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ABSTRACT

Highlighting the differential impact of further economic liberalization (under globalizing forces) on local labor market and the local state’s steering capacity for the Social, the new relationship between the occupational mobility and the rigidity of social welfare will be examined. Since the 1990s, there is concern that globalization would undermine the fiscal basis of the nation state, as economic liberalization forces deeply shape the transformation in labor and commodity markets, resulting in reducing the protection for labors in a highly volatile (mobile labor) market regime on the one hand, and the revenue generation of nation state, on the other. Will these global forces reduce the capability, and/or the political will, for the Pacific-Asian states and societies to re-inventing (or the de-development-cum-consolidation) their social security system with a new set of (sub-classes of) social citizenship?

Due to the differential exposure to global production/trade system, the Pacific-Asian states’ responses to their social development in a globalizing world have been much influenced by local, regional and global forces. This paper attempts to pinpoint the specificity of social security (de-)development, welfare reform, labor market restructuring and the new sub-classes of social citizenship, under economic globalization in the Pacific-Asian societies. After an introduction on economic liberalization and regionalization processes, and the welfare reform in a globalizing world, it examines the social security issues (family, labor market restructuring and the state’s social welfare) in the Pacific-Asian societies, focusing on the interfacing between external and internal forces, normative and policy discursive arguments for and against the social security reform and the redefinition of social (sub-)citizenship. 
1.
Asian Economic Regionalization under Globalization

East Asia has been mostly recovered from the Asian Financial Crisis, with a renewal momentum for economic growth (see Fig. 1 and 2). This is juxtaposing the further regionalization of their economic activities – Free Trade Agreements (FTA) are one of the integral parts of such framework for development.  
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Fig.1: GDP Growth in Developing Asia －Curve. About Here
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Fig.2: GDP Growth in Developing Asia – Table. About Here
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WTO rules require FTAs to include substantially all products. This is interpreted as meaning that such agreements should cover more than 90 percent of imports/exports. For instance, the FTA between Japan and Singapore covers 98% of the tradable goods and services. In general, it is assumed that eliminating industrial tariffs is easier than eliminating agricultural tariffs. It should be highlighted that the impasse of the WTO Doha Round Negotiation reinforces the momentum for bilateralism and regional approaches to trade liberalization

Yet, it should be pointed out that, not just tradable goods and services, but also the importance of foreign direct investment (FDI) and other forms regional cooperation, like the Growth Triangles in regional development (Fig.3). In other words, FTA not just stream-lines tradable goods and services across borders, but also facilitate investments and labor mobility of the involving economies. 
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Fig.3: Asia’s Regionalization: Growth Triangles in Asia
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To recapitulate, despite the lack of regional framework to enhance trading regime, the intra-regional trade in East Asia has approximately doubled over the last decade (Fig.4). This attributes to the economic dynamism driven by the market forces and local enterprises.
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Fig.4: Intra-Regional Trade in Asia. About Here

------------------------------------------------------------

1.1
JAPAN-ASEAN: New Regionalism?  

Japan and the NIEs in ASEAN are important trading partners in the region, particularly in reinforcing the economic liberalization regime in Asia (Fig.5). Except the FTA with Singapore, Japanese government engagement in ASEAN for further FTA is somewhat symbolic. In other words, in contrast with the ASEAN-China (agreement), the ASEAN-Japan (partnership initiative) is at the initial stage and lacks details and a program of implementation. The challenge for Japan is how to break away from its conservative outlook for regional engagement, as it is traditionally preferred a multilateral approach to trade liberalization. The conclusion of an economic partnership agreement (FTA) with Singapore in 2002 (effective 30 November 2002) was a major break from its policy – The Japan-Singapore FTA not only covers tariff cuts, movements of people, the rules of investment and a broad range of technical cooperation between the two countries. It seems that equally important is that (the agreement) sets a precedent in terms of trade policy posture and a model for economic partnership for Japan and ASEAN.
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Fig.5: Japan – ASEAN Trading Pattern. About Here
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Yet, Japanese government’s tendency for bilateral trading agreement, even with ASEAN individual state; and internally, it has to face differential, if not contradictory, demands for trade liberalization and protectionism. Hence, how far is the Japan-Singapore FTA model relevant for next round of bilateral trade talks with individual ASEAN countries is questionable – it is highly difficult, if not impossible, to maintain the consistency with highly differentiated member countries of the ASEAN group as a whole. It is rightly pointed out that 
It is very important to ensure that the bilateral trade policy is consistent with the regional framework in order to minimize the 'spaghetti-bowl' syndrome in the East Asian regional economic cooperation pattern… The poorer members of ASEAN -- Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar and Vietnam -- will be very unhappy if Japan negotiates bilateral (FTAs) without having the overall, integrated regional framework. (The Japan Times, 25.April 2003) 

