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Abstract

This study examines to what extent Indonesia’s transition to democracy has impacted Jakarta’s
foreign policy, particularly regarding the foreign policy-making process, its fundamental
doctrine, and foreign policy strategies in three specific areas: regional cooperation in ASEAN,
promotion of political values, and conflict management. The puzzle this thesis addresses is that
Indonesia’s foreign policy in many ways does not conform to expectations generated by
theoretical works on democratization and foreign policy. The dissertation argues that
Indonesia’s democratisation has affected Jakarta’s foreign policy only in a mixed and limited
fashion. While Indonesia’s democratisation has shaped ideas that have influenced Indonesia’s
foreign policy, some traditional foreign policy pillars continue to be relevant.

First, notwithstanding Indonesia’s democratic transition, Jakarta remains committed to the
principle of an independent and active (bebas-aktif) foreign policy. As such, maintaining a
balanced presence of big powers remains a key explanation for Indonesia’s policies on East
Asia cooperation. Second, while democratisation has led to the proliferation of foreign policy
actors, foreign policy-making remains largely unaltered, with the president and the foreign
minister serving as the central decision-makers. However, democratisation has changed the
substance or style of Indonesian foreign policy, and such a change is discernible in efforts to
shape political cooperation in ASEAN, Jakarta’s management of conflict on Ambalat dispute
with Malaysia, and its Myanmar policy. Additionally, democracy and human rights now
prominently feature in Indonesia’s foreign policy strategy towards the wider Asia.
Significantly, however, while democracy promotion has been driven by the desire of
Indonesia’s foreign policy leaders to reflect its newfound identity, human rights promotion has
been lacking in Indonesia’s promotion of political values abroad due to domestic
considerations. Hence, frameworks focusing on the role of identity and ideas in foreign policy
flowing from democratization offer an important, yet insufficient explanation of Indonesia’s
foreign policy in the cases discussed.

Using an integrative approach that draws on works on the role of leaders, the salience of
institutions, and the influence of identity and ideas in foreign policy, this study contributes to
the wider discussion about the relationship between democratisation and foreign policy.
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1 Introduction

Following the fall of Suharto’s authoritarian government in 1998, a period historiographically
referred to as Reformasi, Indonesia, the largest country in Southeast Asia with a population of
around 240 million, has sought to develop a more open, transparent, and democratic political
environment.? The advent of a relatively free and fair parliamentary election in 1999 was crucial
for Indonesia’s democratic transition, marking Jakarta’s first conscious attempt to follow
democratic procedure after the fall of Suharto. The influence of this domestic political
development was also seen in Indonesia’s foreign affairs. However, a quick review of
Indonesia’s foreign policy during certain periods of Suharto’s administration and the post-1998
period also indicates that in many ways Indonesia’s foreign policy has remained largely
unaltered, notwithstanding democratisation. Indonesia’s policy toward ASEAN continues to
rely on the importance of projecting what was considered by the government to be domestic
strength; Indonesia’s regional policy beyond the context of Southeast Asia continues to focus
on cooperation, including strategic/security cooperation; the way foreign policy is made in
Indonesia also continues to focus on the authority of foreign policy leaders in the executive.
Even in relation to its basic foreign policy principles, Indonesia appears to place an emphasis
on maintaining pragmatic approach manifested in the bebas-aktif doctrine. In other words,
democratisation at best have had limited impact on Indonesia’s foreign policy, notwithstanding
the works that have highlighted in particular the role of parliament in foreign policy (see, for
instance, Riland 2009; Murphy 2005).

This thesis aims to contribute to the emerging literature on explaining the impact of
Indonesia’s democratic transition (independent variable) on its foreign policy (dependent
variable). It is guided by the following central questions: how has Indonesia’s democratisation
affected foreign policy decision-making in the country, and what is the impact of
democratisation in relation to particular foreign policy areas and issues?

In seeking to address this central question, this research considers three important
aspects of Indonesia’s foreign policy, namely, foreign policy decision-making processes,
foreign policy doctrine, and foreign policy decisions, particularly in the areas of regional

cooperation, promotion of political values, and conflict management. Three case studies were

! The period of democratisation in Indonesia, beginning in 1998, is referred to in Indonesian as the Reform period
(Reformasi). In a State Address made on 16 August 2010, President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono (SBY) stated
that Reformasi remains a work in progress. Therefore, he referred to the period from 1999-2009 as the first wave
of reform (Reformasi gelombang pertama) and his second term (2009-2014) was defined as the second wave of
reform (Reformasi gelombang kedua). Nevertheless, this thesis will employ the term Reformasi to describe the
period since the fall of Suharto to the present.

2 Indonesia’s rating by Freedom House (FH) went from being ‘partly free’ in 2004 to ‘free’ in 2008. See, Freedom
House Reports 2004 and 2008.
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selected in this context: Indonesia’s foreign policy towards ASEAN, Indonesia’s foreign policy
on Myanmar and towards East Asia regional arrangement, and the bilateral relationship
between Indonesia and Malaysia, particularly in relation to the Ambalat dispute. These cases
are active points of Indonesia’s foreign policy to date and highlight the areas in which the
impact of democratisation has been most visible. Essentially, these questions will be
approached by focusing on the role of three factors in Indonesia’s foreign policy decision-
making process, which includes the role of leaders, the influence of institutions, and the salience

of identity and ideas.

1.1  The puzzle
The literature on the link between democratisation and foreign policy suggests that
democratising countries tend to be inward-looking, hence unlikely to actively pursue external
relations. It is also assumed that democratising countries experience a rise in nationalism and
suffer from weak state institutions. According to some scholars, this leads leaders of
democratising countries to opt for aggressive foreign policy behaviour in relation to conflict
management with other countries, especially when territorial disputes are involved. The
literature on democratisation also suggests that following an increase in the number of political
actors participating in foreign policy decision-making and the growing influence of public
opinion, foreign policy-making is assumed to be bottom-up. Notwithstanding these theories,
even a cursory examination of Indonesia’s foreign policy-making and Indonesia’s approach to
regional cooperation and conflict management demonstrates that Indonesian foreign policy has
defied these expectations. This makes for an important puzzle that this thesis aims to address.
For this reason, this study seeks to address the lacuna in debates about the link between
democratisation and foreign policy by investigating the factors that have shaped the formulation

and implementation of Indonesia’s foreign policy following the nation’s democratic transition.

1.2 The arguments

The democratisation of Indonesia has had a mixed and limited impact on Indonesian foreign
policy, displaying both continuity and change in the way Indonesian leaders practice it.
Therefore, while in some areas the impact is salient, it is less significant in others. In relation
to regional cooperation and the promotion of political values, this thesis argues that Indonesia’s
foreign policy continues to emphasise the projection of ideas that are shared by the foreign
policy-makers sitting in the executive. The changes are thus a reflection of the preferences of
these policy-makers. In relation to conflict management, this study demonstrates that Indonesia
did not advocate a military approach for the resolution of territorial disputes, particularly in

ASEAN. Such a policy approach reflects a continuation of Indonesia’s foreign policy during
13



Suharto’s period. In essence, this was the result of the leaders’ commitment to democracy and
the continuity in the way foreign policy is made in Indonesia.

The reason why the impact of democratisation on foreign policy is more limited than
the theoretical literature dealing with democratising states suggests is linked to both continuity
in the decision-making process as well as the continuing concern with basic foreign policy
precepts. Overall, this thesis argues that Indonesia’s foreign policy following the fall of Suharto
is still, by and large, determined by the preferences of Indonesian leaders. In this case, leaders
became the variables that explained change and continuity of Indonesian foreign policy during
Reformasi while democratisation, as a political process, only served as the context for these

developments to exist.

1.3 Review of the literature

The following literature review is divided into two major parts. The first part reviews literature
about the link between democratisation and foreign policy behaviour by looking at examples
from a number of countries that have undergone political changes. This is followed by a review
of the actors involved in the foreign policy decision-making process in democratic contexts.
From these reviews, this study expects to see the ways in which democratising countries change
their foreign policy and the extent to which political development affects the way foreign policy
is made in these countries given the increase of political actors involved in the decision-making
processes. The second part of the review explores literature that is related to Indonesia’s

domestic political changes and its transition to democracy.
1.3.1 PARTI

1.3.1.1 Understanding the link between democratisation and foreign policy behaviour

The link between democratisation and foreign policy behaviour has been studied by looking at
the domestic features of a state, which involves the role of institutions (Mansfield and Snyder
1995, 1997, 2005; Gleditsch and Ward, 2006; Clare 2007; Snyder 2000), certain political values
adhered to domestically (Mansfield 2002; Acharya 2010; Park 2008), and political problems
that accompany a democratic transition, such as reforming the military (Bruneau and Trinkunas
2005), civil-military relations (Huntington 1995), or economic issues (Galbreath 2004). In view
of these features, scholars suggested that newly democratising states may have weak
government institutions since the old have been eroded and the new are not fully developed
(Mansfield and Snyder, 2002:301). This is characterized by the need of military and economic
actors, which once benefited from the strong authoritarian regime, to secure their interests in

the changing polity, frequently doing so by recruiting mass support (Mansfield and Snyder,

14



2002:299). Mansfield and Snyder (1995) suggest that one way to do this is by resorting to
nationalist rhetoric, which could be effective in motivating collective action in the presence of
weak institutions.

Resorting to nationalism can lead political elites to pursue hostile foreign policy
behaviour (Mansfield and Snyder 1997). Some examples include military interference launched
by a state to protect its citizens abroad (Adamson 2001) or lodging a claim over disputed
territories (Keck 2006). While this has been a popular view concerning the impact of
democratisation on external relations, competing theories do exist. To this end, Clare
(2007:260, 274) suggests that even if institutions in democratising states are weak, the new
democratising regimes are less likely to initiate disputes owing to a heightened domestic
vulnerability. This vulnerability makes elites more cautious about foreign policy as they seek
to maintain office, and as a result, foreign policy failure can be seen as a sign of incompetence,
which would provide the opposition with a reason to attack the new democratic government
and therefore, undermine their chance at re-election (Clare 2007:261). More specifically, in the
context of East Asia in general and Southeast Asia in particular, authors have argued that
nationalistic sentiments could strengthen democratisation through the promotion of a positive
sense of nationalism (‘democratic pride’) (Acharya 2010). Instead of instigating hostile
strategies, such pride could have a positive result for foreign relations (Park 2008).* This
‘democratic pride’ manifests in the growth of a robust civil society, the need for the democratic
regime to distance itself from policies pursued by the previous authoritarian regime, and
pressure to establish domestic legitimacy through economic performance (Acharya,
2010:337,353). Therefore, following a democratic transition the leadership would be more
likely to look inward to install democratic infrastructure, including institutions and values, so
as to avoid domestic problems that may arise following democratisation (see Galbreath,
2004:208-11).°

Scholars also argue that inward-looking leaders of newly democratised countries have
little incentive to actively pursue foreign relations in the context of cooperation within regional
institutional mechanism, unless they see a domestic imperative for doing so. Such imperatives

could include, among others, strengthening the progress of democratisation or resolving

3 While the rise of nationalism may lead countries to become involved in armed conflicts, it may not hamper the
process of democratisation itself. For an example of an in-depth examination on this topic, see Gutierrez (2009);
regarding a specific point of discussion on nationalism and war see, among others, Comaroff and Stern (1995).

4 For instance, in spite of the territorial disputes between the Republic of Korea (ROK) and Japan over the
Dokdo/Takeshima Island, and the rising nationalistic sentiment associated with it, both countries have refrained
from using excessive military power as a means to resolve the claim, instead exchanging arguments based on
historical and legal facts regarding the island. For details, see, among others, Cho and Kim (2011); Korea Times,
31 July 2008; and BBC, 25 September 2012.

5 For other criticisms toward Mansfield and Snyder’s analysis, see, among others, Narang and Nelson (2009).
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economic problems. For example, following its democratic transition, Brazil was quick to
engage with its neighbouring region by participating in the creation of Mercosur (Common
Market of the South) in 1991 (Steves 2001). Mercosur was driven by the desire to nurture intra-
regional trade and to reduce economic dependence on the US, as well as to counter American
hegemony in the region (Heine, 2012:211; de Oliveira 2010). While informed by the spirit of
nationalism and economic motives, enhancing regional cooperation was also seen as a means
to secure their democratic transition. In this case, Brazil and other democratising Latin
American countries signed the Santiago Commitment in 1991 to re-emphasise the principle of
democracy in the OAS (Organisation of American States) (Steves, 2001:91). Recognising the
fragile and wvulnerable process of democratisation, leaders of newly democratised Latin
American countries sought to build a collective identity and mechanism with a view to
strengthening the process of democratic consolidation (Dabéne, 2009:61). The regional
activities of these democratising countries were intended to support internal stability while
capitalising on potential for economic gain.

Some authors, for example Cox (2000) and Kunczik (1997), have also suggested that
the involvement of new democracies in regional mechanisms can be linked to a desire to
improve their international reputation. Policies pursued to achieve this goal have primarily
involved projecting certain ideas (see, Haacke, 2003:Ch.7). In the ASEAN case, for instance,
regional co-operation fostered attempts to modify the structure of the association and to
question the sanctity of existing regional norms, thus encouraging a redefinition of traditional
patterns of elite interaction (Acharya, 2003b: 376-7, 388). Accordingly, the newly democratised
Thailand, Indonesia, and the Philippines supported a broadening of the institution’s agenda,
permitting a more relaxed understanding of state sovereignty, and allowing issues, that were
previously deemed taboo by authoritarian governments, to be addressed (Acharya, 2003b:377).

For most democracies, projecting certain ideas abroad is a way to increase their
international influence and it is often a feature in their foreign policy initiatives (see, for
instance, Cox et.al 2000). These ideas have generally been about, although not limited to,
democracy, and the promotion of democratic ideals (see, among others, Nau 2000; Levitsky
and Way 2005a; Gershman 2004; Kurki 2010; Youngs 2009).% Only once certain ideas are
appreciated by political leaders and the public can they be promoted abroad (McClosky, 1964;

Linz 1991). In practice, there are various reasons why countries incorporate certain ideas into

& Apart from the discussion on the promotion of democracy, authors have also examined promotion of human
rights but in a domestic, instead of foreign policy, context. For this discussion, see, for example, (Ga rreton 1994;
Campbell and Mahoney-Norris 1998; Appiagyei-Atua 2002, Shuto 1998; and Cierco 2011). This thesis, however,
will not separate the two components in such a way because human rights is often practically regarded as one of
the measuring components of democracy (see, for instance, Freedom House Reports).

16



their foreign policy strategies, the most common reasons involving image-building in order to
foster domestic and international legitimacy (see, for instance, Gorjao 2002; Kunczik, 1997:74,
Carbone 2009; He 2008)’, and the removal of adversarial political regimes (Kegley Jr. and
Hermann, 2002:27; Clement 2005; Goldsmith 2008; McFaul 2004). If foreign policy is
considered an extension of domestic policy (Fearon 1998), then certain ideas need to be
recognised and embraced internally, at least by decision-makers, before they can be projected
abroad because without such recognition it is unlikely these ideas will be incorporated into the
decision-making process (Wolff and Wurm, 2011:89). Once diffused, leaders can promote
these ideas abroad through foreign policy strategy that may be linked, or identical, to what other
countries have been pursuing (Seitz 2003).2 This linkage of policy, referred to as ‘geopolitical
linkage’, is particularly salient in the connection between the West and the East (Asia) (Levitsky
and Way 2005b). For example, policies on aid schemes, generally practised by developed
countries, e.g. the Japanese Overseas Development Assistance (ODA)®, which was similar to
the European practice on democracy promotion in other countries started particularly in the
1990s (see, among others, Youngs 2001).

For these promoted ideas to be effective elsewhere, the policy should be aimed at
changing the relative power of political actors in the targeted polity (Gleditsch and Ward,
2006:919-20). For this reason, authors have generally focused on development in targeted
countries in order to assess the impact of ideas promoted by other countries (see, for instance,
Carothers 1999; Schraeder 2002; Doyle 2000). In countries promoting certain ideas, the
preferences and strategies have become norms for decision-makers who regulate foreign policy
(Wolff and Wurm, 2011:88-89). In practice, mature and consolidated democracies are more
likely to promote their national values (democracy) abroad than newly democratised ones (Nau
2000; Gershman 2004). This is because consolidated democracies have had democratic ideas
embedded in their state affairs, while newly democratising states tend to be preoccupied with
the task of consolidating democracy at home.

Overall, this section highlights that unless certain political or economic gains can be
achieved by pursuing active external relations, democratising countries are likely to be inward-

looking.

" For detailed discussions on the relationship between image and foreign policy, see, among others, Wang (2003);
Hulsse (2009).

8 In the study of IR, this is often addressed as “imitation”. See, for instance, Wendt (1999:325).

® For background information and a discussion about ODA, see JICA, “Overseas Economic Cooperation
Operations”; Sudo (1992). For an examination of its implementation on other countries, see, among others, Fouse
and Sato (2006); Er (2013:14); Yasutomo (2005)
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1.3.1.2 Understanding the link between democratisation and foreign policy-making:

actors in the decision-making processes

1.3.1.2.1 Authoritative actors

The executive: the president and the foreign minister

In general, democratisation allows for freedom of expression and political rights for citizens
while executive power is constrained and accountable to other institutions, if not by the public
(see Diamond, 1996:22-23).1° Under such circumstances, the number of actors involved in
foreign policy decision-making process is likely to increase. Therefore, as a political system
democratises, the role of the main foreign policy decision-makers in the executive is often
challenged by other actors. These challenges could be “vertical’, originating from the electorate
or interest groups in society, or ‘horizontal’ emanating from bureaucrats or the legislative body
(Kozhemiakin 1997:61). In spite of these challenges, it should be noted that official foreign
policy strategy is, ultimately, a product of the executive with the President, or Prime Minister,
as the paramount decision-maker (Hill, 2003:53-54).1' Therefore, in some cases of
democratisation, the role of the president and his foreign minister remained unchanged.

