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The 1997 | ndonesian Elections:
'Festival of Democracy' or Costly 'Fiction'?

"How fraudulent does an electoral process have to be before
it denieslegitimacy?" ............. ... . ... . ..., R. H. Taylor!

"[F]or how much longer can the New Order's version of
Pancasila Democracy remain a useful fiction." ...... R.W. Liddle?

The government party, Golkar, easily won the 1997 Indonesian election. In fact the
government political organization wasvictoriousin each of the 27 provincesand in all but
three of Indonesia'srural districts and cities. It gained more than 74% of the votes cast.
Golkar averaged 67% of the vote in the urban and indudrialized island of Javaand 85%
in the 22 provinces outside Java. In the six 'New Order' elections held since 1971 Golkar
had never received less than 62% of the vote, and this time it bettered its 1992 result by
more than six points.?

Only Golkar and two other approved organizations were permitted to contest the
1997 election. They were the Indonesian Democratic Party (PDI) and the United
Development Party (PPP). Both organizations are government creations — heavily
manipulated, mergers of older political parties. PDI is the successor to the Indonesian
Nationalist Party (PNI) — aparty with symbolic linksto former President Sukarno and the
nationalist movement. PDI also has members from Protestant, Catholic, and two smaller
secular parties. PPP is a merger of several Islamic parties representing quite different
wings of Islamic thought — one with a mainly Java-based constituency and another
drawing most of its support from outside Java. PDI, whose |eadership was removed in a
blatant, violent act of government-approved intervention, received just 3% of thevote, a
collapse from its previous 14.9%. PPP, whose more compliant leadership had been
protected from challengers by the government, won 23% of the vote, up from 17% in 1992.

The participation rate was high. More than 124 million voters were registered and
112 million votes were cast. The Minister of Home Affairs,* later claimed that Indonesia
might have the highest election participation rate in the world.

In a highly controlled election system we cannot take these results at face value.®
While the results may tell us something about the popularity of the government or the
unpopularity of the alternatives offered, we need to pay much more attention to the
environment in which those results were obtained. We need to know what various
elements of the state and society expected the outcometo be. We need to understand what
methods and resources were employed to achieve the government's election goals, and
what resistance was encountered. We need to understand the consequences of the el ections
for public visions of the government'slegitimacy and for public willingnessto abide by the
state's rules.®



This study explores the 1997 elections in the context of Indonesia's pattern of
controlled elections snce 1971. The paper investigates the methods used by the state in
the pursuit of its election goals. It discusses the intensity of the government effort and the
range of controls employed by the government. It explores the range of resistance by
Indonesia's citizensto government el ection controlsand manipulation. The paper examines
the election violence and |ooks & some of the significant election outcomes. It closeswith
a brief consideration of the legaciesof 1997 and the Soeharto-controlled election system
for the "democratic" elections scheduled for June 1999.

A few caveats about this study are in order. Although | have been studying
Indonesi a's controlled electionssince 1977, this paper was researched and written between
May 1997 and December 1998.” Thishasbeen aperiod of drastic change, most noticeably
a cataclysmic deterioration in the Indonesian economy and the forced resgnation of
President Soeharto, after a 32-year period of military-backed, personal rule. It has also
seen a concerted, grass-roots challenge to the institutions, policies, and practices that
characterize the Soeharto period and an attack on the public officials and business cronies
of Soeharto and hisregime. This reform movement has been strongest at the local level
in Java but has had an impact across the archipelago. At the centre, it has forced the
government to introduce "democratic" reform laws for elections, the media, and freedom
of speech.

Given the depth of Indonesia's economic crisis, this is not an auspicious time for
democratic reform. Nor is it an easy time to forecast the appeal to future Indonesian
leaders of the Soeharto-erasystem of el ectoral controlsand manipul ative election practices.
In the present apocalypse, where one paradigm for how to govern Indonesia seemsto have
been destroyed and the new paradigm is far from certain, it is hard to focus on efforts to
control electionsinwhat many Indonesianshopeisa bygoneera. Onetemptation isto read
too many signs of the emergence of a reform movement into the events of the 1997
elections. A greater danger would be to assume that either the social conditionsthat made
election engineering possible or the institutions that thrived on election manipulation will
have little impact on how post-Soeharto elections are managed and contested.

What Are Elections Supposed to Do in Indonesia?

Democratic theory suggests that elections may provide opportunities to rotate elites, to
select leaders, to express grievances and desires. Elections are said to compel elites to
consider the wishes of the rest of the population, to provide opportunities for public
dialogue, to confer legitimacy on governments, and to strengthen the sense of power and
belonging of individuals.

Elections, of course, have purposes other than representation. They are useful
internationally because they justify foreign 'aid' and investment by ‘fellow democracies.
If managed properly they also convey a notion that the sate is modern and capable of



managing an act of political consent. This helps to convey an image of stability that is
useful for attracting capital.

Electionshavedomestic purposestoo. Ben Anderson pointsout therol e of elections
in pacifying the population® He suggests that elections allow leaders to say to critics:
"Y ou have had your say, but we have won. Now you must follow the rules and let usgo
ahead with our policies." Elections thusdelegitimize protests, riots, and public violence.
They also moderate some oppostion supporters by convincing them that even though they
lost thistime, futureel ectionsmight turnout differently. Finally, elections can justify state
repression of those opponents who don't play by the 'voter endorsed’ rules.

Under the rule of Presdent Soeharto, the Indonesian government entrenched and
expanded upon an idea developed by former President Sukarno that Indonesia was a
pancasilademocracy,® not aliberal democracy. The notion was put forward that this was
atruly indigenous method of decision making by consensus (rather than decision making
by the "tyranny of majority’). It was clamed that liberal democracy had failed Indonesia
and that it was unfettered pol itical competition that had led to chaos. Inits place, Sukarno
proposed, and Soeharto refined and empowered, an authoritarian system with a strong
central government and apowerful chief executive accountable onlyto amostly appointed
super parliament, the MPR. Instead of being referendumson public policy or competitions
between political parties for the right to govern, elections became heavily managed,
ritualized acts of public approval which the government called 'festivals of democracy'.
Indeed the Soeharto government set out to make political parties a dirty word, even
denying that its own 'election participant organization' (Golkar) was a political party.

Liddle suggests that Soeharto's Indonesiarelied on a useful, albeit fragile, fiction
of democratic legitimacy.® He argues that it had only limited credibility and that most
Indonesianspaidlip serviceto democratic legitimacy because of the Soeharto government's
development successes, or because they felt protected or privileged by the New Order or
frightened by political change. If democratic legitimacy was a useful fiction, then
controlled el ectionswere anecessary stage prop in maintaining thatfiction. Thefollowing
discusson briefly examines the controlled election system.

