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Whereas articles in the first part of this two-part series of articles on “Markets in
Transition” (see Critical Asian Studies 36, no. 3, September 2004) sketch out the
broad essence of the political project of neoliberal globalization and its articula-
tion within a changing geopolitical context, in this second set of articles the au-
thors give precise expression to the various forms of conflict engendered by the
pressures neoliberal globalization and changing geopolitical patterns place on
domestic economic and political institutions in East and Southeast Asia. The
analysis focuses on the mechanisms that attempt to suppress political contes-
tation over neoliberalism’s advance, and this necessarily brings agendas of gov-
ernance reform into close scrutiny. These articles complement those in part 1 by
highlighting how the political alliances and interests at stake in the conflicts
over neoliberal globalization may have been influenced by the war on terror,
but they both preceded it and will outlast it.

For example, in separate articles, Shaun Breslin and Sally Sargeson each
highlight frictions associated with China’s opening up to global market forces
and the implications of those forces for the organization of state power and the
political regime. Breslin analyzes how the promotion of foreign investment and
World Trade Organization (WTO) entry, advanced by a coalition of domestic in-
terests but aided by external actors and forces, has been used to implement
change over the opposition of “reluctant domestic constituents.” These changes
increase social inequalities and accentuate regional disparities. Yet the shift in
priority by the Chinese political elite toward economic growth through fuller
integration with global markets is not only generating social conflicts, it is also
fundamentally altering the basis of Communist Party rule, notably the relation-
ship between national and local actors and the party’s ideology.
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Sargeson highlights a specific friction associated with this transformation as
she examines the coalitions that are driving the transformation, the adverse so-
cial consequences the transformation gives rise to, and the way that legislation
has been deployed in an attempt to “defuse conflicts between contending
claimants to the land and guide the dual processes of market transition and agri-
cultural internationalization.” Land reforms, she points out, were necessitated
partly to address the huge social costs that China’s entry into the WTO imposed
on its farmers. The “recombinant” land rights regime echoes points made in our
Introduction to the series (see “Closing the Circle? Globalization, Conflict, and
Political Regimes,” Critical Asian Studies 36, no. 3, September 2004) about the
neoliberal project of institution building to quarantine market interests from
political contestation, a process that, in this case, entails changes in the alloca-
tions of power and resources between local and village levels of government.

Several articles in this issue examine social policies and governance reforms
in Southeast Asia, assessing their significance for the domain of collective politi-
cal action. They scrutinize the post-Washington consensus reform agenda and
examine how these policies and reforms are implemented by those who at-
tempt to limit challenges to market relations and by others who oppose
neoliberalism.

Kanishka Jayasuriya and Kevin Hewison discuss two moments in the struggle
over neoliberal policy in Thailand. First, they analyze a range of social programs
advocated by international financial institutions in Thailand after the Asian cri-
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sis, including Social Investment Funds (SIF). Couched in the liberal language of
participation and empowerment, these initiatives, the authors argue, have
served as a kind of antipolitics, marginalizing and deflecting political oppo-
sitions that threaten neoliberal market relations. Second, they turn attention to
the “alternative,” where a coalition of domestic political and capitalist forces has
given expression to a different form of antipolitics. Jayasuriya and Hewison con-
tend that the Thaksin Shinawatra government opposed neoliberal reform only
to facilitate the recapture of the state by domestic business, albeit through elec-
toral means, and enact “a form of ‘globalized’ populism with distinctly authori-
tarian overtones.” While this contrasts with the technocratic antipolitics of
World Bank policies, the political effects are similar.

Wil Hout undertakes a detailed empirical analysis of aid programs dedicated
toward the promotion of “good governance” and his findings are telling: “Al-
though aid donors claim that good institutional performance is a sine qua non
for the effectiveness of aid, a host of other factors appears to be a much more
important determinant for aid allocation than the quality of governance, the
extent of democracy, or respect for human rights.” These “other factors” are
closely related to the degree to which neoliberal policies are adopted, again
underlining the point that a political agenda lurks beneath the surface of good
governance rhetoric. Given the growing integration of economic globaliza-
tion with security discussed above, Hout’s study asks whether the promotion
of good governance is likely to become fused with another ideological and po-
litical agenda.

Vedi Hadiz also examines governance policies in his article. He looks at the
rise of party politics in Indonesia that has followed the fall of Soeharto in 1998.
Many of the economic reforms put in place since then have been linked to inter-
nationally supported programs to introduce market-facilitating “good gover-
nance.” This effort has included the promotion of elections and decentraliza-
tion. While international organizations have promoted democratization and
decentralization as reforms that aim to “save” Indonesia from becoming a
“failed state,” Hadiz argues that decentralization is actually entrenching a politi-
cal regime that operates according to the logic of money politics and violence.
This politics is primarily dominated by reconstituted old New Order elites who
organize party politics to further business and political interests. Hadiz’s study
persuasively counters the voluntarism that pervades optimistic expectations of
political and economic liberalism under this post-authoritarian regime.

This two-part series does not set out to predict the direction of political re-
gime change in the medium to long term in East and Southeast Asia. However,
we cannot begin to seriously speculate about such directions without a full anal-
ysis of the nature, determinants, and consequences of conflicts associated with
neoliberal globalization and the significance of the changing geopolitical cli-
mate for the way that such conflicts might be played out. It is here that we hope
to have laid some of the groundwork.
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