








146
them “with models for self-definition and appropriate behavior.” As Hans Peter

Schmitz points out,

“What precisely is the source of uncertainty that moves them to choose

democratization and not another course of action? Democratization cannot be

reduced to a mere exchange of strategic information among elite groups; it also

requires parties to make normative choices and expose themselves to shifts in

their self-identifications and changes in their fundamental preferences.”
147

Moreover, resolving the East Timor issue was unlikely to score points for

Habibie across the political spectrum in Indonesia. It was not high on the agenda of the

different opposition groups at the peak of their demonstrations and protests against the

Suharto regime. These actors were mostly concerned with political and economic

reforms within Indonesia. Moreover, two important actors who stood at opposite ends

of the political spectrum - the pro-democracy leader, Megawati Sukarnoputri, and long-

time New Order pillar, the Indonesia military - were both utterly convinced that East

Timor was an integral part of Indonesia and opposed Habibie’s proposals

vehemently.
I4N

Furthermore, most Indonesians who did not have basic and accurate

information about Indonesia’s involvement in East Timor due to censorship and a news

blackout, believed that East Timor’s incorporation had been at the latter’s own
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request.
141

Unlike the rest of the world, they did not see their East Timor policy as an

act of colonization.
1 Ml

Here, it is important to note that I am not arguing that Habibie was a democrat at

heart or that he was acting in his own self-interest. As pointed out above, both

scenarios are quite feasible. Rather than speculating endlessly about his motives which

are impossible to prove or disprove at this stage, it is far more important to begin with

what we do know. First, Habibie’s time in office was marked by a flurry of domestic

political reforms which set Indonesia on the transition to democracy.
1
^ 1

Second,

democracy also featured strongly in the East Timor issue for Habibie and his advisers.

More specifically, they were concerned about the importance of Indonesia’s image, the

need for both Habibie and Indonesia to be identified with democracy, and the link that

had been made between this image and the resolution of the East Timor issue. Where

did this image for Indonesia come from? And how did East Timor come to be linked to

Indonesia’s fate in such a different way?

In order to understand how this developed, it is important to first understand

how and why democracy assumed such significance to the identity and politics of

Indonesia in 1998. The next three sections of this chapter will take on this task.

Section 3.5.1 will outline the alternative vision of Indonesia and Indonesian identity

based on democracy that was being voiced in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s and discuss

how it emerged to challenge the New Order's construction of Indonesian nationhood
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and identity over a long gestation period. Section 3.5.2 will then provide a brief

examination of the conditions surrounding Suharto’s fall from power and Indonesia’s

transition to a nascent democracy.

3.5.1 An Indonesia Based on Human Rights and Democracy

By the late 1980s and 1990s. there were increasing challenges to the New

Order’s construction of Indonesian identity which was based on a narrative emphasizing

the threats to its existence as a sovereign and independent state, the prioritization of

Pancasila as the philosophical basis of the state and nation, and the argument that the

regime’s authoritarian features were inherently Indonesian. In particular, this

Indonesian identity that was becoming increasingly conflated with the regime’s

characteristics was being contested by an alternative conception based on the ideals of

democracy and inclusionary interpretations of Pancasila.

While by no means monolithic, there were certain themes that dominated the

discourses on democracy of this alternative conception. First, there were calls for

restrictions in the arbitrary nature of the state and the implementation of the rule of

law.
l:>

" Second, there were demands for free and fair elections.
1X1

Third were calls for

"a considerable reduction of the military’s political power” and these ranged from the

views of radical pro-democracy activists who were strongly anti-militaristic to more

conservative views who demanded a “limitation of the political role of the armed

152
Uhlin 1997,148.

153
Uhlin 1997.149.

193



154
forces.” ~ Particularly important to all was the issue ot human rights, whether in the

realm of individual, political or collective socio-economic rights. They shared the

perspective that human rights as well as basic democratic principles and values were

universal rather than culture and context-specific. Adnan Buyung Nasution. an

influential human rights lawyer and critic of the New Order, stated that “when human

rights are ‘freed from all cultural, religious, political and ethnic differences [ there] rests

its core, called basic human rights, for instance, right to life, right to express one's

thought in speech or writing.”*
1:0

By the mid-1990s, demokrasi (democracy), keterbukaan (openness) and hak

asasi manusia (human rights) had emerged not only at the centre of the agenda of these

groups but as “key themes in public debate, [that were] discussed and promoted by the

media, academics, a wide range of semi-oppositional political groups, and elements

from within the government itself."' It had also spread out beyond highly populated

areas like the island of Java to other parts of the archipelago.

How did this challenge to the dominant construction of Indonesian identity

come about? In the 1970s, 1980s. and 1990s, intellectual developments as well as

political and economic changes slowly created widening disjunctures between what was

being experienced and the social expectations derived from the New Order’s

construction of Indonesian-ness based on danger. Pancasila and authoritarianism. These
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disjunctures created the conditions and opening for a viable alternative of Indonesian

identity to emerge.

Significant intellectual challenges came from critical new studies of Indonesian

postcolonial history from Indonesian scholars.
1 ' 7

In his 1989 thesis, Hegelian Elements

in the Integralist View of the State. Marsillam Simanjuntak examined the constitutional

debates of 1945 closely and debunked the New Order’s contention that the 1945

constitution, on which the regime was based, was a realization of integralism.
1 S

In

fact, Marsillam pointed out that the inclusion of political rights in the constitution in

159
1945 negated the validity of such an argument.

Another crucial challenge came from Adnan Buyung Nasution’s massive study

of the debates of the Constituent Assembly from 1956 to 1959. His study was critical in

revealing “the depth of commitment to political rights and freedoms among the elected

delegates to the assembly.”
160

These debates were instrumental in countering the New

Order's claims “that notions of human rights and democratic checks on executive

authority d[id] not have a legitimate basis in Indonesian history ...”
161

During this period, prominent human rights lawyer, Mulya Lubis also added to

these counter-histories. In his doctoral thesis, Lubya not only argued “that the concept
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of universal human tights was widely accepted in the mid to late 1960s” but maintained

that "it was the New Order’s preoccupation with order and stability, rather than any

fundamental incompatibility between human rights and indigenous culture which saw

popular rights come under sustained attack at both the ideological and political levels

169
during the tenure ol the Suharto government."

In showing that the liberal ideas and system of a mostly independent judiciary,

fair and peaceful elections, a free press, politicians committed to democratic values, and

a respect of human rights were in place and favored during the 1950s and 1960s, these

intellectual developments provided those who were promoting an alternative Indonesia

based on democracy and human rights with the basis to argue that these concepts and

principles were not alien to the character, history or tradition of Indonesia.
' 1 ’

Besides these intellectuals, students and activists also challenged the hegemony

of the regime’s interpretation of Pancasila and its construction of Indonesia nationalism

during this period. Activists like Munir consciously deconstructed the nationalism

propounded by Suharto and the New Order in order "to focus or frame nationalism as

one that was against colonialism and imperialism and for justice.”
1,4

Instead of the

integralist and nativist elements which had taken on increasingly authoritarian features,

these activists were consciously expounding a new interpretation of Indonesia life

history and origins that differed from the dominant narrative disseminated by the

military and state. They presented a vision of and for Indonesia that was "related to

l( ’~
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justice, humanitarian issues, to Indonesia’s principles at independence and Indonesia’s

history.”
1 66

Economically, the government’s development program had led. by the 1970s, to

rising prices, and the displacement of many medium- and small-scale indigenous

businesses.
166

It was also characterized by mismanagement, corruption and wasteful

extravagance. Later, the patrimonial and oligarchic elements of the regime also became

far more pronounced as Suharto’s cronies and children began to treat Indonesia as their

own private economic fiefdom.
167

For example, they were involved in almost every

single infrastructure project that was awarded in the country. Typically, Suharto’s

children, acting as local agent, would enjoy a 10-15 percent stake in them without

paying for them. By the time of the 1997 economic crisis, they had connections with

hundreds of companies.
168

In Indonesia, these economic changes were leading to widening differences

between social expectations derived from Pancasila's principles of social justice, and

promises of rational, fair and efficient economic development with what was actually

taking place. In the late 1970s, many non-governmental organizations initially formed

as a means to participate in the modernization of Indonesia were pointing to the

economic disparities that had developed out of the regime’s development policies as

well as the arbitrary actions of its state agencies as a contravention of Pancasila's
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principles of social justice, and consultation and consensus respectively.
1
"

' By the mid-

1980s. many of these NGOs were arguing that "political and social problems were a

product of deep inequalities which called for more than mere policy adjustment, but

rather fundamental reconstruction of government, society, and the economy."
1 " By the

1990s. the regime’s increasingly pronounced patrimonial and oligarchic elements as

well as the worsening of inequalities already present in Indonesia’s social structure

magnified in vivid ways the disjunctures that existed between the stated principles and

ideals of an identity for Indonesia based on an integrated family where everyone, united

by Pancasila. worked together towards common goals of social justice and equality and

what was actually unfolding.

Changes in the political arena also enlarged these discrepancies. The rise of

Sukarno’s daughter. Megawati Sukarnoputri in the PDI (Indonesian Democratic Party)

in the mid-1990s was one such significant development. For many Indonesians.

