies get implemented
· UMNO has implemented policy in rural areas by making sure party is in charge of rural development offices (party officials rather than bureaucrats), make sure public goods go toward Malay interests
· Party is a complex institution that penetrates deeply into every niche in society, allows it to implement policy and keep an ear on the ground to know what issues matter to local groups so it can respond to needs, even though it is authoritarian
· Center in capital, divisions at state level, branches at local/village level
· Each level has representatives, members in UMNO crucial in electing members for each level (democratic electoral system within UMNO, even if not in general elections)
· Without UMNO, likelihood of success in social reforms would have been very low
· Ethnic structure of politically dominant but poorer Malays help addressing inequality because Malay party pursues local reforms, but this is not all – other similar countries have not had Malaysia’s success, the difference is UMNO’s institutionalization
· KMT in Taiwan implemented extensive land reforms, made Taiwan one of the most equitable countries in the world
· Taiwan began econ growth after already had land reform, grew equitably
· KMT pursued land reform because it did not have any linkages with social elites in Taiwan (had come as an alien power), pursued reforms to consolidate base of support among peasantry
· To get institutionalized parties, must have some structural conditions:
· Colonialism has been the structural condition that matters – it created something that nationalist elites wanted to fight against, mobilized nationalist forces against colonial power (Vietnam Communist party, UMNO in Malaysia – opposition to British plan)
· Malaysia was gradualist – Malays allowed to govern, cooperated with British, but Malayan Union 1946 had wanted, in return for Chinese help against Japanese (while Malays were acquiescent with Japanese), to give equal citizenship to Chinese as Malays, Malays organized UMNO to oppose it
· So, organization/institutionalization can come about when there is something to organize against
· Institutionalized parties tend to be moderate and pragmatic in ideology – UMNO, Vietnam, KMT
· UMNO’s NEP has been driven by concern for Malays, but has made effort not to alienate Chinese, push econ growth (otherwise Chinese would leave, capital flight) – UMNO did not seek radical option of nationalizing assets from Chinese
· Mahathir within UMNO pushed in 1969 to punish Chinese for riots, but UMNO did not follow his advice, actually expelled Mahathir from party, Mahathir moderated views, re-entered and eventually rose to power in UMNO
· Shows UMNO can tame excessive policies and push individuals toward center
· Countries without institutionalized parties very unlikely to advance social reform:
· Thailand – parties historically weak organizationally and ideologically – no strong programmatic agendas, cohesiveness, clear procedures or ideologies in parties
· Parties driven by factions tied to specific individuals
· Few parties have roots in society, represent social groups or class, ethnicities, etc
· Parties are vehicles to gain power in Parliament, not represent social groups
· Policy has been defined not by ideology but by personalism/clientelism – no base to advance pro-poor policies
· Pridi Bhamonyong 1932 – wanted a social democratic, pro-poor party, clear economic plan, redistribution
· But party did not have coherent agenda, party was split on how far they wanted to go in reforms
· Also, no structural basis to build party, no way to mobilize society to join party
· Had not been uncolonized, people saw monarchy as legitimate, no real support for overthrowing monarchy
· Mid-1970’s democracy – was some effort to advance social reform, but parties did not have organizational capacity to advance reforms – many of the parties new, did not have history of organizational capacity
· A lot of mobilization in society – students, farmers, workers – but parties couldn’t link up with social forces to advance redistribution
· Many parties conservative, afraid of student-worker-farmer alliance
· Fear of leftists (Laos, Cambodia)
· Political elite moved against them 1976, military re-took power
· There were leftist parties with reformist agenda, but were harassed and attacked
· 1980’s and 90’s – many parties clientelistic, vehicles for business elites to gain power, little interest in countryside or labor
· One party institutionalized during this era was Democrat Party – has procedures for electing members, has branches throughout Thaliand, and has value above individuals – it’s institutionalized
· But the problem is it began as a vehicle for royalists opposed to Pridi 1940’s
· 1990’s – constituency became Bangkok middle class, economic policies have been conservative and neoliberal, not interested in reducing inequality
· 2001 election of Thaksin Shinawatra of TRT – combined populism with some organizational elements
· Party was funded by Thaksin, his personality dominated party (although organized, not institutionalized because dominated by Thaksin)
· Both programmatic and populist – had clear pro-poor agenda, debt relief, village fund for entrepreneurial projects in villages, cheap medical care
· First time a ruling party has advanced extensive pro-poor program
· Mixed success of policies – provided large access to healthcare, etc successfully, but debt relief and village fund have been less successful
· TRT’s populist movement provoked middle class opposition, overthrown in coup
· Thailand’s political system does not provide the same capacities as in Malaysia to drive social reform – no colonial foe, lack of base for developing organization tightly linked to grassroots, only Democrat Party has some institutionalization, but it is conservative
· Populist TRT also mobilized poor, (“Red Shirts”), but TRT not institutionalized, dominated by Thaksin (also very corrupt)
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Those affected are the indigenous but those who benefit are the middle class people in the ciites. There is a disjuncture betn those affected and those benefitted.
How do we assess the role of the int’l community in the environ detriment. Think of japan in terms of funding (many dev projects that and dve affect the dev). Also WB and ADB that have been crucial in funding these dams that gave affected ethnic groups’ lives. How about the consumers in rich countries that spur demand for these things (teak, eg).  Exploitation of national res roles of int’l consumers. 

