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Introductory Remarks

This chapter is a modest and far from comprehensive attempt to address some of the issues which social science investigations of Borneo societies and cultures, with special reference to Sarawak, have generated in the context of processes of globalization and some of the local responses to them. My main focus will be on anthropological and sociological contributions, though I shall also delve into the multidisciplinary fields of development studies and political economy. I wish to avoid a simple ‘review of the literature’ approach and consider instead certain themes and perspectives which I believe to be of significant moment.  However, I fear that I may have slipped yet again into personal reflections on my many years of engagement in the study of social and cultural institutions and processes in the political units which comprise Borneo and more widely in the Southeast Asian region. My style is discursive and informal in an attempt to understand and come to terms with what has been achieved in Borneo Studies in particular during the past six decades. One of my tentative conclusions will be that the concept of globalization, which I have been asked to address in my deliberations, neither seems to offer those social scientists who prefer to work ‘on the ground’ anything that is particularly useful, nor adds significantly to the intellectual armoury which we already have at our disposal. 
Have we been duped by the globalization theorists?  Have some of us been seduced by yet another general theory which purports to explain and analyze major trends and processes that are currently taking place in our ‘runaway world’, but which ultimately explains very little? For those of us who have been here before and perhaps have longer memories I wish to return to some earlier theories and concepts and determine whether or not they have been superseded in the Sarawak context. These earlier theories have elements within them which have fed into globalization perspectives and which, in my view, continue to have analytical salience.
The invitation by Wan Zawawi Ibrahim, the editor of this volume, to a ‘veteran anthropologist’ to undertake a ‘stocktaking’ exercise of ‘the kind of knowledges [in the social sciences] generated from the margins of Malaysia’ in the context of globalization was initially accepted enthusiastically. Then, as I completed my reading of those papers to be published in the volume and which had been delivered at the conference held in Kuching in September 2003 on the theme of ‘Social Science in a Globalizing World: Contemporary Issues in Asian Social Transformation’ in addition to other related materials (by Clive Kessler, Shamsul Amri Baharuddin, Vejai Balasubramaniam, Anthony Reid, Solvay Gerke, Hans-Dieter Evers, and Habibul Haque Khondker), I began to have my doubts. First, I had not been involved in the original scholarly gathering in Sarawak in 2003 and had no first-hand knowledge of what had inspired and exercised the participants in the conference and the discussions which had taken place. 
Secondly, I realized how distant and out-of-touch I had become from the Borneo margins of Malaysia, let alone those margins of Indonesia to the south of Sarawak and Sabah where I did my initial research in the 1970s. Moreover, my last serious piece of research on Sarawak was undertaken many years ago in the mid-1990s when I participated in a multidisciplinary team project involving the Universities of Hull, Manchester and the then Universiti Pertanian Malaysia’s branch campus in Bintulu on environmental change in Sarawak and Sabah; the deliberations on this and on other development interventions and processes in Borneo were published some time ago in the late 1990s by the Borneo Research Council (King, 1999a; and in King, 1998; Parnwell and Bryant, 1996, among others) and I have done very little since then. 
Thirdly, I had already expressed serious misgivings in a reflective paper delivered at the Borneo Research Council conference in Sabah in 2002 and in the subsequent discussions (King, 2002) about the lack of response by researchers in and on Borneo (or at least the majority of them) to some of the challenges of development and by extension globalization. I was also concerned about the failure of most observers to address the complexities of the relations between the constituent states of Malaysian and Indonesian Borneo and Brunei Darussalam and to consider more fully the implications of the important roles of Sarawak, Sabah and the provinces of Kalimantan as marginal, resource-rich frontier zones within the respective nation-states of the Federation of Malaysia and the Republic of Indonesia and in turn within the context of a world economy (and see Cleary and Eaton, 1992).  Perhaps this view was partly a product of my own lack of knowledge of what research had been undertaken in Borneo during the 1990s and a rather prejudiced conceptualization of development and globalization. 
This leads me on to the fourth point. Despite an undoubted increase in interest in the processes and consequences of globalization in Southeast Asia I wonder whether we shall improve our understanding of Sarawak substantially by subjecting it to globalization analyses. Up to now there has been a considerable number of studies of Sarawak in the fields of social and cultural change, identity and ethnicity, development and the environment, economic transformations and political economy, and intra- and inter-state political relations which has potential relevance to issues of globalization, but these have been framed primarily in local and national terms, using already familiar concepts. 
Finally, and arising from the previous point, I have long had some rather serious doubts about the utility of the concept (or concepts) of globalization, when applied to specific locales. Following Clive Kessler’s observations in his keynote address at the conference in Kuching (Kessler, 2003), I have felt for some time that we have been involved in a rather time-consuming ‘new-fangled discourse’ which obfuscates rather than clarifies. In addition, there seems to me to be an even more interesting point which Kessler has made about the parochialism of powerful centres and their universalizing and hegemonic tendencies. In this connection he asks the very pertinent question whether or not globalization ‘represents just another – and merely the most recent – of the false or compromised universalisms which have emerged within human history and been offered as providing the key to its immanent logic, its irresistible trajectory’ (2000: 931). A similar observation in debates about the health or otherwise of Southeast Asian Studies has been made by Don Emmerson when  he says ‘It is not at all impossible in this century that “globalization” as a term will turn out to have been more fashionable than “Southeast Asian studies” – hence more at risk of falling out of fashion’ (2004: 24). More specifically, and in this connection, I wondered what I might contribute to the debates about a concept or phenomenon with which we are all very familiar and which left me rather uninspired, sceptical and ambivalent. I am merely echoing and sharing the same kinds of anxieties which Kessler has expressed more aptly and persuasively than me when he suggested not just that ‘the globalization debate is itself a major global phenomenon…a scholarly monster’, but that also the theories advanced to understand globalization processes are ‘what seem most problematic’ (2000:932). 
Nevertheless, the acceptance of the invitation to join a collaborative enterprise to explore globalization and social science knowledge in relation to Borneo provided me with the welcome opportunity to return to my roots and discover what I had missed during my prolonged absence. This re-visitation also enabled me to ponder where some anthropological and sociological excursions, and certain selected and more general social science investigations of Borneo, particularly during the last two decades when globalization has become one of our overpowering obsessions, might be situated in the comparative study of Southeast Asian societies and cultures. Interestingly my recent excursions into the rather more general contemplation of our notable achievements in the anthropological and sociological study of Southeast Asia did not involve very much recourse to empirical materials from Borneo (King and Wilder, 2006; King, 2008). Perhaps subconsciously I wanted to move beyond Borneo and examine rather more unfamiliar cases to me, or perhaps the literature on Borneo still tended to the parochial and, leaving aside the lack of engagement with globalization issues, did not even lend itself to deployment in comparative and region-wide endeavours. 
I should end this extended introductory section by emphasizing that, though I am sceptical, I am prepared to accept that our understanding of some issues and topics within the general fields of social, cultural, economic and political change (in Sarawak and the wider Borneo context) might be enhanced by recourse to globalization perspectives. However, from my far from comprehensive review of the recent literature on Borneo, I am forced to conclude firstly that those who have referred to processes of globalization in their studies of transformations in Sarawak have usually failed to demonstrate with the necessary degree of precision how these processes have generated the changes which are under scrutiny,  and secondly, that most scholars who have studied these changes have continued to use other serviceable concepts without recourse to narratives of globalization and without any noticeable detriment to their analyses. This contrasts, perhaps not unexpectedly, with recent analyses of Singapore society, culture and politics where the imperative of globalization in relation to a ‘world city’ is much more obvious and immediate (see, for example, Velayutham, 2007).
Issues and Preoccupations

