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EDITORS' NOTE

Over the past two decades there has been a continuing debate among Western
scholars concerning the nature of Indonesian politics and the best approaches for
understanding them. Several of the most important contributions to this debate
were never published and others have gone out of print. Thus, it has been diffi-
cult for a new generation of students of Indonesia to be aware of the range of
opinions and discussion in Western academic circles concerning the character of
postrevolutionary Indonesian politics. For this reason, it appeared to us useful to
bring together a series of articles that can provide a framework for understanding
the evolution of these perspectives. Clearly, we could not include all the impor-
tant contributions to the debate, and this selection has been made on the basis of
the best representation of differing views over time.

In general the pieces appear in chronological sequence in order to delineate
more clearly the evolution of the debate. To maintain this chronological develop-
ment we have also made no changes in the arguments as originally presented, nor,
with one exception, permitted the authors to do so, even when they have altered
their opinions since originally writing the essays. Passages, however, have occa-
sionally been cut from published articles where they are too repetitive, or where
they are not relevant to the major themes being presented here. All such omissions
are indicated by a series of dots (. . .). Because of the continuing nature of the
debate, the collection is being published as an Interim Report which we hope will
stimulate further reactions and analyses.

In addition to the sources listed on the copyright page, four of the articles
initially appeared in /ndonesia. James Boon's appeared in No. 22 (October 1976) ;
David Levine's in No. 7 (April 1969) ; Rex Mortimer's in No. 8 (October 1969), and
Richard Robison's in No. 31 (April 1981).

Five of the articles were only circulated in mimeographed form to colleagues
and have not previously appeared in print. These are the essays by Herbert Feith
(1969), Benedict Anderson (1973), Ruth McVey (1977), Dwight King (1979), and
Donald Emmerson (1979).
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INTRODUCTION

The papers in this collection contain the most seminal theoretical thinking about
Indonesian politics to have appeared over the past two decades. Some of them have
been published before, some not. They have been brought together here in order
to make them conveniently available to any who want to understand the evolution of
perspectives on Indonesian politics or to contribute further to it. The volume is
presented in the same spirit in which the papers were originally written, not to
foreclose argument but to open up new approaches to analysis and explanation.
There is no finality, but only an effort to know, more or less, where we are in the
study of Indonesia.

In selecting the papers the editors, Benedict Anderson and Audrey Kahin,
were less concerned with simple consistency of subject matter than with the variety
of interpretations and issues that have emerged. What binds the contributions to-
gether is a central core of reflection about how foreign scholars have gone about
trying to understand Indonesia. But for the rest, the authors are variously occu-
pied. In the first paper Boon describes the enduring influence over three centuries
of views of Balinese culture drawn from the tales of early travelers who saw the is-
land through the cultural filters of Christian Europe and Hindu India. The follow-
ing papers by Benda, Feith, Levine, Mortimer, and Anderson are concerned with
related problems of "interpretive frameworks" in their modern academic form. Each
deals critically with conceptual approaches to the study of politics in independent
Indonesia and the intellectual and ideological influences that have gone into their
making. In the next five papers, however, McVey, Kahn, King, Mackie, and Robi-
son concentrate more on Indonesia than on its observers. They are primarily con-
cerned with the contemporary realities of the New Order and appropriate models
for interpreting them. Finally, in the last paper, Emmerson, analyzing an episode
of violence in an East Javanese fishing community, combines the main emphases
above by contrasting the perceptions of village fishermen, officials, and social
scientists.

On the whole, there are few false notes in these papers and little of the opaque
conceptualizing that clutters much of modern social science. The basic reason, I
suspect, is that all but one of the authors had done extensive field research in
Indonesia and knew the country as well as any foreigner can; only Levine, com-
menting from a distance on the work of others, had not. All were aware, when
they wrote, of just how complex and hard to reduce Indonesia is; none was about
to play fast and loose with Indonesian realities, as nearly as anyone can understand
them, merely for the sake of an elegant theory. Indonesian studies, moreover,
have had an advantage in the respectable number of foreign Indonesian scholars
who have been seriously engaged long enough to react critically to nonsense, not
much of which has survived long in the growing literature.