1997 and the New Order System of Election Controls

The 1997 elections, like the five New Order elections before them, were not intended to
allow the Indonesian people to determine who should govern. Rather, the government
intended the elections to be a "festival of democracy,” in which the two political parties
were not meant to compete, but to be pendamping,** accompanying the main player, the
victorious government party (Golkar).

To createthe appearance of choiceat a'festival of democracy’; aritual without much
choice, the Soeharto government put in place one of the most comprehensively
"engineered" electoral processesin the world.



The New Order government began by reducing the stakes. Government was not put
at risk. The Presidency was not filled through popular elections. Ingead, the Presdent
was "elected" by a mainly appointed super parliament (the MPR). The MPR consisted of
500 representatives from the national parliament (the DPR), of whom 75 were military
appointed by the President, plus an additional 500 Presidential appointees.’? The voters'
choice was limited to 42.5% of the body that elects the President, 85% of the seatsin a
rubber-stamp national assembly that has never initiated legislation, and 80% in the only
slightly more vocal regional and local assemblies.

Since 1977 only three parties have been permitted to contest the election: the state
party, Golkar, which has had unparalleled access to fi nances, media coverage, and the
resources of the state (and of state-dependent businesses), and two
government-manipulated, poorly-financed, badly-divided politica parties, the Indonesian
Demaocratic Party (PD1) and the United Development Party (PPP). The government allowed
only a brief campaign period and then limited each party's campaign activity in each
province and district to one day in three. Parties found it difficult to organize outside the
election period while the government, whose officials were also Golkar party cadre, had
a permanent organization and found it easy to influence voters in the months before the
campaign began, or during the 'quiet week' just before the vote. The government
determined the permissible campaign symbols, venues, and topics. The state or the
President's children controlled all television stations. Radio and press coverage was
closely monitored. The government screened prospective candidates, banned campaigners
deemed too critical, and used the full weight of the army and bureaucracy down to the
village level to ensure victory. Between elections it intervened frequently to remove
popular or outspoken party leaders and members of parliament. It also detained and
threatenedto bring to trial thosewho questioned the legitimacy of the el ection process and
called for an election boycott.

In the run-up to the 1997 elections the government condoned or initiated both the
intervention in the PDI to remove former President Sukarno's daughter, Megawati
Sukarnoputri, from leadership and the violent expulsion of her supporters from party
headquarters. The government also detained a number of activists trying to establish new
political parties and intervened less dramatically to ward off challenges to the more
obliging leadership in the M oslem-based PPP.

Perhapsthe most important reason for the government's success at achieving a high
turnout and high Golkar votewasits control of ahighly centralized administrativestructure
which stretches from Jakarta dow n to the village and neighborhood level. Local officials
issue permits and clearances that are crucial in the everyday life of most Indonesians.
Indonesianswho want to send their childrento school, change residence, start a business,
buy or sell land, apply for a job, or obtain an identity card must obtain the signatures of
their nei ghborhood and village officials.

Through their access to state development funds, local officials also controlled
substantial patronage which could be used to reward theloyal. This control over sanctions
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and rewards made state officials powerful paronseverywhere in Indonesia, but especially
in poor, rural, and isolated areas outside of Java.

State and village officialswererequiredto join the government party and were given
qguotasfor soliciting Golkar membersand Golkar votesin their area. Government officials
managed the Golkar campaign and they and their families were candidates for local
assemblies. These government officials also headed the committees that supervised the
campaign, voting, and vote-counting process, and investigated complaints.

Government-approved election witnesses from the parties could observe the vote
and vote-counting processes. However, few peopleinrural Indonesiawerewilling to risk
declaringtheir affiliation with a non-government party or publicly expressing their doubts
about the fairness of government officials.

Thevote-counting and tallying processin New Order el ections was al so engineered
to provide little opportunity for independent scrutiny. The election ritual closed with a
declaration of acceptance of theresults by all participating parties Regional and national
party leaders were coerced, cajoled, and offered inducements to sign these declarations.
All of these controlsresulted in a powerful capacity to engineer a massive voter turnout
and government party victory.

Engineering Choice

"The government pretends to hold elections and we pretend to monitor them."

The Soeharto government had an impressive array of election controls at its
disposal. However, this does not imply that it had no popular support. Before 1998 the
government had considerable success at convincing many Indonesians that Soeharto's
"New Order" was responsible for the economic development and political stability that
benefited them. It also had the capacity to deliver patronage to supporters and deny
patronageto opponents. The state al so attempted to sustain afear that doing anything but
voting in the election and voting for the government party would promote dangerous
change.

Liddle argues convincingly that many Indonesians were willing to participate in the
election process and close their eyes to the unfairness because they believed the
government benefited or protected them.** | am arguing that whatever consent the el ection
generated was not just the result of unfettered cal culations of personal or group benefits.
The risks and costs of non-compliance with the government's election ritual were high.

The state had tremendous capaci ty to structurethe climate for voter choice. Partly,
thisisdue, as Liddle stresses,* to the government's devel opment record and to the fearsof
middle-class, especially Christian, Chinese, and other ethnic minority Indonesians, about
the dangers of a more open political system. Partly, it was also due to the high personal
risk and limited possibility for gain that Indonesians saw from abstaining or from voting



against the government party, and the even higher risk from publicly urging an election
boycott or supporting apolitical party.*® Indonesians knew that the government would win
and that the other parties would not be able to make policies or dispense patronage. Many
Indonesians also suspected that their ballots might not be secret and that abstentions or
votes against the government might not be counted. Even without intimidation, those | ess-
well-off Indonesians who were dependent on patrons for access to jobs and credit found
it easy to listen to state-connected patrons who urged them to vote for the government
party. In regions where the economy was backward and autonomousinstitutions absent,
the government's clout was greatest.

This enormous capacity for manipulating the el ection created problemsfor the state.
The government's aim was to carry out elections which generated enough public
participation and enthusiasm to give the government some legitimacy and international
credibility without threatening stability or demonstrating the regime's need to resort to
repression or fraud. However, the government found it easier to mobilize or intimidate
voters than to show finesse in dealing with political parties or with those promoting
election boycotts. The mechanics of achieving a huge turnout and handsome victory for
the government party were not so difficult for the state apparatus to achieve. Maintaining
an image of elections as unrehearsed and spontaneous with popular enthusiasm for
authentic political parties was much more problematic.

Perhaps the greatest problem was deciding what the government and electorate
would accept as areal victory when everyone knew that the state had near limitless access
to patronage and repression as well as control of a far-from-transparent voting and vote-
counting process. When winning an election is never in doubt, deciding how big an effort
to put into how large a victory becomes a dilemma for the state. Interpreting the
significance of the election result isequally problematic for all those who want to analyze
its impact.