On the other front, Japan and Mexico will sign a bilateral free-trade agreement in August 2004. It is Japan's second such agreement, following a deal signed with Singapore in 2002.Both countries will seek parliamentary approval for the agreement after the signing ceremony, with the FTA expected to take effect April 2005. Japan’s major import items from Mexico include crude oil, electric machinery, automobiles and pork, while Japan’s major export items to Mexico include integrated circuits, generators and other machinery and automobile parts. It should be noted that the pact is the first comprehensive accord for Japan that covers the heavily protected and politically sensitive agricultural sector (The Japanese Times, 3.July 2004). 
1.2
Regional Bilateralism as Add-On to the Globalization Processes 

Japan is currently in talks with South Korea, Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand and the Philippines for FTA. Japan and South Korea aim to reach a free-trade agreement by the end of 2005. It will also launch talks with the 10-member Association of Southeast Asian Nations in 2005

More specifically, Japan wants the Philippines to give greater investment and services trade opportunities to Japanese businesses in the proposed FTA, while the Philippines wants Japan's job market opened to Filipino nurses and lawyers. For Thailand, to lower tariffs on Japanese auto parts, and Bangkok's insistence that Japan open its markets to Thai rice, chicken and other agricultural products. In return, Thailand also wants Japan to ease its foreign labor rules so Thai physical therapists can work in Japan – such as trade in goods and services, investment, intellectual property rights and competition policy. 

Other ASEAN member countries are courting with Japan too: Vietnam is interested in a free trade agreement to boost economic ties with Japan and has granted 15-day visa-free entry for Japanese in 2004, but it may be too early to talk about an FTA because Vietnam has yet to enter the World Trade Organization.

1.3
Sino-Japanese Trading Complementary
Sino-Japanese cooperation in economic activities has been developing substantially in the last few years. There is obviously synergy between two economic giants. According to a March-April 2004 poll by Japan External Trade Organization (JETRO), a record high of 74.4% China-based Japanese manufacturers have operating profits in 2003, compared to 72.7% recorded in 2000, 67.5% in 2002. In addition, the survey showed that Japanese manufacturers are eager to invest more in China, with 81.5% saying they will expand their operations there over the next one to two years, up 10.3% points from the previous year (The Japan Times, 14.July 2004).

Another other business survey indicates that some 70% of Japanese companies are considering establishing a presence in China, either for marketing or production purposes. Increasingly, Japanese companies have found southern China, especially the greater Pearl River Delta (PRD) attractive. Already some 3,000 Japanese businesses are operating in the PRD, and the numbers are increasing. Forty percent of those Japanese firms indicated that they chose the PRD because of its proximity to Hong Kong.
Japanese manufacturers are considering boosting business in China, viewing the world's most populous country more as a market and not just as a production base, according to a Japanese government report released in June 2004. Yet, the report advises manufacturers to take necessary steps to deal with problems that could hinder business in China, including energy shortages, rising raw material prices and the protection of intellectual property rights. 

But there is a down side of the regional integration, as driven by recent Chinese economic boom and its global sourcing, a historic rise in soybean prices driven by soaring demand in China is dealing a heavy blow to Japanese makers of traditional staples such as tofu and soy sauce; even raw materials for recycled paper are increasingly priced because of the strong demand from China.

1.4
China’s Asian Regional Project 

Since the Open Door Policy in 1978, China’s economic growth is very impressive. In the last five years, it has maintained stable high growth, with an annual average real GDP growth rate of 7.9% (see Fig.6). This is partly reflected, as well fueled, by the upward trend of fixed asset investments (see Fig.7). On the whole, the trading trend and FDI inflows data suggest that China is undergoing the historical transformation towards more economic liberalization (see Fig.16 and 17). 
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 Fig.6: China Real GDP Growth. About Here
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Fig.7: China Fixed Investment to GDP. About Here
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Fig.8: China Trading Trend. About Here
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Fig.9: FDI to China 1990-2003. About Here
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But the high speed economic growth and its repercussions in the region have geo-political effects. One of such is the belief that while China may not deliberately wish to replace the United States as the dominant power in the region, its emergence as an economic powerhouse inevitably forces its neighbors in Southeast Asia to sit up and take notice. Some Southeast Asians still see China as a rival for foreign domestic investment and overseas markets, and wish to see a stronger American presence as a counterweight. The tensions and potential rivalries go on. On the other hand, many others now see China's rise as offering new opportunities as Beijing imports raw materials from Southeast Asia and as Chinese businesses make investments there. 