In post-apartheid South Africa, for example, it is argued that foreign policy remains a
state-centric affair, emphasising the role of the president, which negates the importance of other
institutions as well as the people’s participation (van Wyk, 2012:80). The centrality of the
president was evident in the case of the early post-apartheid period when Mandela viewed an
outward-looking policy as a prerequisite for addressing the state’s economic problems. For this
purpose, he sought to immediately reinstate relations with other Southern Africans states,
promoting democratisation and fostering regional development within the region utilising
multilateral means through the Southern African Development Conference (SADC)
(Nytagodien 1997; Lyman 1996). The parliament’s ability to influence foreign policy decision-
making was further limited under Thabo Mbeki’s administration. The Mbeki’s administration
created the Policy Coordination and Advisory Service (PCAS) in the president’s office as a
response to the existing ‘fragmented, ineffective, and expensive’ foreign policy processes, thus
allowing the president to keep the foreign policy decision squarely within his office (Nel et.al,
2004:47).

The centrality of the president was also evident in Russia’s foreign policy-making

following the democratic transition. In this regard, authors have proposed similar conclusions,

10 A more comprehensive and detailed definition on democratisation will be included in Chapter Two.
11 For practical purposes, unless otherwise stated, the term “president” will be used when referring to the political
position of the head of state/government.
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suggesting that democratisation has modified the relatively unconstrained foreign policy
decision-making authority of the top leadership due to the involvement of new domestic actors
(Malcolm and Pravda, 1996:552; Trenin and Lo 2005; Light, 2000:97-8). Nevertheless, they
also argue that regardless of these new actors, the authority of the president in making foreign
policy remained strong. For instance, the role of Gorbachev was salient in Russia’s refusal to
launch a military operation to preserve the communist regimes of Eastern Europe in 1989
(Brown, 1997:249). Pointing to disagreements between Yeltsin and the Russian Parliament over
the CIS (Commonwealth of Independent States) agreement in 1996, Malcolm and Pravda
(1996:544) assert that ‘through all the conflicts with the parliament over foreign affairs, the
executive has succeeded in retaining dominant control.” Therefore, Russian foreign policy was
regarded as ‘the sum of the president’s personal relations with foreign leaders’ (Trenin and Lo,

2005:9). The dominance of the president, consequently, circumvented the Soviet Communist
Party Central Committee, and the Foreign Ministry, who were mainly tasked with executing
decisions already made by the president (Trenin and Lo, 2005:10).

In Thailand, the centrality of the executive following its democratisation was
represented by the prominence of the foreign minister. For instance, in 1991, in the context of
Thai foreign policy on Myanmar, Thai Foreign Minister (FM) Arsa Sarasin put forward the
approach of ‘constructive engagement’, the spirit of which was renewed by FM Surin Pitsuwan
when he introduced the concept of ‘flexible engagement’ in 1998 (Haacke 1999; Acharya
2004).*2 These approaches indicate the dominant role of Thai diplomats — represented by the
foreign minister — over the military generals whose personal economic ties with the Myanmar
junta had existed since the 1980s (Dosch, 2006:55).13 For this matter, key civilian foreign
policy-makers were at the forefront of Thailand’s foreign policy and this has been an attempt
to establish civilian supremacy over the military and also to emphasise the dominance of the
Foreign Ministry (Dosch, 2006:54).

1.3.1.2.2 Non-authoritative actors

The parliament
The non-authoritative actors in foreign policy decision-making discussed here mainly involve
the parliament. Public opinion will also be discussed in the context of its ability to influence

foreign policy decisions in a democracy. In general, it is suggested that democratisation allows

12 For a detailed discussion on this topic see Chapter Six.
13 For further explanation on the role of the military in Thailand’s democratisation between 1970s and 1990s, see
Neher (1995).
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for an increase to role of the parliament. The growing role of parliament is often the result of
constitutional changes (Dosch 2006; Baviera 2012). This increased role manifests in the
parliament’s ability to scrutinise foreign policy decisions made by the executive and, in some
cases, has allowed the parliament to propose its own foreign policy ideas. As a consequence of
this change, the process of foreign policy-making can be lengthy as the executive may have to
consult the parliament while making policy decisions. The example of Russia demonstrates this
situation well.

In the Russian bicameral parliamentary system the parliament is able to assert its
influence through the Duma (the Lower House) and the Federation Council (the Upper
Chamber). They are endowed with the power to scrutinise foreign policy primarily when it
concerns the ratification of an international treaty (Malcolm and Pravda, 1996:543-4) and are
also permitted to work with foreign parliaments as their immediate foreign counterparts (Trenin
and Lo, 2005). At times, however, the role of the parliament has been disruptive as it often
opted for a foreign policy approach that was not traditionally held by the Russian government
(Malcolm and Pravda, 1996:544). This was indicated by the radical approach, exposed during
Yeltsin presidency and often informed by a nationalistic sentiment, on foreign policy issues that
has a component of ethno-nationalism, which has in turn increased tensions between Moscow
and mainly other CIS countries (see, Pravda, 1996, 203-7; Kozhemiakin, 1997:69). The
centrality of the presidency in Russia, however, has allowed the president to ignore a number
of parliament’s foreign policy preferences, such as those related to the CIS integration policy
(Malcolm and Pravda, 1996:544). A strong presidency on the one hand, and the increasing role
of the parliament on the other, has led to a political power struggle in Russian foreign policy
decision-making and tensions between the two institutions was reflected in the process of most
Russian foreign policy under Yeltsin (Pravda 1996). The dominance of the Russian presidency
over the parliament on foreign policy issues can be traced back to the position of the Emperor
during the tsarists’ period, which gave the Tsar complete decision-making control (Trenin and
Lo, 2005:9).1

In Thailand, the role of the parliament was limited and occasionally, the power of the
executive in foreign policy decision-making prevailed over other influences. In general, the
responsibilities of the Thai parliament were less clear, except in cases where a submission to
international treaties was concerned (Dosch 2006; see also, Thailand Constitution B.E. 2550,

art.190). Further, in a parliament whose members were heavily linked to, if not originating

14 Under the 2007 Russian Constitution, the role of presidency in foreign policy, as in other state policies, was
strengthened by significantly curbing the role of the parliament as well as by changing the election method of the
parliament members and thus, centralised the decision-making power in the hands of the president. For details, see
Russian Constitution; Oliker et.al (2009)
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from, the local capitalist class (Sidel, 1996:59), political issues such as foreign affairs were less
attractive than business-related affairs. This was evident in an analysis of the amount of sessions
held by the parliament in relation to foreign affairs as opposed to other matters between 1993
and 2002, where only 129 sessions were conducted by the foreign affairs committee while 203
sessions were held by the agriculture and cooperatives committee (Stern, 2006:57). Thus, the
minimal influence of the Thai Parliament in the context of foreign policy initiatives regarding
the Myanmar during the early 1990s was no surprise. A change in attitude amongst the Thai
legislature in foreign affairs, however, was observable between the late 1990s and early 2000s.
This change was driven by the increasing political participation of individual parliamentarians
in public policy (Stern 2006). A number of individual parliamentarians actively submitted
inputs for foreign policy during this period (see Dosch, 2006:59). In this regard, the
parliament’s involvement was highlighted by its participation in various inter-parliamentary
networks in the region, such as AIPA and AIPMC. As a result, it was possible for the Thai
Parliament to establish its own diplomatic channels (see Manunpichu 2013).

In the Philippines, the 1987 constitutional amendments granted the legislature, both the
Congress and the Senate, substantial authority over the foreign policy-making process.
Significantly, the role of the Philippines parliament was important in treaty ratification and the
appointment of ambassadorial posts (Baviera, 2012:10). Notwithstanding the rejection of the
extension plan for the US military base, which resulted in the closure of the base in 1991 by
President Aquino (Dosch, 2006:61; Tarling 2010), the parliament’s contribution to foreign
affairs was relatively low, such that its actions were deemed to be ‘toothless expressions of
concern’ (Jones, 2009:389).%° As far as public opinion in the Philippines was concerned, it was
not unusual for the president to ignore public opinion when formulating foreign policy, as the
public was considered mostly inattentive unless foreign policy issues had major repercussions
for larger constituencies, such as the rights of overseas workers (Baviera, 2012:11; Medeiros,
2008:xx).

A theory maintained that public is inattentive and ill-informed (see Risse-Kappen 1991),
hence, foreign policy decision-makers were unlikely to follow public preferences as they
believe them to be irrational (Sgrensen, 1998:98). This, in turn, increases the likelihood of top-
down foreign policy-making (Skidmore and Hudson 1993). A competing view, however, was
suggested by Headley and van Wyk (2012:5-9) who argue that given the impact of globalization
and revolution in information technology, the public are not always ignorant and as a result it

makes sense for them to seek more influence in the policy-making process. While this argument

15 Lately, however, there has been speculation that Washington is planning to reopen its military base in these two
areas of the Philippines. For details see Tarling (2010) and Johnson (2012).
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points to the factors that are likely to increase the public’s knowledge on foreign affairs,
Headley and van Wyk did not explore the question of whether the government would actually
follow public opinion in making foreign policy, given the dominant role of the president in most
states.

In South Africa, the state-centric model offers an example of the government’s ability
to discount public opinion in foreign policy decision-making (van Wyk, 2012:81-2). As van
Wyk (2012:84) contends, even during Mandela’s presidency ‘a broad participatory mechanism
was never created’, despite the promise to make foreign policy-making a more people-centred
activity. In Thailand, the public is permitted a role in foreign affairs, demonstrated in Thailand’s
changing foreign policy orientation in ASEAN, particularly during the1990s, which was driven
by calls to emphasise human rights and democracy in the region (Lynch, 2004:352).
Accordingly, as Dosch (2006:62-3) writes, Thailand’s leadership attempted to gain a positive
international reputation by announcing the country’s ‘participation in the global protection and
promotion of democracy and human rights’. While acknowledging the role of public opinion,
in practice, even in a democracy there is a limited degree to which the government can consider
public opinion as a factor in foreign policy-making (see, e.g. Risse-Kappen 1991). Thus,
making foreign policy remains primarily the domain of key foreign policy-makers in the
executive.

Overall, the surveyed works demonstrate that separating foreign policy actors based on
their authority to make formal decisions is useful to understand which actors matter and which
should be focused on when analysing the foreign policy of a democratising country.
Understanding this separation is also important to discover who, in a democratic political
context, decides foreign policy. In this regard, the president and the foreign minister are likely
to be the major foreign policy actors. In relation to new foreign policy actors (those that did not
previously have the role in foreign policy, notably the parliament) the literature suggests that
notwithstanding their lack of power to make and execute state’s foreign policy strategies, these
actors can still shape the government’s foreign policy preferences, albeit only to a certain
degree.!” In short, while democratisation has been able to modify the previously closed process
of foreign policy-making by allowing the involvement of new political actors, the authority of

the executive over the foreign policy-making process has generally not been compromised.

16 For an in-depth discussion on the link between public opinion and foreign policy see, among others, Hinckley
(1992), Cohen (1973, 1995), Robinson (2008), and Hilsman (1971).

17 For further discussions on how they matter in foreign policy, see Chapter Two. For an explanation on how the
Indonesian non-authoritative actors influence foreign policy decision-making, see, primarily, Chapter Three, Four,
and Five.
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In sum, the literature reviewed in Part One suggests the following: (a) democratising
countries are unlikely to pursue active external relations because they tend to be inward looking.
However, if they do, an active pursuit of external relation is encouraged if there are certain
political or economic gains that would benefit the domestic political situation; (b)
democratisation has led to a widening participation of foreign policy actors in the creation of
foreign policy, highlighted by the increasing role of the parliament and, to some extent, public
opinion. However, notwithstanding this development, foreign policy remains generally the
domain of key foreign policy actors in the executive where the president and the foreign
minister continue to be the main foreign policy actors;

Part Two below reviews the literature on Indonesia’s democratisation by highlighting
domestic changes since 1999. This discussion is followed by a synthesis of the general views
about the link between democratisation and aspects of Indonesia’s foreign policy, including
decision-making as well the values that are reflected in foreign policy strategy. This review is
useful to understand the progress of Indonesia’s democratisation and therefore important
because Indonesia’s political development contextualised the way Indonesian foreign policy
leaders operate foreign policy.

1.3.2 PARTII

1.3.2.1 Understanding Indonesia’s democratic transition: from Habibie to SBY

A number of scholars have conducted important research on the internal political environment
following Suharto’s fall, and sought to further analyse the trends in post-authoritarian Indonesia
(see, e.g., Emmerson 1999; Forrester 1999; Hefner 2000; and Aspinall 2005). The general
consensus of scholars who assessed the early days of Indonesia’s Reformasi was that the fall of
Suharto and the subsequent transition to democracy created an uncertain, if not gloomy, mood
regarding Indonesia’s future (see, Forrester 1999, Emmerson 1999). The pessimism revolved
around the question of whether the democratic transition would be successful, as argued by
EkI6f (1999:236):

...it remains to be seen whether Suharto’s resignation signalled the beginning of a
gradual democratic transition or merely an adaptation of the authoritarian regime to
shifting circumstances with no more than a broadening of elite support.

Further, even though Indonesia had its first direct election in 2004, a number of scholars were
still sceptical about the future of Indonesia’s democracy (see, e.g. Kimura 2012). As noted by
Cook (2006:167):
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Indonesia’s sudden and rapid democratisation has meant that it is difficult to gain a clear
picture of what kind of democracy Indonesia is, and how and when the period of
democratic consolidation will end.

Meanwhile, Diamond (2009) argued that: ‘while Indonesia’s democratisation has been settled,
it is still premature to say that democratic political systems have already been consolidated’.
This is because the Indonesian leaders after Suharto must settle the unfinished problems of the
past, such as corruption and separatism movements (Paul 2010), while ‘planting the seeds for
the future’ (Abdullah, 2009:569).

Despite this series of doubts, from 1998, Indonesia underwent what Huntington
(1991.:9) refers to as the initial stage of democratisation, marking the end of the non-democratic
regime. The downfall of the New Order was sparked by the inability of Suharto to manage the
impact of the 1997-98 Asian Financial Crisis (AFC) for the country, which led to street
demonstrations organised by pro-democratic movements marshalled primarily by Amien Rais,
Megawati Sukarnoputri, Abdurrahman Wahid, and Sri Sultan Hamengkubuwono (see, among
others, Aspinall 2005; Crouch, 2010:19-20). The movement, comprised mainly of ordinary
people who were protesting about price rises and middle class — which included students,
lawyers, NGO activists, and religious leaders (Uhlin, 1997:46) — were motivated by a feeling
of distrust towards the ruling regime and a strong desire to curb corruption, collusion, and
nepotism—widely known in Indonesia as KKN (Korupsi, Kolusi, dan Nepotisme). The
movement demanded an overhaul of Indonesia’s political and governance system that would
embrace greater openness and transparency, and the supremacy of law (including in this
context, the respect for human rights) (Abdullah, 2009:530). These demands were outlined in
what the Indonesians called the ‘six reform demands’ (enam tuntutan Reformasi), which
included (1) respect for legal supremacy, (2) the eradication of KKN, (3) the trial of Suharto
and his cronies, (4) the amending of the 1945 Constitution, (5) the application of regional
autonomy, and (6) the abolishment of the military’s dual-function (dwi-fungsi militer)
(Vivapemuda 2012).

After the resignation of some key members in his Cabinet, such as Ginandjar
Kartasasmita (Coordinating Minister for Economic and Industrial Affairs) and Akbar Tanjung
(Minister of State Secretariat), Suharto was abandoned by his closest aides thus realising that

he lost the necessary political support to sustain his presidency.® Although the economic crisis

18 1n total, there were fourteen ministers that submitted their resignations to Suharto. Apart from Ginandjar and
Akbar, they were Hendropriyono (Minister of Transmigration and Forest Settlement), Giri Suseno Hadihardjono
(Minister of Transportation); Dr Haryanto Dhanutirto (Minister of Horticulture and Medicine); Justika S.
Baharsjah (Minister of Agriculture); Kuntoro Mangkusubroto (Minister of Energy); Rachmadi Bambang
Sumadhijo (Minister of Public Works); Rahardi Ramelan (Minister of Research and Technology); Subiakto
Tjakrawerdaya (Minister of Cooperatives and Small Businesses); Sanyoto Sastrowardoyo (Minister of
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appeared to catalyse the fall of the regime, to some, the crisis was no more than a context (see,
for instance, Dosch, 2007:9). For example, former Indonesian Foreign Minister (2001-2009)
Hassan Wirajuda believes that the 1997/98 crisis was merely a trigger for greater change in
Indonesia as it was actually the imbalances between the economic growth and the political
freedom demanded by the people triggered the collapse of the regime (Wirajuda, personal
communication, 2010).