The 1997 Elections

| have argued that elections in Soeharto's Indonesia were part of what Liddle called a
‘'useful fiction of Indonesian democracy'. Good fiction (or good theatre, if the electionis
a spectacle) needs to make the audience suspend disbelief.” A fiction of Indonesian
democracy needed to have a controlled election that seemed plausible. Tobe plausible an
election needed to produce images of enthusiasm and compliance. A plausible electionis
not supposed to produce widely-distributed images of unfairness, intimidation, government
repression, violence, and electoral fraud. | will argue that the 1997 elections did not
contribute to democratic legitimacy. Rather, | contend, they either weakened government
legitimacy or demonstrated its declining | egi timacy.

This section looks at several remarkable features of the 1997 elections. These
include the altered political environment in which the elections took place, the increased
intensity of the government victory effort, the changed character of the resistance to
government control and manipulation, as well as the greatly increased election-related



violence. Some of the election outcomes themselves deserve attention. Among these are
therisein theGolput® (blank ballot) vote, theenhanced stature of Megawati (the daughter
of Indonesia's charismatic first President), the decimation of the government-backed
Suryadi wing of the PDI, and the emergence of the Islamic-based PPP as the only legal
party for dissidents.

The Election Environment

The political and social environment in 1997 was substantially different than in previous
elections. Probably the greatest single difference was the increased tension caused by the
certainty of an aging President and the uncertainty about how successfully Presidential
succession would be managed.

President Soeharto had dominated Indonesian politicsfor more than 30 years. His
style of rule had included direct presdential involvement in almos every area of policy
making. His regime oversaw rapid economic growth and the creation of a burgeoning
middle class. However, it also facilitated the creation of huge first-family and
Chinese-Indonesian clientelist business empires based upon connectionsto power. These
conglomerates and the state-dominated economy and society that created them appeared
vulnerable in a post-Soeharto Indonesia.

The problem was that Presdent Soeharto had labored to see that no institution or
individual might emerge that could provide a credible alternative to his personal rule.
Strong personal rule meant that there was considerable doubt about who would be
Soeharto's successor, and about whether Soeharto's successor and the ingitutions of the
New Order would be able to deal with the complex social and economic problems that
Indonesia seemed likely to face.

There was awidespread belief that this election would be Soeharto's last — that a
new President would take office during the term of the 1997 parliament. In what Kompas,
one of Indonesias leading dailies, called the uncertainty of the post-Soeharto political
map,” senior bureaucratic and military officials competed to demonstrate both their
capability and their loyalty to Soeharto by delivering alarge Golkar victory.?® This helped
set the stage for what one analyst (CornelisL ay) called "a shattering process of structural
cheating."# Inthisclimatelocal government officials had strong incentivesto do anything
needed to achieve the desired result.

The impact of social and technological change onthe 1997 election environment is
more difficult to chart. It can only be sketched here.

The Indonesian economy had undergone rapid growth for more than 25 years and
consequently the Indonesian political public®® — the group of people who have the time,
energy, resources, and inclination to follow national politicsand to sometimes beieve that
they can wield political influence — has also grown rapidly. The growth of the Internet,?
the expansion of satellite television, the emergence of an overseas Indonesan press, and



the increased mobility of Indonesian universty sudents and workers have dl worked to
give the contemporary Indonesian political public wider and freer access to information
and ideas about Indonesia and the world.

What | am saying isthat the government had increasingly | ess control over the flow
of ideas and images that influenced how Indones ans perceived the state and their political
system. In 1997, the Indonesian politicd public and those who shaped its opinions had
greater access than ever before to print and electronic media, including the Internet.
Negative stories about alleged government efforts to win the el ection through vote-buying
or electoral fraud were reported on the Internet, in electronic journals like Tempo, in
Indonesian community newspapers in America, Europe, and Australia, and frequently in
the Indonesian domestic press. The fiction that controlled
elections are legitimate expressions of Indonesian democracy thus became increasingly
difficult to maintain.

Increased access to alternative ideas — combined with the crudity and intensity of
the government election manipulation — led many Indonesians to doubt government
explanations of the need for election controls, and to believe allegations of vote rigging,
intimidation, and government-provoked election violence.

The political publicisapool for potential political activism. In1997, the intensity,
goals and methods of that activism were influenced by anumber of factors. One of these
was the rise of Islamic expectaions and the increased public expression of Islamic
grievances. By the mid-1990sthere was a widespread belief in Indonesia that 1slam was
undergoing a revival, that its influence on Indonesan culture was deepening and
broadening.®* Thiswas coupled with abelief that more devoutly Islamic Indonesianswere
about to receive a greater share of political and economic power. The government's
patronage of the Indonesian Moslem Intellectuals' Associaion (ICMI) inthefiveyearsup
to 1997 helped to fuel expectations of increasing Idamic influence.

Another factor, not yet well explained but perhaps related to a widespread
perception that economic growth was very uneven and unjust, was the violence in the
periodleadinguptotheelection. Intheyears preceding the election, Indonesawasrocked
by sectarian andcommunal violencein East Timor, Aceh, Java, Sulawesi, and Kalimantan.
The July 1996 government-sanctioned attack on M egawati supportersat PDI headquarters
in Jakartaculminated in the worst outbreak of violenceinthe capital in morethan 20 years.

The inability or the unwillingness of the security forces to control communal
violence and the government's own involvement in the violence at PDI headquarters led
many in the political publicto believe that there was widespread unrest and an expectation
that violence would be tolerated. The campaign atmosphere was soured by the presence
of thousands of Megawati supporters, angry because their candidate had been barred from
the election. Many of these mainly young, reform-oriented Indonesians perceived the
campaign restrictions and election as areminder of ther victimization by the government.
This, of course, heightened the tension of the campaign.
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Another factor in the election climate was the greater global focus on human rights
in Indonesia® International and domestic pressure led to the formation of a National
Human Rights Commission (Komnasham) in 1993. The Commission operated with an
unexpected degree of independence and in 1997 offered a channel for human rights
advocates to focus greater national and international media attention on election-related
human rights abuses.

Another organization, founded by prominent Indonesian intellectualsin 1996, was
thelndependent Election Monitoring Committee (K1PP). KIPP mobilized 9,000 volunteers
in 40 branches for independent monitoring of the election and to report on the election
implementation process. The creation of KIPP was itself a challenge to the government's
control over how the election process would be seen at home and abroad. The existence
of KIPP implied that the state needed to be monitored and questioned the government's
notionthat it sood likeafather figure, knowing and doingwhat is best for all Indonesians.
The presence of Komnasham, KIPP, and various other legal aid and human rights
organizationsassured that the election process would be more closely scrutinized than the
government desired.