The selections begin, chronologically, only in 1964, but the analytical issues
that arose then and later were quietly adumbrated in earlier research. During the
1950s social science scholarship on Indonesia was dominated intellectually by three
figures: the political scientist George McT. Kahin, who developed Indonesian studies
in the United States; the Dutch sociologist W. F. Wertheim, whose experience
bridged colonial and independent Indonesia; and the North American anthropologist



Clifford Geertz, who began his research in Java during the early 1950s. At the
time, too little research had been done on postrevolutionary Indonesia to inspire
much of a debate over interpretations. Yet the original empirical work of Kahin,
Wertheim, and Geertz did imply different emphases that can be traced in the theo-
retical arguments that developed later. Kahin, while sensitive to the cultural, eco-
nomic, and social environment of Indonesian politics, favored careful, detailed,
historical analysis. Wertheim's concern was the evolution of Indonesian social
structure, with a humane Marxist appreciation of class conflict. Geertz, whose
ideas have nourished several generations of Indonesianists, concentrated on the
interior meanings of Javanese culture and their connections with economic and
social change. Kahin, Wertheim, and Geertz set an example of sound empirical re-
search, unimpressed by artificial disciplinary boundaries and free of gratuitous
theorizing in the void, to which Indonesian studies have, by and large, remained
faithful. Although none of their writings are included in this volume, they have
had influence on most of the papers in it.

These papers are particularly interesting, as a collection, because they are so
much a part of the times through which Indonesia and the rest of the world have
been living. Turmoil and change, not stability and continuity, make for debates
over analytical approaches. The early postrevolutionary period, even apart from
the paucity of research to argue about, was not likely to have caused much of a
debate. Had the relatively mild times of the 1950s continued, in Indonesia and
elsewhere, many of the papers in this volume probably would not have been writ-
ten. As it was, what happened in Indonesia from the late 1950s on, and nearly
everywhere else from the late 1960s on, made divergent interpretations all but in-
escapable.

The ideological tumult of the Viet-Nam war era alone might have set off some
debate about Indonesia, as it did about other countries. Few Indonesianists were
ever fully in step with the "development" research that used to dominate much of
the scholarship on new states, but the gradual collapse of so many common intellec-
tual and analytical myths, beginning in the late 1960s, did have a noticeable effect
on them. It took the form, generally, of growing skepticism, even some cynicism,
not only about "development," whatever it might mean, but all the current models
of change and the good society, the good faith of political leaders, the purposes of
the great powers, and even the inspiration and uses of scholarship. In addition,
the unraveling of methodological and ideological understandings led to a revived
intellectual interest in Marxism, slightly freed from earlier revolutionary optimism,
which began to show up in the work of younger scholars particularly, a growing
number of whom were trained in universities outside the United States.

But developments within Indonesia had their own profound influence on the
thinking of Indonesianists. Political change was rapid, and ideological change dra-
matic, as the parliamentary system gave way in 1957-58 to Guided Democracy,
which was itself torn apart in bloody cataclysm following the coup of 1965 and re-
placed by the army's New Order. These transformations made the notion of Indo-
nesianist generations quite real, as different entry points into Indonesian experi-
ence gave rise to divergent initial perceptions and perspectives. Whether one
began to do research in Indonesia during the early 1950s, the early 1960s, or the
early 1970s could not help but color one's understandings, sympathies, and ap-
proaches.

Theoretical issues, moreover, arose almost spontaneously out of questions
posed, more or less sharply, by the politics of each period. If the papers in this
volume are read in chronological order, they follow roughly the progression of re-
gime changes. It is not surprising that the debate began, between Benda and



Feith, over the problematic failure of the parliamentary system, at a time when
Guided Democracy was in full swing. Guided Democracy did not inspire new ana-
lytical constructs so much as, by its own peculiar involution, it encouraged a turn
towards Indonesian perspectives, internal textures, symbols, values, and political
detail; failing other stable patterns, the implied theoretical emphasis was on cul-
tural continuity. During this time Geertz's work on Javanese culture had its great-
est impact, and Anderson began the research which later produced several influen-
tial interpretive essays on values and politics in Indonesia.