Indonesia’s democratic period began when the new president, Baharuddin Jusuf (B.J)
Habibie, Suharto’s former vice president, was inaugurated as president on 21 May 1998.
Immediately after assuming office, Habibie took the substantial step of removing the Anti-
Subversion Law and government regulation regarding Pancasila as the sole basis of Indonesia’s
political life. Essentially, both regulations were provisions used by Suharto’s regime to curb the
political freedoms. Suharto, through his speeches in 1982 and 1983 (later formalised in 1985)
required all organisations to adopt Pancasila as the ideological basis (Ramage, 1995:18;
Hefner, 2000:121). Pancasila was the New Order’s manifestation of the integralist stream of
thought as it provided the basis of the government’s rejection of Western notion of democracy
and an ideology which rejected the idea of opposition, depicting it as un-Indonesian (Elson,
2001:240). Therefore, for Suharto, Pancasila ‘integrated all Indonesians with the basis,
ideology, and ideals of Indonesia and prevented the Indonesians from inner conflicts and
tensions which could become the source of division’ (Elson, 2001:239).2° In other words,
through the use of Pancasila as the sole basis, Suharto wanted to curb the potentials for powers
and ideologies that did not receive his ‘approvals’ from challenging his political power.
Unsurprisingly, once Habibie lifted the Anti-Subversion Law, Islamist organisations and
political parties mushroomed in the new democratic environment. Another central element of
Habibie’s presidency was decision to support decentralisation. As opposed to Suharto’s
centralised politics, through Law No. 29/1999 on Regional Autonomy (later amended by Law
No. 32/2004), Habibie catered to public demand for more regional autonomy, essentially
allowing the regions to be self-regulated on all matters apart from foreign policy, security and
defence, the judiciary, fiscal and monetary matters, and religious affairs.

Indonesia’s democratisation process continued when Abdurrahman Wahid, leader of
Islamic organisation Nahdlatul Ulama (NU), was elected president following the rejection of
Habibie’s accountability speech by parliament. Wahid was in office from 1999 to July 2001.

His rise to presidency was the result of a highly fractured parliament, with a religious (Islamic)

Investment); Sumohadi (Minister of Forestry); Theo L. Sambuaga (Minister of Manpower); and Tanri Abeng
(Minister of State-owned Enterprises) (Kompas, 27 May 1998).

19 A greater discussion on the relevance of Pancasila in the current period and its importance in Indonesia’s foreign
policy will be discussed in Chapter Four.
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faction, who preferred a male president, and nationalist groups who demanded Megawati, initial
winner of the presidential vote, as leader. In order to avoid political stagnation, and to calm
Wahid’s supporters who were protesting outside the parliament building, Amien Rais, the then
MPR speaker, formed the middle axis (poros tengah) and devised a political compromise that
made Wahid president and Megawati vice president. As the son of the NU’s longest serving
chair, Wahid Hasyim, and the grandson of NU’s pioneer founder, Hasyim Asyari, Abdurrahman
Wahid had been chairman of NU for three consecutive terms (from 1984 to 1999).%° Further,
according to Saiful Mujani (2003:71), Wahid was an agent who sought to modernise Muslim
political culture. He always believed in pluralism?!, which was why his political party, PKB
(Partai Kebangkitan Bangsa, The National Awakening Party) — although traditionally being an
inclusive Islamic party — maintained Pancasila as its ideological foundation in the 1999
election.

In the manifestation of his democratic mind-set, Wahid decided to revoke Suharto’s
Presidential Instruction N0.41/1967 on the restriction of Chinese religious practices and
traditions in January 2000 as a means to promote religious freedom in Indonesia. Further, in his
attempt to implement democratic principles, Wahid restored civilian supremacy over the
military. It was during his term that civil-military relations improved, marked by, inter alia, the
separation of the police from the military and the appointment of Juwono Sudarsono as the first
civilian defence minister since the 1950s (Clear, 2003:178). Wahid maintained his commitment
to civilian supremacy by installing Machfud M.D, a civilian and cadre of PKB, as Sudarsono’s
replacement following a Cabinet reshuffle in 2000. It was also under Wahid’s presidency that
the Indonesian military decided to abolish the doctrine of dwifungsi - a commanding doctrine
that evolved from General Abdul Haris Nasution’s ‘Middle Way’ concept as a means for
justifying the Indonesian military’s expansion into socio-political life, popularised in the mid-
1950s (Honna 2003).22 As such, the renunciation of the dwifungsi doctrine provided a pathway
for the military’s gradual withdrawal from daily political and social affairs, marked by the
readjustment of its position in parliament to becoming a ‘professional Indonesian military’

(Chrisnandi, 2005:31).23 Additionally, the Indonesian media, for the first time since Suharto’s

20 NU chairmanship was elected every five years.

2L For Wahid, pluralism means both descriptive and prescriptive. By this, it meant awareness that Muslims are
diverse and people are religiously diverse. It also means that everyone has the right to be exclusive and inclusive.
Wahid, in this sense, chose to be an exclusive person. See, for instance, Muhammad Ali, The Jakarta Post, 6
January 2010.

22 For details on the function of this doctrine, see e.g. Schwarz (1994) and Hadiwinata (2003).

2 In this context, the TNI parliamentary seats were reduced from 100 in the mid-1990s to 38 in the 1999 election
(Rabasa and Haseman, 2002:47). In 2004, TNI no longer had parliamentary representatives and in the 2009
election, TNI soldiers were ordered to surrender their right to vote (see, Pikiran Rakyat, 28 June 2010). For a
detailed discussion on the role of the TNI in the post-Suharto’s Indonesian politics, see Mietzner (2006).
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ousting, enjoyed greater freedoms, evidenced by the increased number of publishers from 289
during the thirty-two years of Suharto’s government to 1,389, while the number of TV stations
multiplied ten times to 60, including local networks (Antara, 15 February 2008). However, after
a series of political crises and an allegation of involvement in several corruption cases, not to
mention his erratic behaviour, Wahid was forced to abandon the presidency in July 2001 (Azra,
personal communication, 2 March 2009; see also Barton, 2002:344-345).24
Following this, Megawati took over Indonesia’s presidency due to her capacity of

Wahid’s vice president. During Megawati’s presidency (2001-2004), Indonesia attempted to
develop a better, more stable political landscape through which it might consolidate its
democratisation. One of Megawati’s achievements was promoting good governance and
transparency by establishing the Corruption Eradication Commission (Komisi Pemberantasan
Korupsi, KPK).? During her short presidency, Indonesia was faced with multiple challenges as
well as opportunities, both in terms of domestic and foreign policies. Most notably was the
response of the Muslim community in Indonesia towards not only her status as a female
president — she was initially rejected by a number of Islamic groups, including that of her vice
president’s — but also her policies on terrorism and relations with the US following the 9/11
tragedy. Islamic groups in Indonesia has viewed President George W. Bush’s response to 9/11
as an attack against Islam, which led to mounting anti-American sentiment (Hainsworth,

2007:137). In attempts to convince the public of her pro-Islamist stance, Megawati was paired
with Hasyim Muzadi, then NU chairman, in the 2004 presidential elections. It was also during
the final year of Megawati’s tenure that Indonesia assumed the ASEAN Chairmanship in 2003

— a year in which, for the first time, Indonesia took the bold step of promoting democracy
abroad. Megawati’s defeat in the 2004 direct presidential election led to the rise of a former
general, Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono (popularly known, and hereafter referred to, as SBY),

who ran with businessman-cum-politician Jusuf Kalla of the Golkar Party.

24 Further, according to a prominent political scientist and Islamic figure, Azyumardi Azra, there were six situations
involving his emotional and stubborn behaviour for which Wahid was further cornered. First, in response to
Wahid’s waning relationship with the DPR over the increasing tension on Wahid’s alleged corruption cases, he
seemed to condone the violence committed by his fanatical supporters, mostly in East Java. Second, he appeared
to condone the abuse by certain NU ulamas of classic Islamic concepts, such as jihad, against his opponents, who
were Modernist Muslims. Third, he threatened that a number of provinces, mainly with a large mass-base for NU
such as East Java, would separate from Indonesia if he were unseated in the Special Session of the People’s
Consultative Assembly (MPR). Fourth, he asserted that, if the Session was held, he would issue a decree to dismiss
parliament. Fifth, he fired the national police chief without consulting the DPR and, sixth, on the 23™ July 2001,
he finally declared martial law, which finally led the MPR to hold an early special session the same day. This, in
the end, resulted in Wahid’s impeachment. See Azra (2006:46).

% The KPK, formed based on the Law N0.30/2002 regarding the Formation of the Corruption Eradication
Commission, is an independent body that works separately from the other law enforcements bodies — the police
and the Attorney General’s Office (AGO) — to probe corruption cases in Indonesia. The body has been at the
forefront of this effort.

% Golkar stands for Golongan Karya (Functional Group). It was once the strongest government party and served
as the political machine of Suharto’s presidency. Jusuf Kalla was previously the Coordinating Minister for People’s
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In this election, SBY and Kalla won more than 60% of the total votes. The parliamentary
election, that took place in April of that same year, was contested by twenty-four political
parties, the majority of which were new. The instalment of a democratic election system as well
as a number of domestic achievements, such as improved economic performance, relatively
peaceful conflict resolution, e.g. in Aceh, and promises to improve Indonesia’s human rights

situation, served as indicators of Indonesia’s democratic potential.

1.3.2.2 Indonesia’s democratisation and foreign affairs

Based on the domestic changes, Indonesian foreign policy is said to have been has been affected
primarily in three important areas: the process of foreign policy decision making, the actors
involved, and the issues (Dosch, 2006:66, 2007). Dosch argues that democratisation leads to
increased interaction between formal institutions and informal influences, creating a more open
decision-making process which includes more actors than in previous times. Regarding foreign
policy issues, the ‘new actors’ in foreign policy have been more free to introduce certain ideas
that would not have been on the agenda under the authoritarian regime, such as human rights.

As far as foreign policy decision-making is concerned, other authors have generally
arrived at a similar conclusion: it is affected by democratisation, which diversifies the decision-
making power of the central authority, and non-governmental actors have increased influence
over foreign policy-making (see, among others, Anwar 2003, 2010a; Sukma 2006; Vermonte
2005). Murphy (2005:283-84) argues that democratisation has led to a power shift from the
executive to the legislature, which according to Laksmana (2011:163-64), foreign policy-
making has been more complicated than ever. Further, Indonesia’s foreign policy decision-
making during the Reformasi period has been marked by the increasing role of the parliament
(DPR), which in turn made foreign policy-making more consultative.?” Another effect of
democratic transitions on Deplu, as the formal foreign policy-making institution, has been
bureaucratic reforms, which were launched to better reflect the values of Reformasi, thus
supporting the transformation of Indonesia’s foreign policy (Nabbs-Keller, 2013:56).

The parliament is represented by the Commission | (hereafter, Komisi I) as the principal
legislative body that deals with foreign policy issues. In conducting its tasks, the DPR asserts a
role that involves approving ambassadorial appointments, overseeing the foreign policy budget,
and determining foreign policy execution (Murphy, 2005:260; also see Riland 2009). The

increased role of the DPR has led to a more consultative process in foreign policy decision-

Welfare under Megawati’s Cabinet. He was made Chairman of the Golkar party after becoming Vice President in
2004. For analysis on Golkar, particularly during the Reformasi period, see, among others, Tomsa (2008).

27 For an examination of how political decisions are made in the parliamentary process, see, Sherlock (2010:160-
178). For an authoritative discussion on the role of Deplu in response to the changing dynamics of the foreign
policy-decision making process, see, Nabbs-Keller (2013).
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making especially in cases that require parliamentary approval, such as the ASEAN Charter
ratification (Ruland 2009). Further, the DPR, in tandem with the epistemic community, has
been instrumental in persuading the government to elevate democracy and human rights in it
foreign policy values (Ruland 2009:398). With the increased involvement of these actors,
Indonesian foreign policy has been argued to take a bottom-up decision-making model (see
Riland 2011), therefore signalling a change in the foreign policy-making process.

While these works presented authoritative arguments about how foreign policy is made
in Indonesia, only a handful of work recognised that essentially the leaders in the executive
remained the key foreign policy-makers in Indonesia. In this context, Nabbs-Keller (2013) notes
that the Indonesian foreign minister was the key actor in transforming Indonesia’s foreign
policy particularly between 2001 and 2009. Nevertheless, an account on the role of Indonesian
Presidents during these periods was not thoroughly discussed. Indeed, a discussion on the role
of president is important given that Indonesia’s governing system is presidential thus, s/he has
the ultimate decision-making power. Similarly, while recognising the involvement of new
political actors in Indonesia’s foreign policy decision-making, Novotny (2007) maintains that
foreign policy has been determined by the perceptions of foreign policy “elites”. However, his
study suffered from several conceptual, definitional, and factual mishaps. For instance, it failed
to specify who these elites were casting the net so wide that included all ranks in bureaucracy
as well as businessmen and military leaders (Novotny, 2007:69). He was unclear in who is
primarily responsible for the decision-making process in Indonesia, an issue that will be tackled
in this thesis. Businessmen in Indonesia are unlikely to be considered foreign policy elites and
while low level bureaucrats can offer their views on certain situations, it does not necessarily
mean they are in a position to make decisions. Essentially, the authority to make such decisions
lies in the hands of their superior, most notably the foreign minister.?® Therefore, as this study
demonstrates, other foreign policy actors who participate in the decision-making process had
only limited roles in determining Indonesia’s foreign policy decisions and that the literature
only partially explored Indonesia’s foreign policy decision-making. Indeed, the salience of the
president and foreign minister in Indonesia underscores the continuity, and not a change, in
Indonesia’s foreign policy-making.

In terms of substances of Indonesia’s foreign policy, Dosch (2006, 2007) held that

human rights and sovereignty, among other issues, became more salient in Indonesia’s post-

28 Other mishaps were minor and these include, for instance, his assertions on the year in which Indonesia gained
independence (p.2) and his understanding on the notion of “rowing between two reefs” — popularised by
Indonesia’s first Vice President Mohammad Hatta, in which he incorrectly applied the interpretation of “two reefs”
as to involve China and the US (p.9). To this extent, Indonesia’s first vice president Mohammad Hatta initially

stipulated this analogy in the context of Cold War blocs and non-alignment position of Indonesia (see, Hatta 1953).
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authoritarian foreign policy. His study, however, did not fully considered that while human
rights has only occupied certain areas of foreign policy, such as Indonesia’s foreign policy on
Myanmar, the importance of sovereignty has been at the core of Indonesia’s diplomacy long
before Indonesia democratised. These issues will be addressed by this thesis in Chapter Six and
Chapter Four, respectively. In relation to ASEAN, Anwar (2010a) argues that Indonesia
continued to put ASEAN as its foreign policy focus while making democracy and human rights
important foreign policy features in this regard. However, while she mentioned that Deplu has
been “greatly assisted by the inputs provided by think-tanks and independent scholars’ (Anwar,
2010a:139), she was not entirely clear as to how these ideas came to feature in Indonesia’s
foreign policy. This lack of analysis will be addressed by this thesis by looking at the roles of
ideas entrepreneurs and the preferences of Indonesian foreign policy leaders in Indonesia’s
foreign policy on ASEAN (see Chapter Five).

Indeed, Indonesian leaders encouraged the prominence of news ideas following the
ousting of Suharto’s regime, most notably democracy and human rights (e.g. Sukma 2011).%°
These ideas were largely absent during most of the New Order period, where individuals were
treated as an organic part of the state, thus allowing the government to avoid guaranteeing
fundamental rights and liberties against the state, known as the integral state’s concept (konsep
negara integral) (Feith and Castles, 1970:191).%° Notwithstanding the emergence of these
values at the domestic level, democracy and human rights only became a foreign policy focus
in 2003, when Indonesia assumed the ASEAN chairmanship (see, Wibisono 2010; Sukma
2011; Acharya 2009a). In this regard, Jakarta had included the idea of promoting democracy in
the region via the Indonesia-initiated concept of the ASEAN Political-Security Community
(APSC). Furthermore, in 2008, Indonesia embarked on a new foreign policy initiative to
emphasise the importance of democracy and human rights by establishing the Bali Democracy
Forum (BDF), a forum for mainly Asian countries to share experiences of democracy (see,
among others, Murphy, 2009; Currie 2010).

In addition to democracy and human rights, given that Indonesia is the world’s most

populous Muslim country and political Islam plays a key role in domestic politics, there is

29 At the domestic level, following his presidential inauguration Habibie was quick to introduce two national
regulations that were essential to the promotion of human rights: Law No. 39/1999 regarding Human Rights, and
Law No. 26/2000 regarding the Human Rights Court. Such a decision was expected to help enhance Habibie’s
popularity at home and abroad.

30 This concept of amalgamation between the rights of the individual and the obligation of the state towards such
rights was first introduced by Professor Soepomo, Sukarno’s former Justice Minister (1945, 1949-1950). Soepomo
believed that there should not be a separation between the rights of the individuals and the obligation of the state
to protect these rights, as individuals, with their own position, are obliged to help achieve the state’s greatness. In
this regard, Suharto’s regime was perceived as a good example for the application of this concept. For details, see
Simanjuntak (1994).
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potential for Indonesia’s foreign policy to reflect Islamic values in its decisions. During the
early years of Suharto’s administration until the late 1980s, Islam was not an important political
feature as Suharto feared that it could challenge and ultimately overcome his authority (Sukma

2006; Vatikiotis, 1993:121). Suharto’s concern in this regard was informed by three
considerations: first, Suharto was an abangan (nominal Muslim) rather than a santri (devout
Muslim) (Suryadinata, 1996:14-15);3* second, the military still believed that Islam could
threaten political stability and that elements of the Muslim community still wanted to establish
an Islamic state (Perwita, 2007:44); and, third, Islam was not the philosophical basis of the
state. In other words, although Islam is the religion of the majority, it is not that of the state. It
was not until 1990 that the role of Islam in Indonesia’s politics increased, as Suharto was forced
to embrace Islam as a new socio-political pillar in order to balance the power of the military
after his relationship with the army soured (Ramage, 1995:50). In this case, the passing of
Suharto’s strongest loyalists and the founders of CSIS, Ali Murtopo (died in 1984) and Sudjono
Humardani (died in 1986), added to Suharto’s already strong suspicions of Benny Murdani,
who was allegedly preparing for a leadership succession within the army, which inspired a ‘de-
Bennyisation’ in 1993 (EkI6f, 2003:231). Military officers loyal to Murdani were purged after
his own removal from the post of Defence Minister, bringing Suharto’s relationship with the
military to new lows. Hoping that he could sustain his leadership, Suharto reached out to Islamic
constituents. Consequently, in 1990, the Indonesian Muslim Intellectual Association (lkatan
Cendekiawan Muslim Indonesia, ICMI) was formed to accommodate Islamic interests in
politics. ICMI, while gradually becoming an important player in the politics of Suharto, also
became essential for recruitment of ICMI members into the senior government ranks (Aspinall,

2005:32).