Megawati was closely associated with her father, now a symbol of opposition to

President Suharto and the New- Order regime.
1 1

Unlike Suharto and the increasingly

coiTupt and nepotistic conditions of his rule, Sukarno and by association, Megawati,

were perceived as devoted to and a part of the people who would never use their

positions to enrich themselves or their families.
1 " Megawati’s own repeated attacks on

corruption and social and economic injustice made her the representative of the poor.
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When there were suggestions that Megawati should be nominated for President

of Indonesia, the regime reacted by engineering her overthrow as head of the PDI. a

position to which she had been popularly elected. Despite the fact that she posed little

credible threat to Suharto who had control of the popular process, the regime’s reaction

underscored that there would be no tolerance of such political challenges, however

minor.
1

1

Her unjust removal was conceived “as symbolic of a general pattern of

injustice in society"
174

by her supporters. Moreover, the regime’s efforts to portray itself

as one that was based on ‘Indonesian-style’ democracy and the principles of consensus

and consultation was also debunked in a highly visible manner by these events.

Finally, the fall of the Berlin wall, the collapse of the Soviet Union and the

restoration of Indonesia’s diplomatic ties with China in the 1990s called into question

the claims that communism still posed a real security threat to Indonesia. These

momentous changes in the international system challenged the regime’s obsession with

communists and other "security disturbing mobs’ that had resulted in the massacre of

500.000 Indonesians between 1965 and 1966. the extrajudicial killings of an estimated

3.000 to 5,000 petty criminals between 1983 and 1985, the deaths of 2,000 alleged

members of the Acehnese separatist movement between 1989 and 1991, and the deaths

of more than 200,000 East Timorese.' ° More importantly, these developments

undermined the New Order construction of Indonesian identity that had been
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constituted through a narration of nationhood under constant threat, particularly through

the specter of communism.

While these new developments posed considerable challenges to the credibility

and integrity of the New Order's representation of Indonesian identity, the fusion of the

authoritarian regime’s characteristics with this identity meant that part of a successful

challenge to it would also require a successful challenge to the regime. Despite the

impunity of the military and the growing excesses of Suharto, his coterie of family

members and close aides, this was by no means automatic or guaranteed for three

reasons. First. Suharto had been able to draw strength from the fact that Indonesians

had enjoyed steady economic growth and improvements in living standards under his

leadership, a sharp contrast to the Sukarno period.
1 f>

Second, the New Order

government had restored order and purpose to what had previously been a chaotic and

ineffective system. Third, it had also been able to foster a greater sense of nationhood

which had strengthened national unity. According to Adam Schwarz, many

Indonesians “would say that an extended period of restricted political activity and

circumscribed press freedom - in which public expressions of ethnic and religious

animosities are not welcome - has helped lower the temperature in sensitive areas."
177

A great many Indonesians had therefore, been w illing to pay the price of less political

freedom in exchange for economic growth, political stability and order. Hence, these

challenges may have remained challenges in a long line of challenges if not for the

convergence of a set of conditions that lined the path to the fall of Suharto. The next
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section discusses these conditions as they are particularly important for understanding

how the alternative conception of Indonesia based on the ideals and principles of

democracy and human rights finally emerged as the dominant option.

3.5.2 Regime Change: Exit Suharto; Enter Habibie

During the last months of 1997, Indonesian society began to feel the acute

effects of the Asian financial crisis. When the Indonesian rupiah lost 58 percent of its

value within a six-month period, poverty levels escalated. In the beginning, the

economic crisis did not appear insurmountable as the Indonesian government had taken

measures in August and September that were widely praised internationally. This was

short-lived as Suharto’s unwillingness to take concrete actions against the corruption

and nepotism of his regime led to a gradual but continuous erosion of public and market

confidence. Despite rising unemployment and poverty rates, Suharto put up fierce

resistance against the dismantling of the business empires of his family and cronies.

During the first five months of 1998, Suharto faced growing opposition in the

form of many small groups which, although ready to challenge the regime, were

hampered by the lack of unity and the absence of leaders with a national profile who

could have “become a symbolic rallying point for people who opposed Suharto.”
180

Obvious national figures like Abdurrahman Wahid and Megawati Sukarnoputri never
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1 8

1

adopted that mantle. Hence, organized opposition remained weak despite the

increasing opposition to the regime between January and March 1998.

In the end, it was protests in university campuses across Indonesia that broke the

1 82
impasse. As these protests escalated and students became the voluble and

determined center of a broad middle-class coalition, some elite critics of the regime like

Amien Rais began to speak openly about mass movements to bring about change while

others publicly withdrew their support from Suharto. The climax of these protests came

on May 12, 1998 when 4 students of Jakarta's Trisakti Univerity were shot dead by

snipers, sparking off what were at that time, two days of the most serious rioting

1 8 ^
experienced by modern Indonesia. In the week after the riots, very large student

mobilizations took place in cities across Indonesia and Suharto was abandoned by

184
almost all ol the ruling elites. On May 20. 1998. he resigned and was replaced by

B.J. Habibie.

Since the fall of Suharto took place within a year of the worst economic crisis

Indonesia had ever experienced, it is tempting to conclude that the economic crisis was

a direct cause of Suharto’s fall and regime change in Indonesia. While the acute effects

1 8

1

Aspinall 2005, 215. Wahid for example, remained publicly reconciled with Suharto

while Megawati remained preoccupied with invalidating the leadership of the man who
had replaced her as party chairman with the machinations of the New Order through

legal means.
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of the economic crisis in the form of escalating employment and poverty drove a range

of social and political forces into action and was important in hastening Suharto’s fall, it

is unable to explain the way in which Suharto was driven from power. Second and

critically for the purposes of this chapter, why was Suharto's fall followed by a

democratic transition instead of a reconstituted version of authoritarianism like in

. . .-,185
Malaysia?

In Indonesia, Suharto was brought down by loss of support from the ruling elite

who abandoned him in increasing numbers as the costs associated with having the

former in power escalated when the May riots and student mobilizations which brought

Indonesia to the very edge of serious violence. ‘ When confronted by a stark choice

between abandoning Suharto or escalating unrest, the elite chose the former.
187

Without their support. Suharto knew that he was no longer able to hold on to power.

Why however, was Suharto's resignation followed bv a democratic transition?

The most important factor here was the fact that the alternative discourses on human

rights and democratization, themes propagated by opposition groups over the 1990s

regarding Indonesia, had “slow ly but perceptibly shift[ed] the terrain of legitimacy

under the government’s feet.”
‘

' During the 1990s, this shift in the official political
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sphere in Indonesia could be discerned at the behavioral, rhetorical and communicative

i i
189

levels.

In 1993. for example, a National Commission on Human Rights was established

in Indonesia. As Anja Jetschke points out, this was a highly significant concession on

the part of the Indonesian government for it was institutionalizing human rights within

the Indonesian state, a clear illustration of its growing receptiveness and acceptance of

1 90
these norms in its domestic context. At the rhetorical and communicative levels.

Indonesia began to openly acknowledge that it had a human rights problem in

international foras like the United Nations after years of making culture-specific

counter-arguments, invoking the principle of non-interference, and questioning the

legitimacy of international jurisdiction. After the Santa Cruz massacre in 1991 for

example, members of the Commission on Human Rights (CHR) and Indonesian

delegates arrived at a common description of the human rights situation in Indonesia

191
and developed ways to address it. In 1992. the Indonesian human rights delegate at

the UN Human Rights Commission stated that their motivation was "to learn and

benefit from such a visit in order to minimize, if not eradicate, the practice of torture in

19?

Indonesia." ~ This statement was significant for two reasons. Firstly, it was the

Indonesian government’s first public acceptance of allegations of torture in the
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193
country. Secondly, it was an acknowledgment of the validity ot the international

norm. Moreover, discussions were later conducted on the basis of the consensual norm

of human rights and consequently, on matters of norm compliance and

194
implementation. Rhetorically, regime leaders were also “routinely acknowledging]

.195
that demokratisasi was unavoidable by the mid-1990s.” ‘ In short, democracy and

human rights were becoming increasingly legitimate norms at all levels of Indonesian

society.

Critically, the opposition’s broad demands for democracy and human rights

could not be avoided by the surviving ruling elite once Suharto’s presidency collapsed.

Democracy became the only game left in town and substantial democratic reform had to

be initiated.
1 >(1

Politically however, the emergence of alternatives based on ideas of democracy

and human rights did not result in the immediate emergence of leadership from the

opposition ranks. Instead, the dispersed and fragmented state of the opposition created

a situation where it was impossible for the opposition to coalesce around a central figure

197
or a single political platform to represent a viable alternative government. As a result

of this as well as his “offer to hold free and fair elections as the way to resolve the
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198
political crisis,” Habibie was left with the reins over Indonesia for this transitional

period.

When he began the process of governing, one of the first matters Habibie chose

to tackle was the resolution of the East Timor issue. In the next section, I examine how

and why this change took place.