From the papers presented in 2003 which have been brought together in this volume several issues emerged, most of them in relation to the case of Malaysia. I felt that I needed to take stock of these as a late-comer to the volume in order to gain some orientation and determine what I might sensibly address. These issues and preoccupations comprise: the grounding and local framing of notions of globalization; the ‘dialectical’ interaction between the new (in this case globalization in social science discourse) and the old; the emergence of the new from the old,  and specifically the appropriation, corporatization and popularization of ‘the imaginatively sociological’ in globalized media and management discourse (Kessler); the relationships between national level identity construction  promoted by the political elite and privileging Malay and more widely indigenous ethnicity and the forces of globalization which are tending to  work to undermine the national project (Balusubramaniam); the contention between two sets of globalizing and anti-nation state ideas – one based on an American-dominated  ‘global metropolis’ which exercises intellectual, cultural, military and economic influence and power, and the other a Middle Eastern-promoted  anti-modernist Islamic worldview which harks back to a political and moral order of the late first millennium (Reid); the dominance of  knowledge of Southeast Asia generated by scholars from outside the region and the extent to which this serves an international scholarly community and the varying levels of dependence of local scholars on these extra-regional discourses (Gerke and Evers); the dominance of global technical, pragmatic and applied as against critical and reflexive  knowledge and its nourishing of civil society (Khondker); and the boundedness of certain kinds of knowledge  expressed in terms of  national ‘plural societies’ as against the more generalized concept of ‘plurality’ as applied to Southeast Asia and as developed within Southeast Asian Studies (Shamsul). 
Elsewhere Shamsul has explored the distinction between proto-globalized forms of knowledge about the interconnections, flows and exchanges within the Southeast Asian region and colonialized, ‘kratonized’, ‘territorialized’, nation-state-based knowledge (Shamsul et al, 2004:117-18). He traces this back to the European construction and dissemination of ‘colonial knowledge’ of Southeast Asia (and beyond) and its ‘officializing procedures’ in the context of the creation of the colonial and then the nation-state and the setting in train of processes of modernization which were carried forward energetically and then theorized especially by Americans, and according to Shamsul, further elaborated in what he terms ‘cross-cultural knowledge’ (2006: 31-44; and see 1999: 15-30). My own previous remarks on the boundedness of knowledge generated in and on Sarawak and other parts of Borneo give firm support to Shamsul’s argument in spite of the growth, as he notes, of ‘global symbolic exchanges’ (1999: 23).
The papers collectively tend towards the exploration of the dangers of globalization, and its ability to overwhelm, undermine and weaken local integrities and identities.  However, in addressing ideas, structures and processes at the level of the nation-state there is an ambivalent attitude. Is globalization a good or a bad thing for the nation and nation-hood? Of course the answer will depend in large part on one’s views about the nation as a political, cultural, legal and moral force, and more particularly about the character and quality of particular nations, keeping in mind the distinction between nation-hood and national citizenship (Suryadinata, 2000a, 2000b). It is clear that when observers are considering issues of authoritarianism, exploitation, inequality, repression, and corruption then globalization tends to be seen in a positive light as exerting pressures on coercive and uncaring regimes, lending support to the development of civil society and processes of democratization, providing opportunities for disseminating and sharing information, and as presenting alternative values and visions. In examining issues of diversity, ethnic identity, and cultural production, however, a more anxious tone can be detected with warnings about the dangers of global consumerism, the increase in a consumption-oriented, education- and status-obsessed middle class, the homogenization of  identity and culture, the dependence of local cultural and intellectual production on external ideas and influences, and the dominance of secular, rationalist, technical, pragmatic discourses over critical, reflexive, locally sensitive and culturally grounded ones. 
As we shall see shortly an overriding concern in the literature on globalization in Southeast Asia comprises the relations between the global and the national and the problematical issue of identities (and values) which are constructed and transformed in this brittle encounter between these two rather vaguely conceived forces or levels, in interaction in turn with what we might refer to as the regional (which is equally problematical) and various sub-national levels (again highly complex). There is also a major concern with political processes and civil society. A relatively recent intervention in this mode is the edited volume on Southeast Asian responses to globalization by Loh and Öjendal, which dwells on national encounters with the global, and reaches the overall conclusion that there is no simple pattern of capitalist convergence, Western-style modernity, liberal democratization and the development of civil society in the region (2005a, 2005b; and see Lee, 2005; Riaz Hassan, 2006; and more generally for Asia Kinvall and Jönsson, 2002). What this literature reveals to me is the unevenness and non-generalizable quality of globalization and its effects. Its lesson for me is that we must proceed on a case-by-case basis, though avoiding the dangers of looking inwards, within artificially constructed boundaries. I cannot think of a better way of capturing the complexities and uncertainties of globalization, grounded in the problematical attempts to universalize particular worldviews, whether arising from political elites or other constituencies, than in the straightforward way in which Yao expresses it in the search for Asian modernity. He says that it is ‘always an ambiguous mixture of local needs and global ambitions, national/communal aspirations and a desire for their transcendance’ (2001:15). With specific reference to Malaysia, Maznah and Wong also remark along similar lines that ‘[t]here is a clash between the inexorable and inevitable universalization of worldviews instilled within civil society and the manufactured and reconstituted national identity and culture that leaders are determined to promote in order to avoid their own displacement’ (2001a:39). It seems to me that such remarks require us to examine local cases in context.
More broadly in the globalization literature two categories of protagonists have been identified: there are the ‘evangelicals’ or Giddens’s ‘gee-whizzers’ who continue to argue vigorously that a borderless world in and through which goods, capital, technology and workers flow seamlessly results in an overall increase in wealth, efficiency, prosperity,  and technical capacities, a massive expansion in human knowledge and a welcome general improvement in our well-being (Giddens and Hutton, 2000: 3-4). Furthermore, a world in which ideas, values, institutions and practices travel effortlessly produces greater cultural understanding, so it is argued, in that we have an enhanced appreciation of what unites us and what similarities we share as human (cultural) beings. The ‘doom-watchers’ and ‘pessimists’ on the other hand emphasize an entirely different agenda: increasing inequalities and exploitation, unpredictable capital movements acting to destabilize fragile economies, ever-growing and ever more frequent environmental crises, cultural dissonance, hegemony, increasing ethnic, particularly religious tension and conflict, and the spread of international terrorism. The increasing intensity of warnings about disaster and terror, and the fear and anxiety which are spread by politicians, pundits and the media take on a momentum of their own in which people feel vulnerable in the face of an uncontrollable and risk-laden future (Furedi, 2007).
Globalization Defined?

As Evers has indicated globalization comprises ‘a particular way of constructing reality’ (2006: 5). In a world in which ‘all aspects of life, social organisation, economic activities, spatial arrangements, etc.’ are increasingly interconnected, progressively integrated, ever more interdependent and perhaps ultimately singly unified and inclusive then Evers argues for ‘the necessity’ of viewing and understanding them ‘from a worldwide perspective’ (ibid). Global political economy, scientific and technological innovation, especially in the arena of communications, and identities, lifestyles, and consumerism are the major areas of interest, as is ‘knowledge and the power of knowledge’ (Zainal, 1999: 4). Indeed, it is both the processes themselves and an increasing human awareness of them which are equally important. In my view an appropriate way in which this increasing multi-dimensional interconnectedness through technologies and global flows can be captured is by continuing to use Giddens’s concepts of late modernity and of time-space compression (1990, 1991, 2002; and Hutton and Giddens, 2000) in which ‘events in one place directly and immediately affect those in another’ (Mittelman, 2001: 213). 
Above all globalization is a differentiated and differentiating process which proceeds unevenly and irregularly; what it has done is to challenge taken-for-granted kinds of identities in terms of nation state-hood and social class and it has generated a whole range of competing identities drawn from such other social organizational principles as gender and ethnicity (Mittelman, 2000: 923).  This differentiation operates in hierarchical mode in that some people are rendered less able to control events and processes (political, economic, social, and cultural) than others and this in turn may lead to various forms of resistance (Parnwell and Rigg, 2001: 205-211). Mittelman and others draw our attention not only to the political and economic pressures which have resulted in Sarawak in such things as loss of rights to land, direct physical dislocation, the undermining and in some cases destruction of livelihoods and increasing impoverishment, but also  ‘cultural loss’ and ‘loss of heritage’ (2001: 213). 
The responses to these challenges operate across a spectrum of activities from those which Scott refers to as ‘everyday forms of resistance’, hidden transcripts and disobedience (1985), to organized, frequently civil society kinds of response (Lee Hock Guan, 2005) and finally to various forms of direct physical confrontation including violence (and see Mittelman, 2001: 214-16). Activities and responses can also move between these various categories of resistance in processes of ‘scaling up’ or ‘scaling down’ (ibid: 217). More recently Chong has referred to these responses as ‘counter-forces’, defined as ‘the contradictory actions, processes and behaviours of different social actors provoked by global processes’, and for Chong these actors can  include not just the vulnerable, exploited and oppressed but also representatives of the nation-state (2008a: 8; and 2008b).
And let us spare a thought for those who are still relatively untouched by globalization, or at least those who think they are. Mittelman’s observation is apposite when he states that ‘[c]ountries and regions are tethered to some aspects of globalization, but sizable pockets remain largely removed from it. Globalization contains a dialectic of inclusion and exclusion’ (2000: 922-923). 
If those of us who are undertaking research into the processes, character and consequences of globalization as outlined above can demonstrate the utility of this frame of reference for understanding local responses and events, then I am content. However, as we shall see later, this is far from the case in some work on Sarawak which has deployed globalization as an explanation for what has been observed and analyzed but which, in my view, has either not succeeded in demonstrating with conviction its strategic importance or has managed to provide us with sufficient clarity and understanding simply by using other available and established concepts and perspectives.  