During the Reformasi era, the revival of Islam saw it become a bargaining tool for
political purposes (see, for instance, Jamhari 1999; Emerson, 2005c:33). As such, strong
Islamic credentials helped to elevate individuals who wished to become involved in politics.
The ascendancy of Wahid to the presidency?? on the one hand, and the desire of Munarman —
spokesperson of the FPI (Front Pembela Islam, Islamic Defenders Front) — to become a
parliamentary candidate for PPP (Partai Persatuan dan Pembangunan, United and

Development Party) in the 2014 election, on the other, offer examples of this phenomenon.

3L A definition and further discussion of this typology will be presented in Chapter Three.

32 Although Wahid came from a very prominent Islamic background, his political ideology has been ‘secular-
exclusive’, meaning that he believed that the Pancasila was compatible with Islam, but perceived that the
development of Islamic society and the accommodation of Islamic moral values and aspirations by the government
would threaten the existence of the secular state and the tolerance towards minority groups (Baswedan 2004).

33 The decision by PPP to include Munarman, who is known as one of the top leaders of the hardline Muslim
group, FPI, as a potential candidate for the 2014 parliamentary election was made public in January 2013. This
decision was criticised by many. The most salient fear was that PPP was increasingly being dragged into the games
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However, Islam is not a pillar of foreign policy and was given a ‘secondary place’ (Sukma,
2006:5) therefore, Indonesian foreign policy was never “Islamised” in terms of its key agendas.
An example would be Indonesia’s recognition of Palestine, which was not based on demands
of the Muslim brotherhood or coreligionists (Leifer, 1983:138), but rather on the spirit of
humanitarianism and solidarity among nations, as enshrined in the Preamble of Indonesia’s
Constitution.®* As such, the influence of religion in Indonesian foreign policy was a matter of
form over substance and it has remained circumscribed during Reformasi (Fealy,
2004:143,154).

Apart from democracy and Islam, another idea that could manifest in foreign policy
during the Reformasi period was nationalism. As Part One of the literature review outlines,
nationalism is often prominent during democratic transitions. Traditionally, the Indonesian
people have been staunch supporters of nationalism, motivated by the struggle for
independence. It was an element that was greatly emphasised in the five principles of
Pancasila®, and it was through ‘nationalist’ rather than ‘Islamic’ ideas that Sukarno envisioned
a country in which religions could coexistence peacefully (Reinhardt, 1971:26). While in
Indonesia there has not been a hostile foreign policy approach taken on the ground of
nationalism, as Mansfield and Snyder (1997, 2002) hypothesised. However, ordinary
Indonesians have often expressed nationalist sentiment in their own (foreign) policy
preferences. Political leaders have also drawn upon nationalism when they wish to appeal for
domestic support. The dynamics of Indonesian-Malaysian bilateral relations provides a good
example on this (see Chapter Seven).

Notwithstanding the political freedoms introduced during the Reformasi era and the
consolidation of democracy, Indonesia’s democratisation has presented a number of foreign
policy options, most notably the through the increasing number of actors involved in foreign
policy-making and the emergence of ideas or values that have the potential to influence foreign
policy strategy. Democratisation has contextualised the emergence of these ideas and allowed

for specific notions, notably democracy and human rights, to become the primary ideas featured

of Islamic hardliners and thus could lose its most mainstream political supporters. Munarman, however, was found
unqualified for the post as he failed to submit his papers as an administrative requirement to the National Election
Commission (KPU). See, Diputra, Okezone, 31 January 2013; Merdeka, 28 June 2013.

34 The Preamble of the Indonesian Constitution, Paragraph One, states “Bahwa sesungguhnya kemerdekaan itu
ialah hak segala bangsa, dan oleh sebab itu maka penjajahan diatas dunia harus dihapuskan karena tidak sesuai
dengan prikemanusiaan dan prikeadilan (whereas independence is the inalienable right of all nations, colonialism
must be abolished from this world as it is against humanity and justice). Further, in a public seminar in Jogjakarta,
Central Java, November 2012, the Director for Middle-East Affairs of Deplu stated that Indonesia will be
consistent in supporting the Palestinians to achieve their independence as such a support is ‘mandated’ by the
Indonesian Constitution”. See, Islam Times, 1 December 2012.

3 QOther than nationalism, Pancasila is based on humanitarianism, a representative government, social justice, and
a belief in one God.
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in the foreign policy arena.

1.4 The analytical framework?3®

In approaching the main research question, this thesis employs an analytical framework with
core arguments linked to literature on democratisation, foreign policy decision-making, and the
relationship between identity, ideas, and foreign policy. This is primarily because the basic
tenets posited by the literature on democratisation facilitate an examination of Indonesia’s
political transition in light of democratisation theories. Meanwhile, the theories on decision-
making suggests that in spite of the growing influence of political actors in decision-making
process that resulted from an open political environment, foreign policy remains exclusively
the domain of certain individuals in leadership position within the executive. Institutions other
than the Foreign Ministry, such as the parliament, did not significantly matter as far as making
state’s foreign policy is concerned. This underscores that even in democracies, foreign policy-
making remained a top-down process. Lastly, developing a conceptual framework based on
theories about the influence of identity and ideas in foreign policy allows this thesis to
demonstrate that while particular ideas (most notably about democracy) featured in foreign
policy, hence promotion of these ideas abroad, the process is not automatic. This process is
likely to be mediated by the role of ideas/policy entrepreneurs in foreign policy decision-
making and for ideas to shape foreign policy, they must be internalised and shared by primarily
the foreign policy leaders.

Therefore, the framework this thesis developed will focus on the role of leaders, the
salience of institutions, and the influence of identity and ideas in foreign policy. A focus on
these factors permits an analysis of the impact of democratisation on, as well as the changes
and continuities in, Indonesia’s foreign policy.

1.5 Methodology

In their work, Clough and Nutbrown (2007:23) distinguish methodology from method. The
former provides the reason for using a particular method, while the latter refers to the
ingredients of research. Put simply, method is the means with which we conduct the research
(i.e. discourse analysis, interviews, or surveys) and methodology covers the justification for the
method taken. The first task here is to clarify how the research was conducted. This will be
followed by an explanation of the reasoning behind selecting certain methods with which to

conduct the research.

3 The analytical framework will be further explored in Chapter Two.
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This is a qualitative research study which employs empirical research to understand the
context of events.3" In principle, this research seeks to understand the impact of a socio-political
event that has influenced the conduct of contemporary Indonesian foreign policy by studying
the perspectives of those involved in the decision-making and by exploring the causal
relationship between democratisation and foreign policy. In understanding this causal
relationship, one assumes that ‘particular outcomes can be explained in light of a factor that
exerts the same impacts across all observations’ (Goertz and Mahoney, 2009:307).

This assumption is checked by examining case studies that reflect the influence of a
factor (or a set of factors) (Sprinz and Wolinsky, 2002:10). Case studies are well defined aspects
of a historical happening that one selects for analysis (Bennett, 2002:29). A case study analysis
allows the author to explore a phenomenon in context using a variety of data sources (Baxter
and Jack, 2008:544). This thesis selects case studies which can be categorised into two inter-
related types: on the one hand, they are instrumental because they are used to provide insight
into an issue — in this case, the link between democratisation and foreign policy —while on the
other, they are intrinsic as the cases were specifically chosen to obtain further insight into this
relationship (Stake 1995). The case study approach was chosen for a number of reasons: (i)
apart from answering what, this thesis also seek to address why the impact of democratisation
on Indonesia’s foreign policy is, arguably, limited; (ii) the author is not involved in the decision-
making process on policies related to the case studies therefore, he can only interpret the
perceptions or statements of those involved in the process and cannot manipulate the behaviour
of the decision-makers; and (iii) this thesis considers that the context in which foreign policy is
made is important and relevant to the phenomenon under study (see also, Yin 2003).

This thesis utilises Southeast Asia as the regional context in which Indonesian foreign
policy is applied, because this region, with ASEAN as the regional mechanism, has been a
cornerstone for Indonesia’s diplomacy.® Further, Indonesia is perceived to be the de facto
leader in the region therefore, a change in the domestic political situation in Indonesia is likely
to influence regional politics more generally.

The specific case studies were selected for two main reasons. First, they highlighted
areas in which the impact of democratisation on Indonesia’s foreign policy has been most
visible. Second, these case studies are instrumental in describing the changes and continuities
in Indonesia’s foreign policy following the ouster of Suharto, both at the bilateral as well as

regional-multilateral level. Specifically, the Ambalat dispute with Malaysia serves as the most

37 For a distinction between qualitative and quantitative method, see, among others, Punch (1998).
3% For a declaration on this, see, the Annual Press Statement of the Foreign Minister of Indonesia (2002, point
149). See also Deplu, “Lingkaran Konsentris Deplu (the concentric circle of Deplu).”
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important conflict that Indonesia has had to deal with in its bilateral relations in recent years.
Therefore, Indonesian behaviour in relation to such an important case would indicate the
approach to conflict management more generally. Indonesian foreign policy on Myanmar is
also an important case study because Myanmar is the most egregious case and symptomatic of
Indonesia’s foreign policy in general. Myanmar also serves as key case study to highlight the
lack of human rights promotion in the context Indonesia’s promotion of democracy and human
rights at the bilateral level. By focusing on the importance of leaders, the role of institutions,
and the salience of identity and ideas in foreign policy, these case studies help to address a
lacuna in the existing literature. Focusing on these variables provides a means for explaining
the impact of democratisation on foreign policy and how democratisation has shaped foreign
policy. These cases were selected after a preliminary study and assessment of relevant foreign
policy events, which found them to be the cases that were most pertinent to the issue of
democracy.

In analysing the link between democratisation and Indonesia’s foreign policy, the
salience of the aforementioned variables was traced through literature studies and interviews
with Indonesian foreign policy elites. The majority of interviews were conducted during field
research in Indonesia and Singapore, between 2009 and 2011, and include meetings with former
ministers, active and retired diplomats, parliamentarians, members of civil society groups, and
foreign observers. The interviews were conducted thoroughly to ensure reliability and validity
of the information given. For this purpose, the author used a set of questions designed in
accordance with, and categorised based on, the relevant foreign policy areas to ensure that the
topic is well covered and the substance of the event is revealed. In order to obtain focused
answers, the questions raised during the interviews were selected based on the expertise of the
source. For example, questions on Indonesia’s foreign policy activities in ASEAN regional
cooperation were not raised to human rights activists or religious leaders. In other words, semi-
structured interviews with open ended questions, tailored to the respondent’s position and
expertise, were used.

It is important to raise questions to the respondents based on their position and expertise
because a respondent is likely to respond based on their knowledge on, and experience in
dealing with, certain foreign policy issues. Prior to raising the questions to the respondents, the
author considered the respondents’ professional background and the likelihood for them to be
able to generate the desired response towards the questions. In this context, a general type of
questions were asked to nearly all interviewees. Questions such as whether one sees democracy
as a foreign policy value during the Reformasi era or the general feeling that one has toward

Malaysia were some of the examples. Meanwhile, questions that were linked to the selected
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foreign policy areas were raised to individuals who possessed the expertise on the relevant
foreign policy issues or were involved in the decision-making process with regard to these
foreign policy issues. For instance, a question on the decision regarding the dispatch of the
Indonesian Navy’s warships to the disputed area in the Ambalat was asked to, the first and
foremost, Prof. Juwono Sudarsono, who was the Minister of Defence when the event occurred.
Classifying the interview questions in such a way helps the author to obtain more specific
information about the context of, and the reasoning for, the making of certain foreign policy
decisions.

The interview respondents were divided into two categories: Deplu officials and non-
Deplu individuals. This distinction helped the author to limit the amount of raw data and
building a workable data set, before they were checked against the initial assumptions held by
the author. Therefore, this separation was useful for cross-checking the interview responses
with information about certain foreign policy events obtained from secondary sources in order
to avoid unjustified and, to some extent, biased information (McNabb, 2010:234), which was
often noted as the vulnerability of qualitative method (see Mays and Pope, 1995:119). In
addition to interviews, the primary sources used in this research include unclassified
governmental and legislatures documents, public statements, speeches of main foreign policy
actors, written correspondence between the foreign minister and the parliament, reports, and
minutes of meetings. Printed and online secondary sources were also used, including books and
magazines, newspapers, journal articles, PhD and Masters Dissertations. These sources were
both in Indonesian and English.

The information gathered from these sources was analysed by employing an
interpretative approach.®® This meant that the author interpreted and constructed the meaning
of texts and interviews in order to understand the context of certain foreign policy decisions
and their relations with Indonesia’s democratisation.

In principle, interviews were the main primary source of data for this study because the
research topic was relatively recent and hence there was a limited amount of secondary source
materials available. This study also took advantage of the author’s position as someone close
to primarily the former Foreign Minister of Indonesia, Hassan Wirajuda, as well as an employee
of the Indonesian Foreign Service. These positions facilitated access to interviews with active,
as well as retired Indonesian diplomats, and with other prominent individuals who were

involved in making Indonesia’s foreign policy.

39 For details on this approach and further discussion about the methods, see Chapter Two.
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1.6 Contribution of the study

This study firstly seeks to contribute to scholarship on democratisation and foreign policy. By
using the aforementioned analytical framework to examine the impact of Indonesia’s
democratisation on its foreign policy, this thesis asserts, in contrast to several academic theories,
that democratic transition does not necessarily lead to hostile foreign policy preferences (see,
for instance, Mansfield and Snyder 2002). This is because democracy, as a basis for foreign
policy action, was common amongst the Indonesian decision-makers and it, therefore,
constrained aggressive foreign policy approaches. Secondly, the shared consensus in the
literature suggests that, following a democratic transition, it is likely that there will be a
dispersion of power in foreign policy decision-making processes. In this case, in the democratic
political context, the main foreign policy-makers in the government are influenced by actors
outside the executive, such as the parliament and, to some extent, public opinion, leading to a
more bottom-up approach to foreign policy-making (see, e.g. Skidmore and Hudson 1993).
Indonesia, however, presents a different case. Although foreign policy-making is more complex
as a result of the emergence of new political actors and more consultative than during most of
the New Order era, the formal authority to make foreign policy remains in the hands of
authoritative actors in the executive, namely the president and the foreign minister. Thirdly, it
is argued in the literature that identity affects foreign policy through the ideas or values it
promotes (see Ashizawa 2008, 2013). In this regard, this thesis seeks to add to the discussion
on how ideas influence foreign policy preferences through an analysis of the role of foreign
policy actors and how the internalisation of values/ideas are likely to influence the link between
identity, ideas, and foreign policy.

In addition to its theoretical contribution, this study seeks to add to the empirical
discussion of Indonesian foreign policy during the Reformasi era. First, contrary to
conventional wisdom (see, Anwar 2003, 2010a; Nabbs-Keller 2013, Ruland 2009), foreign
policy decision-making patterns remain largely unaltered, with the president and foreign
minister serving as the central decision-makers. Foreign policy has also been made in isolation
from the public and is often guided by the interests defined limitedly by the actors in the
executive, and therefore remains a top-down process. Second, notwithstanding Indonesia’s
democratic transition, Indonesia remains committed to a number of traditional foreign policy
aspects, demonstrated by, inter alia, the continuity of the bebas-aktif principle as the dominant
foreign policy doctrine. This finding suggests that democratisation had a limited impact on
foreign policy. In sum, using an integrative approach that draws on works about
democratisation, foreign policy decision-making, and the link between identity, ideas and
foreign policy, this thesis contributes to the wider discussion about the relationship between
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democratisation and foreign policy.

1.7 Limitations of the study and possible further research

This study is limited in the following ways: First, the focus of this study is on foreign policy
formation, foreign policy doctrine, and foreign policy preferences in Indonesia after the ousting
of Suharto. It does not consider the outcomes of foreign policy during the Reformasi era on
other states or regional/international institutions because such an analysis would require a
comparative study. This being said, the focus of this thesis is essentially on the importance of
domestic changes in Indonesia’s own foreign policy.

Second, as this thesis focuses primarily on political issues, directing its attention to
foreign policy initiatives that are related, by and large, to a political agenda, other economic
and cultural issues, have not been addressed. This is because political issues are the primary
areas in which changes to Indonesian foreign policy are visible. Nevertheless, since the
variables used in this thesis are generalizable, one can indeed apply them to further studies
about Indonesian foreign policy on issues that are not covered in this thesis.

Third, this thesis is limited by the availability of data concerning particularly the
Ambalat dispute. This is because bilateral border negotiation between Indonesia and Malaysia
are still in place and, therefore, the data is sensitive and there were no final positions of
countries’ as yet. For this reason, this thesis relies on the primary information provided in
interviews with Indonesian policy-makers. The views of Malaysian policy-makers have not
been considered in depth, and this is a potential realm for future research.