We need to look at the role of resistance to dev project in SEasian and conceptualize this resistance, we see that resistance has become a major area of conflict in the state that is diff from the conflicts in 1960 s and 1970s. in 60-70 in Thailand was the communist and student against the state. But now subsistence villagers challenging state over large infrastructure. Hence it is not the primarily the classic issue of left vs the state or communist and class against the state, but a issue of subsistence villagers challenging the state. Crucial: the role of NGOs. Civil society of Ngo have been more generally assisting the struggles of the subsistence fisherman o farmers, domestic NGOs have mobilized, organized and channelled the interest of the subsistence villagers. They have allied with transnational NGOs particularly when challenge the ADB and WB. Norw rural NGOs with peasants. The role of political parties have been largely absent for serving these peasants, as the specific politics: 
1. Conflict over natural s resources required  for energy  timber, pulp, minerals, large scale projects such as dams and deforestation.
2. Conflict over pollution across int’l borders. Eg. Fire haze made by burning forests. Smoke screen made that
3. Conflict over pollution within domestic borders (poisoning of river or waster water projects or gas pipelines.
Look at 1 and 2

Dams: a large part for rural peasants fighting against the state. Manage irrigation, t manage floods and 3rd to deal with electrification. Construction of dams involves displacement of large scale communities and populations. Dams flood large areas of land and these villagers cannot live. If their housing is not destroyed, the reason they utilize for livelihood is destroyed. These dams are made deep in the country side and affected are subsistence villagers= the poorest peasants. They are not engaged in commercial agril, they are engaged n fishing or harvesting corps in forests or by sides of the rivers. These ppl are then doomed….. 