Some Other Matters
In my current excursion into the unfamiliar (at least for me) we should keep in mind four significant matters. First, there is an important distinction to be made in considering globalization theories and it is one to which Kessler draws our attention.  He distinguishes between ‘modernist’ perspectives, mainly in the fields of political economy and sociology, which examine the development and construction of a ‘single world economy’ (whose creation, in turn, is either considered positively or negatively), and ‘post-modernist’ paradigms, primarily in the emerging field of cultural studies, which emphasize the formation of a ‘single human community’ created and sustained through information and communication technologies (2000:932). He also refers to the hybrid approaches of such theorists as Anthony Giddens (1990, 1991, 2002) and Zygmunt Baumann (1998)  which attempt to combine both political economy and communication studies approaches (ibid: 933). I should emphasize, however, that I do not wish to pursue Kessler’s noble mission of contemplating what globalization means to humankind, and particularly the implications of human interconnectedness for ‘human universalism’ and the ‘moral equality of humankind’ (ibid: 933, 940). My purpose is more modest. 
Nevertheless, globalization does require us to take account of how different people view its dangers and opportunities, particularly in terms of the construction and transformation of their own conceptions of identity at an individual, community, national and regional level (and see Reynolds, 1998:141). It also requires us, as Giddens argued a while ago (2002), to conceptualize risk, and distinguish between ‘external’ and ‘manufactured’ risk (ibid: 26) to examine the invention and re-invention of tradition and the phenomenon of ‘fundamentalism’ (religious and political) (ibid: 36-50), to consider ‘the swirl of change reaching right into the heart of our emotional lives’ (ibid: 51-2) in relation to sexual equality and inequality and family relationships, and finally to address the issue of ‘the democratising of democracy’ and the development of ‘a strong civic culture’ (ibid: 77).
Secondly, globalization is not an excitingly new process and phenomenon. From what I have already said, it is my view that there is much that is going on in the world which can still be contained and understood within the paradigms of modernity, or, at a push, late-modernity. Although the scope, scale and intensity of globalization have certainly been increased immeasurably with the development of communication and other technologies, and therefore, our modes of addressing and understanding human responses have had to be refined, adapted and developed accordingly to address this time-space compression, the processes by which far-flung people have become increasingly interconnected commenced a long time ago. Using such familiar concepts as modernization, imperialism, underdevelopment, world systems, and the international division of labour, the character and direction of global interactions have been pondered and debated for a considerable period of time, especially in their economic dimensions. Evers indicates that the ‘metaphor’ of globalization was emerging in social science debates in the 1970s (perhaps before), but it was not until the early 1990s, following, among other things, the break up of the Soviet Union, that ‘the term became prominent in the authoritative discourse of the social sciences’ because it appeared to signal something that was happening in a qualitatively different way across the world (2006: 13). Giddens has always held to the view that ‘our era is in some ways profoundly different from the past – a mixture of new opportunities and deep threats and difficulties’, and I think he takes this position because he is overly preoccupied with the Western experience (though he does refer to developments elsewhere in the world), as well as the relations between the major international powers, global multi-national operations, anti-Americanism, and such issues as fundamentalism, terrorism, and sexual liberation in the West. However, given my non-Western interests, I tend towards Will Hutton’s view, expressed strongly in his conversation with Giddens, that ‘we have to sort out what is new, and what is unchanging’ (Giddens and Hutton, 2000: 3-4; and see Giddens, 2002: xi-xxxiii). 
Let me provide an example of what can be contained within existing paradigms rather than within a framework of globalization. Recently in browsing through Jonathan Rigg’s massive 3-volume, 1,300-plus page edited work Southeast Asian Development. Critical Concepts in the Social Sciences (2008) I was struck by how many of the key readings which he selected overlap with my concerns here. After all the ‘discourse of development’ is intimately interrelated with the ‘discourse of globalization’; yet Rigg too notes that ‘in some cases, “new” visions and perspectives are surprisingly “old”’ (2008, I: 5). He ranges over colonial processes and development, the incorporation of Southeast Asia into a world economy, modernization, urbanization, and industrialization, local agency and autonomy, the perspectives and knowledge generated from the West (including Orientalism) and within Southeast Asia/Asia  (including Asian values), the ‘Asian miracle’, ‘developmental states’, the ‘Asian crisis’, poverty and inequality, national and international migration, and a range of concepts which emerged in the social science encounter with Southeast Asia (‘dual economy’, ‘plural society’, ‘involution’, ‘moral economy’, ‘weapons of the weak’ and ‘imagined communities’). To be sure in this tour de force in the field of Southeast Asian development we are referred to ‘global’ discourses of development and ‘global’ economic integration. Yet Rigg can devote a monumental compendium to many of the very issues which exercise those interested in globalization and manages to include very little that makes direct reference to it. He can quite happily contain much of what he says and presents within a discussion of development and its international dimensions.  I will return to this issue again shortly.
We should note that the rapid increase in interest in globalization and the importance assigned to it in the transformations of societies and cultures around the world were given an enormous boost with the collapse of fixed exchange rates, recession and the recycling of petrodollars in the 1970s, and then the development of technologies of production and communication and the emergence of neo-liberalist ideology from the 1980s. Prior to this recent globalized ‘capturing’ of the sociological imagination, we were content to use other concepts and metaphors, and those of us interested in developing societies, continued to engage with issues of development (as Rigg does), world systems, centre-periphery relations,  dependence and the unevenness occasioned by the capitalist project. Indeed, in the final stages of his long and productive research career, the doyen of world systems analysis, André Gunder Frank declared that he wished to extend his exploration of global inequalities and interconnections ‘as far back as it will go’ (1996: 43). He focused on their beginnings some ‘five thousand years ago in Asia [specifically India and China] instead of five hundred years ago in Europe’ and he traces the shifts in the loci of power and dominance from Asia to Europe during that long period of time with the eventual emergence of European imperialism in the nineteenth century (ibid; and see Frank, 1998; Frank and Gills, 1993). We are now, I think, witnessing a reverse shift in global fortunes, though one which the Asian values debate has failed to capture adequately (see King, 2008: 178-196).
Again my ambitions are more modest and I am content to examine a small part of Malaysia in the context of globalization discourses in the post-independence period, and cast a critical eye on the utility of the concept of globalization. However, we should keep in mind the fact that extensive economic, cultural and physical connections between the peoples of Borneo and those beyond go back into prehistory and we should at least acknowledge the great migrations and achievements of enterprising Austronesian pioneers which connected this part of Southeast Asia with mainland China, much of Southeast Asia, east Africa and the Pacific Islands long before the European colonial encounter (Bellwood, 1985; King, 1993a). Therefore, let us consider our more recent ‘globalized’ achievements and concerns with due modesty. We are merely at a later stage of a journey of humankind which began a very long time ago.
Thirdly, a connected issue is that the term ‘globalization’, as Kessler has indicated, has become popularized and in the process has been extended in its meanings so that it has become something which has been used to account for a whole range of transformations often in an unspecified, indiscriminate and unanalyzed way. A cursory search on the internet for materials on Borneo, including Sarawak, which contain references to globalization, reveals what a mixed bag it is and just how popular the term has become, embracing everything from political party propaganda, to environmental uncertainties and global warming, to minority ethnic groups, to tourist agency web-sites, and to internet shopping and consumption. 

Globalization has for many (and for me) become a vague, ungraspable set of forces, pressures and processes which appears not to be connected to any individuals, groups, concrete settings or locales. Indiscriminate use of the concept can also lead to a displacement of responsibility; we are often told that we are all subject to mysterious forces which seem to emanate spontaneously from some part of the world or another, which affect us, and over which we have little or no control.  This problem is deeply unsettling for anthropologists in particular who are used to dealing with social interactions, encounters and everyday relationships among living and breathing people within specified communities. What seems to have happened is that because we consider ourselves to be living in a globalized world and we constantly articulate our current condition and status in these terms the various structures and processes which we used to address in the rather more specific terms of, for example, dependence, commoditization, bureaucratization, essentialization of identities, the re-invention of tradition, marginalization, and centre-periphery relations are now seen as globalized ones. In my view this does not necessarily increase our level of understanding nor the quality and utility of our analyses.  I return to the importance of unpacking and deconstructing the ‘global’ and the ‘local’ and I want to argue that this is best done by using rather more precise low level concepts and modes of analysis with reference to particular case material at the local level.