3.5.3 The Habibie Interregnum: East Timor and Re-Making Indonesia

By the time Habibie came into power, he was much more aware of the

significance of the East Timor issue. During his time as vice-president of the country,

he was placed in charge of global affairs and East Timor was always raised whenever

199
he met foreign leaders. Moreover, his chief advisers while he was vice-president

were Dewi Fortuna Anwar. Indria Samego and Umar Juoro, academics and intellectuals

he had known from their connections w ith 1CMI and its think-tank. C1DES (Centre for

200
Information and Development Studies).'

Anwar and Samego in particular, had already been critical of Indonesia’s East

Timor policy in their private capacity as academics before Habibie’s rise to power.

Samego had been personally critical and skeptical of the government’s reasons and

justification for the integration of East Timor into Indonesia. While many in the New

Order saw East Timor as Indonesia’s twenty-seventh province. Samego understood East

198
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Timor to be “culturally, historically and from the perspective of international law, not

?01
related to Indonesia.”' In an op-ed, Samego wrote:

“In order that the decolonization of East Timor is considered suitable for

universal standards and Indonesia’s intervention can be met well, it will be

advisable to weigh East Timor’s wish to decide its own fate. Maybe this will be
2(p

better lor us.
’ “

Anwar had conducted research on East Timor and other conflict areas in

?03
Indonesia while she was with the Center for Regional and Political Studies at LIPI.'

'

There, the researchers had concluded that the root causes of the conflict in East Timor

arose from the fact that historically. East Timor had never been part of Indonesia but

had been incorporated into the republic through what Anwar described as a problematic

military intervention that had never been internationally condoned. Moreover, they

recognized that the continuing East Timorese resistance only resulted in greater military

domination and repression. It had evolved into an increasingly violent, untenable and

cyclical situation where resistance led to military repression and human rights abuses

9()4

which in turn invoked more resistance as well as international criticism and so on." At

LIPI. Anwar and her colleagues had already concluded that it was essential to end the

cycle of violence. Self-determination had also been discussed. At CIDES. they were

also coming to similar conclusions. Various studies conducted on East Timor showed
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that the situation was unsustainable and “a solution that would be just to East Timor and

just to Indonesia” was needed.

Therefore. Habibie’s advisers, coming from the liberal wing of ICMI, which he

chaired from its founding until he became president, had already thought of the East

Timor issue in ways fundamentally different from the military and Suharto when the

New Order collapsed. Dewi Fortuna Anwar who became senior foreign policy adviser

and many say. the 'real' Foreign Minister during Habibie's time in office, likened the

unresolved East Timor issue to an appendix, mostly useless when dormant but highly

?06
dangerous to the rest of the body politic when 'infected'. In fact, it was considered

an infected appendix that had to be removed for Indonesia to recover, stay healthy and

achieve its national interests which were “the consolidation of democracy,

•>07

strengthening ol national unity, and economic progress.”" In other words, retaining

the status quo vis-a-vis East Timor would block efforts to restore and renew Indonesia.

For these policymakers then. Indonesia’s national interests were tied to a resolution of

the East Timor issue. The question that remains then is this: how exactly did the two

become entwined?

Politically. Habibie and his team were faced with the urgent matter of initiating

democratic reforms in a domestic climate which would accept nothing less. At the

same time, the collapse of the New Order where regime and nation had been conflated

also meant that being Indonesian was no longer synonymous with the New Order

"*06
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construction of Indonesian identity." The opposition's promotion of democracy and

human rights for Indonesia had not only become the only legitimate way of organizing

Indonesia politically but the basis for a new Indonesian identity.

In the time that he was in office. Habibie and his team removed controls on the

media, freed dozens of political prisoners, annulled the ban on political parties, called

for new parliamentary elections in mid- 1999, and the selection of a new president by

the end of 1999. In addition, a team of seven political scientists was also put together to

work on three laws which would fundamentally reconfigure Indonesia’s electoral and

political system. These laws - the Law on Political Parties, the Law on General

Elections and the Law on the Composition of the MPR. the DPR and DPRD - were

significant for building the structural framework that would provide the basis for pulling

Indonesia out authoritarianism into a new regime type which would include, at the very

least, the elements of an electoral democracy.

Economically, Habibie and his advisers were faced with urgent economic

problems. In approaching these problems, they were convinced of three matters. First,

the financial crisis had increased Indonesia’s dependence “on the outside world,

particularly the western world countries.”" More importantly, they were far more

concerned that this was an outside world that had never recognized Indonesia’s

9J0 • •

continuing occupation of East Timor. " The East Timor issue had in tact, inflicted
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considerable damage to Indonesia's image and would continue to do so especially in a

world where norms of human rights and democratic governance had emerged as the

common standard for domestic conduct.'
1

1

In order to reverse the damage and get the

help that they needed, they were convinced that they had to restore improve Indonesia's

212
image in the eyes of the world. " During the early days ol Habibie's time in office,

part of the path involved in the restoration of Indonesia's image was the resolution of

213
the East Timor issue in a way that was acceptable to the international community.

At one level Habibie's decision to offer autonomy to East Timor was due to

economic reasons - he did so in order to obtain the help that Indonesia required for its

economic recovery. However, this was a decision, as their statements show, that was

also rooted, in the awareness that Indonesia was operating in a larger international

context where democratic and liberal norms for domestic conduct were on the

ascendant. In other words, resolving the East Timor issue was a means to signal to the

rest of the world that Indonesia had changed and was no longer the Indonesia of the

Suharto period. It also provided them with a way to align Indonesia with what Habibie

and his advisers understood to be the broader normative structure of international

politics.

Thus, this was a decision where strategic thinking on the part of Habibie and his

advisers played a part - they chose to initiate a policy that would enable them to

perform their self-described identity as a democracy to convince the rest of the world
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that genuine politieal changes were afoot in Indonesia, and therefore, to obtain the

economic help that they needed. At the same time however, this was also a decision

where they utilized their knowledge and awareness of the social context to act in a way

that would correlate to the norms of the situation in service of particular ends. More

specifically, the broader social structure of international politics where democracy and

human rights had become de rigeur for domestic conduct provided both the wellspring

for their actions as well as the constraints on them. This was therefore, a decision that

was also profoundly embedded in the social.

For six months after Habibie’s initial proposal, Indonesia and Portugal discussed

?14
a model of wide-ranging autonomy for East TimorA By December 1998. Indonesia

was “prepared to accept some kind of autonomy for East Timor while leaving the door

? 15
open to the resolution of the final status ol the territory.” ~

It was however, not ready

to discuss self-determination or independence for East Timor. In January 1999. all this

changed. A letter from Australia led to a re-evaluation of this offer and to the

subsequent announcement that Indonesia was ready to give East Timor the much more

216
radical option ol becoming an independent state should they reject autonomy.'
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Indonesia’s plan called for defense, diplomacy, and fiscal and monetary policies to be

reserved for the central government in Jakarta. Negotiations between Indonesia and

Portugal were to be conducted 'without prejudice to their basic positions on the issue of

sovereignty’.
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Australia, the only western state to formally acknowledge Jakarta’s claim of

sovereignty over East Timor, had retained its position even after Suharto’s resignation,

repeatedly arguing that East Timor should remain an integral part of the Indonesian

republic during this period. In addition, it "affirmed confidence in the unilateral

ability of Indonesia’s armed forces to maintain order and security in the province,

and actively sought to moderate the vocal international criticism of Jakarta that was

gathering at this time.”"
1 *

It was not until the last weeks of 1998 that a shift took place

in Australia's overall stance on East Timor.

In a letter to Habibie which signaled this change, the premier, John Howard,

emphasized that “Australia’s support for Indonesia’s sovereignty [was] unchanged” and

that “it has been a longstanding Australian position that the interests of Australia.

Indonesia and East Timor [were] best served by East Timor remaining part of

Indonesia.” More importantly, he also noted that “there was a decisive element of

East Timorese opinion [which was] insisting on an act of self-determination.”"
0 As

such, he suggested that "it might be worth considering, therefore, a means of addressing

the East Timorese desire for an act of self-determination in a manner which avoids an

early and final decision on the future status of the province.” In regard to this.
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Howard referred to France’s Matignon Accords with New Caledonia as a model for

222
Indonesia on the issue of East Timor.

For Habibie, the parallel Howard drew in his letter between Indonesia’s situation

with East Timor and France’s colonial relationship with New Caledonia was

particularly startling. After receiving more information regarding the Matignon

Accords from Foreign Minister Ali Alatas at an initial meeting to discuss the letter.

Habibie responded:

“But New Caledonia is a French colony and that was a colonial arrangement.
923

Why does he compare us with France and East Timor with Caledonia?””

Like many other Indonesians, it appears that Habibie was unaware of the full

circumstances surrounding East Timor’s incorporation into Indonesia.

At the cabinet meeting convened to discuss the letter in late January 1999,

Habibie, reportedly, asked the following rhetorical question: "What are we doing in

East Timor, because this is actually violating our own commitment to our constitution

to oppose colonialism.”'"
4
Anwar, who was also present at the meeting, described the

impact of this comparison in the following way:

“There was also sadness and irony in the realization that the East Timor issue

had badly damaged Indonesia’s international image and Indonesia’s entry into

East Timor violated Indonesia’s commitment to oppose all forms of colonialism.