China and the U.S. are not the only countries making overtures to Southeast Asia. Japan, South Korea and India are all courting the region. However, China is clearly ahead in the race. Beijing and the 10-member Association of Southeast Asian Nations have agreed to set up the world's largest free-trade area by 2010, one that will comprise almost 2 billion people with a total gross domestic product of almost $3 trillion. 
In October 2002, China also became the first country outside the region to sign ASEAN's Treaty of Amity and Cooperation, a sign of a stronger political bond between the two. The economic foundation of the ASEAN-China relationship should be stressed here. China's trade with ASEAN hit a record high of $78.25 billion in 2003, up 42.8% from 2002, though it is still behind the $120 billion logged by the U.S. Taking a medium term view, China and its East Asian neighbors is increasingly creating closer economic relations (see Fig.10), and the new trading regime becomes the growth engine for all trading partners (see Fig.11). In short, it is highly likely that before 2010, China could catch up with or surpass American trade with the region. 
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Fig.10: East Asian Economies Exports to China. About Here
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Fig.11: Rations of Export Increase to China. About Here
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With the above deliberation on the economic liberalization in Pacific Asia, the Greater China in particular, this should provide us a synoptic view on the economic progress in the last decade. But the social security system has not be improved, if not degraded, in response to economic liberalization.  

2.
Social Protection Decoupled from Global-Regionalization?   

Social Security is a pooling-of-risks mechanism to ensure capitalism with welfare and certain sense of social solidarity (Mommsen 1981). Bismarck’s prototype of insurance-cum-welfare policy and the United Kingdom’s Beveridge Report tend to support an approach of economic pragmatism in ensuring wealth generation and social stability. Yet, as critics pointed out that the welfare state has the function of keeping the citizens loyal but lacking in any sense of self-actualization, as a direct consequence of having no decision-making power (Offe 1984).
Times change, technology changes, and we move inexorably into the twenty-first century. We live in a new economy of global capitalism that is networked with hyper mobility of capitals, goods and people. Juxtaposed against the decline of welfare that results from welfare-state reforms, the neo-liberal economic logic is greater than ever before. The process of globalization has been linked to the restructuring (fine-tuning, nominal downsizing, liberalization of welfare market and/or initiating rational allocation mechanism for mean-test and selective targeting) of welfare state, perhaps much more is the new political / policy discourse on the emphasis on the emerging role of the ‘non-state’ sectors/agencies – the ‘third way’, the private sector and NGOs alike (Bahle 2002, Seeleib-Kaiser 2001, Surender 2004). 

For China, the question is: will or should China follow the footsteps of welfare capitalism in the West and East? Though it is a difficult question to answer, the policy initiatives (and their failure) in other societies undoubtedly will be learnt by China (cf. Aspalter and Lai 2003). In particular, China is no more separated from global market economy and the initiatives for social policy, for economic prosperity and social progress. Yet, Chinese economies have differential exposure to global production / trade system and capital exchange regime, one of the consequences of further economic liberalization is the calling for Chinese societies to develop (local and regional) social security, against the instability derived from the globalization. More specifically, the processes of globalization in general and  the logics of market economy in particular, vis-à-vis the state’s social protection initiatives, will shape the life chance of people who are, have to be, engaged in a highly competitive and further demising(?) labor market.  

For this, and if we consider the modernization experience of the welfare state, the OECD countries’ economic and social performance provides us some insights on the prospects of China’s social development (cf. Leibfried, Eds. 2001). Two obvious trends can be observed. Firstly, there are limitations for welfare states to sustain their once comprehensive welfare programs financially (exploding cost/expenditure) -- against the limits to raise further revenue from mainstream taxing sources: corporate/salary taxes, and the increase expenditure pattern for social security payment (Fig.12 and Fig.13). 
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Fig.12: OECD Countries GDP Growth, Government Finance and Taxation, About Here
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Fig.13: Percentage of Total Tax Revenue (OECD), About Here
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Secondly, suffered from the standardized state service, consumers prefer for more diversified and tailor-made social and personal services – which partly explains the pull factors for the opening up of welfare / social service market; hence, the emphasis is on the ‘non-state’ agencies supplying social services.  Yet, it should be pointed out that macro economic conditions though not determining social policy reforms in simple causal relationship, they have pose certain structural constraints for further expansion of welfare capitalism, and in most cases, provide a simple-logical case for the state in welfare retrenchment (cf. Huber & Stephens 2001).