The problem for state officials was that they were under increased pressure to
deliver alarge victory while facing growing numbers of Indonesians who were critical of
the government's el ection management. These dissidentshad the will and the capacity to
vocalize their concerns. The presence of thousands of Megawati supporters angered by
government suppression of their party madeel ection management even more problematic.

The Government Election Effort

In assessing theintensity of the government'selection effort itis necessary to consider both
the resources used to conduct the Golkar campaign and the resources used to control the
election process and to manipulate the election outcome. The Golkar effort included
pre-campaignpolitical activity, organizational support fromthe bureaucracy, biased media
coverage, and Golkar's use of 'money politics to win cadre andvoter support. The election
manipulation effort included biased candidate screening,® intimidation of voters, party
cadre and election witnesses, campaign restrictions, and reported electoral fraud. W hile
similar government practices predated 1997, both the total Golkar effort and the election
mani pulation appeared more intense.

In the 1992 election, the Minister of Home Affairs, Rudini,?” had reduced the
pressure on local government officials to deliver the vote to Golkar. One result had been
the least coercive and least manipulated of the New Order elections.”® Another result had
been a5% declinein the government party's national vote and adouble digit declineinits
Central and East Javavote. In 1997, Minister of Home AffairsY ogie Memet encouraged
department officialsto take amore partisan role. Similarly,the army commander, General
Hartono, announced that every soldier was a Golkar member. There were also reports that
the Information and Education Departments issued instructions on how to vote and how
many others were to be recruited to be Golkar voters.



When Minister of Information Harmoko was elected head of Golkar in 1993 he
promised to reclaim the votes lost & the 92 election. He immediately began a major
pre-campaign effort which included a membership drive in which each government
employee was expected to sign up 9 new Golkar members from the community.
Membership rallieswere held throughout the country and widely covered in the electronic
and print media.

Governors and district heads solicited membership and financial support from local
elitesand implemented programsto demonstrate Golkar'sstrength. One of these programs
involved painting houses, public buildings, trees, and sometimeswholevillagesyellow, the
color of Golkar. People that did notdisplay yellow paint risked accusations of disloyalty.
Several areas of Central Java erupted into "paint wars" as Megawati-PDI and PPP
supporters tried to repaint areas white or green.?

President Soeharto's daughter Tutut® played a major role in the Golkar campaign
in East and Central Java. Her presence put greater pressure on the Governors of these
populous provinces to deliver a good result. They in turn pressured District Heads who
|leaned on their subordinates down to the village official level. The President's daughter
campaigned frequently in strongly Islamic areas. Her campaign forays were accompanied
by large rallies and parades in PPP strongholds. These shows of strength by the
government and counter-demonstrationsby PPP and M egawati supporters often triggered
violence.

As in past elections, local government personnel, communications networks, and
vehicleswere all mobilized to facilitate the Golkar campaign. Also the government used
its ownership and control of electronic and other media to encourage greater and more
favorable coverage of Golkar.*

Perhaps the most notable change in the Golkar election effort was the substantially
increased role of money politics. Cornelis Lay suggests that money wasthe main forcein
political mobilization by the government party.* Harmoko's organizing efforts hadled to
increased involvement by businessmen and women in the Golkar campaign. One
businessman alone claimed to have given hundreds of billions of rupiah to Golkar.®
Private campaign contributions plus the enormous amount raised by compulsory monthly
contributions by every civil servant gave Golkar a great financial advantage.

Early inthe campaign the mediareported Golkar ralliesin West Javawhere wealthy
businessmen and a village head threw out 10,000 and 50,000 rupiah notes to the crowds.
Stories emerged also of Operasi Fajar, a plan to distribute gifts during the quiet week
before the vote to win the support of Islamic leaders in rural Indonesia®* Regional and
national papers reported charges of Golkar vote-buying in Jakarta and across wide areas
of Indonesia. Inrural areas vote buying seemsto have more often involved paying village
or districtofficials for delivering all or most of the votes of their followers. For example,
the Jepara branch of Golkar reported awarding one million rupiah each to party cadrein
101 voting stations where a 95% vote for Golkar had been obtained.* In other districts
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there were reports of bonus development grants, cattle for a village feast, or other prizes
being distributed to villages that produced massive Golkar victories. Intimidation of
voters, party leaders, and supporters was also perceived as being more widespread and
more intense than in the last election. In Jakarta, school teachers were reportedly
instructed to practise voting with their students and to warn them that they might fail if
Golkar did not receive ahigh vote. Many students were required to vote in their schools.
Government officials, work ersin state enterprises, and some large private businesseswere
alsorequired to votein their workplace and were subject to strong pressure to vote Golkar.

In Bengkulu, village heads were requiredto record the namesof villagers expected
to vote against Golkar.* PPP leaders and supporters were attackedin Pekal ongan, Demak,
Kudus, Temanggung, and Jepara. Violent clashes occurred during Golkar and PPP rallies.
In Temanggung the PPP head wasreportedly beaten by ayouth group with government and
gangland connections.*” In Jepara PPP campaigners were run down by government
vehicles and PPP supporters were attacked by gangs on their way home from rallies® A
dog's head was delivered to the home of the outspoken PPP |eader in Solo. There were also
many reports of detentions of party supporters by the security forces or attacks by gangs
or unknown elements.

I ntimidation continued after the election. In West Sumatrathe Governor visited the
house of the regional PPP leader to convince him to sign a declaration that the election in
West Sumatra had been free. The Governor, reportedly threatened tha the military would
visit shortly if further persuasion was needed.*

Campaignrestrictionsbecameanimportantissuein 1997. Sincethe 1992 elections,
when very large crowds were common features of dection rallies, the government had
complained that the campaign was too anarchic and not sufficiently educational. They
urged the parties to hold small, indoor forums instead of large, outdoor meetings. The
government's 1997 el ection regulationsrestricted large rallies and paradesin which parties
demonstratedthe sizeand enthusiasm of their following. Theseeffortsto control campaign
proceduresand to prohibit banners with words or symbols unacceptableto the government
met with fierce resistance. Thisresistance will be discussed in the next section.

It isimpossible to know how much vote fraud therewas in the election. My own
reading is that there was widespread manipulation of the figures and that the government
had established a system for rigging the vote count that would have facilitated even more
massive vote fraud if it had been necessary.