It is a sad fact that Indonesia, which prided itself on being a country born our of

post-colonialism, as a country that came out of an anti-colonial revolution and

999
' Howard suggested that if Indonesia adopted and successfully implemented a model

based on these accords which gave New Caledonia autonomy with the possibility of a

referendum some time down the road, it would “allow time to convince the East

Timorese of the benefits of autonomy within the Indonesian Republic.” "Letter", p.

182 .

' Alatas 2006, 149; and Anwar 2000.
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has in fact specifically stated in its preamble to the Constitution that Indonesia

opposed all sorts of colonialism, that it was accused of doing exactly the same

thing in East Timor. This was never really fully understood and more

information came out and Indonesians became much more aware of
2^5

international perceptions of what Indonesia was doing,...”

Hence. Habibie’s initial puzzlement and even anger over the parallel drawn

between colonial France and Indonesia had given way to the realization that Indonesia,

through its actions and policies on East Timor, had come to be perceived as an

aggressive and colonial state by the world community. Concurrently, they also realized

that the offer of autonomy for East Timor and the important democratic reforms and

laws that had already been initiated were insufficient for convincing the rest of the

world that the Indonesia under Habibie was becoming democratic and was no longer the

2^6
Indonesia of the Suharto period.

"

At the meeting, the suggestions in Howard’s letter were taken in a direction that

even the Australians had not anticipated - the decision to allow the 2-ballot option

where independence would be granted should the East Timorese reject special

2^7
autonomy within the Republic ol Indonesia. “ Habibie, according to Anwar, believed

that “... giving East Timor the two options to decide their own future was a very

important move to establish Indonesia's democratic credentials and show that things

:2
" Anwar 2000, 20.

For more on these democratic reforms, see Schwarz 1 999. 37 1 ; and Hosen 2003,

491. For a different conclusion on the effectiveness of these reforms, see Robison and

Hadiz for disagreements.
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228
had really changed.” Moreover, letting East Timor go was “a very rational and

229
logical step to take."" In fact, it would be “very irrational of Indonesia to do

230
otherwise for it would be against the constitution" and for building an Indonesia that

would be democratic and just. Again. East Timor had become a means of convincing

other states that Indonesia, as self-described, was indeed democratic. Their realization

that Indonesia’s identity had remained unchanged in the eyes of the world even after the

initial offer of autonomy led them to up the ante.

At the very least. Habibie and his advisers believed, both in June 1998 and

January 1999. that Indonesia had to act in ways that were consistent with a country that

was professing that it was on the way to becoming a democratic nation committed to

human rights. The actions they had taken vis-a-vis East Timor was part of a social

process to perform Indonesia’s nascent identity as a democracy which had yet to be

recognized and acknowledged by other countries in the international arena. Thus, the

resolution of the East Timor issue was initiated by actors who were acting strategically

but within and through the confines and limitations of a wider social structure of norms

and identities.

If the Habibie government’s attempts to perform this new Indonesian identity

based on the norms of human rights and democracy was so critical in changing the

course of the country’s East Timor policy, why was the withdrawal process

characterized by a campaign of violence and intimidation rather than respect and

22s
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acceptance of the democratic process underlying the referendum and its outcome? The

next section turns its attention to this question and will focus on how the military was

able to work against the decision of civilian leaders and policymakers who were

running Indonesia.

3.6 Oligarchic Political Systems and Contentious Territorial Policies

Between January 1 and October 25 1999. leaders as well as supporters of the

independence movement in East Timor were systematically murdered, tortured and

raped."
’

1

Perpetrated on a wide scale, this violence often descended into indiscriminate

killings." Early April 1999 witnessed the massacre of 57 unarmed civilians and the

wounding of 35 others by a large pro-autonomy paramilitary force in a church in

Liquisa which had been sheltering 2,000 East Timorese displaced by the violence. By

early August, the United Nations Assistance Mission for East Timor (UNAMET), and

the Catholic Church separately estimated that 60.000 - 80,000 people had been

displaced, and 3.000 - 5,000 killed by pro-autonomy militia groups.
'' Violence

however, peaked in the period between September 4. when the results of the referendum

were announced, and the end of the month when security was finally restored to central

and eastern East Timor by INTERFET ( International Force for East Timor) forces. Pro-

independence supporters were attacked and approximately 70-80 percent of Dili's

business district and 50 percent of its homes were torched and destroyed during the
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month-long orgy of violence."
4
Hundreds were killed, and more than 500,000

Timorese, or more than 60 percent of the entire population, were displaced and forced

to evacuate in what appeared to be a forced event. The consistency and similarities of

the evacuation processes across East Timor, the scale of the logistics involved as well as

direct witness testimony point to the systematic and planned nature of the operation.'
0

By November 1999, East Timor’s entire administrative and social order - the basic

infrastructure of an entire community and society- had been completely destroyed.'
°

General Wiranto, head of the Indonesian Armed Forces (ABRI) at that time,

claimed that the killing and destruction in the post-referendum period were the

“spontaneous reactions of disappointed supporters of integration.”" ’ Documents that

have emerged in the past few years however, confirm the existence of formal and

informal links between ABRI and the pro-integration militias who were visibly

involved in much of the violence in East Timor in the period before and after the

ballot.
0

Patterns in the behavior of the militia, the police, and ABRI. as highlighted by

many observers, investigators and analysts present during and after that period, are also

strong indicators that the Indonesian military or at least parts of it was responsible for

the co-ordination and planning of the intimidation, violence and destruction that
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occurred."
4

Finally, evidence pieced together from interviews and observations in East

Timor render protests of innocence from ABRI suspect for they were involved from as

early as October 1998 when high-ranking officers ordered, organized and coordinated

militia activity. In December 1998 and January 1999. these activities were stepped

up with the formation and arming of more militia groups by the military.'
41

The

military also launched Operasi Sapu Jagad (Operation Clean Sweep) around this time

to assert the irreversibility of East Timor’s integration with Indonesia through a

campaign of violence and intimidation against pro-independence leaders and

supporters.'
4
" Fronted by East Timorese paramilitary death squads created, trained and

armed by ABRI. it was hoped that the violence would generally intimidate people into

supporting autonomy and “show to the world that the East Timorese rejected the

referendum.”
24 '

Hence, ABRI, clearly against the decision to allow the 2-ballot option to take

place, was able to contravene the cabinet-level decision of January 27 1999 to give the

East Timorese the opportunity to vote on their own future. In this case, contestation on

the issue of East Timor, led to a bloody and violent end for this particular part of the

disengagement process. How did the disengagement end in such a bloody fashion?
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This section examines the proposition that domestic institutional structures also affect

the dynamics through which the processes of contestation are played out.

3.6.1 Indonesia’s Domestic Political Structure during The New Order

The New Order operated under the auspices of Indonesia's 1945 constitution

which guaranteed a strong president with wide-ranging executive power that was

balanced by a parliament, the House of Representatives (Dewan Perwakilan Rakyat or

DPR), and the People’s Consultative Assembly (Majelis Pennusyawaratan Rakyat or

MPR) which functioned both as an electoral college and to a degree, a 'super-

parliament'. Under this system, the president has predominant authority which rested

on very broad legislative powers as well as extremely wide-ranging and absolute

powers of appointment to independently hire and lire all Cabinet members, senior

military commanders, bureaucrats, judges, and senior state enterprise managers.

The five hundred-member DPR had responsibility over legislation and its

approval was required for the annual budget submitted by the government.' All of the

DPR’s representatives were automatically members of the thousand-strong People's

Consultative Assembly which was the country's highest governing body. The other

five hundred members of the Assembly were appointed to represent Indonesia's regions

as well as its functional and social groups."
4
^ Assembling every live years, the MPR

elected the president and vice-president and set very broad normative guidelines for
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state policy for the next five years.
4,1

While the President was not subject to the

confidence of parliament, the MPR. w ith its constitutional power, could remove the

former from office.

Under Suharto however, these formal rules governing the relationship between

the country’s political institutions became mostly irrelevant and insignificant for

understanding the distribution and balance of power in Indonesia. In terms of decision-

making and constitutional veto points within the New Order's political system, almost

all the roads led to the presidency and in particular, the person of President Suharto.

The MPR. theoretically intended as the highest authority and representative of

the people's will, was completely controlled by the government. Its 500 non-DPR

members, constituting half of the Assembly, w ere not elected but appointed by the

government. Even some of its DPR members had been appointed rather than elected to

parliament - 100 or 20 percent of its seats in 1987 and 1992 for example, were reserved

for military officers appointed by President Suharto."
4

Moreover, the other 400 or 80

percent of its elected seats came mostly from the state party. Golkar, and a party system

and election process that had been systemically weighted in their favor. Hence, the

DPR was never a wholly elected body. Despite its role as a legislative body, the DPR

did not initiate a single bill or even veto any proposed by Suharto in thirty years. W ith

its legislative and veto powers severely choked and marginalized under the political
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framework developed during Suharto’s long rule, the DPR was little more than a

rubber-stamping legislature.
24s

During the New Order, elections were contested by only three parties - Golkar,

the Development Unity Party {Parted Persatuan Pembangunan , or PPP), and the

Indonesian Democratic Party {Partai Demokrasi Indonesia , or PDI). The PPP and

PD1. the other two political parties allowed to take part in elections, were each formed

in 1973 after the New Order forced several preexisting organizations to amalgamate.