Globalization enhances competition across geo-territorial production units and nation states are usually prompted to act pro-market mode of favorable (lowering, relaxing) tax regime, and hence 

tax competition systematically constrains national tax autonomy in a serious way. It prevents governments from raising taxes in response to rising spending requirements, against social problem derived from economic restructuring, and from detaxing labor in response to growing unemployment (Genschel 2002). Perhaps more problematic is the ideological driven policy recipes for growth from the global economic institutions like The World Bank, IMF, World Economic Forum and the G8, they dictate and promote economic globalization agenda with the pro-market public, health and welfare sectors reform (cf. Stiglitz 2002). 

But the globalization processes are shaping the development of dual/divided cities, great disparity between the rich and the poor, as well as the gaps between urban and rural chance of life (for instance mainland China, see Fig.14). So far, global economic liberalization and globalization are not compatible to the daily life of people and local welfare – as local labor market is demising with the off-shoring strategies of firms. Rather, it is the common trend in social dualism: widespread poverty within affluent societies / localities, in line with a set of deregulatory policy initiatives that favours private sector, commodification and privatization of social services.
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Fig.14: China’s Income Trend, About Here
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This can be seen in recent trend that, individual social rights (say, labor standards, social protection and welfare entitlements) are downgraded by the calling for de-regulation, flexible labor market initiatives under the reform banner of economic liberalization towards globalization. Here, though the basic, or the eligibility, for all kinds of welfare services (social security in particular) is rooted with the definition of citizenship (someone’s assigned status by nation state), the social citizenship is eroding under the strong current and waves of economic globalization and pro-market initiatives. 

In response, the anti-globalization campaigns at various international economic institutions’ (WTO, World Economic Forum and G8) meetings are becoming more of a norm that quest for global social  justice, towards a sustainable future (Lai 2004, Abe & Lai 2005). 

3.
Global Labor Mobility as Nomadic Social (Sub-)Citizenship

Welfare rights in welfare state have been much theoretically anchored upon TH.Marshall’s concept of social rights – an extended, 20th century capitalist state financed basic welfare provisions, yet integrated part of citizenship rights from civil and political rights won in the 18th and 19th centuries (Holmwood 2000). This logic of upgrading welfare citizenship is, to a large extent, confirmed by the first Asian modernization countries, Japan (Asplater & Lai 2003). The fully developed welfare state in the post-war era highlights the state’s project for full social protection against developmental risks of human society: despite the decommodification of various sectors and services available for individual citizens with heavy state’s funding, social security measures retain and enhance individual’s ability to work (for the reproduction of labor), stabilize economic cycle and crisis, constituting nationhood with people solidarity – the very notion of citizenship –cum- social contract.

The welfare state perhaps once worked highly efficient for one’s nation! In most cases, when the nation state has a somewhat closed system of demography, static and territorial bound socio-economic development, social citizenship is a taken-for-granted as a basic way of life for most residents/citizens. Yet, in the operationalization of nation state’s citizenship, it is much a historical shaped, time and space (in terms of race-ethnicity, birth place and/or residence) specific socio-political relationship between nation state and the individuals. 

On the other hand, the East Asia Miracle demonstrates the alternative to social development that socio-economic progress with people’s loyalty and hope for the future – the legitimacy of the governing state, can be derived from social contract without a fully developed social (welfare) citizenship regime. Hence welfare citizenship could be decoupled from the labor market social contracting, as long as social contract(s) between the labor (workers) and capital (the firms / government as employer) can work-out a synergy in the ‘compressed’ modernization phase of rapid economic growth (Chiu & So, 2004). But the challenge for the East Asia Miracle emerges when the rigidities in labor market (the social contract) are tearing down by globalization forces. 