There is evidence that village heads, sub-district officers, and district heads were
polled regularly to declare thesize of the Golkar vote in their area. In one sub-district in
Bengkulu, acompleted el ection declaration with amassive Golkar victory appeared sveral
weeks before the election.* The government claimed that it was only a "practice"
declarationform. The final sub-district Golkar vote was slightly greater than in the early
declaration.
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In many regions, withesses who were supposedto observethevoting and local vote
counting processesfoundit difficult or impossibleto obtain the permitsrequired to register
as a witness. Elsewhere, proposed witnesses withdrew their names after obstruction or
threats from village officials. In some places approved witnesses were not permitted to
observe the vote count. With such pressure for a large victory it is hard to believe that
there was no vote fraud in areas w here there was no risk of being caught.

There were al so many charges of multiple voting by government officials and other
Golkar supporters. Rumors suggested that the number of absentee (AB) ballots printed
might have been as high as 60% of theentire total votes cast. Government officials were
in charge of voting, so it may have been easy to vote for Golkar at more than one location.
Political party and independent el ection monitorswere only able to observeasmall portion
of local vote counts, mainly in urban areas. Even in urban areas in Java, | have seen
perfunctory vote counts (100% Golkar!) conducted in very dark conditions with no
non-gov ernment witnesses present.

However, even when the local vote count was monitored there was no way to
confirm that accurate local vote counts did not change as votes were aggregated at the
district and provincial level. One reported case in Jember saw the sub-district figures
change from aPPP victory over Golkar, 26,000to 12,000 to a Golkar victory, 32,000 vs.
8,000 for PPP.*

Perhaps the most brazen case of vote manipulation occurred in North Sumatra. The
PDI had to win two seats in North Sumatra to obtain the 11 seats needed to fill all of its
committee assignments in the national parliament. PDI's failure to win that minimal
number would have embarrassed the government. With 90% of the provincial vote
counted, only ten PDI representatives were likely to be elected. Somehow PDI, which
obtained less than 6% of the provincial vote, obtained more than 60% of the last 100,000
ballots counted in the province and elected 11 representatives.”

It is difficult to compare the government effort put into staging the 1997 election
victory to the effort in the early New Order elections. Inthe 1971 and 1977 electionsthere
had been substantial use of force to convince village heads or rural patrons to strongly
support the government party. In later elections many of these elites had seen what had
happened to those who opposed the juggernaut and ceased resistance. The government
became increasingly confident that it could obtain the reault it wanted with the state
machinery and patronage. Coercion therefore could be reduced.

In 1992 the government's more relaxed effort had still allowed a comfortable win.
As some magazines put it, the government party seemed hegemonic. In 1997 the
government was seen to be willing to use extreme measures to obtain alarge victory. It
had been willing to intervene in the PDI party congress to remove Megawati. It had
detained leaders trying to start new political parties. It had tried to prohibit popular
campaign symbols and to restrict campaign activities that it viewed as disorderly. Asin
past elections, it had intimidated voters and local leaders. It vastly outspent its opponents
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and engaged in what looked like large- scale vote buying. Finally, its efforts at vote
manipulationwere brazen rather thandiscrete, and were widely reported by the Indonesian
and foreign media. The more intense focus of the media made all of this activity more
visible. The New Order's use of such measures made the satelook far morerepressive and
clumsy and far less hegemonic. It also made the election spectacle less credible.

Resistanceto Controlled Elections

Resistanceto thegovernment's election controls, vote manipulation, and electoral coercion
was both greater and more innovative than in previous elections. Thissection discusses
both the sources and forms of resistance to the 1997 controlled elections.

A substantial part of campaigning in all of Indonesia's elections — including the
democratic ones of the 1950s — has been about demonstrating support through mass
rallies. Under Soeharto, thistendency wasreinforced. The political partiesw erefinancially
weak and had little media access. Mobilizing thousands of voters in rallies and parades
was away to demonstrate support to the voters and to the government. In 1997, when the
government tried to limit these mass rallies and parades many party supporters were
frustrated. Some of these turned to violence.

It has been argued that the government's tight control of the election outcome led
many Indonesiansto see the public act of participation in the campaign as more important
than the individual act of voting.”® Many people believed that their vote might not be
counted and certainly would not matter to the outcome. On the other hand, they expected
that the campaign would provide an opportunity to let of f steam, to expresstheir anger and
frustration at the authorities and, in some cases, to flaunt motor and public behavior laws.
Police, for example, were more likely to tolerate rowdy crowd behavior or traffic offences
(e.g. four people on a motorbike or people sticking out the doors and windows of a car)
when they occurred during campaigns that were part of a "festival of democracy"”.

This notion that the election outcome is fixed , but that the campaign is supposed
to provide an opportunity to expressfeelings that are normally repressed, combined with
massive Golkar presence, the government efforts to minimizecrowds, and the presence of
large groups of aggrieved, youthful, Megawati and PPP supporters, explains much of the
campaign hostility and violence.

Violenceinthe 1997 el ectionswas on an unprecedented scale.** Theviolence began
to escalate before the election and deserves its own essay. | will just make a few
generalizations here.

The violence needs to be seen in context. The government-condoned action to
attack Megawati supporters in the PDI headquarters in July 1996 helped to create the
atmosphere for violence. Continued government intimidation of voters and party leaders
must also have incited violence. It also must be remembered that violence was not a
monopoly of the government's opponents. M uch of the violence was by gangs or youth
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groups with government connections.

Although nearly one third of the official campaign deaths occurred in oneincident
in Banjarmasin, most of the violence appears to have taken place in the more contested
areas of Java. Elsewherein Indonesia, where the government found it easier to obtain the
desired election result, there was less need for force (and little opportunity for opposition
use of force).*

Much more of the campaign violence was directed at the government and its
supporters than in previous elections. Official buildings, vehicles and police stations,
police, and civil servants were often targets for angry crowds. A number of the incidents
followed campaign forays by Golkar into PPP strongholds. Finally, in placeslike Madura
and Jember in East Java, PPP anger at alleged vote fraud resulted in attacks on voting
stationsand on government offices. These attacks continued for weeks after the el ection.

Finaly, it should be noted that the violence seems to have been largely anarchic or
bottom-up rather than directed. Itiscommonplace in Indonesiato |ook for outside (often
urban intellectual) agitatorsto blame asthepuppet master (dalang) for rural and smalltown
violence. In this case much of the anti-government violence seems to have been a
spontaneous response to pent-up frustration and to local election restrictions, attacks or
detentions of PPP |eaders, and fraud.

Resistance to a government victory or to a government clam of democratic
legitimacy flowing from the electionscame from many sources. Theseincluded Megawati
supporters, regional leaders of PPP,* students and intellectuals in the Golput* (blank
ballot) movement, intellectuals and professionals in the independent el ection monitoring
agency (KIPP), the National Commiss on on Basic Human Rights (K omnasham), and other
human rights-oriented agencies, religious leaders, and what one analyst described as the
anarchic power of the massesin theregions.”® All of these sources and channels of images
of the election which ran counter to the government's desired 'festival of democracy' were
mutually reinforcing.