Four Islamic parties were merged to form the PPP while the PDI was formed from pre-

existing nationalist and Christian parties." The forced fusion of these ideologically

disparate parties left each of them deeply divided and unable to pose a serious challenge

to Golkar. They were also badly disadvantaged by the fact that they were forbidden

from having branches below the district level in contrast to Golkar which was

represented wherever there was a government office. This translated into a presence in

virtually every village in the country.
2M)

Lacking independent policy agendas and

politically hamstrung, the PPP and the PDI were only able to attract a modest share of

the vote." Hence, the composition of the DPR was highly skewed in favor of Golkar

by formal and informal rules and arrangements and therefore, hardly the result of a truly

fair and multi-party political system and election process.
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Golkar, created in 1964 by army officers to co-ordinate anti-communist

organizations, was able to incoiporate functional groups like labour, peasants, women.

-)c-)

youth, intellectuals, artists, etc within four years of its founding. “ Despite these

functional groups and the New Order's claims that it represented the nation's interest.

Golkar was partisan and really the political face of the state. Public employees,

including elected village leaders were not only mobilized for nation-wide elections

every five years but prohibited from joining the other parties. These links with the state

were further tightened by the fact that local, regional and national Golkar leaders were

recruited from the ranks of civil servants and retired military officers.
2x

’ However,

Golkar too had little impact on policymaking despite its position as the country’s

leading party. Besides being an insignificant generator of ideas or policy preferences, it

and the corporatist bodies which it encapsulated operated within a state-dominated

framework. As Andrew MacIntyre notes, these corporatist bodies operated

“primarily as institutional arrangements for political containment rather than as

institutions for aggregating sectoral interests and injecting these interests into the

policy-making process.”
2^

Hence. Indonesia’s political parties, in contrast to those operating under

democratic conditions, did not play the crucial role of “providing the institutional link
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between voters and the machinery of government.'
”' v>

Despite the presence of political

parties and elections in Indonesia, the system of parties and corporatist bodies had been

constructed in such a way that they limited rather than met the demands placed on the

state by societal groups."
67

Instead of providing contending packages of policy

proposals that aggregate and represent public interests in their electoral campaigns, they

were unable to exert much influence at any stage of the policy formation process and

050
could not function as partisan veto points on matters that were contested."

Since autonomy of these political institutions and parties was mostly non-

existent during the New Order, influence over the policy process was concentrated

within the structures of the state, and especially the presidency and the person of

Suharto.
260 An important reflection of this is the fact that the main source of executive

action in Indonesia came from decrees issued by the president and not from laws

ratified by the legislature.
260

In sum. the channels for broader societal demands had

been extinguished by the combination of a strong executive provided by its constitution

and more importantly, the commandeering of other political institutions to serve the

interests of Suharto and the New Order regime. Indonesia’s political system under the

New Order was therefore, one where power was mainly concentrated in "the person of
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the president rather than in political institutions."
M

Unlike other presidential systems,

the president was the only constitutional veto player in Indonesia.
' "

3.6.2 A Second Veto Player - The Military

There was however, one other significant actor in this authoritarian system - the

military. For many years, ABRI was a vital part of the New Order, maintaining the

regime’s domination over society and supporting its goals. It was however also a

powerful political actor in its own right, wielding tremendous power and authority

through the implementation of its politically interventionist dwifungsi or dual function

doctrine which defined the military’s role as the maintenance of Indonesia's 'political

stability’ through “defending the state and helping to administer it."
-0

' In effect, this

doctrine gave the military a socio-political role in Indonesia and expanded its say in

national and local politics dramatically.

Developed in the chaotic conditions of Sukarno’s rule during the late 1950s and

early 1960s by General A.H. Nasution and in seminars at the Staff and Command

College, dwifungsi was based on the belief that the Indonesian armed forces has “two

closely related roles: to defend the country not only from conventional military threats

originating abroad, but also from domestic dangers of any kind, military, political,

socioeconomic, cultural, or ideological.

”

2M
The chaos of Sukarno’s 'Guided
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Democracy’ period and the 1965 coup attempt provided the basis for sealing the central

role of the military in Indonesian political life with the institutionalization of this

doctrine after the arrival of the New Order.

This was enabled through the placement of active and retired military personnel

throughout the Indonesian political system. Approximately 20 percent of the DPR.

MPR and the regional legislatures were occupied by serving officers who reported

directly to their superiors in the chain of military command. In addition to positions

in the provincial and district administrations, they were also placed in every state

institution ranging from the cabinet to ministries and the diplomatic service."'
1

' They

have also tended to fill pivotal positions in these institutions especially in the areas of

political, legal and security affairs.

By the late 1970s, 78 percent of director-generals and 84 percent of ministerial

secretaries were ABRI appointees."'
7

Military men also formed half the cabinet, over

two-thirds of the regional governorships, and 56 per cent of district officers. In the

foreign service, military officers had been appointed to half of the country’s

ambassadorships by 1977."' s
While these numbers tended to decline by the 1980s and

1990s with a rise in the number of educated and experienced civilians, key ministries

like the Department of Home Affairs, which was responsible for regional government

765
Liddle 1999, 45. Since they are represented in the political process by appointment,

serving military personnel were not eligible to vote or run for public office.

266
Vatikiotis 1998a, 70.

267
Vatikiotis 1998a, 70.

268
Vatikiotis 1998a, 71

.



and the surveillance of political and social organizations in the provinces and districts,

stayed in military hands. In 1996, retired or serving officers still held 25 percent of

cabinet appointments and a larger percentage of second-tier ministerial positions.

Almost 50 percent of the most important civilian government positions in the regime -

provincial governorships and district headships - were held by the military .

~

M

The military also played a leading role in Golkar through positions of formal

and informal authority. Moreover, it ensured that "civilian officials carried out their

Golkar assignments, provided security for Golkar campaign events, and obstructed PPP

and PDI meetings and rallies.”'
0

One of the most critical features of the way the military was organized was its

territorial command structure that shadowed the state’s governing structure all the way

from the national to the local levels. This structure divided the country into ten

command zones - four covered densely populated Java alone while the remaining six

encompassed the twenty-two sparsely populated provinces of the outer islands. Each

command w as in turn divided into several layers of subcommand with the lowest of

these matching the government's sub-district, the equivalent of "a township or suburb in

the United States.”" Hence, this command structure enabled the military to be

involved in each level of government either directly or through its parallel system. In

this way, ABRI had considerable influence over a spectrum of decisions at the local
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level ranging from population issues to the production of food and strategic materials.
272

Its domination of local politics was made possible by the fact that individuals had to

obtain its permission in order to travel, organize meetings, deliver sermons or issue any

publication.'
7 .

Critically, this territorial command structure, covering as it did the entire

archipelago from Jakarta to villages in its outermost islands, enabled the military to

monitor social and political developments carefully and keep the population under

274
surveillance."

Hence, the military had tremendous structural power in the Indonesian political

system which was derived not only from its monopoly on state coercive power but from

the institutionalization of its participation within the country’s politics and political

processes which stretched all the way down to the village level. ' This sociopolitical

function and its command structure provided it with the basis as well as the means to

function as the other veto point in the system.

3.6.3 The Military and Violent Disengagement

In the immediate months after the fall of Suharto. Indonesia’s highly centralized

political system built during the New Order was coming apart. The disintegration of

this authoritarian structure provided the space for identity contestation to take place as

its only constitutional veto point - President Suharto - had become increasingly
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illegitimate and was ultimately removed from the system. However, the removal of the

heart of the structure and its substitution with a politically weak Habibie left the system

in a state of flux. While it provided the opening for the transition from an authoritarian

regime to a different one and the implementation of new policies, the process of

contestation was also embedded in an extremely uncertain political context - Habibie

was heading what was ultimately a transitional administration albeit one that was in the

process of attempting to fundamentally transform the country’s entire political

architecture from authoritarian rule to a new democracy." While there was general

consensus among a portion of the political elite regarding the need to integrate

democratic ideals into Indonesia’s political culture, identity and institutions most visibly

and perhaps most quickly through reducing the power of the executive branch, giving

the legislature greater power, and political parties freedom and autonomy, the country’s

political institutions had not assumed their proper roles and functions. Moreover, some

political actors were still operating with the political rules and norms of the New Order

as their reference point. In other words, democratic rules and norms had not yet come

to govern the outcomes of political contests for all actors in the system. The military, in

particular, was reluctant to embrace these changes.

Their involvement in the kidnapping, torture and murder of activists in 1997 and

the Trisakti University shootings of 1998 had indeed, begun to turn the tide of public

opinion against them. This had the effect of ensuring that they had no choice but to

accept the need to rethink their political role and the dual function doctrine. Despite
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the push in this direction, discussions and debates held at the Armed Forces Staff and

Command College at Bandung in September 1998 showed that the military was still

resisting their complete withdrawal from politics. While there were differences on this

issue within the organization, its statements stressed what they saw as their continued

responsibility for the welfare of the nation and their right to revert to a ‘security

approach' if the situation warranted it. Throughout 1998 and 1999, “their language

reflected their ongoing preoccupation with stability, unity, order and the dangers of

communism."
278

Hence. ABRI continued to resist any changes to their position within

Indonesian politics despite the fact that its dwifungsi doctrine was being assaulted on

different fronts by the reformasi movement. As they resisted these calls for reform,

they were able to retain the main components constituting its structural power, enabling

them to still function autonomously in many ways and remain a veto point.