The destruction of thee lands is extremely problematic not cuz they cannot sell these goods, but they cannot even feed themselves. The govt often provides some compensation, which is often very very minimal. This might include some cash or housing (both inadequate) the new area might be difficult to farm, etc. etc .
In thaiand the most international dams build= pak moon dam. It is located on the northeast  bordering with laos. Moon is the river that goes down Thailand and connects to the Mekong into southern china. (Here the prof demonstrates his cartographic skills. Kinda confusing and there is a cross on hethins). The mun connects to the Mekong somewhat 90degrees.mouth of the moon river. the dam was made in 1992 in the height of Thailand’s econ boom. He goal was electrification. Originally argued for the northeast the poorest of Thailand. The power grids would be connected to Bangkok to redistributed to the country. is the electrification even benefitting the NE? the dam was not successful in increasing electrification, it was around off the river dam. Does not have a reservoir behind it. The idea is that water will fill up in the rainy season and in he dry season not so crucial for the water s to come. Am ineeffecitvi n dry season, it ahs effected lives of 20000 fishermen (foragers or fishers). Since 1990s these villagers have protested against the dam. Later challenged Bangkok over compensation then construction of dam they then looked for decommissioning of the dam. Thus ending any role of the dam.  The dam prevents fish form going up the river a fish ladder was created . protests for 15 years and the only change has been thaksin in 2001. That thaksin is imp in politics in Thailand. The only who has made any change. In 2001 he comesi n power with populist mandate and … he met with villagers outside the poli hous. They opened the gates f pak mun for 4 months of the year to allow fish to go up the river. This is not what they wanted they wanted it completely decommissioned but this worked, fish have come back not as many as previously but to allow for some livelihood to be maintained. 

Indonesia 
In the island of java big dams. During the Suharto regime. The family contrl monopolies and now has control over cements. They also pushed for more construction since that would stimulate the cement industry that the Suharto family controlled. Also was the funding by the Japanese govt the major dam as the Kedungombo dam in central java, opened the gates in 1995, and displaced 20,000 people. Like the pak moon, the idea was electrification and irrigation, and was supported by a loan  from the WB. There was a lot of conflict. Compensation was not adequate etc. and they pushed against Suharto’s govt but Suharto refused for more compensation. Villager were being relocated away from the dam but not to central java, they were moved to other areas in indonesia including sumarta. They used the excuse of the dam to follow through its transmigration policy such that population density was not so clustered around java. Southern Sumatra migration. This made them angry (excessive displacement) on the end, many ppl were able to live closer to their original areas since fought resistance very hard. The dam still operates to day but there has been some compromise sicne the policy of moving ppl about has been mitigated somewhat

LAOS
The Nam Theun 1 and 2 dams. They are both built in central laos. But this energy is not for laos, but for Thailand. There the benefits 6000 ppl displaced in 2004, 120,000 ppls livelihoods downstream was destroyed. The benefits will go to Thailand. Now this is monopsony. After the pak moon, Thai stopped making dams so in a sense they are using laos to fund energy requirerments. ADB heavily funded the Nam theungs. 
Malaysian borneo: Bakun Dam. It is on sarawat. This was made in 2007 it is the largest dam in southeast asia. And electrification not for bornean malya, but for peninsular. Transport this through undersea and overland cables this displaced 9000 indigenous ppl and destruction of rich rainforests. Borneon ppl are very rich. Iban ppl displaced. The bakum dam expanded electrification and many argued that the energy transportation was very insecure and inefficient in term of channelling energy
Recurrent theme: displacement of indigenous, electrification, modernization, emergent during the boom, struggle against construction of these but defeat of indigenous ppl by govt. compromise in balun but in other areas no real compromise.