Fourth, this thesis is also limited by a focus on the examination of Indonesia’s position
vis-a-vis major powers in Asia in the context of regional cooperation beyond ASEAN. To this
extent, the analysis of the impact of power structure, particularly between, but not limited to,
the US and China in the East Asian regional arrangements on Indonesia’s foreign policy has
been very modest. This is because the main focus of this study is to examine Indonesia’s foreign
policy and not the impact of the external material factors on Indonesia’s diplomacy. A further
study of triangular relations between the US, China, and Indonesia in the context of regional
political structure and its influence on Indonesia’s regional leadership would be instrumental
for analysing the significance of external factors and power politics in Indonesia’s foreign
policy.

Fifth, the analytical framework of this thesis focuses on the role of leaders, institutions
(in this case is the parliament), and the link between identity, ideas, and foreign policy. As a
result, this thesis does not assess the patterns of interaction between, for instance, leaders in the

executive and public opinion or interest groups and their impact on foreign policy—which are
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common in the study of democratisation. This is because this study argues that even in a
democracy, the role of leaders remains influential in deciding foreign policy. This being said, a
study on the role of public opinion or bureaucratic politics in Indonesia’s foreign policy could
be useful to analyse foreign policy content from a different perspective.

The final limitation concerns the timeframe of the case studies. This thesis examined
case studies that occurred between 2001 and 2011 — although some reflections were as recent
as 2012 and 2013. In 2014, Indonesia will undergo a general election. It is important to assess
the impact of this political event on Indonesia’s foreign policy given that SBY will not be
eligible for re-election as he has been in office for two consecutive terms. In this context, one
may find it important to look at how the new administration will craft and practice Indonesia’s
foreign policy in the areas examined by this study, in particular, and Indonesia’s foreign affairs
in general.

Given these limitations, this thesis acknowledges the constraints of data and scope
inherent in this study. However, it does possess a strong argument on the important impact of
democratisation on Indonesia’s foreign policy particularly in relation to political cooperation in
the regional context.

1.8  The structure of the thesis
This thesis consists of eight chapters. This Introduction is the first. Chapter Two discusses the
analytical framework, integrating theories and concepts of democratisation, foreign policy
decision-making, and the relationship between identity, ideas and foreign policy. Once
constructed, the framework will be used to guide the analysis made in subsequent empirical
chapters. Chapter Three discusses foreign policy-making in Indonesia, focusing on foreign
policy actors in Indonesia, covering both the New Order and Reformasi periods. This chapter
is essential because in a democracy, traditional foreign policy actors are joined by new actors
who gained their influence as a result of democratisation. Consequently, in Indonesia, foreign
policy-making became more complex due to this proliferation of actors. In Chapter Four, the
thesis will discuss the importance of ideas in foreign policy, by examining Indonesia’s basic
foreign policy doctrine, bebas-aktif. It will also cover its implementation in the post-Suharto
era. This chapter demonstrates the relationship between Indonesia’s democratisation and the
principal ideas that have long guided the practice of Indonesian foreign policy.

Chapters Five to Seven address the case studies. Chapter Five discusses Indonesia’s
regional cooperation following the democratisation process. Central to this chapter is
Indonesia’s foreign policy in ASEAN, particularly after its 2003 chairmanship. This chapter

highlights the role of Indonesian leaders, particularly the president and foreign minister, in
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determining the state’s foreign policy preferences in relation to ASEAN, while not entirely
excluding the influence of non-authoritative actors, especially the DPR and ideas entrepreneur,
in the policy-making stage.

Chapter Six examines Indonesian foreign policy in relation to promotion of political
values beyond the ASEAN context. This chapter will explore the Bali Democracy Forum (BDF)
initiative as a hallmark of democracy promotion in the wider Asia and Indonesia’s foreign
policy on Myanmar. This chapter will also discuss the link between democratisation and
Indonesia’s foreign policy with regard to East Asia cooperation, where promotion of democracy
and human rights was less visible. This chapter highlights the instrumental role of Indonesian
foreign policy leaders in pursuing the policy of democracy and human rights promaotion.
Specifically, in the Myanmar case, if the Indonesian leaders were to bow to pressure from the
public and the parliament, an aggressive Indonesia’s foreign policy would have been possible.

Chapter Seven analyses Indonesia’s foreign policy towards Malaysia, particularly with
regard to territorial disputes and Ambalat case. This chapter will demonstrate the effect of
democratisation on the way Indonesia handled territorial conflicts at sea with its neighbour by
highlighting the various foreign policy preferences emerged at different levels in Indonesia.
This chapter also examine a period when foreign policy could have been more hostile, despite
Indonesia’s democratic identity, but was not. Chapter Eight will summarise the findings and

provides the overall conclusions.
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2 Analytical framework: democratisation and the role of leaders,

institutions, and identity and ideas in foreign policy

This chapter sets up the framework for analysing the role of leaders and institutions as well as
identity and ideas for the analysis of Indonesian foreign policy in the subsequent, empirical
chapters in this thesis. Building on the theoretical literature on democratisation, foreign policy
decision-making processes, and the nexus between identity, ideas, and foreign policy, this thesis
opts for an analytical approach that allows us to understand who governs in Indonesian foreign
policy, how the so-called ‘democratic identity’ influences foreign policy, which ideas are
prevalent in certain foreign policy cases, and why they matter. This chapter shows that in
analysing Indonesian foreign policy following democratisation, one should focus in particular
on the role played by the Indonesian foreign policy leaders, however not to the complete
exclusion of what this thesis refers to as non-authoritative actors®, i.e. the parliament and
bureaucracies other than the foreign ministry, and the core ideas espoused in the context of
Indonesia’s democratic identity. These factors explain why there was both change and
continuity Indonesia’s foreign policy during the Reformasi era.

This chapter begins by defining democratisation and the stages it involves. The purpose
here is to fit Indonesia’s transition — as discussed in Chapter One — into the theory of
democratisation. It then proceeds to examine the concept of foreign policy decision-making.
Importantly, this section links democratisation, as a political context, with foreign policy
decision-making, as a political process. In Section Three, this chapter discusses the salience of
institutions and foreign policy leaders in the making and the execution of a state’s foreign
policy. Here it will be argued that irrespective of the regime type, foreign policy decision-
making processes will always be dominated by a set of limited actors by virtue of their
designated authority and knowledge. Nevertheless, (new) foreign policy actors who prior to
democratisation had no role in the foreign policy-making process, namely, the parliament and,
to some extent, certain individuals with expertise on foreign affairs, also influence the shaping
of the state’s foreign policy agenda, despite their status as non-authoritative actors. This is
especially likely when they hold ideas about certain foreign policy issues that are different from
those of the authoritative actors. Section Four looks at the major foreign policy decision-making
actors in the executive and the factors that are likely to influence these leaders to continue or
chance a particular course of foreign policy. In Section Five, this chapter discusses the role of

identity and ideas in foreign policy. The analysis of Indonesia’s foreign policy during the

40 For further discussion on this classification in Indonesia, see Chapter Three.
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Reformasi period shows very clearly that the ideas espoused primarily by the authoritative and,
to some extent the non-authoritative actors, cannot be separated from the new perceived identity
of the country. These ideas are therefore important for determining the preferences for foreign
policy action. Drawing on the concept of the nexus between identity and foreign policy, how
ideas turn into foreign policy behaviour is discussed. Section Six will conclude with a review
of the framework used in this thesis based on the preceding sections. It also offers some notes

on methods to operationalize the framework.

2.1 Democratisation, democracy, and foreign policy: definitions

2.1.1 Understanding democratisation and its stages

In its simplest definition, democratisation can be understood as a transitional period
experienced by a country with a non-democratic political system — usually authoritarian — as it
becomes a democracy (see, among others, Huntington 1991; Mansfield and Snyder 2002,

2005). Often an election becomes a yardstick for democratisation, in that it has to be conducted
freely and fairly distinguishing it from elections in non-democratic regimes, where elections
are usually used as “a means for forging support for the ruler to stay in power” (Gourevitch

2002). The process of democratic transition usually consists of three stages: the end of the non-
democratic regime, the inauguration of the democratic regime, and the consolidation process
(Huntington 1991).

Ending a non-democratic regime.« The existing literature suggests that the motivation
for ending a non-democratic regime can entail external and internal factors. External factors
include, among others, a prerequisite for integration imposed by regional/international
organisations embracing democratic principles (Oguzlu 2004; Ram 2003), foreign military
intervention (Mandelbaum 2004; Grimm 2008; Dower 2002), and severe economic Crises
(Robinson 2006; Wright 2007). Meanwhile, internal factors usually involve, for example, a
struggle to define national identity (see, for example, Rustow 1970; Linz and Stepan 1996; Hsu,
Tsai, and Huang 2008; Turan 1997), as was the case in Britain in the 17" century. This alone
could be the raison détre for states undergoing democratisation. External and internal factors
can sometimes be intertwined, as demonstrated by the case of India, where the ending of non-
democratic regimes was accomplished through the process of decolonisation.*? In a situation of

an acute economic crisis, the political transformation that democratisation entails is often a

4L The notion of ‘regime’ is broader than ‘government’ as changing the former would usually include overhauling
the systems in which the latter operates. For greater details about this distinction, see Hagopian and Mainwaring
(1987).

“2 For details on India’s process of decolonisation, see, Randall and Scarritt (1996).
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preferred exit strategy perceived by the elites to overcome the crisis (Bratton and van de Walle
1997).43

The fall of Suharto’s regime, as argued in Chapter One, is a case of intertwined internal
and external factors. Internally, the end of the New Order in 1998, as argued by Wirajuda
(personal communication, 2010), was caused by the paralyzed relationship between economic
development and political freedom, including freedom of expression (see also, Freedman
2005:239; Heryanto and Hadiz 2005). In this case, the inability of Suharto’s government to
respond to the impact of the Asian financial crisis on Indonesia, as an external factor,
contributed to his weakening authority, and consequently, the security of the regime. As a result,
this situation allowed the pro-democracy political forces to assert pressure on the government.
It is important to remember that the legitimacy of Suharto’s regime rested primarily on a
developmentalism. Therefore, once the economy underperformed, the regime’s legitimacy was
severely affected.

Inauguration of democratic regime. Once the first stage is achieved, what follows next
is the instalment of democratic regime. In many cases, this process is enabled by free and fair
elections. Regular free and fair elections are often depicted as the basic procedural requirement
for a country to become a democracy and, in this context, there are some minimum conditions
that need to be met. A discussion on these dates back to Robert Dahl’s conceptualisation of
democracy in 1971. For Dahl, democracy involves the existence of (1) the right to vote; (2) the
right to be elected; (3) the right of political leaders to compete for support and votes; (4) free
and fair elections; (5) freedom of association; (6) freedom of expression; (7) alternative sources
of information; and (8) institutions for making public policies that depend on votes and other
expressions of preference (Dahl, 1971:3). These conditions should be executed with, if not
complemented by, a number of democratic standards, which include effective participation of
those entitled to vote, equality in voting, gaining enlightened understanding of policy
alternatives, and exercising final control of the state agenda (Dahl 1998:38).

Elections should thus not be the sole determinant for ensuring the success of a
democratic transition. They should rather be treated as an intermittent but essential prerequisite
for democratic transition. This is because elections are expected to produce new political actors

that work to make the state’s political institutions more committed to democratic principles.+

43 Economic crisis in this case might create a focal point for opposition mobilisation. It might also cause business
elites and capitalists to defect from the authoritarian regime and create a division within the regime over economic
policy in response to the crisis. For an authoritative account on this, see Wright (2007).

4 In some cases, this means allowing for public opinion to factor in the decision-making process. However, the
inclusion of public opinion in that process should not set the standard for democratic institutions because even in
non-democracies, public opinion could matter. For a greater discussion about the role of public opinion in non-
democracies, see, for instance, Hughes (2012), Gries (2005), and Datong (2007).
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These institutions include, but are seldom limited to, parties and party systems, legislative
bodies, state bureaucracies, judicial systems, and systems of interest intermediation (Schedler,
1998:100-01). In many cases, the inaugurated democratic regime would assign new leaders to
those institutions where they would operate by making new regulatory systems — which usually
requires amending the constitution — in order to build a democratic political polity with
supporting institutions.

Democratic political institutions usually allow for public opinion to feature in their
decision-making processes although the final decision outcomes may not always reflect what
all of the public aspire to. Political elites in democracies tend to listen to, but do not necessarily
follow public opinion, even in parliamentary democracies (see, Capling and Nossal 2003;
Saalfeld 1997). Indeed, political elites often ignore public opinion in times of crisis (see, e.g.,
Trumbore and Boyer 2000; Allison and Zelikow 1999).% Here the argument is that the extent
to which popular opinion influences political leaders will essentially depend on the personal
judgement of the leaders concerned (see, for instance, Hilsman, 1971:118-20). A good example
of this was the British government’s decision to send troops to Irag in 2003.

The success of democratic regimes in transforming political institutions is deemed to
underscore the progress of a democratic transition (Dahl 1971; Huntington 1968). In other
words, the absence of strong and democratic political institutions might lead democratisation
to remain ‘incomplete’ (Huntington 1991). Through these transformed political institutions
political elites are expected to facilitate the exercise of one’s rights as a citizen in order to
strengthen the viability of a workable democratic transition (Whitehead, 2002:10; see also,
O’Donnell and Schmitter 1993). Once democratic regimes are inaugurated, the political elites
must deal with the third stage: consolidating democracy.

Consolidation process. In Southeast Asia’s experience, democratisation has been a
challenging task as the fall of non-democratic regimes has not always led to the dismantling of
the patrimonial oligarchic system of the state, such as in the Philippines (Sidel 1996; see also,
Hutchcroft, 1998:20). Other problems like corruption, the consolidation of power in the face of
opposition from those who were ousted during the democratic transition (such as the military),
and ethno-nationalism (see, Hsiao 2008; Chang 2008; Rustow 1970), are some of the major
issues that the new government must handle. Therefore, consolidating democracy is regarded
as a tricky process since the new democratically elected leaders have to tackle the legacies of
the old regime (Davidson 2009). Due to the generally fragile nature of the consolidation

process, democratising countries may well experience a democratic setback. This occurs, for

45 For authoritative discussions about public participation and (foreign) policy-making in democracies, see, among
others, Cohen (1973); Risse-Kappen (1991); Dye (2001); and Hilsman (1971).
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example, when the military intrudes into the political process, particularly if it seeks to assume
political leadership through non-democratic means, as in the case of Thailand’s coup in 2006
(The Guardian, 19 September 2006). A democratic setback could also be stimulated by
undemocratic behaviour of democratically elected leaders demonstrated in, for example, the
manipulation of election results as a means to sustain their political power (Coppedge,
2005:290; see also, Englebert and Bodunszynski 2005).

In principle, during the process of democratic consolidation one would expect that a
democratising country can achieve a situation in which none of the major political actors,
parties, organised interests, forces, or institutions consider any alternative to democratic
processes to gain power, and that no political institution or group has a claim to veto the actions
of democratically elected leaders (Linz 1990).%% In other words, there is a consensus among the
elites to accept democratic ideas as the rules of the game and that the electorate should
determine the parameters of freedom (McClosky 1964:373).%" In this regard, the absence of the
military from daily politics and the functioning of democratic political institutions become
critical. At a minimum, democratic principles involve elections and the availability of civil and
political freedom, commonly referred to as ‘procedural democracy’ (e.g. Schumpeter 1976;
Schedler 1998; Dahl 1971). Extending the condition of the electoral process to other major
aspects of governance could lead a democratising country to adopt the values of liberal
democracies,*® characterised by, among others, the presence of civilian supremacy, public
accountability, political freedom and freedom of expression, and the principle of equality before
the law (Diamond, 1999:10-13; 1996:22-23).

Importantly, democratic consolidation has become a phase where political actors submit
to the constituents their moral commitment towards public accountability and democratic
principles. If the consolidation of democracy is successful, a democratising country is likely to
incorporate democratic principles for making that country a full-fledged democracy. In this
case, a successful consolidation of democracy would help secure the transition process from

undemocratic behaviour that could cause a democratic breakdown (Schedler, 1998:95).

46 For other works on the consolidation of democracy, see, among others, Linz and Stepan (1996), who emphasised
the need for a shared normative and behavioural commitment to the rules and practices of the country’s
constitutional system.

47 In the table data presented in his research, McClosky’s analysis on American politics (its elites and the public,
or the electorate, in general,) showed that the need for consensus on democratic ideas should be stronger among
the political stratum than the electorate is premised on the assumption that elites are better educated. This gave the
elites the capacity to overcome political obstacles that the general public may not be able to cope with. To this
extent, the public is thought to have lack of attention to political issues, thus, the public is considered to be not a
part of the state’s decision-making circle. For a complete explanation on this, see McClosky (1964: 374-5).

48 Authors have also labelled countries adopting democracy during the third wave of democratisation as illiberal
democracies. For details on the reasons for such a labelling, see, among others, Zakaria (1997).
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According to the above definitions, where does the case of Indonesia fit in? As discussed
in Chapter One, Indonesia has indeed progressed through the three stages outlined here by
ousting Suharto’s authoritarian regime, followed by a series of free and fair national elections
in 1999, 2004, and 2009, and culminating in the inauguration of a democratic regime.
Indonesian political elites have also reasonably inserted provisions into national laws that
would ensure that its citizen’s rights are respected in order to consolidate its democracy. As a
result, one would find a construction of political institutions in order to tackle the problems of
the past (such as the anti-corruption Commission, or Komisi Pemberantasan Korupsi (KPK),
the Regional Representative Council (DPD) — a parliamentarian body established to reflect the
politics of decentralisation, and the Broadcasting Commission (KPI) — an independent state
institution established to ensure that public information is not monopolized by the government).
At the same time, the military withdrew from politics and the police was civilianised. These
domestic political developments suggest that Indonesia has made sufficient headway to be
considered a democracy.