When Habibie made his decision to allow East Timor to decide its own future,

senior military figures who were present at the cabinet meeting did not lodge much of a

protest against the decision. However, there was a large group of serving and retired

officers who held on to the irreversibility of East Timor’s integration into Indonesia.

These included a number of local military commanders in East Timor as well as active

top-ranking officers like Adam Damiri. commander of the territorial military command

which included East Timor, Lt-General Tyasno Sudarso. head of military intelligence,

as well as Lt-General Zacky Anwar Makarim, former head of BIA." Finally, retired

Bourchier and Hadiz eds. 2001. 280. It was only in 2000 that the military was able

to declare an end to their socio-political role.
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officers including Generals Benny Murdani and Tri Sustrisno, as well as the sacked Lt.

General Prahowo were also known to be part of this faction.

The military, it appears, allowed the vote to take place for a number of reasons.

First, General Tanjung, a very senior military figure in the Habibie cabinet, and

members of the Indonesian intelligence were optimistic that the majority of the East

Timorese favored autonomy and continued integration with Indonesia rather than

independence. Tanjung’s assistant had written in a leaked memo of July 1999 that

initial military estimates had 75 percent of the East Timorese voting in favor of

integration. In military documents discovered by an East Timorese NGO. the

explosion of pro-independence demonstrations attended by tens of thousands of people

after Suharto’s fall were attributed to the "gullibility' and ‘stupidity’ of the East

Timorese public “who had been manipulated by the pro-independence clique during an

economic and political crisis.”'*’ The students and leaders of these demonstrations

were "naughty children' (anak naked) who were venting their frustrations. Ironically.

Indonesia’s leaders were viewing the East Timorese, as Benedict Anderson points out,

“in the way that the Dutch colonizers used to view Indonesians.” Such analyses gave

the military reason to brush aside the real concerns and desires of the East Timorese as
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those of irresponsible and mischievous children who clearly did not know or understand

what they were doing. It also provided them with the conviction that the majority of the

East Timorese were loyal to Indonesia.
S( ’

In an analysis that filtered its way up the army hierarchy and became part of a

confidential booklet issued by the intelligence office of military headquarters in Jakarta.

Major General Adam Damiri stated that the militias’ show of force gave the majority of

East Timorese the courage to defy the resistance and become loyal supporters of

->87

Indonesia despite the latter’s intimidation tactics.- This campaign of violence and

intimidation that began in October 1998 and continued until the end of September 1999

was therefore, focused at ensuring that the East Timorese would ultimately remain part

of Indonesia.

The military contravened a decision already undertaken by the civilian head of

the country that providing East Timor with the opportunity to decide its own future was

^88
in the long-run interests of Indonesia. ' A retired general who was close to the center

of army command described Habibie’s policy as a "big blunder” - particularly

noteworthy for revealing the contempt with which these decisions were viewed. ABRI

was thus able to take a path that was separate from that which had already been decided

because of the institutional context of the New Order as well as the chaotic and fluid
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Moore 2001, 37. This booklet, “meant as an overview of national political issues,

was distributed in military offices throughout Indonesia and thus became the army's

'true report’ of the event” (Moore, 37).

No evidence has turned up indicating that Habibie played any role in initiating or

encouraging this campaign.
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conditions of the immediate period after the fall of Suharto. Its position within the

Indonesian political system as well as its structural power explains how it had the means

to exercise its veto in the violent manner that it did.

3.7 Conclusion

East Timor’s fate shifted with the rise and fall of contrasting political projects

and identities for Indonesia. During the Suharto period, its narrative of Indonesian

identity was an integral part of the process which constructed communists and

communism as threats to the nation. As long as such threats continued to be part of the

story of Indonesia’s peoplehood. the possibility of change in its East Timor policy was

extremely slim.

During the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s, intellectual developments as well as

political and economic changes had gradually widened the gaps between what was

being experienced and the social expectations derived from the New Order’s narrative

of Indonesian identity. These disjunctures created the space available for an alternative

conception of Indonesian identity, one based on the ideals of democracy and the

inclusionary interpretations of Pancasila. to emerge and challenge the New Order’s

construction of Indonesian identity. Due to the fusion of the New Order regime’s

characteristics with Indonesian identity, a successful challenge only took place with the

fall of Suharto in 1998. Critically, the increasing legitimacy of human rights and

democratization during the last half of the 1990s ensured that political reforms geared

towards democracy would follow regime change in Indonesia.

When regime change took place, the fundamental re-organization of Indonesia's

political order and identity in 1998 would have an important impact on East Timor. For



Habibie and bis advisers, it was the need to show the rest of the world that there was a

new and democratic Indonesia afoot which ultimately resulted in the offers of autonomy

and independence. Their actions in turn, underscore the theoretical insight from

Michael Barnett that: 'the attempt to reduce action to either rule-governed action or

strategic behavior might be analytically seductive but it forces false choices and fails to

290
recognize what makes social action what it is.”

Finally, the highly centralized nature of Indonesia’s political system created

conditions in which there were only two veto points. Suharto’s demise and the rise of

an unsteady new democracy with the military still present as a significant veto player

ensured that the new identity could not matter in all stages of the passage through which

the policy had to navigate. It enabled the military to veto and openly defy Habibie’s

decision on the East Timor issue, producing a disengagement process that was

unfortunately, noteworthy for its violent and bloody end.

2W
Barnett 1999, 26.
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CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSION: IDENTITY, TERRITORIAL DISENGAGEMENT AND

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

4.1 Introduction

Rather than engaging in making definitive statements or conclusions regarding

invariant cause and effect relations for territorial disengagement that will encompass an

entire universe of cases across time and space, this dissertation has been focused on

investigating identity mechanisms and processes that may be involved in the processes

leading to territorial disengagement. Hence, the discussion in this concluding chapter

will be guided by the following questions. How do identity mechanisms and processes

play a role in territorial disengagement? What do the findings from the preceding two

chapters tell us about the processes involved in territorial disengagement? How do the

findings contribute to our understanding of identity in International Relations?

4.2 Identity and Territorial Disengagement

Identity was central to the actions of elite British and Indonesian policymakers

who supported the changes that would initiate the way to disengagement from India and

East Timor. It was also a critical ingredient to how elite British and Indonesian

policymakers who opposed disengagement understood and approached challenges from

India and East Timor. In both Britain and Indonesia, change in policy took place when

the dominant identity in the colonial or territorial power that had supported the status

quo was successfully challenged and contested by an alternative identity. This

alternative emerged when changing social, economic and political circumstances
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created increasingly visible gaps between what was being experienced on the ground

and the expectations associated with the dominant identity.

In both cases, identity mechanisms and processes played an important role in

territorial disengagement in three ways. First, identity shaped the form of action and

interaction that were considered "possible, feasible, desirable and efficacious" and

“hence at least by implication what forms of action and interaction would be

impossible, impracticable, undesirable, ineffectual."
1

Secondly, practices that were an

intimate part of the construction, establishment, maintenance and validation of an

identity also affected policies regarding territories. Thirdly, territorial disengagement

was also influenced by the domestic political structures from which a dominant identity

emerges.

In Britain and Indonesia, identity, in providing a basis for seeing the world,

shaped, influenced and constrained responses to challenges to the territorial status quo

by making some actions thinkable and others, unthinkable. The conception of

Britishness that was based in part on the principle of democratic constitutionalism

shaped the response of Stanley Baldwin and the reformers to the issue of constitutional

reforms for India. In particular, it excluded any actions that would contravene and

contradict Baldwin’s conception of Britishness. Significantly, it meant co-operating

with the leadership of the Labor Party who. while not working for the independence of

India, were in favor of these reforms. In Habibie’s Indonesia, the building of a new

Indonesia based on democracy not only made the reconsideration of the country's

policy on East Timor possible but legitimate. Specifically, it was Habibie’s concern

1

Tilly 2002, 9.
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with demonstrating that a democratic Indonesia was afoot that led to policies that were

consistent with this principle. Previously unthinkable policies had become, as Dewi

Fortuna Anwar. Habibie’s unofficial Minister of Foreign Affairs, described it.

“extremely rational.”

Approaches to India and East Timor were also influenced by the very processes

and mechanisms that were necessary to the construction, maintenance and consolidation

of identities in Britain and Indonesia. First, the very processes and mechanisms

involved in the construction of these identities also resulted in the simultaneous

construction of India and East Timor with specific characteristics. This concurrent

construction in turn, influenced Britain’s and Indonesia’s policy towards their territorial

possessions. Second, acting and performing the dominant British and Indonesian

identity also contributed to the initiation of policies that would lead to their

disengagement from India and East Timor.