DEFORESTATION
In the past 40 years forest lands have disappeared. 1961 53% to 21% 1985 in Thailand. Tine ht phillip: 20% cover now. flash floods in southern Thailand and the Thais govts decision to ban logging . Thai is interesting since it is a democracy to effort to stop construction of dams, and to ban logging ut also se that these will be outsourced. Burma and laos out sourcing, deforestation is a significant problem due to soil erosion silt that pollutes river fished and domestic waters. Another major problem is that is makes it more diff for water to be absorbed by land when there is fewer trees. Flooding hitting bangkoks 1.5 meters. There has been more rains than usual but maybe this is really man made. Canals logged and deforestation. 
What is driving deforestation? Hill tribes swidden?  This does a heva negative effect, bu on term of the clase, it is perhaps unfair to blame them. Trees are being made for timber and plantation industries. They are replanted with lucrative plants such as the eucalyptus. The market driving the deforestation.  
This is often documented in countries that have more open. But in burma where china outsorces its problems to. Hence this has hit the thai-burma border. Thailand banned logging in 1999, and the Burmese allowed logging concession to 20 firms of Thailand across the borde,r the concessions negotiated directly by Thai generals who have investment in these companies. Now hat Thailand has banned logging,… this erasing of forests is also imp for Burmese generals.
This brings in foreign reserves (1989-1990: 42% of all exort earning came form timber, esp teak). The Karen and the Mong have their own ethnic armies living in thai burman border and thus you make it more difficult for them to hide from the Burmese army. 
Fire Haze
More recent problem in 1997 a blanket of smoke from Indonesia and borneo (Kalimantan) up to and covering the area of costa rica, covering Singapore, Malaysia nd Thailand. The effect blocked of the sun for several weeks parts of the day ppl had to wear masks and school cancelled. Cause: crating plantations in Sumatra and Kalimantan (new crops esp: palm oil) Indonesian govt argued that it has tried to stop burning of these forests and it has not been very successful since politicians are closely linked to the firms / plantation owners. Cronyism. 
ASEAN has tried to play some role in mitigating this problems and had some workshops etc and Singapore has also been at the core. Since a transnational problem. Not fully resolved the last fires in 2006/2007 so not fully addressed. 
You notice: in these conflicts is that democracy has been imp in the way that these conflicts have played out nad Thailand is a country where  you see democracy mattering.  In that context civil society in Thailand very robust etc. University students/professors working together for stuff. Ssssssnakeeeeeeeeee…. In Thailand during flood. Smoke on water. Fire in the sky.  WTF?

With the pak mun dam you see civil society mattress, but is not sufficient. You need a pro poor govt and only under him that you got some change. s
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Final: 6 ID out of 8, and 2 essays. ID’s not cumulative. Essays cumulative. Issues of regime type in particular. Some samples will be shown later. Pull together broad theme: 1. Democ/author, explain variation xos seasia. 2. Dev and inequality. Econ growth, environ, cost and benefits of dev. 3. Ethnicity, identity 4. War and peace in asean.

ID list:
SEATO 
ASA
MAPHILINDO
Konfrontasi (malay for confrontation)
Corregidor Affair
Asean way Norm of non interference.
1967 bangkok declaration
ZOPFAN 1971 (zone of peace, freedom and neutrality)
Treaty of Bali, 1976