In relation to foreign policy, what does the transition to democracy mean? Two major
possibilities are proposed here. First, the transition could render the foreign policy decision-
making process more complex given the increasing role of (new) political actors who
previously had no role in the policy-making environment. In this regard, particular importance
falls to parliament. Second, as Chapter One notes, the notion of having become a ‘democracy’
becomes the basis for the political leaders’ foreign policy decisions. In this case, foreign policy
leaders refer to the ‘democratic identity’ of their country as the underlying impetus for pursuing
distinct foreign policy decisions. Put differently, foreign policy preferences are linked to the
perceived new identity of the country. The ‘flexible engagement’ strategy pursued by
Thailand’s government officials in 1998 in relation to the issue of Myanmar is an example of
this (e.g. Haacke 1999). In Indonesia’s case, former foreign minister Wirajuda included many
references to the perceived democratic identity of Indonesia in his foreign affairs speeches. At
the 56" session of the UNGA (15 November 2001), for example, he noted: *...Indonesia today
stands proud as one of the largest democracy in the world... We, Indonesians, have a natural
affinity to democracy.” Before discussing identity in more detail, however, we need to discuss

the relationship between democratisation and the way foreign policy is made.

2.2 Understanding the link between democratisation and foreign policy-making
process
In the study of Foreign Policy Analysis (hereafter, FPA), analysing foreign policy generally

means examining its decision-making process as the way decisions are made can shape the
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eventual choice of foreign policy action (Mintz and De Rouen Jr., 2010:4). In the seminal work
of Snyder et.al (1962:90) decision-making is understood as a process which results in the
selection among a socially defined and limited number of alternative choices intended to bring
about the particular future state of affairs envisaged by the decision-makers. Therefore, the
foreign policy decision-making process can be regarded as a process of selecting available
options. Notably, what matters here more often than not is the judgment of the government, as
the primary decision-maker within a state, as it engages with other international actors (see also,
White, 1981:3).

In general, the way foreign policy decisions are made is influenced by a number of
factors. These include, but are not limited to, the rationality of the decision-makers, an issue
much explored with reference to cognition (Rosati 1995, 1987; Saphiro and Bonham 1973;
Holsti 1976), bureaucratic competition (Halperin and Clapp 2006; Carlsnaes 2008; Halperin
1974), public opinion (Hinckley 1992; Cohen 1973), and domestic politics (Hagan 1995;
Putnam 1988; Fearon 1998; Keohane and Nye 1977). Foreign policy decision-making is of
course also influenced by systemic factors, such as the international power structure (Langhorne
2005; Wohlforth 2008). Although these factors are important in their own respect, this thesis is
above all interested in assessing how foreign policy formulation proceeds in the context of
Indonesia’s democratisation. In other words, who shapes foreign policy in Indonesia and how
has the transition from authoritarianism to democracy impacted upon the foreign policy
decision-making process?

If democratisation is thought to ‘open’ up the foreign policy decision-making process
beyond the top executive leadership, then an increasing role of other actors should be
anticipated. These actors usually include the parliament (e.g., Dosch 2006) and interest groups
(see, e.g., Mearsheimer and Walt 2007; Risse-Kappen 1995). The role of the government in
determining policy actions towards certain foreign policy questions is to a certain extent also
compromised by the salience of non-governmental actors. The growing influence of those
domestic actors in state-society relations could either expand or constrain the liberty of the
foreign policy-makers in setting the state’s foreign policy agenda and priorities (e.g. Pakulski,
2012a:10).% To take account of these actors, some authors have characterised the foreign policy
decision-making pattern as a bottom-up process, assuming that political leaders would follow
the majority voice of the public, as opposed to a top-down model where foreign policy is guided

by narrowly defined interests and isolated from the public (Skidmore and Hudson, 1993:7-8).

49 For a number of illustrations on this, see Chapter One.
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Foreign policy-making is profoundly influenced by the context in which each issue
occurs, internationally and domestically (Gyngell and Wesley, 2007:25; see also, Farrands
1981; Anwar 1998).5 That concerns, particularly, the environment where a foreign policy is
made and executed. For foreign policy analysts understanding the foreign policy context is
fundamental because the nature of the international system and domestic politics is not constant
hence, ‘there are likely to be major shifts in the relations between the two realms as well as in
the policy responses to which this shifting relationship gives rise’ (Webber and Smith,
2013:30). Every country’s foreign policy strategy is influenced by different contexts, even when
they face similar foreign policy events. When Indonesia and Malaysia were involved in
Konfrontasi, Sukarno’s domestic political survival was salient in explaining Indonesia’s
position, while the Malaysian leaders were more concerned about the nation’s survival
following the country’s formation (Chua 2001). In this regard, the leaders’ foreign policy
responses are likely to depend on the political context, as it is important for their policies to be
accepted domestically (Gyngell and Wesley, 2007:26). As Farnham (2004:445) notes, foreign
policy decision-makers (especially those who operate in democracies) would find it difficult to
act effectively in the international sphere if a policy lacks domestic acceptability, and for this
reason they would assess domestic sentiment along with the international situation.

As highlighted in this thesis, for Indonesia the democratic political system served as the
general context for foreign policy strategies during the Reformasi period. As Chapter Three
notes, Indonesia’s top executive decision-makers did not only themselves believe in the value
of democratisation, but they also regularly met with the parliament, which has considered itself
a key locus of democratic reform. This demonstrates that these decision-makers felt it was
‘necessary’ to incorporate Reformasi’s key values of democracy and human rights into
Indonesia’s foreign policy agenda to reflect the post-Suharto political changes in the country.
As we shall see, this development is particularly relevant to foreign policy on ASEAN, not least
given Indonesia’s leadership role in the Association. This leadership role has ranged from
Indonesia’s exercise of the grouping’s chairmanship to the wider region’s relationship with
Indonesia as the Association’s primus inter pares (see, Chapter Five and Six). Similarly, the
traditional foreign policy doctrine, bebas-aktif, which was promulgated by the Indonesian
foreign policy leaders in response to the international political antagonism at the time of the
Cold War, has also served as an important context (see Chapter Four). These contexts then have

influenced the way the Indonesian founding fathers perceived the country’s international status

50 In practice, these context can also intertwine thus, foreign policy analysts must assess two or three contexts
together in order to explain the policy outcome. See, for instance, Milner and Mukherjee (2009); Galbreath (2004);
and Putnam (1988).
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and place in world affairs (see Weinstein 1976). In the next sections, the thesis explores the

extent to which institutions and leaders matter in foreign policy.

2.3 Democratisation and foreign policy-making actors

2.3.1 The role of institutions: the parliament and bureaucracies other than the foreign
ministry

A transition to democracy usually has an impact on the role of the institutions, most notably the
parliament, by way of allowing their views to be considered in the decision-making process.
Foreign policy issues which contain other dimensions not traditionally handled by the foreign
ministry would also require inputs from affected government institutions such as the TNI in
relation to Indonesia’s decision concerning the Ambalat case, or Komisi | regarding the
ratification of ASEAN Charter.

Non-authoritative actors such as parliaments are more likely able to influence some
decisions when they hold ideas that are different from the ones maintained by the main foreign
policy actors. They thus become the proponents of new ideas and are sometimes recognised as
policy entrepreneurs (see, e.g. Checkel 1993).5t Indeed, acknowledging the influence of the
DPR, former foreign minister Wirajuda argued that ‘parliamentary diplomacy is an important
component of Indonesia’s total diplomacy’ (BKSAP, 2009: foreword).s

The role of the parliament in foreign policy is often regarded as that of counter-balance
the executive (Hill, 2003:253). As such, the parliament plays a role in the decision-making
process, either through supervision, scrutiny, or the investigation of the government’s policy
initiatives (Hill, 2003:256). As the literature review in Chapter One notes, these parliamentary
roles in the foreign policy decision-making practice in a democracy shape the state’s foreign
policy agenda.s® Thailand and the Philippines are examples of how the parliament was able to
persuade, if not pressure, their respective governments to follow a certain foreign policy
direction. In a mature democracy, such as the US, the parliament (the Congress) has often acted
as a constraint on a president’s decision (see, e.g., Mitchell, 2005:215). To this extent, as
Mitchell argues, the knowledge a number of Congressmen or Senators had on certain issues
provided the basis for the salience of the Congress in the US foreign policy decision-making

process. Further, the Congressmen’s influence derives from the fact that the US Constitution

51 A more detail discussion on policy entrepreneurs is included in Section 4 of this chapter.

52 For the purpose of this study, when parliament, or the DPR, is referred to, it is usually emphasised on the Komisi
| unless otherwise stated.

58 For a more general discussion on the influence of the parliament in foreign policy and its relations with
democratisation, including their illustrations, see Chapter One.
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grants Congress the formal authority to declare war, raise an army, and prepare for the common
defence, in addition to ambassadorial appointments and making treaties (Peterson, 1994:220).54

In principle, the agendas of members of parliament are heterogeneous as they have
different perceptions of and varying interests towards foreign policy issues (see Putham 1988).
It is unlikely, therefore, for them to have a single preference in relation to a particular foreign
policy issue (see, e.g. Milner, 1997: Chapter 3 and 4). Hence, the precise role of the parliament
in the foreign policy decision-making process is likely to be issue-based. In Southeast Asia, a
particular issue that generally attracts the attention of parliamentarians is sovereignty. For
instance, the failure to renew the military bases agreement between Manila and Washington in
1991 was partly driven by parliamentary concern about the continued presence of the US
military in the Philippines’ territory. Issues over sovereignty matters are likely to feature
especially during a democratic transitions as playing upon nationalist sentiment is often used
by political actors seeking to stay in office (see Mansfield and Snyder 1995). In Indonesia, the
involvement of the members of the DPR in the Ambalat dispute was motivated by their
perception that Ambalat was a problem of sovereignty, triggered by Malaysia’s intrusion into
Indonesian territory (see Chapter Seven).

The influence that parliament can have on foreign policy suggests that relations between
the government and the parliament always need to be readjusted (Manning, 1977:307). This is
because parliament is able to influence and occasionally set the foreign policy priorities of the
government. Nevertheless, the diversity of interests among the members of parliament and their
political partisanship limit the inability of parliament to consistently shape foreign policy
(Frankel, 1969:29; see also Barnett and Spano 2008).

Similarly issue-bound is the role played by other institutions such as other ministries or
the military and, to some extent, civil society organisations. For instance, the role of the military
and the defence ministry is usually conspicuous when a foreign policy issue has security or
defence implications (see, e.g. Woodward 2002).5 In this case, the military or the ministry of
defence will usually make their views known and these will normally be duly considered by the
foreign ministry, the foreign minister, or even the president. Depending on the political context
at hand, the input by the security establishment may occasionally dominate the thrust of the
president’s foreign policy decision and as such will prevail over the preferences put forward by

the foreign ministry. The advice given to President Habibie by the Indonesian senior military

5 For an authoritative discussion on the influence of the Congress in the US foreign policy-making process, see,
among others, Abshire (1979), Manning (1977) and Schlesinger (1972).
55 For a discussion on the influence of the military in non-democratic system, see, among others, Silverstein (1982).
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leadership regarding the likelihood of the East Timorese to vote in favour of integration with
Indonesia is an example where the TNI shaped foreign policy agenda (see Chapter Three).

In practice, the salience of the link between the main foreign policy decision-makers in
the executive and the parliament, or even public opinion, is likely to be shaped by the issue type
and by the prior information held by each actor. Therefore, their opinions may differ from each
other (Cunningham and Moore, 1997:655; see also Witkopff 1990:135). However, in
democracies, there is a considerable variation in the way the government would ‘follow’ public
pressures. In principle, the salience of pressures on the government is likely to be determined
by the degree of centrality of the political system (Risse-Kappen, 1991:487-88). For example,
in the democratic political system of France, foreign policy decision-making is highly
centralised hence, public pressures acquire only a marginal role in influencing the state’s
foreign policy action (Risse-Kappen, 1991:493; 1995:20-22). To this extent, those who enjoyed
the formal authority of making foreign policy were likely to consider the public as not being
fully informed about the foreign policy substance (Almond 1950). In consequence, the public’s
attitude was considered a poor source of foreign policy making, meaning a decision would
usually stem from the elite’s consensus (see Dye 2001).%

In sum, the parliament and other institutions can be influential by shaping the foreign
policy agenda of the government due to the ‘opening’ of the policy-making process following
a democratic transition. This could normally shift the policy-making process to be bottom-up.
Further, their role is noteworthy because they hold different ideas from the ones the
authoritative actors maintain. In Indonesia, the parliament’s influence in foreign policy is
usually exercised through various channels in foreign policy-making. Although they are not
formally authorised to make foreign policy, the involvement of new meaningful players, in
particular the parliament, has made the foreign policy-making process more complex and more
consultative than was the case under Suharto’s authoritarian system. However, while the
increasing salience of the parliament is noteworthy, in practice the foreign policy leaders in the
executive are more likely to determine the state’s foreign policy decisions because they are

responsible for formally making and deciding foreign policy.

% In different cases, where countries are highly decentralised, popular opinion may have a considerable result of
influence, such as in the case of the US defence expenditures policy-making. For details, see Ostrom and Mara
(1986:838).
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2.3.2 Who governs?°’: The inescapability of foreign policy leaders®®

Defining the actual foreign policy decision-makers is instrumental because although foreign
policies cover various issues, ranging from politics to economics and from defence to the
environment, the state’s foreign policy is decided primarily by those actors who are given
formal authority to do so. Usually these actors are also limited in numbers (Hill, 2003:53). Only
after clearly identifying who the foreign policy decision-makers are can one investigate the
rationale for a state’s foreign policy action.

Traditionally, the operationalization of foreign policy in most countries is entrusted to
the foreign minister (Frankel, 1969:27). S/he would have the formal authority to shape the
foreign policy agenda/priorities of a state. The foreign minister operates in a bureaucratic setting
provided by the foreign ministry. While the foreign minister is responsible for the formulation
of foreign policy, it is very likely that the final foreign policy options considered by the foreign
minister are the result of the interactions between the minister and his or her subordinates. In
this context, while it is important to recognise that such interactions demonstrate that there can
be multiple ideas present within a single decision-making environment (Holsti, 1976:20), it is
unlikely, although perhaps not entirely impossible, for a policy option to result from mere
intermittent meetings at the lower levels and to be adopted as the state’s foreign policy without
approval from the minister. The selection of the foreign minister is subject to the preferences
of the head of government in the form of the president or Prime Minister (hereafter PM).

In operating foreign policy, participation from ministers or bureaucracies other than the
foreign ministry is likely. For example, when a matter concerns defence arrangements with
another country, the defence minister will normally be involved. Likewise, the minister for
manpower will convey his expertise and concerns in the case of migrant workers affecting
bilateral relations. In this context, Legro (1997:37) introduces a framework for determining
which ministries matter and when. He outlines three dimensions: the extent to which the
bureaucracy has a monopoly on expertise, the complexity of the issue, and the time period
available for action. In general, the foreign minister and his/her staff usually possess the
expertise in foreign affairs compared to the bureaucrats from other ministries. This is
underpinned by a number of factors including, but not limited to, the minister’s interest and

experience in foreign affairs (Hudson, 2006:38-9). An experienced foreign minister generally

5" This phrase “who governs” is borrowed from Christopher Hill’s work in his attempt to define the prominent
office holders in an administration dealing with foreign policy. For details, see, Hill (2003:53).

58 A different term had also been used to describe those who govern the foreign policy within a state, such as
“foreign policy executive’ (Hill, 2003:56-62), and ‘foreign policy elites’ (Wibisono 2010; Novotny 2006, 2007).
While Hill identified clearly those considered to be in his ‘executive’ category, Wibisono and Novotny failed to
do so. In this thesis, however, the term of “foreign policy leaders’ is used interchangeably with ‘foreign policy
authoritative actors’ and therefore, does not account for the non-authoritative actors. The authoritative actors
discussed in this study are in principle leaders in the foreign policy context.
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faces less pressure from his peers in the cabinet. This, in turn, increases the salience of the
foreign minister and his staff in determining the foreign policy content.

As regards the time period for action, there are situations when foreign policy issues
require an immediate response. This implies short decision-making cycles. In this case, the
foreign minister’s ideas on what action to take tend to become crucial and although at some
point coordination exists, normally the foreign minister is likely to have the leading role in
making plans and — eventually — decisions. The role of the Indonesian foreign minister in the
decision to hold the emergency Tsunami Summit in Jakarta ten days after the large-scale
devastation of Aceh’s coastline in December 2004 demonstrates the salience of those three
dimensions in practice. In short, although the foreign minister may face interference from other
bureaucracies, these acts of interference are likely to depend on the issues and the context of
the foreign policy event. However, such instances of interference are unlikely to hamper the
formal authority of the foreign minister as a principal foreign policy decision-maker within a
state.