In Britain, the constitution of the diehards’ conception of Britishness against an

Indian 'Other' resulted in the simultaneous construction of India as a place that was

deeply divided by caste, language and religion, and dominated by centuries of 'barbaric’

customs, traditions and beliefs. This particular construction of India as 'uncivilized'

and inferior ensured that the diehards were unable to recognize Indian calls and desires

for self-determination and independence for what they were. At the same time, the

diehards’ opposition to the proposed constitutional reforms in India was also the result

of their fear that such changes would reduce Britain, as Churchill described it. from a

titan on the world stage to a mere rabbit. Being British was synonymous with political,

economic, social and moral exceptionalism and the passage of constitutional reforms in
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India would be not only be an abrogation of Britain’s destiny, duty and responsibility to

spread civilization and progress throughout the world but a negation of their greatness.

Hence, the importance of practices that were needed for the continued construction and

maintenance of the diehards’ conception of Britishness played a part in their insistence

on maintaining the status quo in British policy towards India.

Processes related to acting and performing an identity for recognition and

validation were also important to Baldwin's support for Indian constitutional reforms.

His support, as discussed earlier, was heavily influenced by the need to demonstrate the

principle of democratic constitutionalism, one of the most important components of

Baldwin's emerging construction of Britishness during a period of tremendous change

and flux for Britain as well as the Conservative Party. The way in which the issue of

India was handled was a crucial part of the process not only to act out this principle of

constitutionalism but in sustaining and garnering recognition that Baldwin's

construction of Britishness was indeed valid.

In Indonesia, processes related to construction, maintenance and consolidation

were also influential in Jakarta's approach to East Timor. During Suharto's New Order,

the construction of an Indonesian identity through narratives of a state in constant peril

also resulted in the simultaneous construction of communists, together with other

groups of differing religious and ideological convictions, as threats to the collectivity.

This specific construction of communists as the most dangerous threat to the safety and

security of all Indonesians resulted in demands for independence from a Freitlin-linked

East Timor to be viewed as illegitimate and a danger to Indonesian security, unity and
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sovereignty. Rather than negotiations, such demands were therefore, met by security

measures and the maintenance of the territorial status quo.

Practices to construct and sustain a particular identity were also a critical

component in Habibie’s offer of special autonomy for East Timor in June 1998 and

later, the offer to allow the East Timorese to decide their own future in an indirect

referendum in January 1999. As discussed earlier. Habibie and his advisers believed,

both in June 1998 and January 1999, that Indonesia had to act in ways that were

consistent with a country that was professing to be on its way to becoming a democratic

nation committed to human rights. The actions they had taken vis-a-vis East Timor was

part of a process to perform Indonesia’s nascent identity as a democracy and to gain

recognition from the rest of the world that there was a new and democratic Indonesia

afoot.

Here, it is interesting to note that the need not only to demonstrate that a

particular identity is real and genuine but for its recognition whether within a domestic

or international context led by both Baldwin and Habibie to support the changes that

would have far-reaching effects in the path to independence for India and East Timor.

This indicates that periods in which a new' or at least ‘newer’ identity has recently

emerged and is therefore, still in need of consolidation and recognition may be

particularly critical for changes regarding territorial policies.

Finally, these cases also point to the need to take the disengaging power's

domestic political system into account in order to fully understand the ways in which

identity is involved in territorial disengagement. In Britain, the bitter and prolonged

contestation over British identity between the reformers and the diehards through the
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question of India was confined only to political avenues that were open to these

opposing groups. The eventual winners, Baldwin and the reformers, were able to

implement the constitutional reforms that would go on to have profound impact on

India's path to independence without any interference from the diehards once the latter

had exhausted all formal political channels open to them. The political contestation

over identity was confined in Britain because its political system only had one veto

player and was parliamentary in nature. The former ensured that disagreements over

identity would not be bogged down in a quagmire as a one veto player system provided

only one place within the system where policies could be contravened or vetoed. The

structural proclivities of the latter gave a parliamentary party tremendous leverage over

its members and ensured that battles within the veto player - during this period in

Britain, the Conservative Party - would be confined to the structural channels of the

party. In the battle of contending identities over the question of India, the British

political system eased the way for Baldwin’s construction of Britishness and the Indian

constitutional reforms which it engendered to carry the day.

In Indonesia however, identity contestation did not remain within normal

political channels but spilled out to result in a violent and bloody disengagement from

East Timor. While it was a political system that was in transition to a democracy, it was

critically, still a system that included the powerful military as one of its two veto

players. The latter, which had held on to the New Order's narrative of Indonesian

identity and a specific construction of the East Timorese, worked to block, compromise

and contravene Habibie’s decision through a different set of measures based on

intimidation and violence to influence East Timor’s ability to decide their own future.
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Hence, Habibie's ability to validate and make real his lofty pronouncements that this

Indonesia was democratic through performing its main features was hampered by a

second veto player in the system. Moreover, the Indonesian military’s lack of regard

for the civilian political structure ensured that its differences with the latter would not

be abandoned even though definitive and final decisions had been made and

implemented.

Besides the need to include identity-related mechanism in analyses of the

processes related to territorial disengagement and decolonization, the findings from this

dissertation also point to the need for caution before making arguments that point to the

sole significance of ideas, norms and principles of democracy, human rights and self-

determination. and relatedly, the humanization of the non-Western ‘Other* in how we

understand the great wave of decolonization that took place in the middle of the

twentieth century when a world of imperial powers and colonies shifted to one of

sovereign states."

In International Relations, recent and well-deserved scholarly attention on these

events and their significance, obscured for decades by the exigencies of the Cold War

and when they were filed away as a class of phenomenon that had passed firmly not

only into the past but irrelevance, had placed them and their relevance in a very

different light. Particularly important at both the empirical and theoretical levels is the

emerging consensus that it was the diffusion and gradual acceptance of norms and ideas

of self-determination and human rights, whether within or across borders, which altered

"Crawford 2002; Lustick 1993; R. Jackson 1998; and Philpott 2001.
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the way states understood their interests and paved the road leading to the end of five

hundred years of colonialism.

Three important observations and theoretical arguments about world politics can

and have been derived from this understanding of how and why decolonization took

place. First, these changes and their underlying basis represent a radical transformation

not only in the geopolitical configurations of world politics but more significantly, in its

normative landscape. Second is the implicit and explicit conclusion in these

explanations that decolonization, in overturning the legality, morality and racial

hierarchy of colonialism, probably represents one of the final stages in a long-term

movement towards moral progress and the gradual humanization of the non-West.
’

Regardless of one’s position on these conclusions, there can be little doubt that

twentieth century decolonization, in overturning the overt hierarchical practices in

world politics that were associated with colonialism, is one of the monster periods in

International Relations and therefore, deserving of much greater attention and analysis.
4

Third is the theoretical argument that it was ideas and norms, and processes rooted in

argument rather than material reasons that were central to one of the most dramatic

shifts in the international politics of the twentieth century.

While ideas, norms and ethical arguments regarding human rights, self-

determination, racial equality and democracy were indeed a very important and

undeniable part of the story, the findings from this dissertation point to other processes

Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Finnemore 1996; Klotz 1995; Crawford 2002; R.

Jackson 1993; and Keck and Sikkink 1998.

1

1 borrow the term, ‘monster period' from Der Derian 1997.
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and mechanisms that may be at play when states react to challenges from and regarding

colonies and other territorial disputes. Indonesia for example, invaded East Timor in

1975 and remained there for twenty-five years in a period when explicit colonial

practices were condemned internationally and norms of self-determination de rigueur.

Moreover, the tacit support of the U.S.. Britain and Australia for Indonesia’s annexation

of East Timor in 1975 illustrate the highly contingent nature of the international

community’s support for such principles in the modern era. 5 If the normative landscape

had indeed changed, why did Indonesia, a country proud of. and constituted by its anti-

colonial history, annex East Timor and retain it for twenty-four years even in the face of

widespread international condemnation? Why did the U.S., Britain, or Australia

support Indonesia’s actions?

Second, norms and ideas-based explanations, as already discussed in Chapter 1

,

are unable to provide a non-tautological account of norm selection and in doing so. risk

missing out other significant causal mechanisms and processes. For example, norms of

democracy were indeed pertinent and critical in the disengagement process in both

Britain and Indonesia but only as it related to what it meant to be British and

Indonesian. Thus, the concern was not so much for the Indian or the East Timorese but

for the Briton and the Indonesian. Recent case-oriented research on Britain's

decolonization of its colonies across Asia and Africa in the 1950s and 1960s also

support the importance of maintaining a specific British identity as a factor in

explaining the pace, timing and direction of these processes.' In Todd Shepard’s

Simpson (2005: 303).

6
Heinlein 2002.
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brilliant and detailed study of France’s disengagement from Algeria, another frequently

discussed case in decolonization, he has shown that it was French identity that had a

critical role. Moreover, Charles De Gaulle and other elite French policymakers were

far more concerned that Algeria and Algerian Muslims could never be French rather

than with the issue of human rights and self-determination. Ironically, it was the

supporters of a French Algeria who based their arguments on equality and France's

republican values.