Finally, and following on from my last point, I come to the problematical distinction between ‘local’ and ‘global’ knowledge, which in this case relates, among other things, to debates within Southeast Asian Studies about who is defining the region and why and how they are defining it, and to discussions about the origins of knowledge of Southeast Asia and the consequences of the derivation of that knowledge (and see Sears, 2007). I have also to confess that I have always struggled with the crucial issue of the definition and understanding of Southeast Asia and concluded that the disputes surrounding definition and understanding cannot be resolved satisfactorily (see for an attempt at defining the region, King, 2005; and see Emmerson, 2004) . From the earlier debates about the possibility of autonomous, locally generated understandings of Southeast Asian histories as against externally constructed (and imposed) ones, to later confrontations between proponents of Asian as against Western values, to recent examinations of local knowledge production (and ‘reflexive modernisation’) in relation to ‘academic dependency’ on Western constructions of Southeast Asian societies and cultures (Gerke and Evers, 2006; Evers, 2000, 2003, 2006), all have been preoccupied in one way or another with the differences between local and non-local perspectives and interests rather than the similarities and the coming together of views and concepts from different scholarly sources (King, 2008: 20-36, 178-196). 
I accept fully the importance of addressing and laying open for scrutiny the prejudices, emphasises, misunderstandings and ideological constructions of outsiders and that it is crucial that knowledge be generated and used in relation to local concerns, needs and interests. However, I see no particular reason why outsiders cannot develop local understandings and I have not seen any convincing argument that has been offered as to why they cannot see social and cultural life from a local perspective (however we define this and its advantages and disadvantages); nor do I accept as a general principle that local scholars are in some sense privileged or at least better equipped to provide ‘a local point of view’. Given the ways in which knowledge is created, shared, exchanged, transformed and disseminated, and the heterogeneity of ‘the local’ I am not convinced that we can usefully distinguish it from the non-local, let alone the global, which is itself diversely constituted. 
An illustration of these difficulties is provided by Evers and Gerke in their examination of locally generated social science knowledge on Southeast Asia which is made available globally in international publications (Evers, 2000: 13-22; 2003: 355-373; 2006: 1-17; Gerke and Evers, 2006: 1-21). Gerke and Evers frankly admit the problems occasioned by using data banks on social science publications in international journals which are maintained in the United States (2006: 3). The citation indexes and abstracts which they have accessed are of course only a partial resource, as they indicate, and they advise that they are not examining ‘indigenous knowledge’ as such, only that published by authors located in the Southeast Asian region. For them local knowledge is quite simply that knowledge produced within the region, mainly within universities, research institutes, colleges and  other centres of learning and instruction; whereas indigenous knowledge is  ‘bound by language, tradition, and values to a particular community’ (ibid: 5; but see Zawawi, 1999, 2001). 
In considering local knowledge Gerke and Evers do not differentiate between Southeast Asian and foreign nationals working in Southeast Asian institutions, and, as we know, an expatriate presence is significant in academic institutions in such countries as Singapore and Brunei.  They note that they are ‘not yet able to identify foreign nationals working at local institutions …[and] …[i]t remains an open question how far they will do research from a local point of view’ (ibid: 19). An additional question is whether or not local scholars producing local knowledge will adopt a local point of view in comparison with foreign scholars. I quite accept that Gerke’s and Evers’s exercise gives us a rough-and-ready indication of the quantity of social science material on the region that is emerging from within Southeast Asian institutions and made available globally as against that produced outside, which enables some assessment to be made of levels of local academic dependence and independence.  But in such a large scale statistical exercise they are unable to analyze the form and content of the publications and the kinds of perspectives and interests that are emerging, and the international impacts which they have had (or not, as the case may be). Of course, the situation is even more complex than this if we try to determine whether or not local points of view are being presented and how they might differ from non-local ones, because we do not know about, for example, the various influences which have been brought to bear on a particular piece of work, whether or not it is the product of collaborative work between local scholars and others, whether it arises from non-local supervision or scholarly direction, whether a local scholar is conducting research on his or her own country, culture and community or on something else and what social and cultural background influences the interests and perspectives of that researcher. If we are concerned not just with local knowledge but also with local viewpoints then we should, I think, also be concerned with indigenous as well as local knowledge, and the distinction between the two may not be so straightforward to make.
I accept, as Syed Farid Alatas (2000a, 2000b), Syed Hussein Alatas (2000) and Shamsul (2006) among many others, argue, that local scholarship (though certainly not all of it) has been in a relationship of academic dependence with mainly Western-based and -derived scholarly activity. I would be foolish to question the realities and consequences of Orientalism, cultural imperialism and intellectual hegemony and I have already explored it to some extent in my own publications (King and Wilder, 2006: 25-67; King, 2008: 20-55). But since the outpourings of post-colonial literature and its deconstruction of Western categories, models and myths (an early inspiring and pre-Said exponent in Southeast Asia being Syed Hussein Alatas, 1977, and see 1972; and Zawawi, 2006), I still question the validity of current attempts to draw clear distinctions between local and globalized knowledge and understandings. Since the emergence of a vigorous self-reflection, self-criticism and indeed self-doubt in Western social science, particularly in anthropology, and the more intense exchanges and collaborations between local and non-local scholars, I am increasingly doubtful about attempts to make broad distinctions between local and non-local knowledge. My cursory excursion into Borneo materials deliberately avoids the separation of research and publications by Malaysian scholars and those by foreign scholars. I claim vigorously and unreservedly that my understanding of processes of social and cultural change in Borneo has been enhanced by my reading of the work of both local and expatriate researchers, whether they are working and publishing in Malaysia or not, and particularly by my absorption of the cross-disciplinary research which is emerging from the increasing collaboration between scholars both within and beyond Malaysia.
Globalization, Identities and Diversity in Sarawak:  Sarawak as an Exemplar?
If we wish to deploy the concept of globalization in our work then we need to retain the multidimensional, complex, contradictory, uneven, inconsistent qualities of the concept if we are to do anything meaningful in addressing and understanding the significant issues faced by Borneo, Malaysia, Southeast Asia and the wider world. As I have already said what we also need to do is to proceed on a case-by-case basis rather than attempting unhelpful generalizations about the local consequences of and responses to global processes (Suryadinata, 200b: 344-55). In this endeavour we also, of course, as I have already indicated, need to deconstruct and unpack both ‘the global’ and ‘the local’. 