More specifically, when the influences of global market (hyper-mobility of capitals, goods and jobs) in general and competitive labor forces in particular are essential for one nation state’s survival in global capitalism (shifting from fordism to post-fordism, as well as the global factory network of production), the once accepted derivation of economic benefits for the welfare state is mostly questioned and weighted against the burden of welfare (high costing), rigidity of the (labor) market and inflexible production mode (in 1970s). In short, social citizenship per se has since then become obsolete, if not totally buried, in the welfare state reform, driven by the global-regionalization processes (Paehlke 2003). 

The reform driven emerging managerial efficiency and nominal accountability gains in health and welfare sectors -- as derived from business regime of governance with labels of ISOxxxx, audit and accounting practices -- become the iconography for the retrenchment of welfare capitalism; the mission of nation state is to be more economic and strategically place for pro-market reform and critically engaging in global capitalism.      

In other words, the enhancement and globalization processes of market forces, under the auspices of IMF, the World Bank and WTO, demand the transformation of welfare state into pro-market economic engine. More chaotic is that the challenges come as the historically defined concept of citizenship is highly contested by hyper-mobility capital (change of bilateral taxing regime), goods (in/out of the market and the regulation on them), and people (as labor, migrant workers and visitors). Among all three, the regulation of the mobility of the last category (namely, people) is more problematic; the forced or self-motivated migrants and migrant workers have to be newly recognized in terms of the historically rigid defined (national, civic, political and social) citizenship. 

With no exception in a globalizing world, the higher rate of globalization links to: the higher rate for both legal and illegal migrants, as well the migrant-workers; the higher will be the socio-economic disparity and differential in one locality. How to treat this heterogeneous yet mixed category of the nomads-of-globalization, the newly ‘borrowed’ sub-citizenship of globalization (minorities? ethnic groups? people-in-transits?), within and beyond the territorial boundary of nation/local state, is a critical social policy challenge.

Globalization with flexible production regime has also reshaped the landscape of social security in two ways. Firstly, it cannot generate more revenue for financing social security, the mobile production units (hence the source for taxing) have limited the ability and bargaining power of nation/local states over the producers. On the other hand, perhaps the more critical one, is the emergence of ‘unexploitable’ groups (of unemployment, downsizing and redundancies) resulting from plant reallocation and/or industrial upgrading, which ironically call for more social assistance – for the state financing of the economic restructuring. In other words, under the globalization processes, the (welfare) state cannot and will not deliver the political goods (welfare) for social contract.

Labor market restructuring has been influential in exerting pressure for state provision of public services. The globalization forces reinforce the momentum of labor mobility, the geo-mobility of labors at both top and bottom ends of the production spectrum demand very differential requirements for the state to cope with: upper class elitist way of life and the lower class basic social services – the lower one is more heterogonous in terms of ethnic and socio-cultural differences. In mainland China context, the further loosening of the Hukou (household registration) system will have strong impact on the mobility of people across different spatial localities in China. How to deliver the scare political goods of welfare remains to be seen.   

Traditional networks and families expose to modernization demands. Under the labor market restructuring, the unsecured tenure for labor class has exerted tremendous pressure on the family system – families under high growth economies have been stretched to their limits for caring those family members with special care, against the context where families are heavily ‘taxed’ by home mortgage and oligarchic retailing networks.  

4.
Globalization, Pacific-Asian Societies and Social Security: The Greater China

There are different social security issues confronting the (de-)development in the Pacific-Asia.   Some obviously social demands for more inclusive social protection need to be addressed. For instance, in Chinese societies such as Hong Kong, mainland China and Taiwan, one of such is the concern on migrant labors, as well as cross-border marriages and/or the (nightmare of) familial reunions. Their problems are much shaped by historic-administrative rigidities and antagonisms between geo-political spaces: Hong Kong – mainland China, Taiwan and mainland China, Hong Kong and Taiwan.

In reality, lower class and socio-economic deprived migrants are discriminated against not just by their host communities, but also by the systematic neglects (sometime even policy targeting) of the government. In mainland China, millions of migrant workers lack the parity of living chance, vis-à-vis their counterparts in cities; over 200,000 migrant domestic helpers from SE Asia working in Hong Kong’s families lack adequate social protection, over ten thousands of migrant domestic nursing-care workers in Taiwan have been problematically surviving.    

Spouses from mainland China, for the cross-border familial reunions in Hong Kong and Taiwan, have been subject to various forms of discrimination, though they are ethnically Chinese. Undoubtedly, social citizenship has not been extending to this group of people, who are in fact parents of boys and girls who have full citizenship in their host society. To a certain extent, the problem of differential treatment, if not discriminations, upon the well-off groups (like Taiwanese merchants in mainland China) also applies.