Here, let me reiterate that I do not dispute the significance of ideas and norms

principles of democracy, human rights and self-determination in the large wave of

decolonization that took place in the middle of the twentieth century nor their increasing

importance in the current social structure of international politics. However. I do argue

that explanations that are based solely on the suggestion that these norms and ideas

were primarily responsible for how the disengaging or colonial power came to

understand self-determination, sovereignty or the evils of colonialism may miss certain

critical elements in the heart of these colonial empires. In particular, the cases in this

dissertation as well as recent research conducted on British and French decolonization

suggest these ideas and norms may have been embedded in discursive structures,

processes and mechanism of far greater complexity than previously realized and must

be examined for a fuller and more complete understanding of processes that are

involved.

7

Shepard 2006.
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4.3 Identity and International Relations

In this section. I discuss issues and questions regarding identity that were

foregrounded in Chapter 1 in view of the empirical evidence of this dissertation.

Specifically, what are the practices, processes, mechanisms, actors and politics involved

in the construction and contestation of identities? Why does a particular identity matter

at specific periods and not others? How does identity affect or influence politics and

human behavior?

In the matter of where one should focus one’s attention when it comes to the

issue of identity construction, social constructivist theories of identities have been no

different from other approaches in International Relation and more generally, the social

sciences, in having to contend with the levels-of-analysis issue. In Chapter 1. I argued

for treating this as an empirical question that can and should be examined rather than by

starting with a standpoint that prioritizes either the systemic or domestic levels.

Studying the construction of identity in Britain and Indonesia show that neither

the "domestic or international will dominate in the construction of state identity.”
s

For

Britain and Indonesia, identities were constructed both at home and in relation to other

states. In Britain, cultural and political processes at the domestic level sustained the

diehards’ conception of British identity - imperial themes were a vital and intrinsic part

of every day life as well as the high culture of the nation from the eighteenth to the mid-

twentieth centuries. ' At the same time, grand imperial adventures provided the place

and the means for the exceptionalism and greatness that was such an inherent part of

8
Hopf 2002, 289.

'

See Said 1993.

244



British identity to be performed and therefore, reconstructed and sustained at the

systemic level.

In Indonesia, conceptions of Indonesian identity based on the ideals of

democracy, openness, human rights and inclusionary interpretations of Pancasila had

been constructed domestically by oppositional groups and academics in the country

through their alternative narrations of Indonesian history. Habibie, when he came into

office, was unable to ride on these groups’ construction of Indonesian identity. His

proclamation that Indonesia was on its way to becoming a democratic country as well as

the political reforms that were being implemented proved insufficient. For them,

recognition from the international community and subsequent social interactions based

on this self-understanding was especially important in order for them to begin to

validate and establish this identity. East Timor became a means for this new identity to

be performed.

In addition, the findings from these two cases also indicate that identity can be

constructed in a variety of ways within the same country and even within the same

period. In Britain, the diehards’ construction of British greatness was constructed

against an Indian 'Other’ while Baldwin constructed an identity for Britain through

organizing and connecting places, people and events into a coherent story regarding the

timeless character of Britishness. Indonesian identity was constructed during the

Suharto regime from a narrative that drew on past historical events which were pulled

together into a story of how Indonesia and Indonesians became a people. Within this

narrative, Indonesian identity was also often contrasted and constructed not only against

the Communist ‘Other’ but against its historical past. Habibie and his colleagues built
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on new narratives of Indonesian-ness that drew on reinterpretations of 1950s and 1960s

Indonesian history and the reprioritization of the anti-colonial component of their

founding. Thus, both the narrativization of identity and the construction of the Self

against an Other were involved at different times in both cases examined here. These

cases support Ted Hopfs findings and arguments that prioritizing one mechanism over

another may again “capture only a small part of empirical reality and so should not be

treated unproblematically as universally valid a priori assumptions on which to build

meaningful theories of identity.’
1 ”

The empirical findings from this dissertation also indicate that human agency

and politics are very much involved in the construction of identities. In Britain.

Baldwin was particularly significant in promulgating a particular vision of Britishness

that was based on harmony, unity, tranquility, moderation and democratic

constitutionalism during the Interwar period. Baldwin’s actions were however, driven

in part by British politics as well as that of the Conservative Party. Fears that the

turbulent changes in the political landscape would render the Conservative Party

irrelevant and more importantly, divide Britain and destroy its social and political

cohesion were the twin forces that kept him focused on constructing a Britain and a

British identity based on democratic constitutionalism.

Human agency and politics were no less significant in the construction of a new

Indonesian identity after the fall of Suharto. Intellectual developments as well as the

conscious efforts of academics, students and other activists had interjected an

alternative narrative of Indonesian history and nationhood in the country’s political

Hopf 2002. 263.
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discourse in the late 1980s and 1990s. When Suharto's regime collapsed and

democracy was the only game left in town. Habibie and his advisers did not only initiate

a series of domestic political reforms but offered East Timor autonomy and later, the

option of independence. These policy changes can be viewed as the conscious efforts

of actors who were acting strategically to convince the rest of the world that the

Indonesia under Habibie was in fact a new and democratic Indonesia and no longer the

Indonesia of old.

Therefore, constructivist theorizing that begin and end with the construction of

identities from discourses fail to recognize that actors have agency and can engage in

practices that are geared towards the promotion and consolidation of re-inscribed

identities. Such an oversocialized view of actors portrays them as marionettes under the

control of larger social structures and neglects the possibility that human agency may

have a hand in the construction of our cultural landscapes.

While my project highlights the role of human agency, this is however, not to

say that structures do not play a role in the construction and constitution of identities.

Actors who are attempting to construct an identity are also embedded in normative

structures and are sometimes circumscribed by them. For example. Habibie's actions to

perform and act out an Indonesian identity that was democratic vis-a-vis changes to

their East Timor policy, while strategic at one level, must also be situated within what

these elite policymakers understood to be an international social structure where norms

of democracy and human rights were hegemonic.

Finally, this dissertation points to two main ways in which identity works its

way into human action. The first, already demonstrated in many constructivist
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analyses, point to the way in which "identity provides a set of parameters within which

certain practices and actions are possible, while others are not.”
11

The second is rooted

in the relationship between the importance of practices and actions in the consolidation

and validation of an identity, important parts of a process that will "determine whether

identity shall congeal around certain ideas or evolve.”
1 '

Both the constraining and enabling effects of identity were apparent during the

Suharto period when identity narratives based on continuing threats to the unity and

security of the nation influenced "the cognitive scripts, categories and rationalities that

are indispensable for social action.”
1

1

In particular, the construction of an Indonesia

that was perpetually vulnerable to the dangers from communists influenced and

severely limited its understanding of the East Timorese independence and resistance,

relegating it to the realm of security 'threat' and the corresponding intelligence and

military measures to contain, defuse or eliminate it.

The second and perhaps less discussed way in which identity makes its way into

human action is through actions or practices that are tied to defending, consolidating or

validating an identity. These actions, in defense of "persons we want to be"'
4
were an

important part of the identity mechanism that formed a critical component in processes

that were initiated by Baldwin and the reformers in Britain in regard to constitutional

reforms for India, as well as Habibie and his advisers in their re-evaluation of the place

1

1

Goff and Dunn 2004, 244.

12
Goff and Dunn 2004. 244.

13
Goff and Dunn 2004. 244.

14
Ringmar 1996, 3.
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of East Timor in the Republic of Indonesia. Besides pointing to the way in which

identity mechanisms have a part in action, these examples also underscore that it is not

“only words or ideas, but also the actions and practices that enact the idea, make it

knowable."
15

Lastly, these findings also raise a number of issues that should be examined

before we can have a better overall understanding of how identity affects international

relations. Some of these questions that can form areas for further research in the area of

identity include the following: Can we isolate a range of constitutive practices and

agents in the construction of identities? Is an ‘Other’, like some have argued, a

necessary part of identity formation, as some have argued ? If so, how and where do

identity narratives fall within this mechanism? Is the ‘Other' always in oppositional

form? What alternative forms can it assume and how does it have an impact on human

action and behavior? If identities are constructed against an 'Other' and through

narratives, what is the relationship between identity formation and security in countries

that are in the process of nation- and state-building? How can we better understand the

processes involved in the co-constitution of identities?

In summary, this dissertation, while making no claims to definitive conclusions

regarding identity since it is an area where there is still much left to grasp, does

however, add to. and support a small but growing body of literature on identity and

international relations which are ontologically built on several of the following

propositions regarding the nature of identity and the mechanisms and processes that are

involved in its construction, maintenance and change. First, identities are constructed at

15
Goff and Dunn 2004, 242.
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both the domestic as well as the international levels. Second, identities are constructed

against an Other, and through narratives. Third, identities do not acquire ‘substance’

once they have been constructed. Rather they are continually constituted by processes,

relations and practices as identities are defined, recognized and validated in an actor’s

interaction with and in relationship to others. Identities are thus fundamentally social

and relational.
16

This characteristic of identity has in turn, important consequences for

how we understand the way in which identity influences human actions. While identity

enables or constrains actions since it is in knowing who we are that we can know what

we want, it also influences human actions that come from the need to act out or perform

who we are or who we say we want to be that are necessary in the process of becoming.

16
Mattern 2005. 9.
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