The major divide, in interpretations as in Indonesian politics, was between
Guided Democracy and the New Order, a decisive break in modern Indonesian his-
tory. The parliamentary system and Guided Democracy, for different reasons, had
elicited the sympathy of many scholars. But the New Order, perhaps because of
its origins in the mayhem of 1965, its military presence, and its evident movement
away from a familiar old world towards an equally familiar but in some ways less
likeable new one, drew less sympathy, more jaundice, and a great deal more open
criticism from many knowledgeable scholars of all analytical persuasions. As New
Order leaders themselves were prepared to give up Soekarno's claim to going Indo-
nesia's own way and fall in with the world of "developing" states, the barriers
seemed to come down on applying standard comparative social science approaches
to Indonesia. Suddenly, it was as if work done on other countries in Asia, Africa,
and South America had become more relevant, and concepts such as those dealt
with by King showed up more frequently in the literature on Indonesia. The prin-
cipal innovation, however, borne along mainly by non-American scholars, was
Marxist analysis, whose tone, subsequent to Levine's criticism of earlier studies
and Mortimer's discussion of Communist difficulties with class structure, became
increasingly insistent and full-blown. New Order policies and the kinds of change
they promoted logically raised questions about the bases of poverty, peasant and
labor disabilities, class interests, economic distribution, the influence of interna-
tional markets, and much else well suited to Marxist explanations. Unlike almost
all other work on Indonesia, with the possible exception of development economics,
Marxist analysis came equipped with a whole tradition of theoretical exegesis, evi-
dent in the papers by Kahn and Robison, that transcended (though without ignor-
ing) the Indonesian peculiarities which fascinated competing analytical orientations.
While less relativist and more dogmatic than earlier interpretive views of Indonesian
state and society, Marxist perspectives are proving to be rich sources of insight on
problems that other approaches do not address so directly.

Between some of the perspectives, particularly those that emphasize culture on
the one hand and political-economy on the other, there is a natural and useful ten-
sion. It can easily be exaggerated, however, even by mentioning it. As the foot-
notes and texts throughout this volume show, there has been more respectful intel-
lectual borrowing and less brittle polemics than one expects from paradigmatic argu-
ments. It was mentioned earlier that the volume does not pretend to be the final
word on interpretations of anything Indonesian. With the accumulation of knowledge
and experience, we can rely now on a body of literature that allows more leeway of
interpretation, and more control over shallow interpretation, than ever before. But
if the usual test of a theory is whether it explains significantly more than competing
theories do, the views represented in this collection seem so far, paradoxically, to
have acquitted themselves reasonably well. On the merits, at least, academic hu-
bris to the contrary notwithstanding, it would be very difficult to argue for a head-
long rush to one view or another. In any case, the inherent complexity of Indone-
sia, and perhaps the inherent limits of social science, make anything of the sort
unlikely.



If something is obviously missing among the selected works, it is the writing of
Indonesian scholars. Social scientists in Indonesia have not yet written a great
deal in the "perspective" mode, partly no doubt because they have had to live
through the changes since the revolution and are, of course, more intimately in-
volved in them than foreign scholars. This is not the essential point, however,
and several papers from Indonesia might have been considered. But this volume
really views Indonesia from outside. Despite the usual myths of science, analytical
perspectives inevitably originate in disparate inspirations and serve disparate pur-
poses. The ideas presented here have been influenced by help and criticism from
Indonesian colleagues, and they may have had some intellectual influence in Indone-
sia, but they are essentially part of the history of foreign scholarship on Indonesia.

Daniel S. Lev
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THE BIRTH OF THE IDEA OF BALI*

James A. Boon

Cultures are not captured by simple empirical reportage; least of all Bali. Cul-
tures are fabricated by matching available ideas and images against the daily lives
and historical conditions of elusive isolates in time and space. For this reason eth-
nology straddles the history of ideas. And this is as true today as in the sixteenth
century.