We will discuss ASEAN nad he brad question of war and peace inseasia. Asean is imp in practical an theory level since it is an organization that has been able to avoid war betn members since 1967. An org foster eocnand political coop. compared to ther regional organization such as the African union or organization off arab states it has maintained peace in seasia.
NO CLASS ON  WEDNESSSSDAAAAAAAY!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!  <3
Aseasn has had mixed affects on democracy despite being successful.
Asean found in 1967in a meeting of 5 countries, peace coop and bla. Thailand, ohilipnies, malay, indon and sing. Today malay comprises 10 of 11 countries in seasia (only timor leste is not a member) brunei 1994, vietnam 1995, myanamr and laos 1997 and Cambodia 1998. When members are part of asean, hey don’t fight each other. Vietnam and Cambodia were at war Before they were .in ASEAN. 300 meetings sponsored every year (educational, econ, political etc) this constant interaction has lead to a sense of identity within seasia. Identity due to socialization. Hence the foundation is something like the EU. A supernational identity that emerges.
Beore asean emerged, there were other efforts to build regional groupin. First was SEATO in 954, an anticommunist collective defense agreement (like NATO). Largely western driven organization concerned with the spread of communism, Bangkok, USA, UK, Australia, NZ, france, Pakistan and Philippines. Seasia s a whole was not the core of the membership. SEATO did not last long
ASA and MAPHILINDO, the basis for ASEAN. ASA in 1961 made of malay, phil and thai. 
MAPHILINDO: malay, phil, indon. established in 1963. It wanted to unify the malay race.
Both ASA and maphilindo collapsed due ot conflict in the group, the conflict coming out of the problem of borneo. Phil claiming SABA due ot the sulatanate of sulu to which it belonged. But indon claimed all of borneo arguing that since the british were on that side of Malaysia, does not mean it can have borneo’s half.
ASEAN the found in1967 with conflict over borneo as backdrop. This was known as konfrontasi. Some low scale fighting. Suakrno was virulent in charging that Malaysia had no right to the area over borneo. 1965 coup and 1966 to the demise of the end of the sukarno regime, the harmonization in seasia that allows for ASEAN to emerge. All leader of seasian nation by 1967 were authoritarian, anticommunist(deeply) and commmited to capitalism. But clearly the most imp ias anti communism. They unite: Suharto, marcos (phil), LKY (sing), abrurrahman (malay) thanom kittikachorn(thai). Malay more liberal than the rest. The goal of ASEAN to ensure peace, stability and econ coorp and made to reduce situations like konfrontasi. ASEAN driven by a fervent anticommunist, it was not just about defending against communism. About protecting each nnation against aggression from members. In the 1960s the region was very unstable, insurgency. Ethnic violence and often in these insurgencies, so me willn be aided by neighboring countries, which ASEAN wanted to prevent. Eg. The communist movement in Malays will hide in southern Thailand to flee from Malaysian armed forces. The malay muslim insurgency would cross the border into the state of kalimantan to avoid being chased by the Thai military author. ASEAN was created to allow more coop in terms of capital, and also reducing support by other nations to insurgents.
After asean was formed, the issue of borne, and the Philippines making insistence claim on saba. Again SULU. 
In 1968, a report surfaced that the phil was training troops to capture saba (the Corregidor affair) training Muslim and Christian philippinos. A number of the muslims were killed and it was not clear why. Tensions betn phil and malay increase. Remove ambassadors and more tension. 