An interesting contribution to the debate on globalization in Sarawak, which begins to mark a shift from considering internal-external relations to the contemplation of  other concepts, has been made by Michael Leigh in an attempt to relate the concepts of cultural diversity and identity to nationalism and democracy, and in turn to globalization (1998:1; 1999: 34-35). The major contributions on globalization more generally in Southeast Asia have been mainly in the fields of political science, international relations and political economy, specifically in examining the relationships and tensions between nation-state, identity (at various levels) and global forces, and it is this subject which Leigh, as a political scientist, began to address during his time at the Institute of East Asian Studies in Universiti Malaysia Sarawak. 
Leigh points to the dangers of trans-nationalism since ‘the imperatives of the global market do not permit the world’s peoples to coexist any more harmoniously than before, as the global competition for cheap and scarce resources is exacerbated. The new coalitions superseding the nation-state are no more benign than their predecessors, and have even less institutionalized need to be responsive to the views of the powerless majorities of humankind’ (1998: 4). For him, one of the few, perhaps the only safeguard is the nation-state, but this, in turn, depends on whether or not it is democratically accountable in ‘a civil and civilized society’ (ibid: 5-7; 1999: 34-7; and see Giddens, 2002: 67-82). He also argues persuasively that people need ‘to identify locally and/or culturally’ (1998:8), though here the dangers of ethnocentrism and its extreme expression in racism, particularly in an unstable political and economic environment, as witnessed in post-Soeharto Indonesia, are all too real (Suryadinata, 2000c).  Nevertheless, some observers argue that globalization might have beneficial effects in certain cases in encouraging multi-culturalism rather than ethnocentrism (Suryadinata, 2000b: 348-49). In others, clearly globalization has intensified ‘Balkanization’ and inter-ethnic conflict (ibid: 353-54). Leigh has pointed to Sarawak as ‘a crucible of multi-culturalism’ which might serve as an example to us all of an enlightened approach to diverse cultural expression. In support of this he points to Sarawak’s multi-ethnic political parties and coalitions (in the national and state-level Alliance or Front), the state’s cultural variety and vitality and, he claims,  its ‘recognition that in the end there is no hierarchy of cultures’ (1998: 10-12; 1999: 39-41).
Leigh’s proposal is certainly important in drawing attention to the need to acknowledge, treasure, indeed celebrate and enhance cultural and ethnic diversity. No one would dispute that Sarawak expresses diversity in abundance and it also demonstrates the feature of multi-ethnic political party membership. However, it is unlikely that there would be full agreement, either within or outside Sarawak, about the acknowledgement of cultural equality, even ‘in the end’. Indeed, there is a considerable literature which demonstrates precisely the opposite, that certain cultures or ethnic groups are, in constitutional, political and economic development terms, hierarchically differentiated, and that this, in part, replicates the wider system of ethnic categorization and hierarchy, electoral politics, and multi-ethnic political alliance directed from the federal capital (King, 1990a: 119-129; King and Jayum, 2004). Moreover it has been argued that the phenomenon of the disparate allegiance of members of the same ethnic group to several different political parties, as in the case of the Iban, plays into the hands of certain ethnic groups which have consolidated their support within one main political party in spite of the marked level of mutual ethnic tolerance in Sarawak (Jayum, 1990; Jayum and King, 2004). 
A further issue follows from these observations: that although structures and processes at the local level in Sarawak most certainly do demonstrate that people have a degree of autonomy and the opportunity for manoeuvre, their decision-making abilities and scope for action are also mediated and constrained by state and national level policy and practice. Interestingly Leigh, in his more recent suggestion that Sarawak might serve as an exemplar of cultural tolerance and diversity in the age of globalization, observed some while ago in his masterly study of post-war and early post-independence politics in Sarawak that ‘(f)ederal links have been critical to the establishment and continuance of the Alliance pattern in Sarawak, that is, the larger system has sought to determine the direction of the development of the sub-system’ (1974: 161; see also the important work of Milne and Ratnam ,1974; and Roff, 1974; and see Wee, 1995, on economic relations). Taking into account the federal constitutional, political and financial context within which Sarawak has to operate, the state has rather less room for manoeuvre than perhaps Leigh later suggests and this in turn is a significant factor in explaining different levels of development in Malaysia as well as ethnic-based differences in access to wealth and resources (Leigh, 1979; King, 1990a). 
A further observation is necessary. In my view, social science in Sarawak (and Sabah) would benefit from a more thorough-going analysis of intra- and inter-ethnic cultural politics and cultural representation in the context of national level ideology and wider processes of globalization, though Winzeler, among a few others, has made a contribution to these debates (1997a).  Winzeler’s edited book is located in a body of work which examines the encounters between the state and minority groups and the range of local responses to external pressures, which ‘have often involved a mixture of dependency and acceptance, on the one hand, and of hostility and resistance, on the other’ (1997b: 2). Interestingly Winzeler draws attention to the ways in which ‘traditions’ or culture are ‘essentialized’ in the context of tourism development and nation-building (ibid: 14-15; see also Amster, 1999). 
Probably one of the first major studies of the effects of national policies and the actions and attitudes of a lowland majority on a minority community and the local responses to these pressures in Borneo was the splendid study of Anna Tsing Lowenhaupt of the Dayaks of the Meratus Mountain region in south-eastern Kalimantan (1993). She provides a detailed analysis of the ‘cultural and political construction of marginality’ (ibid: 5), and the discourses generated by the lowland majority, the Banjar Malays, in interaction with an upland minority, the Meratus Dayaks. More recently Hawkins has examined the Banjar side of the story and demonstrated that their dominance as a Muslim community has not only generated marginality among minority groups but has also encouraged members of upland communities to assimilate to the ethnic category ‘Banjar’ (2000: 24-36). Sillander provides yet another example of state-local interaction in the case of the Bentian of southern Kalimantan, and in part uses Tsing’s perspective (2004); and identity formation and change among the Iban in West Kalimantan in their encounter with powerful others have also been considered by Harwell (2000) and Wadley and Eilenberg (2005). However, none of this work necessarily demands recourse to globalization perspectives; the studies can be contained within a nation-state and a centre-periphery or majority-minority frame of analysis
This vital concern with identity construction and transformation is especially important at a time when there has been the growth of a multi-ethnic, disparate young middle class in Sarawak and the wider Malaysia - educated, urban-based, consumerist - and notable evidence of the development of civil society. Junaenah Sulehan and Madeline Berma have made reference to these young professionals and consumerism in Sarawak without specifically analyzing the phenomenon (1999: 68-71). In this connection I am thinking of the valuable work of such researchers as Joel Kahn and Francis Loh Kok Wah (see, among much else, 1992; Kahn, 1995, 1998; Loh, 1992) in peninsular Malaysia which might serve as an appropriate model for Sarawak. Maznah and Wong have also contributed to this agenda (2001b), and Zawawi Ibrahim and his contributors, in a recent edited book on Sarawak also acknowledge the importance of this field of research in cultural politics and the politics of identity (2008a; and see later). They have managed to push this agenda forward, but much more needs to be done in the Sarawak (and Sabah) context and the study of identities in changing class situations in Malaysian Borneo would benefit from the excellent work which Abdul Rahman Embong has done on middle class issues in West Malaysia (for example, 2001, 2002, 2006a, 2006b). It is in this field of middle class identities and politics, among others, where globalization issues will, I think, come to the fore.
Globalization and Resource Use
One of the major preoccupations in research on Sarawak (and Borneo more generally) since the 1970s has been the processes and consequences of the exploitation of natural resources, particularly timber and related rainforest materials, but also minerals, water and land. Of all fields of research the issue of the destruction of the rainforests and its impacts on both the environment and the communities which rely on them have commanded considerable attention (see, for example, Brookfield, Potter and Byron, 1995; Padoch and Peluso, 1996). It has also led researchers into a more general examination of rural development issues including resettlement and land development and it has been one broad field of study which has required researchers to move beyond the confines of a constituent state of Borneo to consider the island more generally.  
It has been one of my main concerns that up until recently we have tended not to treat the island as a whole nor have we paid sufficient attention to Malaysian and Indonesian Borneo as parts of wider nation states. Cleary and Eaton suggested in the early 1990s that ‘only the book by Avé and King (1986) has explicitly sought to treat the island as a single entity’, and in their own contribution they argue that the preoccupation with these political divisions has tended ‘to preclude a perspective over the island as a whole which displays, in its landscapes and ways of life, the imprint of a distinctive geographic personality’ (1992: 1). Indeed, those preoccupied with environmental and geographical issues have tended increasingly to adopt a more Borneo-wide perspective (see, for example, Wadley, 2005: 1-21). Thankfully this perspective has become more popular during the past couple of decades both in work on the environment and development and on the study of particular ethnic groupings (see, for example, Rousseau, 1990; Sercombe and Sellato, 2007; Bala, 2002), though, even in the era of globalization there is still a strong tendency in Borneo studies to focus on small politically defined and artificially separated parts of the island or on particular groups and communities. Even those using a Borneo-wide frame of reference in considering environmental change tend not to engage in globalization issues to any extent other than with reference to the world market in natural resources, multi-national enterprises and climate change.
Fadzilah Majid Cooke has been especially concerned to examine government policies and changes in resource use in relation to global processes and local resistance (2002, 2003a, 2003b, 2006). One of her major pieces of work is an exploration of policy-making in relation to forest use and conservation, and she addresses the importance of the power relations among representatives of the state, logging contractors and local people, including shifting cultivators (1999).  However, what is interesting about some of her later work is that globalization is not really analyzed and theorized nor directly related to what has been happening on the ground. It is something to do with power differentials, and something vaguely referred to as ‘localised elite imaginings of the global’ (2003a: 249). There is also a passing reference to local use of the internet and newspapers (ibid: 184), but perhaps it is here in relation to the activities of international and local NGOs and to local resistance within global frames of reference that we might have expected to see more explicit attention to globalization.  Indeed, Cooke has explored local activism, NGOs and international lobbying in previous publications (1999: 135-68), and, as we know, a substantial literature has appeared on this area of interest, though, again often not explicitly within a globalization framework (see, for example, Brosius, 1997a, 1997b, 1999, 2001, 2003; Eccleston, 1995, 1996; Eccleston and Potter, 1996; Lian, 1993). I shall return to some of this material later in considering the representations and discourses of identity and change in Sarawak.
The globalization dimension of her later work appears to be related to national and state government plans to expand commercial plantation agriculture for national development purposes; specifically it is to do with the transformation of land, and particularly customary land, into a commodity which becomes privately owned and controlled. The expansion of oil palm plantations is considered in terms of the government development programme styled as the New Concept (Konsep Baru) espoused by politicians; its connection to globalization needs further explanation (2002: 189). We are also told something we are very familiar with in studies of globalization that local people are not passive recipients of action that is generated from outside and above, but that ‘local groups actively engage in reshaping discourses and practices of the global’; in other words they resist (ibid; and see below). She presents an interesting case of local community mapping (using memory, oral tradition and natural markers) in attempts to delineate and stake claims to local resources, specifically ‘traditional land rights’ or ‘native customary land’, in an arena of contestation with official or government land classification systems and powerful corporations (with all-encompassing maps based on land use, soil and vegetation types, geology, topography, planned development, and registered titles) (2003b: 265-266). However, what is now referred to as globalization could have quite appropriately been glossed as increasing integration into a national economy to produce commodities (in this case oil palm) for the world market through the introduction and extension of large-scale, uniform, estate forms of cultivation. The analysis can quite happily be contained within a Sarawak- and perhaps a Malaysian-level framework, with due acknowledgement of the world market and so on, and does not necessarily require recourse to globalization discourse.
Referring back to my own and other colleagues’ work many years ago on rural development and agricultural change we were examining a range of interventions in Sarawak and Sabah and the responses to these by local communities, particularly in the Iban areas of the state, but also among Bidayuh in the Bukar-Sadong region. Aware of wider forces of change emanating from beyond Sarawak and Sabah and Malaysia we did not set these changes in a specifically globalization framework, nor do our analyses appear to differ markedly from more recent work on rural change in Borneo which does explicitly refer to globalization processes. It was, in part at least, accommodated within a political economy framework which addressed national (and federal) ideologies and planning policies, which in turn drew on trans-national development ideas (broadly within a modernity-tradition framework), mediated through political and bureaucratic processes at the constituent state level. These, as we demonstrated, in turn evoked responses and action on the part of the local communities directly affected by them. The research projects comprised resettlement and land development occasioned by the construction of hydro-power infrastructure (in the case of my own work in the Batang Ai) (King, 1999a: 92-108), land development schemes focused on oil palm, tea, rubber and cocoa, and sponsored and organized by state agencies (King, 1986a, 1988, 1990b), and commercial logging activities, environmental change and economic transformation in both Sarawak and Sabah (King, 1993b, 1996, 1998, 1999b). 