Any holistic ethnological image is distorted, since it necessarily preselects cer-
tain features of a cross-cultural encounter for extra emphasis. To typify an entire
culture by glossing its political authority (e.g., "a kingdom") or its general sub-
sistence (e.g., "a peasantry"), or to characterize it as a collection of "village com-
munities" or some alternative abstraction is often to omit important aspects of the
self-conceptions of the inhabitants themselves or some sector of them. Moreover,
an ethnological blazon, especially if hastily contrived, can lock in general perspec-
tives on a culture which may endure for centuries and confine the questions asked
by informed visitors who have inevitably been briefed by the limited accounts avail-
able to them. Bali--so rich an ethnographic terrain in matters of religion, subsis-
tence, marriage, and hierarchy--also generated a provocative set of typifying ef-
forts by the earliest European explorers to come in contact with it. Just why the
first Dutch observers (and their first English copyist) were obliged to construe
Bali as a benevolent monarchy with harmonious subjects is a complex topic for so-
cial, political, and colonial history. Our aim here is merely to help prepare the
ground for such studies by perusing the vivid stereotypes and conceptual footholds
through which the earliest observers generated an ethnological idea to encompass
their distinctive contact experience. The "Bali" that emerged, partly as a reflex of
sixteenth and seventeenth century expectations and preconceptions, endured for a
long time; and it has not been altogether abandoned today.

* This study is a somewhat altered version of a section in my forthcoming book, The
Anthropological Romance of Bali, 1597-1972: Dynamic Perspectives in Marriage and
Caste, Politics and Religion (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, in press).
Other field studies that relate to its themes are James A. Boon, "The Progress of
the Ancestors in a Balinese Temple Group (pre-1906-1972)," The Journal of Asian
Studies, 34, 1 (1974), pp. 7-25; and Boon, "The Balinese Marriage Predicament:
Individual, Strategical, Cultural," American Ethnologist, 3, 2 (1976), pp. 191-214.
Many thanks to Ben Anderson for detailed comments on an earlier draft, to Jim Sie-
gel for the opportunity to present the material to Cornell's Southeast Asia Program
and Modern Indonesia Project, and to Clifford Geertz for allowing me to discuss it
at the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton. I also acknowledge with gratitude
support from the Wenner-Gren Foundation for Anthropological Research.



From the Anecdotal to the Sensational

The first images of Balinese culture were happily inscribed on western con-
sciousness following a stop there in 1597 by Cornelis de Houtman's renowned eerste
schipvaart to the East Indies. Evidence exists that Magellan's expedition had sight-
ed "Java Minor" some eighty years earlier, that the Portuguese had contacted Bali
at mid-century, and that Sir Francis Drake and Thomas Cavendish predated Hout-
man's arrival by a few years.! The island's name was known from a list of the
Lesser Sundas obtained in 1521 by Magellan's scribe Pigafetta. 2 But the initial rep-
resentations of Balinese customs to enter the western record were both fruits of
Houtman's final, perhaps least productive, and definitely most appealing stop.

Most twentieth century commentators on the history of Dutch-Balinese relations
draw pleasure from the fact that they began not with a shot, but a seduction:

The island had nothing to offer in the form of trade, but there were other
attractions--a carefree way of life and comely women. . . . Two young men
found these charms irresistible, and the fleet sailed without them. 3

Covarrubias exaggerates this point in relating that Houtman and his men "fell in
love with the island" and "after a long sojourn . . . [they actually stayed less than
a month] returned to Holland to report the discovery of the new 'paradise'; others
refused to leave Bali."* In fact, we have no clear idea why these sailors abandoned
their shipmates. The official report on Bali was not quite ecstatic, merely relatively
favorable in light of difficulties experienced by the beleaguered expedition in estab-
lishing trade agreements in Java. To the weary explorers, Bali became a pause for
recuperation before returning home.

Maps and reports of Bali were completed and published by 1598, even though
the island appeared useless for the spice trade. Its size and mountainous profile
lent themselves well to sixteenth century guides to navigation; Bali's different vol-
canoes are immediately identifiable from the first drawings. In 1598 a map appeared
which illustrated the raja and battling armies mentioned in a verbal account. 5> This

1. Willard A. Hanna, Bali and the West, Fieldstaff Reports, Southeast Asia Series,
12, 14 (New York: American University, 1971), pp. 1-2.

9. Donald F. Lach, Asia in the Making of Europe, vol. 1, The Century of Discov-
ery, bks. 1 and 2 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965), p. 2.