How to integrate these mobile and sub-classes of new comers needs to be addressed not just in social citizenship (security) terms but also in terms of human rights to respect multicultural - diversity – yet the social protection system against the developmental risks is poorly developed in the localities they reside.

In the last decade, mainland China has been trying to set up a social-security system to take over the welfare role once played by the state-own enterprises (SOE). Local governments are supposed to guarantee that no benefits will be lost in the transition to the new system (under which both employers and workers make contributions, some of which go into portable individual pension accounts), but in practice many municipalities nor the renewal enterprises do not have enough money nor capital – the prospect is gloomy, particularly for the Northeast China.

Pension liabilities (under the state’s sponsored, SOE pay-as-you-go system) have been increased tremendously, and are growing far faster than contributions – the beginning of the pension crisis! The World Bank estimates that the number of people aged 65 and over in China will rise from 76m in 1995 to 300m by 2050. The ratio of workers to pensioners is expected to decline to 3 to 1 in 2050 from 10 to 1 in 1995, thanks to the urban one-child-per-couple policy that has caused birth rate to drop (The Economist, 13.June 2002; see Fig.15).
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Fig.15 China Population, About Here
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Chinese state’s initiatives help to fund social-security commitments, including the attempts to sell off its shareholdings in listed companies. But the initiatives to sell government shares for more cash to fund social security is limited by the political consideration that the likely flooding of supply of the share eventually will lowering the price of shares – hurting the interests of the millions of ordinary shareholders, the middle class, whose investments might be wiped out. 

On the social side, the downsizing of SOE (their employees reduced to one-third from its peak of 113 millions) has become an unstable factor in further structural reform of Chinese economies; geographically, redundant workers’ protests in the north-east heavy industrial region recently highlight this problem – the golden days of economic dynamicism in Northeast China industrial heartland of LiaoLing, Jinlin, Hailongjiang has gone under economic liberalization and globalization!  

Undoubtedly, policy advocacies (and the politics) for social security development in China have been, and will be, continuously articulated – this is against the emerging needs of aging population, more needs for social protection for the vulnerable / disadvantaged groups at the course of Chinese hyper, compressed modernization (over 7% annual GDP growth rate for the last decade). Yet, the funding derived from government revenue (limited taxing base, rate and coverage) is very limited for local and national governments. It is clear that the policy option for debt-financing approach will be contested.

On the other hand, the pro-growth market mechanism and profit-making logics appear to reinforce the momentum of economic restructuring, with no mercy for the redundant workers. Hence structural unemployment, early retirements and redundancies will be a permanent feature of Chinese labor market – all these will become social burden for its economic miracle. In reality, it is the challenge for China’s engagement with globalization (Fig 16 and Fig 17).
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Fig.16 Labor Employment by Gender & Economic Activity in Asia, About Here
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Fig.17: Unemployment in Asia, About Here
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Coupled with the flexible mode of production and high mobility of labor forces (for the younger generations) in market economy, demographic dynamics in mainland China (cohorts of the aging, one child policy and modernization driven low-fertility) will further increase the pressure for caring the retired, aged and familial elders; not to mentioning the emergence of new forms of family: solo parent, singleton-never married cohorts.  

5.
Limits and Problems of Economic Globalization

Before moving into the subject matter of regional approach to economic integration, the road map for regional economic liberalization project of the ASEAN+China+Japan+South Korea (in the so-called 10+3 FTA), a brief update of the globalization project should be noted. 

Thanks largely to information and communication technologies (ICT) in developed economies, productivity growth has accelerated almost everywhere since 1995, and free and timely flows of capitals and goods across borders are become an integral part of global economy. ICT become the functional necessity for socio-economic development (The Economist, 25.October 2003, p.74). But the globalization processes are not a smooth, voluntary and benign one; more often than not, they are full of contradictions, confusions and chaos and power struggles…. For these multifaceted and complex manifestations of tensions between local and global forces, this paper examines the two (economic and social) logics of communicative actions in (anti-)globalization processes.

More importantly, the ideologically driven neo-liberal global project, i.e., the creation of global free market and the dominance of Anglo-American capitalism within the world’s economic regions, has been cemented by the networks of Transnational Corporations (TNC). In addition, free market capitalism is reinforced within the frameworks of global economic institutions, like WTO, IMF, World Bank and G8, which enable the further deregulation, privatization, structural adjustment programs, and limited government.