Interestingly, and despite her reference to land development and globalization, Cooke expresses the issue in terms of the modern-traditional dichotomy as well (2003b:274, 277).  Of course, modernity is an essential aspect of globalization, but the fact and mode of integration of the local into the national and international appear to gain nothing by referring to the relationships as part of globalization. In my view placing the analysis in terms of globalization adds very little to Cooke’s studies in what, among other things, represents an important analysis of the power and political dimensions of maps and mapping and their use as weapons, for example in legal cases, and in struggles over natural resources. There is also an interesting discussion of the advantages and disadvantages for local communities of either being included or excluded from official maps as well as an ideological encounter in an Iban dispute over land rights which focused on whether or not local customary law and practices and the overall identity  of the Iban were ‘authentic’  (2003b: 270-273, 279-280). Cooke concentrates on local responses to change and in the ways in which local communities resist outside actors, particularly those representing the politico-bureaucratic system, in order to protect and sustain their livelihoods and secure development, at least partly on their own terms.
Globalization and Resistance

Following on from my last remark perhaps an overriding concern in the vast and still rapidly increasing literature on globalization is the resistance (or the several resistances) to it and the ‘widespread dissatisfaction’ with it on the part of ‘local people’ and the apparently ‘powerless’ (Parnwell and Rigg, 2001: 205). This concern with resistance, which is much more complex than notions of outright opposition, is bound up with the equally problematical notion of civil society. Nevertheless, if we are concerned to address local agency (local meanings, identities, knowledge, customs, practices, culture, language, politics, class) we must also try to specify what precisely local people are resisting and whether or not what they are resisting is best conveyed, captured and analyzed in terms of globalization, which is in turn expressed variously in terms of ‘transnational pressures and processes’, ‘impulses’, ‘external influences’, ‘supranational regionalisation’, ‘deterritorialisation’ ‘an all-enveloping process of erasure’, and ‘westernisation’ (ibid: 206-209). Parnwell and Rigg raise the whole issue of what precisely ‘the local’ comprises, and whether there are ‘several layers of “locals”’, in other words a ‘nested’ structure (ibid), and whether, in the cases which interest them, local action is much ‘more about development than globalisation’ (ibid: 208). In similar fashion and from the other end of the global-local spectrum Mittelman attempts to humanize the global. He poses the very pertinent question of who precisely sponsors, champions, controls, governs, and manages this mysterious process, but then we have to raise the related question that if it is a global process then identifying decision-makers and those responsible will be difficult, though it must be attempted (Mittelman, 2000: 920). So, despite the arduous task before us, what we must do, as Mittelman proposes, is most certainly to do something other than just focus on ‘big, abstract structures’. Rather what we have to do is ‘provide tightly packed description of globalization as a contested process’ (ibid: 921). Perhaps he would not have conceptualized it in terms of a response to globalization but Scott might have detected some time ago the kinds of resistances in specific cases that local people (in his earlier concerns we would have to refer to  them  as ‘peasants’) might be prepared to struggle or in  extremis die for (1976, 1985). I wonder if we have really moved much further forward than Scott in our thinking about ‘globalized’ resistance?
An interesting observation of the importance of ethnicity and identity (and resistance) in Sarawak in relation to processes of democratization and globalization has been made by Sabihah Osman, but her analysis like the examination of resource use above seems not to depend necessarily on a globalization framework (2000). Sabihah explores various responses by indigenous minorities to what I would term the intervention of the state in relation to national development and to what she terms globalization. She considers the hydro-electric dam projects at Batang Ai and Bakun which involved the dislocation and resettlement of a significant number of rural longhouse dwellers from their homelands; she also examines logging activities and their environmental consequences as well as local protests.
But what is global about this or rather what does a globalization perspective provide which a more focused political economy  and national development perspective (and more specifically the political and economic engagement between national and state elites and local communities) would not? Well, Sabihah points to alliances between indigenous movements and NGO activity in various parts of the world in relation to the loss of land rights, and, of course, we can point to the international dimensions of democratization and the demands of an external market for timber and the local protests which logging has given rise to. But I do not see how these encounters are more satisfactorily understood and the analysis enhanced within a globalization framework. It seems a little odd to me when we are told that ‘globalization forces have disrupted the indigenous peoples’ everyday life by such processes as logging activities and hydroelectric dam projects’ (ibid: 987).  
Of course, we can see immediately the international context within which resource exploitation operates, but I do not grasp, in the instances we are given, how recourse to a globalization perspective helps us understand the direct encounters between state and national government (and their representatives) and local people. All we are told is that this is taking place within globalized processes.  Perhaps that is all we can say in this case, unless we begin to explore precisely how extra-Malaysian actors are causing people in Sarawak to be resettled and their livelihoods undermined and how they are encouraging certain high-placed Malaysians and others to benefit economically and politically from the spoils of resource exploitation. Indigenous peoples most certainly have mobilized, but has this been ‘to resist the globalizing forces that threaten their way of life and economic activities’ (ibid: 988)?  I very much doubt that this is the way local people perceive it; they are fighting a much more immediate enemy, and I do not think that the vague reference to ‘globalizing forces’ helps us in unravelling the motivations and character of the protests. It is perhaps best to access ‘the voices’ of indigenous communities and listen to them either in a more structured way (Zawawi, 1998, 2001, 2008b) or in a more informal fashion (Kua, 2001). 
In this connection a nicely grounded piece of work which does address the issue of indigenous voices and narratives in the encounter with powerful others is that by Tim Bending (2005). Based on field research from 1996 to 1999, Bending presents a detailed and intriguing analysis of the events, circumstances, and explanations surrounding the protests of a village of Eastern Penan in the Apoh-Tutoh region of north-eastern Sarawak against the logging of their lands, as well as their more complex interrelationships with logging companies, representatives of the Malaysian state, and foreign environmentalists. 

The tensions and interactions between different perceptions (foreign and local) of the environment, and the variations and transformations in human-environment relationships have been persistent themes in the study of environmental issues and processes in Borneo and more widely (see, for example, Eghenter, Sellato and Devung, 2003).  In this connection the perspectives and interventions of the state, or rather those who debate, decide upon and implement government policies and programmes, have been well documented for various parts of Southeast Asia, and they are especially well theorized in the field of what is usually referred to as ‘political ecology’ or ‘resource politics’ (see, for example, Bryant, Rigg and Stott, 1993; Bryant, 1998; and Parnwell and Bryant, 1996). The issue of ‘resource politics’ surfaces very forcefully in Bending’s analysis of the contradictory narratives and conflicting representations of Penan interaction with the logging industry and their traditional environment. 
Bending points to a fundamental difference between the narratives of modernization and government patronage offered by Malaysian political leaders and their supporters, and those of environmentalists, both foreign and local, who argue for preservation and conservation and the importance of the Penan as repositories of  environmental knowledge (ibid: 7-13). For the Malaysian elite the Penan are presented as the agents of foreign environmentalists, and it is in the Penan’s best interests to acknowledge their dependence on government and to accept that government-sponsored development, including the transformation of rainforest habitats, is to their benefit as they travel on the road to modernity. For the environmentalists on the other hand, the Penan are carriers of vital knowledge, following a pristine, uncorrupted way of life, which shows us an alternative, environmentally sustainable future; in this narrative the Penan, in protesting against government policies and logging companies, are presented as independent, authentic and authoritative actors, defending a way of life, which has an intrinsic value in global environmental terms.  In other words, the question posed is ‘Are indigenous people victims of  more powerful others, who can radically change their environmental circumstances, or are they authoritative actors who are also responsible, to a greater or lesser extent, for making their own history? ‘

Bending presents a detailed critical appreciation of the analysis of Brosius (1997a; and see 1999, 2001, 2003) and his proposal that the Penan are indeed ‘real (authentic) subjects of resistance and self-expression’ and are ‘subjects of their own history’ (ibid: 22).  Bending concludes that it is not a simple matter of active resistance against or acquiescence in the actions of the state, nor is it a straightforward matter of the more general distinction between active agent and passive victim. But rather his analysis, in contextualizing these issues and exploring in detail Penan personal narratives, reveals the complexity and fluidity of the situation in which competing representations interpenetrate, and different actors influence each other, and respond and react at different times in different circumstances, constructing and re-constructing their narratives.  Bending says that ‘different Penan individuals say different things, and the same individuals say different things in different contexts’ (ibid: 40); this is especially relevant in trying to understand and reconcile the reasons for the Penan  setting up blockades on logging roads in the 1980s, their anti-logging stance and their espousal of ‘traditional’ Penan values on the one hand, and the status of some Penan men, both before and after the blockades, as workers in the logging industry, contributing to the destruction of their own environment.

Here the globalization dimension appears in wider discourses about environmental change and indigenous custodianship of nature; it also appears in the ways in which local resistance is forged in the face of external forces. However, yet again, Bending’s work is not specifically located within a globalization genre. It is not something which he gives special emphasis to or which he theorizes to any extent. Instead he focuses on the personal, contradictory histories or narratives of particular individuals. 