3. George Masselman, The Cradle of Colonialism (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1963), p. 96.

4. Miguel Covarrubias, Island of Bali (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1937), p. 29.

5. In the following discussion I employ three volumes of a twentieth century edi-
tion by the Linschoten Vereeniging (vols. 7, 25, and 32 of its works) of the six-
teenth century accounts: G. P. Rouffaer and J. W. Ijzerman, eds., De Eerste
Schipvaart der Nederlanders Naar Oost-Indié onder Cornelis de Houtman, 1595-1597
(The Hague: Nijhoff, 1915-29); 1, D'eerste Boeck van Willem Lodewycksz (1915); 2,
De Oudste Journalen der Reis (1925); 3, Verdere Bescheiden Betreffende de Reis
(1929). The modern commentators referred to below are Rouffaer and Ijzerman, who
annotate this edition; the English map is reproduced in vol. 2, pp. 89, 202.

A fourth volume compiled by J. C. Mollema, De Eerste Schipvaart (The Hague:
Nijhoff, 1935), consolidates a chronological account (relaas) with more details of the
relations among the Dutchmen. Here we read, for example, a speculation as to the
(above-mentioned) obscure motives of those who remained in Bali: "It is not com-



chart is called "crude and sloppy" in a modern commentary, but it is better appre-
ciated as a different sort of illustration--a visual caption to communicate that the
name "Baly" stood for a mountainous, many-rivered, war-waging island. Moreover,
this conceptual portrait accurately situates the sacred mountain Gunung Agung and
reveals the complex river drainage through the southern plains.

In 1625, the first thoroughgoing English summary of Dutch impressions of Bali
(which does not forget to mention British claims of prior contact) is included by the
Jacobean Samuel Purchas in his edited collection of the discovery literature left un-
published at the death of Richard Hakluyt:

. . Baly they called Hollandiola, for the fertilitie; there they watered.

They sent to the King, who accompanied the Messenger to the shoare in
a Chariot drawne with Buffals, holding the Whip in his owne hands, having
three hundred followers, some with flame-formed Crises and long Speares,
Bowes of Canes with poysoned Arrowes. Hee was feasted in Dishes of solid
Gold. The Land is an equall and fertile plaine to the West, watered with many
little Rivers (some made by hand) and so peopled that the King is able to
bring into the field three hundred thousand foot, and one hundred thousand
horsemen. Their horse are little like Islanders, their men blacke and using
little Merchandize, but with Cotton Cloth in Prawes. The Iland is in com-
passe about twelve Germane miles. Their Religion is Ethnike, ordered by the
Brachmanes or Bramenes, in whose Disciplines the King is trayned up. They
have also Banianes which weare about their neckes a stone as bigge as an
Egge with a hole in it, whence hang forth three threds; they call it Tamba-
rene, and thinke the Deitie thereby represented: they abstaine from flesh
and fish, but not (as the Javan Pythagoreans) from Marriage. Once they
may marry, and when they dye their Wives are buried quicke with them.
Every seventh day they keepe holy, and many other Holidayes in the yeare
besides with solemne Ceremonies. Their Wives burne with their dead Hus-
bands. Here they heard of Captaine Drakes being there eighteene yeares be-
fore, and called one Strait by his name. The King observeth state, is spoken
to with hands folded, by the best. The Quillon hath power there as the Chan-
cellor in Poland. Two of their companie forsooke them and stayed on the
Iland. And of the two hundred fortie nine there were now left but ninetie.
In February they began their returne. 6

Purchas (1625) distilled his overview from the lengthier Dutch logs and journals
then published, taking several accompanying plates as guides to the primary fea-
tures of Balinese life. These early descriptions include William Lodewyckszoon's log
of the expedition which appeared in 1598; Steerman Jacob Janszoon Kackerlack's
supplementary journal of the same year; and the diary of midshipman Aernout Lint-
genszoon, although the availability of the latter's account to the seventeenth cen-
tury reading public remains obscure. ’

The most noticeable stylization in Purchas is that the several test stops and
hesitating contacts along the Balinese coast described by Lodewycks are condensed
into a single grandiose arrival. In Purchas it appears as if the Balinese king and

pletely out of the question that the velvet eyes and comely figures of the Balinese
maidens made an impression on the two youths" (p. 341).