One important cause of greater resistance was the increased intensity of the
government effort. It wasthe government moveto depose M egawati as PDI |eader and the
crackdown on dissidents which radicalized many who would have otherwise had a stake
in trying to increase the PDI vote raher than protesting the election. Some Megaw ati
supporters joined the Golput movement or set out to disrupt the Suryadi-PDI campaign.
Many joined PPP or attended its rallies and helped to make its campaign more vocal and
critical. And it wasthe government effort to restrict campaign paradesand ralliesthat was
often the spark for campaign violence.

Another source of resistance to government controls and government manipulation
was the boycott movement (Golput), which incdluded PDR and PUDI* supporters. This
boycott movement benefited from Megawati's announcement that she would not vote. It
also benefited from pastoral letters by both the National Council of Churches and the
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Catholic Council of Bishopsadvising the faithful that they had the right to abstain if their
conscience told them to do so.®® The election boycott was energized because it could
repeatedly test its strength against the government-endorsed PDI. Frequently, PDI rallies
attracted more pro-Megawati protestors and security forces than supporters of the
government-backed PDI. The poor PDI campaign turnout and the frequent cancellation
or disruption of PDI campaign rallies were opportunitiesto demonstrate the strength of
oppositionto Megawati'sremoval. Thefinal challenge wasto get a higher blank ballot or
destroyed ballot total than the vote received by the PDI. This was easily achieved.

The PPP was more publicly critical of the government than in pag elections. Even
before the campaign, PPP's national leadership criticized the election procedures
(especially the regulations governing media coverage) and threatened to withdraw.™ On
the other hand, it eventually accepted the election result over the objection of many of its
regional leaders' branches. Regiona leaders in places like Solo, Jepara, Pekalongan,
Madura, and Jember were much more vocal than the national leadership in their criticism
of "unfair" election tactics. The pro-Megawati forces and those in PPP who tried, with
some success, to attract Megawati supporters found symbolic ways to express their
resentment of government restrictions and the government control of popular symbols.
Y ellow paint and yellow flags (symbols of Golkar) were frequently removed and replaced
with white or green paint or flags.”> Mega-Bintang®® signs and T-shirts, indicating that
Megawati supporterswere switching to amorevocal PPP, appeared widely, evenafter they
were banned by the authorities.

In Java and Bali, M egawati and Golput supporters found ways to celebrate their
success in securing a much-increased el ection boycott total which surpassed the PDI vote.
People paraded with shaved heads, held shadow play performances, and ritually paraded
an empty chair symbolizing M egaw ati'sremoval. In Solo, PPP representativesal so shaved
their heads and bicyded around the city to celebrate theincreased PPP votein Central and
East Java.

There were numerous complaints about election-related irregul arities or viol ations.>
Several local PPP branches took down their own posters and temporarily ceased
campaigning to protest unfair treatment by the authorities. After the election, the Jepara
branch of PPP, several of whose supporters were beaen or detained during the campaign,
held a benefit night for over 100 victims of the election.® Also in Jepara, the 16 new PPP
local assembly, representatives refused, for a time, to attend the assembly, as a protest
against the unfairness of the election. The national head of PPP attempted to delay his
signing of the election declaration to list hisparty's grievances about the election. When
that was not allowed, he apologized to PPP supporters for dgning the election
declaration.®

Komnasham, the national human rights commission, conducted investigations into
many incidents of reported campaign violence. This provided an opportunity for many
victims to air their grievances publicly. It also provided the domestic media with an
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opportunity to report campaign violence and reports of state coercion. KIPP, the
independent committee for observing the election, reported election irregularities to the
domestic and foreign press.

The Internet, satellite tel evision, the overseas I ndonesan community press, and the
domestic Indonesian press reported the campaign violence, stories of election fraud, and
the investigations of human rights abuses. Printed editions of Internet stories about
electionirregularities, especially fromthebanned national news magazine Tempo, may have
reinforcedtheimage of the dection asflawed.> The accessto these sources may also have
convinced reporters in the official media to be more critical and more daring in their
writing. Thewillingness of ordinary Indonesians across wide areas of Indonesiato ignore
campaign restrictions and to engage in violence or counter-violence also played an
importantrolein focusing the media and the nation's attention on what waswrong with the
election.

Election Outcomes

Near the beginning of the election State Secretary M oerdiono said that "the el ection should
take place quietly, full of anticipation and full of enthusiasm".® Golkar won a massive
victory in the 1997 election but the "fegival of democracy" did not turn out as Moerdiono
had hoped. Reports of government intimidation of voters and party leaders and el ectoral
fraud were widespread and the violence — more than 300 deaths — was an order of
magnitude greater than in any previous election. The government intervention in PDI to
remove Sukarno's daughter M egawati Sukarnoputeri did not diminish her stature and the
frustration of her supporters may have been a major contributor to campaign violence.
Megawati's public, but personal, decision to boycott the elections — it is a crime in
Indonesia to urge others to abstain from voting — had a substantia impact. It appearsthe
number of blank ballots was more than three times the number of votes for the
government-endorsed |eadership of PDI. The decimation of the government-sanctioned
PDI was so complete that it obtained only 11 seatsin the500 seat |egidature. The election
confirmed Megawati's status as a popular leader denied the right to participate in the
election, and it emboldened those who rejected the New Order party and election system.

Two other election outcomes were also unpleasant for the government. First was
the surprising beligerence of the Moslem-based PPP party.® In this election it became
more critical of thegovernment and of the election process. Buoyed by support from some
of Megaw ati's followers, many regional PPP |leaders briefly resisted government pressure
to sign the election declaration. After the election Soeharto faced a resurgent Moslem
party, which was the only legal political "opposition". PPP was in a position to use an
Islamic discourse to represent those unhappy with the injustices of Indonesian
development.

Second, the media focused on the campaign violence, campaign controls, and vote

fraud. International newspapers and human rights organizationsdescribed the election as
voting to ascriptand reported intimidation of voters and suspicious vote counts. The U.S.
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government took the unprecedented step of condemning the management of the election
and calling for democratic reform in Indonesia.®

Domestic media coverage was a bit more subdued. However, it publicized many
election incidents, including official election declarations prepared before the campaign,
violence against (and by) PPP supporters, and alleged vote buying. It also publicized
Megawati's election boycott, and party leaders complaints about vote fraud and the
intimidation of votersand votewitnesses. KIPP, Indonesia'sindependent el ection monitor,
was only able to monitor a few, mainly urban, voting stations but reported widespread
mal practice by election officials. The government's national human rights commission
(Komnasham) also focused considerable mediaattention on itsinvestigations of campaign
violence and intimidation of the political parties. Itsvice-chairman, Marzuki Darusman
stated that the quality of the election had declined and that "the 1997 election took place
in an atmosphere of violence, with a high intensity...which led to a feeling of fear which
spread through the campaign period".*

So How Should We Interprd the 1997 Indonesian Election?