Apart from the foreign minister, another main authoritative actor in making foreign
policy is the head of government, who in some countries is separate from the head of state. In
Britain, for example, although the Queen is the head of state, foreign policy is actually
formulated by the government, led by the PM. The content is likely to depend on the platforms
of the ruling party (see Williams 2004). By comparison, in France it is the head of state — the
French President — who oversees foreign policy, with the foreign minister working closely with
the president rather than the PM (e.g. Wright 1978). It is important to note that the dominance
of the president in democracies can be as significant as in authoritarian countries. The cases of
Russia and South Africa, as Chapter One demonstrates, are examples where the president
remained central to foreign policy issues despite the democratic transition. The discussion on
these countries suggests that the president has been more than a mere ‘policy director’ as s/he
was, in many instances, the ultimate decision-maker of the country’s foreign policy (see also
Spanier and Uslaner 1982:59). In this regard, while the foreign minister is a leader by account
of his knowledge, expertise, and experience in dealing with foreign policy matters, and hence
has the capacity to ‘lead’ the operationalization of foreign policy, the president leads by virtue
of his/her formal authority to commit resources in foreign policy (Wildavsky 1991:14-17).

As the top office-holder, the salience of the president/the PM is, to a major extent,
inevitable in determining the country’s foreign policy direction. Indeed Hill (2003:55) asserts
that those who occupy the highest positions in a state govern foreign policy, thereby having the
opportunity to dispose of a great deal of influence (see also Domhoff 1990:19; Higley
2010:163). By virtue of this understanding, therefore, the authority of these persons could
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undermine the influence of other actors, i.e. the parliament. For instance, on the relationship
between the White House and the Congress, Peterson (1994:224-25) notes:

... when the executive has steered a mainstream course considered by policy elites to
be in the best interest of the country, Congressional pressures have been more of a
nuisance than a policy determinant.

It has been suggested so far that leaders are important in examining foreign policy. Focusing
on the role of leaders is important because even when the decision-making environment is
complex and multiple ideas are present, the foreign policy executive, i.e. the political leaders in
charge of foreign policy, has remained crucial in determining the policy decisions.®® Thus, the
president — as the main foreign policy actor —acts beyond his/her capacity as a ‘policy director’
(see, e.g., Halperin and Clapp, 2006:16-17). The continued salience of leaders in making
foreign policy, therefore, indicates that foreign policy decision-making is essentially a domain
of a few actors, particularly those in the government. This is because foreign policy is
understood as government activities concerned with the relationship particularly between states
and international or regional organisations in the context of international relations (White,

1981:3). Indeed, foreign policy is normally limited to a small number of actors due to the nature
of the issues, which can be specialised and overwhelmingly comprehensive. (Hill, 2003:69). In
this regard, the foreign policy leaders can marginalise other actors located ‘outside’ the formal
decision-making circle and this is likely when foreign policy is (a) decided centrally by a limited
number of actors within the government, and (b) if the ideas maintained by those actors are

irrelevant to the foreign policy issues at hand. Consequently, Alden and Aran (2012:19) note:

Foreign policy is the product of ... individuals in leadership positions identifying
foreign policy issues, making judgements about them and then acting upon them...
[Therefore] individual leaders of states exercise a seminal influence over the foreign
policy process by dint of their experience, outlook and limitations, and hence, were
worthy of special attention.
2.4 Foreign policy change and continuity: a brief review
Being a product of individuals in leadership positions, foreign policy can therefore be continued
or changed based on leaders’ decisions. In this context, it is important to review the possible
reasons for foreign policy continuity and change. Foreign policy continuity is likely to occur,
even under new leadership, when leaders appreciate or calculate that the existing policies are
less hostile to their (or their parties’) interests or when those policies have been effective in

achieving their intended goals (see, e.g. Chalmers 1997; Anwar 2003:79; Lynch and Singh

5 This focus is of course different from “leadership”, to which it defines the relations involving those who lead
and their followers). For a discussion on the difference between leaders and leadership, see Ahlquist and Levi
(2011).
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2008). Leaders also continue pursuing an identical foreign policy platform if they are bound to
deal with pressing domestic priorities, such as economic issues, over foreign policy matters
(Cameron, undated). Others have also emphasised the importance of a perceived national
image, i.e. the country’s ‘appropriate’ position in the international structure, as a source of
foreign policy continuity (see Kuchins and Zevelev 2012). To this extent, Kuchins and Zevelev
argue that although Putin had been successful in reclaiming the top leadership role in the
country, Russian foreign policy in general would continue as the domestic debate about
Russia’s image as a great country in international politics has remained influential in shaping
the preferences of whoever leads Russia. Specifically, they assert that ‘subordinating Russia’s
foreign policy goals to that of the West...would greatly overshadow the country’s image as a
great power’ (Kuchins and Zevelev 2012:149).

While leaders can maintain a foreign policy platform, foreign policy change is also
likely (see, e.g. Doeser 2013; Welch 2005). As Hermann (1990:11) notes:

...when leaders change foreign policy, such decisions are the result of the determined
efforts of an authoritative policymaker, frequently the head of government, who has the
conviction, power, and energy to compel his government to change course (italics
added).

Here, an important question is when do leaders change foreign policy and when is such a change
the result of the domestic political context? Authors suggest that foreign policy is subject to
change particularly when new foreign policy leaders assume office (Alden and Aran 2012:23;
Gorjdo 2002; He 2008). A leader changes the policy if the current approach did not serve the
interest of the political groups that supported his/her ascendancy to power (Carroll et.al. 2012).
An example is the relationship between Habibie’s decision to hold a referendum for East Timor
and the preference of the Islamic group, particularly ICMI (see Crouch 2003). However, this is
not to say that those supporting political groups are key decision-makers in foreign policy (see,
e.g. Merle 1978 on the role of political parties in foreign policy).

It is also important to note that foreign policy leaders, as a member of the wider spectrum
of the political elites, act in order to preserve their political position. As Schwartz (2009:177)
notes, political elites are ‘ambitious people seeking office for individual recognition, career
advancement, and the power to affect societies.” To this extent, foreign policy leaders adjust
foreign policy if their position is threatened by domestic political pressures (Hagan 1995:124).
Hence, adjusting foreign policy could be seen as an effort to lessen domestic costs a leader faces
(Hagan 1995:124; Welch 2005). As Welch (2005:8) notes, ‘foreign policy is most likely to
change dramatically when leaders expect the status quo to generate continued painful losses.’

In the domestic political power struggle, these losses could relate to the loss of political power,
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which, for political leaders, is costly. To overcome this kind of situation, Hagan (1995:128-31)
proposes three alternative political strategies. The first is accommodation, which emphasises a
situation where decision-makers respond to opposition with restraints in foreign policy by
allowing bargaining among players, hence, foreign policy compromise. The second is
mobilisation, in which foreign policy issues are manipulated by the regime in an effort to retain
power. This manipulation could involve, among others, leaders’ appeals to nationalist
sentiment. And the third is insulation, where leaders reduce or deflect domestic constraints by
ignoring, utterly suppressing, or co-opting the opposition with political favours or concessions
on other policy issues. As Chapter Six indicates, these strategies are not unusual for foreign
policy leaders to pursue, especially when a foreign policy issue is thought to have a major
political repercussion on domestic politics.

Leaders may also change foreign policy if the domestic political landscape experiences
a significant change that led to the existence of a new perceived identity (see, e.g., Tsygankov
2013; Maloney 2002). Authors that have looked at the role of identity in foreign policy suggest
that the former matters as the source of the latter by shaping the state’s interests (e.g. Banchoff
1999; Lee 2006). In consequence, foreign policy change could correspond to the change in
national identity as exemplified by, for instance, the new anti-militaristic political culture in
Japan and Germany following the end of World War Il (Berger 1996).

However, identity cannot directly influence foreign policy. It is the ideas, norms, or
values®® (i.e. nationalism or patriotism) — that have been used interchangeably in explaining
foreign policy (e.g. Checkel 1993; Price and Tannenwald 1996; Doty 1993; Katzenstein 1993)
— that become a source of foreign policy action (see, e.g. Ashizawa 2008:581; Sjosted 2013).
In other words, a redefinition of identity could motivate leaders to pursue new foreign policy
ideas which, in turn, would reflect the newly defined identity. Sukarno’s Indonesia devised the
term NEFOS (New Emerging Forces) in 1963, as a response to what he called the “OLDEFOS”
(Old Established Forces), as a reflection of Indonesia’s non-aligned identity. In this case, the
Cold War dominated bi-polar world led Sukarno to pursue a foreign policy based on the idea
of non-alignment (see Leifer, 2001:202). More recently, the democratic identity of Indonesia
has led the Indonesian foreign policy leaders to pursue new foreign policy ideas in ASEAN,
emphasising the promotion of democracy and human rights (Acharya 2003b). This suggests

that identity influences foreign policy by ‘shaping and generating interests’ that would guide

80 Authors have also sometimes used different terms, i.e. norms and values, to define the same thing (see, e.g.
Scott, 1971:81). Due to this fluid conceptualisation and usage of these terms, in employing them in this study, this
thesis does not rigidly distinguish their definitions and functions. This is because they could result from an
understanding of identity held by the foreign policy actors; hence, they can be determinants of foreign policy
action.
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the final policy decision (Jepperson et.al 1996:60). To provide a better understanding on the
relationship between identity, ideas, and foreign policy, the next section will discuss how

identity functions as a source of the authoritative actor’s foreign policy preferences.

2.5 Identity, ideas and foreign policy behaviour

In IR, Constructivism offers the most comprehensive account on the role of identity and ideas
in foreign policy. Authors whose works are related to this theoretical strand define the
interactive relationship between ‘ideas’, ‘norms’, ‘interest’ and identity, albeit in different
manner. Some argue that identity informs interests (see, for instance, Adler, 2002:103; Ruggie
1997:24), while others maintain that interests presuppose identity (e.g. Wendt, 1999:231).
Therefore, in the latter, certain norms or values that have been generally accepted and have
enjoyed validity over a certain period of time will shape the state’s identity (Muler 2002; see
also, Wendt, 1994:390). This thesis, nonetheless, is not dedicated to addressing these differing
views among scholars. This study, instead, seeks to understand how identity functions as a
foreign policy source.

A useful study on this matter was conducted by Kuniko Ashizawa. In analysing Japan’s
foreign policy preferences in the creation of APEC and the ARF, Ashizawa advances a ‘value-
action framework’. Treating identity as a concept perceived by foreign policy-makers about
what their country is and what it represents, Ashizawa (2008:581) suggests that ‘a conception
of state identity provides policymakers with a particular value, which sometimes becomes the
dominant value, hence defines the preference of state foreign policy.” Three factors are essential
here.

First, she treats identity as a concept held strictly by policymakers. Therefore, the non-
policymakers could have different concepts of ‘what constitutes an identity’ from those
maintained by the policymakers. Put differently, identity is fluid. In this case, the fluidity of
identity determines the ability of the foreign policy decision-makers to highlight certain
identities that matter in, or the implication of a particular identity on, foreign policy action (cf.
Saideman, 2002:188). Depending on the issues, the history, and the interaction with others, one
or more identities may become more important than others (Dawisha 2002).

The second factor concerns the nexus between identity and values. In her other work,
Ashizawa (2013:13) defines value as ‘some sort of pro-attitude toward action of a certain kind’;
where one kind of action was equated to a state’s foreign policy (Ashizawa, 2008:578).
Reflecting the works of social psychology and sociology, Ashizawa (2008:581) argues that
values arise from identity in the sense that the latter generates an actor’s motivational

disposition which makes, in the actor’s cognition, some actions more legitimate than others,
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hence leading the actor to have a pro-attitude towards a certain action. For example, Japan’s
multilateral preference in its cooperation in Asia Pacific regional arrangements was practised
by Japanese foreign policy decision-makers in line with the ‘reassurance’ value. This value
emphasises that any initiatives by Japan should not arouse Asian neighbours’ fears about its
resurgence as a dominant power in the region. Japan was identified as a ‘one-time aggressor in
Asia during the 20" century’ (see Ashizawa 2013). Put concretely, identity informs values
which make the foreign policy executive determine the appropriate preference for its foreign
policy strategy.

The third factor involves the relationship between values and preferences. Ashizawa
(2008:580) identifies the role of values as the key variable in explaining a foreign policy action.
In this context, she posits that the values perceived by foreign policy decision-makers lead them
toward particular preferences in their country’s foreign policy (Ashizawa, 2008:579). This
thesis follows this logic of relations between identity and ideas. The New Order regime had not
envisaged a foreign policy based on promoting democracy because the policy-makers did not
identify Indonesia with a liberal democracy. For instance, Murdiono (the former Minister of
State Secretary and a Suharto’s confidant) once asked whether it was ‘for the sake of democracy
that we will ruin this country?” (Schwarz, 2000:304). Put differently, in Indonesia what the key
policy-makers make of the country informs their ideas that are then pursued through foreign
policy.

Indeed, this conceptualisation of the nexus between identity and foreign policy suggests
two elements. First, in order for identity to matter in foreign policy it requires an intermediary
factor — here it is values — and it is values that determine foreign policy action as they shape the
preferences of the foreign policy decision-makers. For this reason, the relationship between
identity and foreign policy is likely to be context-dependent because, as previously noted, the
nature of identity is fluid which then makes the function of identity in foreign policy indirect
and limited (see Ashizawa, 2008:594). Therefore, identity may serve as a weak predictor of
foreign policy if treated separately from other elements it produces. Second, while Ashizawa
notes that values explain foreign policy, her framework lacks analysis on value processing. She
only briefly and thus, inconclusively, described three patterns in value processing without
further elaboration. These include: (i) an innovative conceptual solution to transform
conflicting preferences; (ii) values omission which lead to one dominant value; and (iii) this
dominant value subordinates others and commands preference (Ashizawa, 2008:580).
Consequently, these patterns lead to several questions, such as ‘how policymakers “omitted”
values’ and ‘what are the processes involved at the omission stage’. Analysing values or idea

processing is important because if identity is fluid, hence ‘producing’ different kind of values
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at the same time, then one would need to know which values are constitutive for a specific
foreign policy context in a specific time.

It has previously been argued that ideas motivate foreign policy action. Goldstein and
Keohane (1993:5) suggest that ‘actions taken by human beings depend on the substantive
quality of available ideas, since such ideas help to clarifying principles and conceptions of
causal relationship, and to coordinate individual behaviour.” More specifically, Blyth (1997)
notes that ideas provide the necessary conditions for successful collective action among agents
and facilitate changes in the foreign policy options. The former suggests that ideas can bridge
the interests among agents and can also help redefine them, meanwhile the latter stress that
ideas can also be a precondition for these changes (Blyth, 1997:246).

The salience of ideas in foreign policy usually starts at the outset of as well as during
the decision-making process (see Checkel, 1993:276). In this case, ideas are useful both as
roadmaps and focal points in influencing foreign policy behaviour (Goldstein and Keohane,
1993:12). Ideas as roadmaps suggest that ideas become important when actors believe in the
causal link they identify (see also Ekengren, 2011:119). For example, after the Second World
War, a group of well-placed government actors in the US and Britain shared the idea that the
Keynesian economic approach would serve as the most efficient means to prosperity, thus
helping to build new political coalitions and legitimating US hegemonic power (Ikenberry
1993). Being focal points, ideas define cooperative solutions or act as coalitional glue to
facilitate the cohesion of particular groups (Goldstein and Keohane, 1993:12). In this case, an
adherence to shared ideas is necessary to ensure coordination, to signal commitments, and to
promote cooperation among the decision-makers with divergent preferences (Garrett and
Weingast, 1993:205).

As far as the intermediary variable is concerned for ideas to influence a foreign policy
(Kingdon 1984), both institutions and individuals are seen as transmitters in this case. To this
extent, the former are important as ideas are institutionalised and institutions matter in foreign
policy (Goldstein and Keohane, 1993:20-23; Drezner 2000; Sikkink 1991; Goldstein 1988).
However, the latter suggest that the importance of institutions is reducible to the choice made
by individuals because individuals are essentially the basis for institutions to exist (see Blyth,
1997:ftn.73). Determining which is more important in transmitting ideas into foreign policy
could be a matter of what perspective one takes in analysing a case study. For instance, those
examining a question from an actor-based perspective have argued that agents, instead of
institutions, are salient in this context (see, e.g., Ekengren 2011; Nicholson 1999). These

definitions suggest that ideas or values shared among the decision-makers matter in foreign
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policy. However, they did not specify how they matter. The following pages will address this
question.

It is useful in this case to refer to some works that espouse the internalisation of norms.
John Finley Scott (1971:88) identifies internalisation of a norm as ‘the propensity to conform
to the norm, that is to behave in the way the norm reinforces.” Therefore, one is said to have
internalised a norm when one is disposed to give the norm a certain kind of role in one’s
practical reasoning (Brennan et.al, 2013:196). The same can be said about ideas. Ideas,
therefore, are ‘subjective claims about descriptions of the world, causal relationships, or the
normative legitimacy of certain actions’ (Parsons, 2002:48). In relation to policy-making, ideas
could determine behaviour after they are accepted by most, if not all, decision-making actors
(e.g. Rousseau, 2006:7). In other words, internalisation becomes an important element in
understanding the causal effect of ideas/norms in explaining foreign policy behaviour (e.g.
Sjosted, 2013:147). Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink’s work (1998) provides a useful
explanation on this subject.