6. S. Purchas, Hakluytus Posthumous or Purchas His Pilgrimes (Glascow: J. MacLe-
hose and Sons, 1905, reprint of 1625 edition), 5, p. 200.

7. Rouffaer and Ijzerman, De Eerste Schipvaart, 1915, 1925, 1929.



his entourage had been awaiting the advent of the worthy West; when actually
through the week diverse islanders were leading a depleted crew to water here, an
anchorage there, and later asking the sailors if they hailed from the Moluccas. 8
Purchas' sensationalism aimed at evoking a sense of splendiferous trade in commodi-
ties in order to revitalize mercantile endeavors under James I and then Charles I.
By 1625, Britain's rival was Holland; accordingly Purchas highlighted the glory of
Dutch cross-cultural contacts, a glory that by implication could as easily belong to
Britain's monarch.

Lodewycks' original lacked such theatrics. For example, to commemorate the
initial arrival of Balinese on board a Dutch vessel, he mustered nothing dramatic,
merely the simple note that "many inhabitants boarded us."? This "first connected
description of the island of Bali from the European viewpoint"? is relatively straight-
forward, methodical, and evenhanded. The merchandise-minded sailor mentions
the weaving skills of Bali's western province Jembrana; he itemizes fauna, fruit,
and metals; he describes weapons and assesses Balinese military strength; and he
makes notes on the availability of spices and drugs. Finally we are told that Bali-
nese engage in little or no sea trade and that Chinese come here to exchange swords
and porcelain for cloth.

Such pedestrian details aside, Lodewycks' more general views of Bali were lim-
ited by the typologies at his disposal. His label of Balinese as "black" may have
stemmed from his observation of the Papuan slaves who often boarded the ship
Mauritius, or it may simply reflect a residual category not directly related to phe-
notype. Lodewycks knew at least that Balinese were not "Moors"; in fact he alludes
to the islanders' religion by deeming them "heathens" who "pray to whatever they
first meet in the morning."!! As the modern commentary explains, "heathen" here
means non-Mohammedan, which is the most pertinent observation Lodewycks could
have made about Balinese religion, arriving there from coastal Java. Yet his re-
marks entered the historical record to be repeated, nearly verbatim, a century later
in an Englishman's report on Bali: "[the Balinese] are exceeding Brutish People and
the Simplest of Heathens. Their God is whatever they first cast their Eye on in the
Morning. . . ."'? Following a century of Protestant reformism, heathen has come

8. Such "Demillean" restaging of initial contacts is one of the most tenacious rhe-
torical devices in the romantic imagery of ethnological literature. It reminds one of
the sort of routinized, recurring metaphors called topoi by E. R. Curtius in his
European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1953), ch. 5. Anthropology's counterpart to topoi such as "the world upside
down" or "boy as old man" (puer senilis) is "captain greets king" or more recently,
"collectivity welcomes fieldworker." The topos remains very much with us, as evi-
denced by a recent television broadcast of a film made of Margaret Mead's return to
one of her Pacific islands for a generation-later restudy. Ms. Mead is rowed up in a
boat and the jubilant natives run out en masse to welcome her (evidently collective-
ly awaited) return. We are not told how she was concealed while the crew got the
beach camera into position.

9. Rouffaer and Ijzerman, De Eerste Schipvaart, 1915, p. 197.
10. Ibid., p. 197 n.

11. "Zy zijn Heydenen aenbiddende tghene haer des morghens eerst int gomoet
comt" (ibid., p. 197). A similar topos appears as early as the writings of Marco
Polo. Cf. Harry J. Benda and John A. Larkin, The World of Southeast Asia, Select-
ed Historical Readings (New York: Harper and Row, 1967), p. 13.

12. Christopher Frick and Christopher Schweitzer, Voyages to the East Indies
(London: Cassell, The Seafarers' Library, 1929, first published 1700), p. 109.



to imply "simplest." The same remark that began as a distinction in sectarian types
(Christian/Mohammedan/Heathen) has become a proto-evolutionary index of back-
wardness. Such is the crooked path of "progress" in ethnology.