My own inclination is to agree with R. William Liddle's notion that the elections were
meant to provide a second-order legitimacy to the Soeharto government.®> They were
intended to provide aplausible facade of democratic legitimacy for people who — because
they saw the benefits of development or were afraid of more genuine democracy — were
willing to pretend that this was Indonesian democracy. Liddle portrays this election
process as a prop for the useful fiction that Indonesia was democratic.

| would argue thatin 1997 the election did not support that "fiction". Fewer people
than in past elections were willing to tolerate the constraints and inequitiesof the election
process. Morewere willing to engage in violence to make their point. There were more
political leaders willing to challenge the government view that this had been a "festival of
democracy" or afreeand just election. Finally, there were more channels,including KIPP,
Komnasham, the Internet, and other media, able to disseminate images of the election
unfavorable to the government. Across Indonesia, local PPP leaders like Mudrich
Sangidoe (in Solo), Megawati supporters, Golput (boycott) supporters, and others with
reasons to oppose the regime made full use of those new channels to promote their own
agendas. When the New Order lost its ‘economic legitimacy' in the wake of the rupiah
crash, the controlled 1997 elections provided no reserve of legitimacy for a government
which suddenly had little patronage to deliver or development to promise.

Implicationsfor Democr atic Eledions

What legacy did the Soeharto system of election controls, and particularly the 1997
elections, leave for possible democratic elections? There is space hereto raiseonly afew
points for further research and analysis.

One problematic legacy is the lack of experience with competitive elections and
with the give and take between competing parties before and after elections. Under
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Soeharto, electionruleshavelargelybeen instructionsfrom above and election competition
highly constrained.

Parties have no experience at conducting campaigns on the issues that matter to
voters. Instead, Indonesia has grown used to campaigning by show of strength.
Mobilizing large crowds and rallies without large-scale violence in the current climateis
goingto require care,good will, and some good fortune. Thenew and old partieswill need
to compromise on the election laws, on their interpretation in the campaign, and on how
to form a government and manage debate in the parliament (DPR). There has been little
chance to learn these skills under the New Order.

A second legacy of Soeharto will be a deep suspicion of the electoral process. The
government's use of election fraud and increased campaign violence by the government
— by gangs with government connections, by party supporters, and by more radical
reformers — will encourage competitors to be more suspicious of each other and of the
government. It will also make it easier for losersto claim foul play and reject the results
of theelections. Inthe currentatmosphere, this cynicism and expectation of foul play will
raise the risk of violence.

Finally, the bureaucracy will not find it easy to implement an election in which the
process and its outcome are not tightly controlled. It simply has no experience with
uncertainty about who will govern nationally and locally. More importantly, until the
present period of "reformasi” the local bureaucracy had little experience at deading with
public criticismand public demands. Particularly worryingisthereported increasein 1997
of "money politics" — the allocation of huge sums of money — to win the support of
voters and their patrons. Many Indonesian local government officials have been torn
between their political obligation and their developmental mission, between loyalty to the
center and the need to work with local elites.

Bureaucrats may no longer be legally required to support the government party.
However, in the economic crisis, they may find the appeal of money and the fear of losing
privilege and power to community leaders too strong to resis. If there is large scale
vote-buying and partisan behavior by local officials, President Habibie and his government
could be returned to power in an election which confers no legitimacy. To deal with its
economic and political reform agenda, Indonesia desperately needs an d ection that creates
a government with wide support and even wider good will. Many of those who vote for
parties which do not end up being part of the new government will need to be persuaded
to accept the result and give the new government achanceto govern. The Soeharto sysem
of controlled elections and its management of the 1997 election will make that goa even
more difficult to achieve.
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Footnotes
"Introduction” in R.H. Taylor (ed.) The Palitics of Eledionsin Southeast Asia, p. 8.

"A Useful Fiction: Democratic Legitimationin New Order Indonesia’' inR.H. Taylor
(ed.) The Palitics of Eledionsin Southeast Asia, p. 60.

197 and 1992 figures are available in tables 1-4 in the Appendix.
Yogies. M emet.

Schiller, J. "Interpreting Indonesia's Controlled Elections", conference paper ASAA
Conference 1994.

See B.R. Anderson's discussion of the ways elections pacify citizens "Elections and
Participation in Three Southeast Asian Countries" in R.H. Taylor (ed.), p. 33.

My thanksto CAPI and especially to Sandra Schatzky and Stella Chan for making my
stay in Victoria comfortable and stimulating.

"Elections and Participation in Three..." in R.H. Taylor (ed.)

A state philosophy; the five principlesthat comprisethe pancasilaare said to arise out
of Indonesiansociety. Pancasi lademocracy meanstheindigenous, Indonesian version
of democracy.

See "Useful Fiction" in R.H. Taylor (ed.)

Literally, people at the side, those who accompany the bride and groom at a Javanese
wedding.

The additional five hundred represent functional groups and regions.

Goenawan Mohamad The Australian (April 13, 1997). Heisaleading journalistand
intellectual and was head of Indonesia's Independent Committee for Monitoring
Elections (KIPP).

See his "Useful Fiction" in R.H. Taylor (ed.).

Ibid.

Affan Gafar's column (Gatra May 24, 1997) describes the options faced by "rational

voters" in Indonesia, and how their rationality lead them to vote Golkar. My pointis
that voting decisions are far from autonomous.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

See Murray Edelman Constructing the Political Spectacle (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1988).

A Golput voteisaformal protest against the election process by abstaining. It can be
done by marking all choices on the ballot paper. Figures for the Golput vote often
include accidentally spoiled ballots and registered voters not voting.

Kompas Online editorial June 23, 1997.

Soeharto seemed particularly anxious about the possible competition from Megawati,
the daughter of the President Sukarno, whom Soeharto had maneouvered from power
30 years before. Arguably, this anxiety about Megawati and, later, about her boycott
rai sed the pressure on of ficials for abig Golkar victory.

"Vote rigging still existsin 1997 general election" Jakarta Post, June 18, 1997, p. 1.

The term was first used by Herb Feith. Itisalsoused in my Developing Jepara in New
Order Indonesia(Melbourne: M onash A sialnstitute, 1996). Theterm 'political public'
is preferable to 'middle class' because 'middle class' is loaded with many dubious
assumptions about shared goals.

There were an estimated 40,000 subscribers in late 1996 and numbers had been
doubling every six months. See David Hill and Krishna Sen "W iring the W arung to
Global Gateways: The Internet in Indonesia" Indonesia, April 1997: 67-90.