Going Back in Time during without Globalization

So we have to ask the question on behalf of some academics who have been working on Borneo during the past two decades ‘What was it like for you before globalization?’ We might pose a further interesting question ‘What was it like for you during globalization?  A cursory survey of major contributions to the understanding of socio-economic change in Borneo during the era of globalization suggests that for most senior researchers it was not a problem or issue, and globalization was not in need of conceptualization for analytical purposes. What I find especially interesting about going back in time is to reflect on previous frameworks of analysis and to trace continuities and changes in our approaches and understandings. Whether or not one feels moved to place the exercise of re-evaluation and critical reflection of previous research in a post-modern, globalized framework, what strikes me about ‘going back’ is that many of our established preoccupations remain strong. 
I remember many years ago undertaking a review of anthropological and wider social science research on development issues in Sarawak (1986).  What this demonstrated was that early approaches to research on communities affected by and increasingly subject to development interventions could be placed in a form of discourse and understanding which might be embraced by the concept of ‘colonial knowledge’, though we might be in danger of exaggerating this mode of understanding as being very different from what subsequently developed in social science in Sarawak (see Shamsul, 1999). Here I am thinking of the well known studies undertaken by Leach, Freeman, Geddes, Morris and T’ien (ibid: 14-20). These were usually based on long-term field research and reliance on the established or traditional methods of data gathering as well as a relatively informal and broad approach to development policy and practice. They were also undertaken primarily by expatriate, male anthropologists.
Obviously, following independence and with the increasing emphasis on development as a tool in nation-building, modernization and in ‘catching-up’ with the developed world an increasing amount of social science research in Sarawak and more widely in Malaysia became much more directly focused on the nature and effects of development interventions, the ways in which major economic, environmental and other impacts on local people can be ameliorated through development planning, and various specific issues of policy and practice (see, for example, Kedit, 1975). Rather different from early community studies and ethnographies, terms such as ‘modernization’, ‘development (rural, urban, economic, social, educational, and political)’, ‘change’, ‘urbanization’, ‘planning’, ‘conservation management’ and so on began to occur ever more frequently in the later social science literature on Sarawak (see, for example, Kedit, 1980; Cramb and Reece, 1988; Abdul Majid Mat Salleh, Hatta Solhee and Mohd. Yusof Kasim, 1988; Sutlive, 1993). Research along similar lines was also being conducted in Kalimantan (see, for example, Eghenter, Sellato and Devung, 2003). In these development-oriented agendas, there was greater reliance on multi-disciplinary team research, collaboration between local and expatriate scholars, wider surveys and questionnaire-type approaches, regional and comparative work across several communities, and feasibility studies; these addressed specific development interventions and policies, over which officialdom exercised much greater control; there was specific attention to government needs in a much more technical and applied environment and a greater interest in the relationships between social science research and development interventions (King, 1999a, 1999b).
Nevertheless, there was considerable similarity between many of the concerns of the early and more recent researchers and the problems they faced. Relations between researchers and government personnel could be tense in situations where interests and practices still differed, though this might well be lessened where researchers were more directly employed by government. What struck me despite differences in concepts and approaches was that ‘certain recommendations for development programmes continued to find expression’ (King, 1986: 34).  These included a need to improve communications and understandings between local people and government personnel and other development practitioners; to encourage those making decisions about other people’s lives to do so with local level knowledge and to treat local communities sympathetically and with their full involvement in processes of planned change; education and training should have relevance to local needs; projects should be sufficiently flexible and be planned with the variety of local circumstances in mind; economic diversification and the spreading of risks should be encouraged especially when people live near the margins and do not have much room for manoeuvre; there should be more consistent and careful monitoring of projects and their consequences; time should be given for people to adapt and adjust to changed and changing conditions; and those who plan and implement should be prepared to learn from their mistakes (ibid). Several later studies of rural development in Sarawak reinforced many of these concerns (see, for example, Abdul Majid Mat Salleh et al, 1988; Songan, 1992; and Dandot, 1987, 1991). Yet all the researchers to a greater or lesser extent entertain the notion that development and change are operating in a wider context. What seems to have happened more recently is that some refer to this wider context as ‘globalization’.
A major study of socio-economic change in Sarawak and Sabah/North Borneo has referred, during the period of British imperialism, to the integration of these rather peculiar (in imperial terms) and marginal territories into a ‘world trading system’ (Kaur, 1998a: 20, 48). Amarjit Kaur’s work on Sarawak’s and Sabah’s economic history does not conceptualize globalization in any direct way, but in its careful and detailed use of historical data, it demonstrates how external interventions and the processes thus set in motion, whether in agriculture, mineral exploitation, forestry, land development, technological development, or the financial and commercial sectors, have local consequences (see, for example, 1995, 1998b). These are manifested in uneven development, marginalization, the creation of appropriate rational administrative and legal structures, and pluralism, whether in a ‘private colony’ like Sarawak or a Chartered Company domain like Sabah (1998a: 20-74).  In Kaur’s words, what we need to know in this analysis in order to appreciate the subsequent destiny of  Sarawak and Sabah is that  this integration resulted in ‘commercialised mineral and agricultural production, a wage labour force, an institutionalised bureaucracy, an infrastructure and governments oriented towards the promotion of material progress. In this formation of an export economy, the main elements, capital, entrepreneurship, and wage labour had an external origin and were concentrated in enclaves’ (1998a: 20). More recently, these effects have translated into such issues as ‘vulnerability’ (Brookfield et al, 1995: 228-43), ‘economic and spatial peripherality’ and local resistance (Cleary and Eaton, 1992: 168-89), and increasing ‘environmental crises’ (Padoch and Peluso, 1996). However, phrasing these changes in terms of globalization is irresistible and even Kaur slips from her perspective on the developing world economy, colonialism and development and its impact on forest resources to the conclusion that ‘The first wave of globalisation of Sabah’s and Sarawak’s economies – colonialism – had laid the basis for the appropriation of the natural resources of the state. The second wave of globalisation – development – completed the process of the enclosure of the forests and their reservation by the state for planned commercial exploitation’ (1998a: 188). Yet again, to my mind, recourse to a staged concept of globalization, almost as an afterthought does not add anything to her historical narrative and analysis.
What is Left for Globalization?