The roles of asean was crucial in fiscin the dispute. It used ots ministerial meetings to try and create a cooling off period betn Malaysian and Philippines. Adhoc and standing committees to create communiaito nebtn malay and phil diplomats. Prior to asean findings, there was really no such institutionl basis of communication. After 8 months of heightened rhetoric, the phil and malay cool off and reduces the chances of a war. In 1969, the two countres indicate thaht hey will not go to war against each other. 
Asean strategy was not to decisisvely stop comnflict. The process was indirect, restraint diplomacy, keeping channels open for communication and asean used its meetings as channesl for reducing disputacne. Asean has since avoided major conflicts. 
There isa major exception: Thailand and Cambodia claim the temple. Unesco granted it to ambodia. It is very complicated. To get to a temple you have to go through lands that is within Thailand. Allow both countries to make some claim ot the land or temple itself. Deaths have happened over military shooting over the border. 
What are the main factors tahht have led ASEAN to be relatively peaceful?
1. The asean way: a term to describe the pattern of interaction ebtn asean leaders. Tei si often srappedi ncultural terms . musjawarah based.  The basic point is thath eliteinteraitn has been determined by discreetness, infor,mality, consensus building and generally no nconfrontational bargaining styles. The west generally wants more institutionalised structure, voting, to follow legalistic doctrines and somewhat more aggressive confromtational ehaviour (debate), asean shuns this and prefers informality and consensus. Understand thath seas for a long time been an elite organization (elite club of dictators, perhaps until the 1980s), who shared common balues illiberal, anticommunist, capitalist and clique-circles. Make decisions in the gold course, cocktail parties, and very closed door informal ways. Personal reassurances etc play :D. With Burma, they will not coerce Myanmar or use any real sanctions. On some issues thaye had been strong, (eg. In 2003 attacing suu kyi, cyclone nargis  asean was vocal) but they will not go beyond that. Since they do not want that hto happen to themselves. Asean leaders do not want ot embarrass or antagonize each other. Think of primatism (may not be bale to convene later).
2. Norm of non-interference: united an underlies SEAN’s structure. Tied to sovereignty, very much enshrined in UN charter that states are sovereign. To legitimize new post colonial states. A conference in bandung brought African and asian leader together and also imp in enshrining non interference. It become as a very imp legal recourse particularly when threatened by more hegemonic western powers. All regional orgs use non interference as lynchpins. But for asean for some reason even more important. ASEAN is much more reticent to go through that route. They have been critical of Myanmar, but never to sanction to Myanmar, maybe will spread to Vietnam, Cambodia, to malay, sing. Interest in holding everything together. All might erode if you become too critical. all legal decisions  enforce the non-intereferece doctrine of the association. States do not assist insurgencies in neighboring countries. Provide coop to defeat communist forces. Signalled to larger hegemonic power how imp the border legitimacy of their nation states are. It creates the sense of legitimacy to weak states that their boundaries are defended by UN rules that . non-interference is like a glue. But this also means hath you do not address any pressing problems in a neighbours borders, even should this be repression human rights, decmocracy, you keep quiet to not open the Pandora box.
The 2 ways retrain countries from action language that could lead to confrontation. It has thus been relatively successful
Faustian bargain: the norm of non interference that solidifies peace , you keep fukcin quiet, bitch!