For useful discussions of late-Soeharto period Islamic politics in Indonesa see R.
William Liddle, "The Turnto Islamin Indonesia: A Political Explanation” Journal of
Asian Sudies 55 (1996) and Robert Hefner, "lIdam, State and Civil Society: ICMI and
the Struggle for the Indonesian Middle Class" Indonesia (No. 56, October 1993): 37-
66.

Soeharto complained that "the pressure of the advanced countries and other
devel oping countries on human rightsand democracy issueswasincreasingly strong."
"Tekanan Negara Maju Making Kuat" (the pressure of the developed nations
increasingly strong) Republika 17, June 1997, p. 1.

236 PDI and PPP candidates did not pass the screening process while only 21 Golkar
candidates were rejected. "Laporan Hasil Pemantauan Pemilu 1997" (Monitoring
Report of the 1997 Election) KIPP, p. 5.

The Department of Home Affairs manages|ocal government and the election process.

See "White Book on the 1992 General Election” for still-widespread charges of fraud
or malpractice.
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29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

On the 'paint wars' see Michael Shari "Suharto's Dilemma”, Business Week, May 19,
1997.

Her name is Siti Hardijanti Rukmana. Sheis commonly known as T utut.
See "Laporan Hasil Pemantauan Pemilu 1997" KIPP, p. 7.

"Hasil-hasil Sampingan Pemilu 1997" (Side-effects of the 1997 Election), Bernas,
June 7, 1997.

Eka Tjipta Wijaya, the owner of Sinar Mas Group Jawa Pos Jan. 31, 1997, p. 1. |
have no datafor 1997, but Editor (May 9, 1992, pp. 11-24) reported 48 billion rupiah
in Golkar contributions from business and foundationsin 1992.

"Giliran Golkar M eggebrak” (Golkar's turn to strike) Republika Online.

The number of voting stations with a 95% or greater Golkar victory increased from
3in1992t0101in 1997, Pemilu 1997 di Bumi Kartini (the 1997 electionsin the land
of Kartini) Dewan Penasehat Golkar Jepara, 1997: 16.

Republika Online: "Lain Kasus Bengkulu" (Another Bengkulu Case) May 15, 1997.

The source was an anonymous personal communication fromalocal journalist. There
was also violencein the 1992 Temanggung campaign. On the scope of violence see
"Bentrokan di Daerah-daerah Panas" (Clashesin hot areas), ForumKeadilanp. 4 & p.
6, June 2, 1997: 17-18.

Among other Jepara stories see Suara Merdeka 2 and 14 June, 1997 "M obil Kami
Ditembak" (Our car was shot) and "Ada Pelanggaran HA M, Seorang Tewas" (T here
were human rights violations, One Dead).

"Ini Musibah besar bagi Partai” (thisis abig disaster for the Party) Forum Keadilan
p. 7, July 14, 1997, p. 16.

"Depdagri Akan Cek Temuan PPP" (Home affairs will check the discover of PPP)
Suara MerdekaM ay 10, 1997, p. 19. The form showed an 86.39% Golkar vote. The
actual final vote count produced astill greater Golkar victory.

See Kecurangan. Kerusuhan dan Penunggangan” (Cheating, rioting and upheaval)
Forum Keadilan, July 15, 1997, p. 20.

Compare the preliminary and final election results published in Kompas Online on
June 4 and June 24, 1997. It appears Golkar |leaders "gave" those votes to PDI. PPP
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43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

claimed that election rules did not allow such transfers.

There were many discussions of campaign restrictions and violence. See, for
example, Abdurrahman Wahid, leader of Indonesia’s largest M oslem organization,
N.U. in "Golkar 74.30" Kompas, June 1, 1997 or Karny llyas excellent essay
"Kampanye" (Campaign) Forum Keadilan, June 2, 1997, p. 6.

Official figures were over 300 dead. Some critics said more than that died in one
campaign incident in Banjarmasin. In previous elections there had been only a
handful of deaths.

It would beinteresting to know more about the connection between the resisance and
the competitiveness demonstrated by the final vote count. Was the Golkar vote
substantially lower in Javathan elsewhere because local officials were afraid to use
moreintimidation and fraud, or becausetherewasmore'civic' trust and thereforelocal
officials werelesswilling to anger community leaders? Alternatively, were Javanese
voters more critical or more dependent upon ‘traditional’ patrons who opposed the
state?

The United D evelopment Party. A Moslem-based political party.
An election boycott coalition.

Cornelis Lay, in"Voteriggingstill existsin 1997 general election", Jakarta Post, June
18, 1997, p. 1.

PDR and PUDI were new radical political parties banned in 1996.

See Indonesian Daily News Online "PGI bisa pahami jiika umat tak memilin" (The
Indonesian National Council of Churches can understand if some of the faithful do not
vote), May 29, 1997.

"Dilaksanakan sesuai SK Menpen, PPP siap memboikot kampanye" (If it is
implemented in accordance with the Minister of Information's Decision L etter, PPP
is ready to boycott the campaign) Kompas Online, April 1, 1997.

White is the symbol of Golput the Blank Ballot (or White Group) and also a symbol
of mourning, in this case the death of democracy. Green is the color of PPP and
I'slam.

Mega is a shortened name for Megawati and also means grand. Bintang means star
which is the symbol of PPP.

Violationsreported included, doublevoting by Golkar, non-registration of PPP voters,

22



55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

discrepancies between local and aggregated vote tallies, the absence of party
witnesses to the vote count, and the coercion of party supporters and voters.

"PPP memberi santunan bagi 100 korban pemilu" (PPP gives donations to 100
election victims), Suara Merdeka Online, June 2, 1997.

"Buya minta maaf kepada pemilih PPP" (Buya apologizes to PPP voters) Kompas
Online, June 24, 1997.

One scholar of the Indonesian press argues that it is possible that the formatting of
Tempo and other Internet stories to make them look like "traditional” magazines and
papers may have given them more credibility. Paul Tickell, personal communication.

"Presiden Peringatkan Pimpinan Ketiga OPP" (President Warns the Three Election
Participant Organizations) Republika Online, May 14, 1997.

It must also have been perplexed at the belligerence of crowds and their willingness
to ignore campaign restrictions.

"Amerika Serukan Indonesia Lakukan Reformasi Politik" (Americaurges Indonesia
to carry out political reform) Kompas, June 2, 1997, p. 1.

"Komnas HAM: Pemilu 1997 Sah, Mutu Turun Dibanding 1992" (the National
Human Basic Rights Commission: the 1997 election is legal, the quality dedined
compared to 1992), Kompas Online, June 14, 1997.

Liddle, "Useful Fiction", p. 59.
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