It appears that it is in the cultural realm, in the construction and contestation of identities (see Appadurai, 1996, among others), and in the discourses which are generated in the interfaces between people and the state that the concept of globalization has and can make a contribution to the study of Sarawak and Borneo more widely, though it has not had a great deal of impact up until now. I have already touched on this with reference to the work of Winzeler, Tsing Lowenhaupt and others. I admit that the preoccupation with ethnicity and identity in Sarawak and elsewhere in Borneo has been long-enduring. Indeed, going back over two decades we have a four-volume collection as a special issue of the Sarawak Museum Journal arising from a 1988 conference in Kuching to demonstrate the importance of ethnic identities.  But none of the deliberations at that gathering debated globalization in detail and its implications for identity nor was there explicit attention to the ways in which social transformations are thought about, discussed, and debated within and between the different constituent ethnic groups of Sarawak and in relation to representations generated at higher levels of the nation-state and beyond. There also seems to have been little attention to these concerns in the four-volume proceedings arising from the sixth biennial conference of the Borneo Research Council in Kuching in 2000, although there was considerable attention paid to issues of ethnicity and culture (Leigh, 2000).
One might also expect that concerns about globalization would surface most directly in studies of urbanization in Sarawak where local people experience some of the most immediate manifestations of global processes and late modernity, through encounters with the state and bureaucracy, nation-building symbols and actions, the media, technology and consumerism, international tourists, and representatives of other ethnic groups. However, attention to the urban context in Sarawak has not been substantial, and even less so in other parts of Borneo. Among the most important studies have been Lockard’s social and economic history of Kuching (1987), Sutlive’s anthropological work on Rejang Iban migration to Sibu (1972, 1977), and Hew’s focus on female migration and women’s circumstances in urban settings (2003, 2007a, 2007b). However, even these studies were done without any explicit attention to globalization. One researcher who does attempt, to my mind, to situate her work in a globalized context is Boulanger with her interest in changing Dayak urban identities and the implications of modernity and ‘being modern’ for the identification with and conceptualization of Dayak traditions and religion, distinctions between the present (the future) and the past, between the urban and the rural, and between urban and rural representatives of different Dayak ethnic categories and groups (2000, 2008).  She identifies three dimensions of modernity among urban Dayaks: Christianity, education and entrepreneurship (1999). 
Another site to investigate globalization is in the encounter with the modern media, though even here analysis can be contained primarily within a nation-state frame of reference. Anderson’s excursion into the mechanisms of nation-creation - census, map and museum- in the period of early modernity, has to be augmented by attention to the effects of diverse forms of electronic and print media in the era of late-modernity (1991).  One of the few researchers to address this subject in a Sarawak context is John Postill, and, in his recent book, on the relationships between the media and nation-building in Malaysia, he examines the ways in which the Iban have responded to and been affected by state-led and media-directed Malaysianization processes (2006). What for me is intriguing about Postill’s body of work, which he locates within a rather mysterious sub-field called ‘media anthropology’, is that he interweaves the consideration of the roles and consequences of conventional media forms – in newspapers and other published material, television and radio – with an examination of the changing attitudes to and implications of devices (like wristwatches, clocks, calendars, television sets) in the conceptualization and arrangement of time, place, identity and tradition (2001, 2002).
Following Comaroff (1996), Postill, though critical of some of Comaroff’s propositions, addresses the phenomenon of global communications and the ways in which global cultural flows generate reactions and mediations on the part of the representatives of the state and responses on the part of constituent ethnic groups (like the Iban) in the arena of cultural politics and identity construction and change (2001: 147; and see 1998). Postill carefully and subtly examines historically different media forms (literature [including school texts and indigenous language publications], radio, television) during the post-war period in Sarawak and tries to determine to what extent and in what ways the Sarawak state and Malaysian national governments have been able to manage and control media productions (through mass education and a national language policy as well as the control of certain information sources) in the interest of building a national culture, and how their actions have impacted on the development and transformation of Iban identity (2001: 148). 
In particular, the dissemination of cultural information, bearing in mind the distinction between oral and written forms of information and between oral and literate traditions, has generated tensions among minority groups to both modernize and to retain their identities based selectively on elements of past traditions.  In this process identity is both constructed and transformed and re-invented but the vital issue is whether or not minority languages are permitted in written and other forms through for example school instruction and newspapers. In the era of interpersonal communication, particularly the internet and email, these devices which enable criticism and resistance, become even more important when other major outlets of information are government-controlled. Postill’s main conclusion with which I fully concur is that there is a need ‘to understand ethnicity not as an isolated category of analysis but as part of a broader context of social, economic, and political relations’ (2002: 118). His significant contribution is to investigate the diverse modes in which information, ideology and forms of knowledge are conveyed and how these in turn are incorporated, changed and responded to by individuals and communities in constructing and transforming their identities. It is in the arena of flows of information and knowledge and their effects where a globalization perspective can be of some utility.
At this juncture mention should also be made of the detailed work of Geoffrey Gunn on the exercise of power and the formulation and use of ideology in relation to language policy, literacy, print culture and the electronic media in Brunei Darussalam (1997; and see below). Postill has subsequently ploughed a similar furrow as Gunn, but, in the case of  Brunei, Gunn has had to address the apparent paradox of on the one hand a highly literate and at least formally educated and informed citizenry (a literacy and knowledge developed initially in a restricted fashion in Islam, and then through the development of a colonial bureaucracy, a national education system, and the spread of the print media and then radio and television) and, on the other, the persistence of a traditional Malay-Islamic monarchical system in which ‘the traditional elite holds absolute political power’ (1997: xiii). In Brunei there has been no noticeable development of civil society, freedoms of speech and association, and a democratic culture as might be anticipated with the exposure to all kinds of information conveyed through educational institutions and the media. However, linked to the characteristics of an oil- and gas-based rentier state in which, in a parasitic fashion, a proportion of the oil revenues, generated by external producers outside of local production systems, are appropriated directly by the state and are used to fund a  burgeoning public sector (Gunn, 1993), state agencies in turn employ these very information channels to disseminate the national ideology, including the national language, and invented traditions as a form of political control  (1997: 179-231). The state, bolstered by a substantial revenue base and with considerable control over information and knowledge production, has been able ‘to coopt, reward and silence’ potential opposition and dissent (ibid: 228).
As I have said it is in the arena of information and knowledge flows and media production in relation to identity construction and contestation where globalization perspectives may serve a useful function.  However, in Gunn’s study there is no explicit recourse to these perspectives. In relation to the integration of Brunei into wider economic relations of production and exchange, Gunn uses a ‘modified’ world-systems approach (ibid: 21).  He argues further that his study is in the tradition of ‘historical sociology or at least political anthropology’ (ibid: xiv), and his main conceptual armoury draws on work on ‘orality’, ‘literacy’, ‘invention of tradition’, ‘imagined communities’ and ‘rentier-states’, and the relationship between language, power and ideology in the context of ‘the primacy of the state’ (ibid: xxxvi)
From the diversion to Brunei, let us return to another contribution to the media and information flows in Sarawak. A recent very welcome addition to the literature on global communications and its effects on local Kelabit communities in Sarawak is the doctoral research of Poline Bala (2007) which in an important way develops her interests in identities, boundaries and change (see, for example, 2002). Her thesis examines the processes and consequences of the introduction of Information Communication Technologies (ICTs) in the context of the e-Bario development programme (comprising telephones, computers, Very Small Aperture Terminals [VSATs] and the internet) in the Kelabit Highlands from the year 2000. Bala is a Kelabit anthropologist working at Universiti Malaysia Sarawak, and interestingly was engaged in the implementation and monitoring of the e-Bario programme. She explores a range of issues to do with local responses to state-generated development, the opportunities, tensions and constraints surrounding action anthropology, and the ethical and other problems encountered by a native anthropologist with responsibilities for a social engineering project in her own society. 

The recurring theme of the thesis is that in contrast to the critical positions taken by a number of prominent and distinguished social scientists on the dimensions of power, hegemony, exploitation, marginalization and dependency in development discourse and action, in the Kelabit case there is a more optimistic story to tell. Note here that Bala refers to established concepts in the literature on development and change. She argues that the Kelabit, during several decades of exposure to the outside world both during the late colonial period and the period of independence within Malaysia,  have been engaged in a positive quest for development and progress and have expressed firmly a desire to embrace modernity. Bala argues that development is seen in local cultural terms as a resource, and specifically as a product to be consumed and used. She therefore depicts Kelabit as the makers of their own futures: problem-solvers and decision-makers, who observe, learn, evaluate and make choices, though, of course, within certain parameters. This active response to government-led development interventions is understood, accommodated and given meaning in terms of the Kelabit concepts of iyuk (which broadly refers to the notion of movement and specifically to status mobility) and doo (which embodies the notions of good-ness, success and well-being, or rather the qualities required to constitute a good person such as knowledge, endurance and perseverance, self-discipline, hospitality, generosity, and strength). Therefore, for Bala the Kelabit search for status, success, affluence and respect, and the ways in which they do so and the meanings attached to these qualities have changed with the increasing engagement of the Kelabit with the outside world. ICTs and the recently constructed ‘telecentre’ have also been mediated, used creatively and reconfigured and they provide a focus and vehicle for social mobilization and the formation of social groupings and factions.

In the case of the e-Bario project the overall case is made for positive local engagement in development processes. However, there are clearly areas of change in which the Kelabit appear to be rather more powerless: these comprise the threats posed by commercial logging and by the pressures on land and native land rights, and in broader political terms the exercise of power at the state and federal levels which categorizes marginal minority populations as ‘other indigenous’ or ‘orang ulu’ (upriver people), and which ensures that the main benefits of economic development do not go to them. However, much of Bala’s analysis can still be phrased in terms of centre-periphery or state-people relations and dependence even though the focus is on electronic media and wider systems of information exchange.

Concluding Remarks

In reflecting on some recent research on Sarawak I am forced to conclude that much of the literature has not yet addressed the issues and processes of globalization directly.  On the one hand what we seem to have done is contemplate very general issues in globalization without really relating them to on-the-ground situations in Sarawak. In other words the kinds of considerations to which commentators like Giddens draw our attention (risk and dangers, the re-invention of traditions, changing gender and family relations, and processes of democratization, among others) have not been brought into relationship with empirical material at the local level and in turn to global level processes, other than in a very general and speculative way. What is more I think this more general and speculative approach is exemplified in several of the papers in the Sarawak Museum Journal special issue on ‘Culture and the New Reality’ (1999).  However, I do accept that some of the work on media, communications and identities and on international discourses to do with the environment and indigenous communities and our understanding of these phenomena and processes can be enhanced with reference to the concept of globalization. I also acknowledge that  there has been increasing interest in Borneo scholarship in flows, contacts and encounters across borders and boundaries, which seem to me to require some attention to the relationships between nation-states, globalization processes and local-level identities (see, for example, Amster and Lindquist, 2005; Bala, 2002; Eilenberg, 2005; I Ketut Ardhana, Lagub and Chew, 2004). 
Nevertheless, I am forced to conclude that in the main local-level analyses of social, economic, political and cultural change in Borneo which invoke globalization as a major factor do not demonstrate precisely how it operates and why it is important. Instead what I have suggested is that these analyses can be happily accommodated within such established concepts as commoditization, core-periphery relations, dependence and so on. They can also be contained within a local or at the very least a national context and not a global one, other than indicating, again in a rather vague way, that the local and national context is subject to the influence and pressure of global market, geo-political and cultural forces.  It seems to me that for those who are convinced that, in our late-modern world, we should address globalization processes in our analyses and that these are of vital importance and are qualitatively different from what has gone before (as with Giddens’s ‘gee-whizzers’), then we have to show much more precisely and in much more ample detail how globalization is directly affecting our, or, in the case I am currently discussing, Sarawakian lives. On the other hand if we recognize that there is much in the realm of urban and rural change which has continuities with the past, and that national and local-level processes in an international context continue to have salience then  we might wish to argue that these can still be accommodated within certain established and serviceable conceptual frameworks. With the current state of our scholarship in Sarawak and I suspect more widely in Borneo, and with the qualification that mine has been a relatively cursory and hardly a comprehensive view of the field, you might hazard a guess where I tend to stand on this issue.
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