Globalization processes are problematic and tend to polarize socio-economic life chance of people – this has been confirmed by the Report of the World Commission on the Social Dimension of Globalization (WCSDG 2004). Two contesting views on the globalization project: globalization is regarded as a benign and automatic force that fosters better economic benefits for everyone, even the poorest group can be better off. This is in strong contrast to the political extremes of the Left and Right, that for the Left: unbridled capitalism does produce effects of exploitation of the weak and socio-ecological degradation, and for the Right: the malignant forces of globalization engender xenophobia, the demising local people’s jobs, culture, language and hence identity (Milanovic 2003).   

Globalization processes hence have put state-society at very peculiar position, as both exposed to the challenges of ‘external’ forces: capitals, goods, labor (and jobs) are more mobile than the previous regime of global order.  

Since early 1990s, most of the nation states have to champion its project for economic liberalization, for embracing the global free market capitalism. They adopt the international financial institutes (IFI, the World Bank and IMF) recipe for reform in macro economic policies, in order to make their economies more competitive. Their strategies are the deregulation of international capital flows and trades, and the re-making of (the once protected or socially guaranteed) labor market into a deregulated (less rigid, more dynamic and more flexible) one. The socio-economic consequences of these reform initiatives are widely different among different countries. With the exception of the Asian Industrializing Economies (South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong and Singapore) and China, most developing economies are not adjusting well with the globalization project. On the other hand, most of the developed capitalist economies were suffered from the sluggish economic growth, ironically resulting from the deregulation of capital markets - which weakened the relationship between banking and industry (Navarro, et al. 2003, Huber and Stephen 2001).   

Taking the globalization discourse seriously has also reinforced the political ideologically driven reform in the so-called welfare state in the developed economies, but most of the reforms are not successful as judged by their fellow citizens. Whilst for most part of the developing economies, the globalizing forces have not helped them much either. With the exception of China, global poverty has not been improved during the globalization era in 1980s and 1990s (Ravllion 2004). The number of poor (less than US$1 per day) has fallen in Asia, but risen elsewhere: it is roughly doubled in Africa – the figure is about one in three now (see Fig.18); this is in line with the trend of widening global inequality (see Fig.19)! At this historical conjuncture, the calling for a more human and fair mode of globalization is timely.
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Fig.18: Global Poverty. About Here
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Fig.19: Global Inequality. About Here
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The Case for G22- Group – New Agenda Setting for (Anti-)Globalization
On the other front but in the same vain, the developing countries are gathering momentum to fight for a more equitable and fair regime of trading – highlighted by recent rebellious move of the Group 22 to walk out from the Doha Round of the WTO trade negotiation (WTO Fifth Ministerial Conference) in Cancun, Mexico (September 2003).
 The Group 22 represents half the world population and two-third of world farmers, their agenda for further economic liberalization (globalization project for WTO and developed economies) are fair and equitable trading regime that at the very least, rich countries should make bigger efforts to cut subsidies and free farm trade – this is in line with the call for a reinvention of global governance for fair globalization (WCSDG 2004). 

Retrospectively, as the rich world’s concessions for the poor ones were too limited, NGOs’ communicative actions in mass and cyber media are highly exploitive that are instrumental to the collapse of the WTO Cancun (Mexico) negotiation in September 2003. Shouting loud and long enough in various media enable the strong provocative communicative power to ‘re-frame’ the anti-rich country sentiments, which eventually moving the Group 22 trade negotiators took a decisive and radical stand against the present global project run by the WTO and the rich countries.   

The WTO Cancun talks broke down as developing nations criticized rich nations for refusing to offer meaningful concessions on market access and subsidies – This was the first time in trade negotiations that developing countries were united as a bloc and found their voice. More importantly, the failure of the in Cancun is a major setback for global trade negotiations reflects a change of balance between traditional economic giants and other rising powers.
For the years to come, the conflict position among G-22, G-90, EU and NAFTA, coupled with the regional super-powers, the most striking changes in the world trading system are not likely to flow from the World Trade Organization or the proposed "mega-regional" arrangements, such as a Free-Trade Area of the Americas or the newly / further expanded European Union (15+10+?). Instead, they will probably come from the host of sub-regional trade agreements now being busily negotiated by Japan, South Korea, Singapore and other countries in East Asia. It seems that, headed by China, Japan and ASEAN, East Asian countries are getting together to make their own economic arrangements. As a result, for the first time in history, the world is becoming a three-block configuration (EU, FTAA [NAFTA+MERCOSUR] and the Asian 10+3 FTAs). Obviously, these regional blocs are not just in terms of global-regional economic relationships, but political ones too, and this trend will turn on the direction these new agreements take--and on how the United States, and others outside the region, decides to respond to them. Lastly, the recent calling for more equitable and fair way (in terms of responsive global and regional governance framework) for globalization and regionalization should be responded by us.