Finnemore and Sikkink suggest three stages for internalisation to take place. First,
ideas/norms would need to emerge and often such an emergence was the result of the activities
of ideas entrepreneurs. New ideas or norms can emerge from ‘outside’ before they are fitted by
ideas entrepreneurs into ‘local’ or ‘internal’ traditions and practices (e.g. Acharya 2004). For
example, it is likely for a promotion of democracy to take place in a country as a result of the
interaction between the domestic and external actors advocating democratic reform (see, e.g.,
Gleditsch and Ward, 2006:917, 919). The domestic actors would then become ideas
entrepreneurs in promoting in their own country. The second stage is characterised by the
acceptance of those ideas/norms (Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998:903). In their study, enhancing
legitimacy (both national and internationally) and maintaining self-esteem have been the main
purpose for why state’s leaders accept certain ideas. Gorjdo’s study (2002) on President
Habibie’s attempt to claim domestic and international legitimacy by pursuing a policy that
reflected a value of democracy — freedom of expression — in East Timor provides an example
of this. In the third stage, ideas may become so accepted that they are internalised by actors and
achieve a ‘taken-for-granted’ quality that makes conformance with the ideas almost automatic
(Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998:904). At this stage, ideas entrepreneurs often engage in activities
to highlight and call attention to issues by using terms that dramatize them (Finnemore and
Sikkink, 1999:268). In this context, internalisation is concerned with how individuals gain new

information through various activities, such as observation, which may change their views on
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certain issues and lead to a change of preferences (Sjosted, 2013:149, 156).% The call made by
the Indonesian parliamentarians and long-time ASEAN observers for the ASEAN Charter to
state more explicitly about sanctions mechanism before the DPR agreed to ratify the Charter,
by referring to the EU systems, demonstrates such activities (see Chapter Five).

To reiterate, ideas can translate into foreign policy behaviour when they are transmitted
by either individuals or institutions. As hinted above, policy entrepreneurs are essential in this
context. Although there has not been a generic definition of ‘policy entrepreneurs’ (see, among
others, Kingdon 1995; Mintrom 1997; Checkel 1993; Roberts and Kings, 1991:152; and Doig
and Hargrove 1987), ‘policy entrepreneurs’ has been used to label those individuals operating
inside or outside the government who are able to influence setting the agenda by virtue of their
knowledge, position, and relationship with the primary decision-makers as well as personal
characteristics.%? Their influence usually leads to changes in the policy content by way of
innovatively raising new, if not reproducing, ideas (see, e.g. Mintrom and Norman 2009). More
often than not, policy entrepreneurs introduce new ideas by offering a new way of assessing
certain foreign policy questions (Baumgartner and Jones 1993). Entrepreneurs thus, become an
important agent in channelling ideas to policy. In this case, although some policy entrepreneurs
are located ‘outside’ the formal foreign policy-making environment, they are able to shape the
agenda or the preference of the authoritative actors by advocating new ideas.

While they can be influential in setting the policy agenda, their salience depends on a
number of activities, which include problem identification, networking in policy circles,
shaping the terms of policy debates, and building coalitions (Mintrom, 1997:739). Problem
identification is an essential and perhaps the most fundamental element to ensure the success
of policy entrepreneurs in asserting their influence. It could bridge between the perception of
the leaders in power and the entrepreneurs with regard to the existence of certain problems (see,
Checkel, 1993:279). If, for instance, the foreign policy leaders do not share the view that a
certain problem exists, they could dismiss the entrepreneurs’ ideas. Carter and Scott (2010:420)
pointed out two situations that generate entrepreneurship, namely, policy vacuum in which there
IS no existing administration policy to deal with the problems at hand and policy correction
where the entrepreneurs attempt to redefine the issues and policy goals by highlighting the
inadequacy of the current approach.

In addition, building a policy coalition, especially with political parties represented in

parliament, is also important for policy entrepreneurs who have no political affiliations or have

81 Other authors have similarly treated the ‘internalisation’ of ideas as an explanatory element for foreign policy
behaviour, albeit using different language. See, for example, Acharya (2009b:14).
52 The discussion on this theme, however, is focused more on those outside government.
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limited access to the decision-making circle. Coalitions can help channel the entrepreneurs’
ideas into the policy-making process, as consensus may be needed in support of their ideas (see,
Risse-Kappen, 1991:485).%% Once the political support is obtained by the entrepreneurs, it is
possible that the new ideas they held (re)shape the government’s initiatives through the foreign
policy consultation process between the parliament and the government.5* Therefore, apart from
building coalitions, policy consultations also facilitate the transmission of new ideas advocated
by the policy entrepreneurs. Another way for the policy entrepreneurs to channel their ideas
into the decision-making circle is by developing links with the change-oriented bureaucrats who
are already inside the policy-making bureaucracies (Roberts and Kings, 1991:163). In
Indonesia’s case, the role of policy entrepreneurs and their attempt to shape the policy agenda
was particularly apparent in the case of the ASEAN Charter’s ratification process as well as in
drafting the concept of the ASEAN Political-Security Community that was championed by
Indonesia (see Chapter Five).

Choosing the right moment is also important for policy entrepreneurs as it provides the
appropriate opportunity to advance their ideas (Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998:895). Such an
opportunity is regarded as a policy window (Kingdon 1995). For example, political reform, on
the one hand, and the changing external environment salient to Soviet politics under Gorbachev,
on the other, provided the window of opportunity for policy entrepreneurs in the country to
influence Gorbachev’s policy decision-making process (Checkel 1993:277,280). In Indonesia,
the transition to democracy was pushed by the middle-class, who have been the main
entrepreneurs espousing the need for Suharto’s resignation following the lack of political
freedom and his inability to respond to the economic crisis (Uhlin, 1997:46). The lack of
freedom and the government’s failure to manage the crisis were the window of opportunity for
regime change in Indonesia. In principle, when policy windows open, policy entrepreneurs are
usually people who immediately seize the opportunity to initiate action (Zahariadis 2007).
However, while policy entrepreneurs from outside the government’s foreign policy institutions
can influence the content, they cannot and do not have control over the policy-making process.
Hence, political networks to either the parliament or the government are essential for them.

Once we assume that ideas are internalised and channelled into the decision-making
environment, the next exercise is assessing the impact of these ideas on foreign policy, which,
essentially, is an empirical task. One needs to discern therefore which ideas are eventually

adopted by the main decision-makers and why. In this case, understanding the context in which

8 For a discussion on policy entrepreneurs that came from the parliament, see Carter and Scott (2010).
% For greater details on the activity structure of policy entrepreneurs and their function in the policy process, see
Roberts and Kings (1991).
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foreign policy operates is important.s> For example, examining the interests of the actors
involved in making foreign policy could offer a way to understand which ideas matter and why.

Cortell and Davis (2000:70) introduce three practical indications to assess the salience
of ideas in the domestic realm (foreign policy is made at the domestic level, hence classified as
domestic activities). First, internalised ideas appear in the domestic political discourse. Here,
the ideas proponents will invoke them to justify institutional or policy change. Specifically in
the case of Indonesian foreign policy during the Reformasi era, FM Wirajuda launched
bureaucratic reforms in Deplu to reflect on ‘the values of Reformasi’ (see, e.g. Nabbs-Keller
2013; see also Chapter Three). Taking this into account, one can then assume that the idea of
good governance and accountable decision-making stem from the principled values of
democracy that had taken effect at least in the primary foreign policy institution in Indonesia.
The second indication involves changes in domestic regulations and procedures where other
domestic institutions exist to monitor compliance of the government. As Chapter Three notes,
the role obtained by the DPR in scrutinising Indonesia’s foreign affairs was the result of the
multiple amendments to the Constitution, particularly between 1999 and 2002, as well as the
enactment of Law No0.37/1999 on Foreign Relations. These regulations came in concurrence
with Indonesia’s democratic changes. The third is changes in the policies. According to Cortell
and Davis (2000:71), domestic political discourse is the most important indication in this
context as changes therein will likely precede and accompany changes in institutions and policy
and as such provide evidence as to the reasons for change. Indeed, the empirical study carried-
out by this research provides some insights into the salience of democratic values in explaining

Indonesia’s foreign policy decision in some specific areas of diplomacy.

2.6 The impact of democratisation on Indonesian foreign policy: analytical

framework, sources and methods

This chapter devises the analytical framework that will be used to assess the extent to which
democratisation has impacted Indonesia’s foreign policy. The salience of three variables are
instrumental for understanding democratic Indonesia’s foreign policy approach in the context
of ASEAN’s political cooperation and Southeast Asia, notably the role of the foreign policy
leaders, the influence of institutions, and the role of ideas that guide the foreign policy
preferences.

Two assumptions are essentials. The first suggests that democratic transition influences

foreign policy decision-making by way of introducing ‘new’ domestic political actors in the

% For instance, in selecting preferences, a connection has been made between managing conflicting ideas and the
importance of leader’s position and decision-making style (e.g. Peterson 1997; Kowert 2002; Verbeek 2003).
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decision-making milieu. However, the literature on foreign policy decision-making suggests
that despite the domestic political changes, the president and the foreign minister — as well as
the ministry of foreign affairs — remain the highest authority in the making of foreign policy.
The second suggests that democratisation leads to a redefinition of the state’s identity, hence
foreign policy modification is likely (see, e.g., Acharya 2003b). Yet, as previously noted, the
relationship between identity and foreign policy is likely to be mediated by certain political
values or ideas derived from the way identity is interpreted (Ashizawa 2008, 2013; Sjosted
2013). In turn, these ideas determine foreign policy preference. An empirical study that focuses
on Indonesia’s foreign policy formulation and the actors involved, as well as on the foreign
policy context and the interests pursued by the Indonesian foreign policy authoritative actors
could help us to understand the extent to which certain ideas influence foreign policy decisions.

Recent scholarship analysing the relationship between Indonesia’s democratisation and
foreign policy has focused on the perceptions of the foreign policy elites (Wibisono 2010;
Novotny 2007), the importance of identity (in this case Islamic) (Sukma 2006; Azra 2006;
Anwar 2010b), and the salience of democratic values in foreign policy (Sukma 2011; Anwar
2010a). Others have looked at the bureaucratic reform within Deplu and its relation to the way
foreign policy is made (Nabbs-Keller 2013) and also at foreign policy change (He 2008). These
works emphasise the importance of democratisation but do not adequately explain how
democratisation makes a difference. This thesis aims to answer exactly that question by looking
at the three factors of the importance of leaders, institutions, and ideas in foreign policy. By
addressing this question, this study hopes to complement the existing scholarship on
Indonesia’s foreign affairs during the Reformasi era.

These three factors cannot be treated as mutually exclusive and therefore must be looked
at simultaneously in order to explain the impact of democratisation on Indonesia’s foreign
policy. While such an impact will be explained through the salience of the three factors, an
understanding of the context of certain foreign policy decisions is useful to assess the change
and continuity in Indonesia’s foreign policy and to investigate why democracy has more
relevance in certain foreign policy decisions than in others.

In doing so, this thesis analyses the salience of the three above-mentioned variables by
employing an interpretative method.¢ Specifically, this thesis interprets the meanings of texts
as primary source, such as speeches and statements as well as interviews with relevant sources
(see, e.g. Sjosted 2013; Doeser 2013 for recent works that apply similar method). As this study

seeks to understand the impact of a socio-political process that contextualises the conduct of

% This discussion concerns the method used to apply the framework and approach the research question. For a
discussion on the methodology, see Chapter One.
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Indonesian foreign policy, interpreting the content of speeches or statements as well as
documents (i.e. internal reports or minutes of meetings) that were written during the Reformasi
era is important.

An interpretative text study is also useful to ascertain which ideas have been
internalised. For example, this study posits that Indonesia is a democracy because the state’s
constitution includes provisions that correspond to democratic ideals such as human rights or
the limitation of presidential tenure. In essence, this method calls for the interpreter’s (the
author) attentiveness to a network of textual relations in constructing their meaning (Elkad-
Lehman and Greensfeld, 2011:264). Specifically, the interpretative approach examines foreign
policy by focusing on the thinking and action of individual decision-makers in order to
understand decisions from the decision-makers’ standpoint by reconstructing their reasons
(Carlsnaes, 2008:123-24). To this extent, this thesis pre-identifies new foreign policy
approaches through an interpretation of a number of relevant foreign policy documents and
information. These are obtained through various forms of communication with Indonesian
foreign policy decision-makers as well as foreign policy experts. The readings from these
activities, in turn, guide the examination of the primary research question of this study.®’

Being an external researcher, an interpretative method is devised because the author was
not involved in the making of foreign policy decisions in relation to the cases examined in this
thesis. This nature of being an ‘outsider’ therefore creates a limit on how the author gains
specific insights about the decision outcomes in relation to the case studies. As mentioned in
Chapter One, detailed information on the Ambalat case was not entirely obtainable following
the refusal of the officials in Deplu to disclose them on the grounds that negotiations are still
on-going. Being close to Hassan Wirajuda (the Indonesian Foreign Minister between 2001 and
2009) and to other decision-makers in Deplu, impacted upon this research in no uncertain terms.
On the one hand, this allowed for easier access to individuals and written sources, specifically
unpublished documents such as the minutes of meetings between the foreign minister and the
DPR. On the other hand, there were some interviewees (mainly in Deplu) who declined to
provide a specific answers as they assumed that the author ‘would know better’ about the
foreign policy issues at hand given the family relationship with Hassan Wirajuda. This view
was misleading because the author did not and does not have full knowledge about all key issues
and decisions that Wirajuda was involved with in the context of his ministerial portfolio. Family

ties also created occasional feelings of ‘awkwardness’ or ‘discomfort” on the part of active

57 For criticism of interpretative approach, see, for instance, Bevir and Rhodes (2003:40-42).
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diplomats who shared their own thoughts about the policies taken by the top leaders. As a result,
they preferred to be anonymous when stating their views.

The author’s appointment to Deplu and his training at the Diplomatic Academy in 2010
allowed him to gain further empirical insights about Indonesia’s foreign policy strategy in
general and, to some extent, about Jakarta’s relationship with ASEAN and Southeast Asia. This,
in turn, provided some preliminary relevant information in relation to the theme of this research.
Being an active diplomat also allowed the author to attend several events, such as closed-door
seminars, where he interacted with a number of high-ranking Indonesian political and foreign
policy representatives as well as foreign intellectuals. Such events provided an opportunity for
the author to conduct personal conversations as well as to build connections with these
prominent individuals, who subsequently, at least occasionally, became points of contact for

additional information.
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3 Democratisation and Indonesia’s foreign policy decision-

making process

This chapter assesses the link between Indonesia’s democratisation and foreign policy-making
and argues that the impact of democratic transition in this regard is ambiguous. On the one
hand, Indonesia’s foreign policy decision-making process remains essentially top-down,
emphasising the importance of the president and the foreign minister as the key foreign policy
actors. On the other, policy-making is more consultative than it was during the New Order era,
indicating some changes in the nature of decision-making.

This chapter discusses Indonesia’s foreign policy decision-making by examining the
actors involved, which will be classified into two: authoritative and non-authoritative. The
former has obtained the formal authority to make and action foreign policy decisions. The latter
is generally not entitled to make and execute the state’s foreign policy, yet it can shape and
influence foreign policy decisions although sometimes only indirectly. For this reason, the
ability of non-authoritative actors to assert their ideas into foreign policy is likely to depend on
their position in, and access to, the decision-making circle.

This chapter consists of four sections. The first section discusses the authoritative actors
in Indonesian foreign policy, emphasising the role of the president and the foreign minister.
The second section then examines non-authoritative foreign policy actors. The analysis in these
two sections will essentially cover both the Suharto and the Reformasi periods. Section Three
investigates how foreign policy is currently made under the democratic regime in Indonesia by
looking at the role of leaders, the parliament, and to some extent, policy entrepreneurs and
discusses the link between democratisation and foreign policy-making. The final sentence

summarizes the link between democratisation and the way foreign policy is made in Indonesia.

3.1 Authoritative actors

3.1.1 The President

During the New Order period, Indonesia’s governmental system was heavily influenced by the
tales of pewayangan (traditional puppetry), an expression of Javanese traditions (Anderson
1972). Javanese beliefs adhere to symbolism, which includes, amongst other things,
ceremonies®® that are often practised by most Indonesian leaders of Javanese descent. Javanese

beliefs also postulate that a concentration of power is itself a constant quantum in the universe

% For a detailed discussion on how Javanese culture has strongly influenced Indonesian politics and how the Palace
had adhered to Javanese tradition see Anderson (1972).
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and its existence is self-justifying. In political terms, this could be understood as the
concentration of power in one would require a proportional diminution elsewhere (Anderson
1972). In other words, the manifest sign of a man of power is when the said man focuses on his
own personal power (Anderson 1972).

Suharto, a four-star retired general who came from a peasant family, allegedly held a
mystical Javanese belief of himself as being the personification of Semar — a wayang figure
believed to be wise and divine, therefore considered as one of the sacred, if not the most sacred,
wayang character in the Javanese mythology — which led him to occasional meditation rituals
in the sacred Semar Cave in the Dieng Plateau, Central Java (Hein, 1986:55). For Indonesians,
wayang is a vehicle of culture, conveying religious principles and moral values ideally held by
humankind. In the tales of pewayangan, Semar is described as a symbol of ordinary people,
who, despite his humble appearance with bulging rear and belly, is wise and capable of solving
big problems, In addition, he cries upon witnessing the suffering of others, which explains why

he has watery eyes (www.oneearthmedia.org, 30 November 2008).%° Being raised in a family

with a strong Javanese tradition, Suharto maintained a spiritual connection with Javanese
mystical teachings. He reportedly collected heirlooms to achieve the concentration of his power,
which meant his leadership was more as resembling a king than a president (EkI6f 1999). In
addition, Suharto was reported to be an abangan Muslim. In Java, Muslims are divided into
two camps: abangan and santri. Clifford Geertz asserted that abangan is a reflection of a
religious syncretism which, in essence, is an amalgamation of earlier religious systems, the
substance of which become so thoroughly blended with Islam that they become part of daily
practice and belief. It focuses a great deal of attention on symbolism, such as rituals adopted
mainly