December 6 lecture:


ASEAN and conclusing remarks


· Final = 6 of 8 IDs from second half of course, 2 essays (no choice) – broad themes
· Ids worth 5 points each, 35 points for each essay
· IDs = memorization, 1-2 paragraphs, essays = try to integrate themes that answer a central question
· Note variation, explain it in a coherent argument
· Broad view of development questions (environment, ethnicity, etc)
· Make sure to have one argument, A essay has argument, B essay tries to make argument but is convoluted, C or lower is a list – don’t list things, make a strong arguments, points support thesis, refute counterarguments
· Broad picture, key variables are most important, but use details/events as support for the argument
· You don’t really have to cite all the authors, but it’s a plus
· Thursday 3-4 PM office hours
· Paradox – ASEAN has established peace thru non-interference and ASEAN way, but the cost is that ASEAn has been unconcerned with domestic politics, like authoritarian despotic rule
· Non-interference prevents war but also means that despotic behavior is not criticized – most evident in Myanmar (very repressive regime, unsuccessful domestic attempts to improve democracy – NGO’s, Suu Kyi, etc)
· ASEAN’s attitude towards Burma driven by strategic interests
· Wants to bring Burma into ASEAN to consolidate all of SEA in association, ASEAN-10 formed (all 10 countries) – East Timor has yet to join
· ASEAN also concerned with China – wants to reduce influence of China on Myanmar – economic and geopolitical
· ASEAN criticized when it accepted Myanmar – accused of ignoring human rights violations, but ASEAN (esp. Mahathir) said West had no right to interfere in ASEAN, the way to institute change in Myanmar was through “constructive engagement” – coax Myanmar in private to change, rather than criticize and force them
· However, there has been very little progress in terms of political reform since ASEAN’s joining (however, since November 2010 there has been some reforms and liberalization – significant change (quite shocking) – leading to opening of country, Clinton visited Myanmar)
· Office hours: what reforms?
· ASEAN itself has not been a force for change in Myanmar – the recent political change has not been due to ASEAN
· With exception of this year, Burma had been getting worse since joining, military government entrenched
· General Khin Nyunt – somewhat more moderate (in relative terms), willing to dialogue with Suu Kyi, but 2003 put under house arrest
· Except for this year, very little change in Burma – no effect of Western sanctions or ASEAN coaxing on Burmese change
· Sanctions called for by Suu Kyi, US has been most forceful – prohibiting new business opening, Canada also sanctioned Burmese exports
· To try to punish Myanmar economically
· However, Asian countries refused to sanction Myanmar, continued to invest heavily in Myanmar, especially natural resources
· Sanctions regime therefore has been ineffective
· China has become a patron of Myanmar – uses it for economic gain and geostrategic purposes (islands as military bases, etc)
· Provided cheap weapons, connections with military regime
· Investment from Chinese business
· Neither the ASEAN way nor Western sanctions have promoted Burmese change
· Turning point in 2003 when Suu Kyi had been released from house arrest, was campaigning, her convoy was attacked by militias trained by military, killed very many, Suu Kyi only survived because aides piled on top of her and were killed, Suu Kyi put into prison and then house arrest
· One of the worst attacks by the junta at the democracy movement
· Led to ASEAN calls for some response for what happened
· Mahathir (advocate of bringing Burma in, Asian Values) said that Myanmar needed to change or perhaps be expelled from ASEAN
· Changed some of the attitudes of ASEAN regarding non-interference
· Myanmar set to chair ASEAN 2006, but ASEAN convinced it not to
· Velvet Revolution 2007 (monks) – look up? Crushed by military
· Cyclone 2009 – refusal to make humanitarian aid – ASEAN has become more critical of Myanmar
· Rhetorically, more criticism of Myanmar than in past
· Before 2010, junta had put forth roadmap to democracy, but no one believed it
· Held elections 2010 – very corrupt and non-transparent, NLD boycotted election, military won most of the seats
· November 2010 – Suu Kyi released from house arrest, and has not been placed back under arrest, plans to contest next elections and run as MP candidate – NLD has changed position, decided to accept framework set by junta rather than boycotting
· Military also released thousands of political prisoners, President Thein Sein of Burma actually met with Aung San Suu Kyi multiple times – some willingness to recognize her as opposition
· September 2011 Myanmar suspended dam project that was being funded by China
· What does this mean? Clear political change in past year, but unclear why it is happening now
· Possible that top echelon of Burma has realized that its isolation and repression is no longer viable, they are not satisfied with status quo
· However, not complete change – many political prisoners, repression
· However, this has been driven by internal factors, not ASEAN or sanctions (though perhaps rhetorical barrage from ASEAN has contributed)
· Conclusions:
· Paradox of peace/security from ASEAN (significant) but at the cost of democracy, esp. in Myanmar
· Other contradictions in democratic transitions
· Philippines – return of procedural democracy 1986, but structural reforms (human rights, land reform, justice, equity) not addressed, has been inefficient – has not really improved much in real change
· Halfway houses – semi-democracies – Malaysia and Singapore – have done a lot successfully – econ development, per capita GDP (especially Singapore), order, yet at the same time, effective at stifling dissent, weakening and bullying the opposition – not good for democracy (yet high quality of life and political order)
· Indonesia under Suharto (Sukarno was econ disaster) – came to power in bloodbath, yet was successful in economic growth, reducing poverty. But Suharto very corrupt
· Economic development
· Many ASEAN nations have done well in development (SEA second to NEA in developing world), but is uneven both within the region and within countries, and environmental disasters in Indonesia, Thailand (also current flooding), etc
· There are numerous challenges in political and econ development, many have no clear-cut answer
· Are Singapore and Malaysia good or bad? Prioritize econ growth and order, or democracy?
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ave a long and imp history in SE

asia. By the 19
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peranakan. The firs

t wave of Chinese were known as the first three terms. Totok are 
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A second wave of Chinese came bet
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argely because of 
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d poverty in mainland china esp south china.  A push factor the pull 
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found business
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the earlier felt much closer culturally.

 

There 

is a great variation 

amongst Chinese variations in SEasia. Singapore: 78%, M

alay: 

25%today, but at one point 45% (

M

alay population increased recently and there was 

also ou

t migration), 

Thailand

: 14% (a general estimate), Indonesia 3%, Vietnam, 2% 