6.
Normative Questions and Ethnicity: Beyond Citizenship Logics

In less than 30 years, Taiwan and Hong Kong have achieved their economic miracle, comparable to the developed economies, it could be said that they have been undergoing the ‘compressed’ modernization processes – much like South Korea and Singapore, regrettably without developing a welfare state infrastructure for social protection for the most vulnerable groups. Like Hong Kong and Taiwan are both following the trajectory of temporally compressed modernization, China cities (the coastal ones in particular) are experiencing a more hyper, super- compressed modernization, without much opportunities (time-wise) to develop their social security system when the SOE have been undergoing restructuring and reform processes. Perhaps worst are for those people and localities which are locked into the history of SOE driven early modernization of China.  

Socialist China was once partially success in building up a quasi-welfare state (of danwei) with poor economic performance. Obviously, the Chinese socialist experiment is an abortive one. But the essence of building an equitable, fair and just society should not be fading away when confronting global capitalism, policy initiatives and experimentation for social security (as the foundation) for social development should be encouraged, as this will be the new social contract for Chinese societies. 

Yet, the normative and ethical questions on redistributive justice, inter-generational transfer, multi-pillars financing of social security have to be addressed prior to the adoption (shopping) of policy options (from overseas). For instance, Taiwan’s universal health care insurance is heading its way to crisis – what should be done and who/which parties can contribute more? In Hong Kong: is the selective targeting and mean-testing for CSSA recently a just and equitable policy move? What social benefits can be derived from the pro-capital market regime of the Mandatory Provident Fund? Should mainland China’s initial attempt (geo-locality based) social security and pension system be further extended, covering the economic fragile rural communities, at what cost and by whom? The aging society in Japan and indigenous issue in Australia are also big issue.  All these have to be debated and political consensus should be nurtured (cf. Goodin et al. 1999).  

Given the critical conditions of the Pacific-Asian societies in embracing globalization, three obvious issues need to be address. For instance, in Chinese society, firstly, social security in rural China is an imminent issue before its full engagement with world trade. For the (over 60%) majority of Chinese population who still live at the village and countryside, agricultural engagements, coupled with limited township economic activities, still provide the basis for socio-economic security as long as they are productive, (provided that the impact of WTO is absorbed by Chinese state’s pro-growth policy at the countryside level), but as aging is speeding up in rural sector, social security (at the present only 5.8% of the rural population have retirement arrangement) for the agricultural population is a critical question for mainland China (Chen 2003). Other data suggest that over 300m have little or nothing to do with social security. Now is the time for reconsideration, in terms of the redistributive justice, for the spatial reallocation of social transfers towards the rural sector.  

Secondly, the question of Who Should Contribute, For Whom and Why (?) should be politically resolved in Chinese societies (cf. Ihori & Toshiaki, Eds. 2002). The greatest challenge facing Chinese societies is to address the normative and ethical issues of social security (its provision and financing): the fundamental questions are who should pay, and how much, to finance the pension, health, social security systems. As there is every reason to believe that the total cost of these systems will become greater year by year, the more the political / policy delay and indecision, the worse the financial conditions (for both the state and the population at large) will be. Reform therefore should not just focus on social security, but also on the taxation regime and regime of social transfers (cf. Lai 2001). One proposal has been mooted by the scholars is to have special tax and/or contribution for social security, or with the use of consumption tax exclusively for welfare programs for the needy.  While the proposal solves the (inter-generational) problems of financing, it generates questions of the redistributive justice of indirect taxation.

Lastly, policy initiatives fostering the beyond familial care and cash regime of social welfare, with more articulation of social capitals and networking, should be in place. With no exception, though to a certain extent the uniqueness of Asian family system as compared with the West, we have been forced to adopt a modern way of life: the familial care and financing for the needy (aged) one have been fully exploited (and/or wrongly against women rights) and approaching their limits in both social relationship and financial terms, the state and community (NGOs) pro-active engagements, and the rediscovery of social capitals, for social security against developmental risks are called for.  

------------------------
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