Kings, not Chiefs

Like his colleagues, Lodewycks found most impressive the office of "king," as
observed when the ship's emissaries were conducted to Gelgel. He is most interest-
ed in the indigenous royal monopolies of external trade and in policies against the
export of rice, to insure that the surplus would be consumed yearly (in elaborate
feasts) by the innumerable inhabitants. Apart from this, Lodewycks provides the
first simplified, vividly distorted portrait of Bali as an authoritarian maharaja-dom:

Besides the King is a governor that they call Quillor. He rules over the is-
land as does the great chancellor in Poland. And beneath these stand many
other lords, each governing his quarter in the name of the king, which oc-
curs in great harmony (eendrachticheyt). . . .13

Finally, Lodewycks rounds things off by paraphrasing a royal Balinese chronicle
(babad), which relates how some years earlier the King's close blood relatives had
attempted a conspiracy against him and were subsequently banished to a neighbor-
ing island. As we shall see, this native text receives much less attention than the
regal splendor of the apparently legitimate King atop his sedan chair, although the
chronicle of bloodshed would have served as a more appropriate blazon of Balinese
society. Only centuries later, after Berg's work on the sixteenth century Paman-
cangah texts from Gelgel, * did it become completely clear that these first Dutch
visitors had stumbled not into a stable realm of an unchallenged divine monarch,
but into a generation-long battle between brothers and uncles and nephews for con-
trol of the Gelgel palace, marked by disastrous participation in a war in Java:

When early in 1597 the first Dutchmen arrived at the coast of Blangbangan,
the savage war (woesteoorlog) between Pasuruhan and Blangbangan was in
full swing.!®

But even as this was recognized, scholars tended to assume this state of affairs was
only a temporary lapse in a stable and centralized "golden age" (glorietijdperk)
rather than the general conditions and mechanics of "statehood" in the Balinese
system. The Dutch had skirted in and out and round about a perpetual civil war,
only to gain from Bali's ritual surfaces the impression of timeless central authority.

Kackerlack's much briefer piece (1598) goes on explicitly to designate the island
of Baly a kingdom (Coninckrijk). The regal trappings, complete with scribes and
priests, prevented these observers from conceptualizing Bali as tribal chiefdoms
such as those known from North America. (Later, however, a chiefly level [hoof-
den] had to be added to handle certain local complexities in the chain of political
authority.) Kackerlack dwells on the generosity of the islanders who bear them
hogs, ducks, and many fruits and foodstuffs, and the reciprocal Dutch gifts for
the King--coral drinking glasses, shoes, mirrors, etc.'® And he distinguishes
what he heard about, such as a king on a buffalo cart, from what he actually ob-
served, such as the lay of the ricefields.

13. Rouffaer and Ijzerman, De Eerste Schipvaart, 1915, p. 201.

14. C. C. Berg, Kidung Pamancangah, de Geschiedenis van het Rijk van Gelgel, 1
(Santpoort: Javaansch-Balische Historische Geschriften, 1929).

15. Rouffaer and Ijzerman, De Eerste Schipvaart, 1929, p. xlvi.
16. Ibid., 1925, pp. 169-71.



Aernout Lintgens' story is by contrast a thoroughgoing narrative, complete
with vivid scenic details and artfully postponed surprises. He relates his week-long
adventure (February 9-16, 1597) in establishing contact with the king's ministers,
in instigating correspondence with the Dutch captain, and in arranging for the de-
livery of the latter's gifts before his own reception at the royal palace in Gelgel.
With the help of Jan the Portuguese (apparently coming from Mataram and serving
as translator) Lintgens amasses much information that can only be called ethno-
graphic; and more often than not it arose from questions posed by the King of Bali.
Here is the West's first report on Balinese marriage:

Then the King asked us how old we were; I answered "around twenty-five,
and Roedenborrich around twenty-three," then if we were all married; to
this I answered ™o," then I told how in our land the men were not married
before twenty years of age, then in great surprise did he communicate that
in the island of Baelle the manner was for youths to marry at twelve years
and that daughters are betrothed at nine years of age.'’

Lintgens describes the mode of paying the king homage, the deformed courtiers, a
royal procession, the outlying palaces; we learn of the ministers' wives and concu-
bines and impressive material wealth. He obtains a list of important "cities" and
assessments of strength of arms and overall population. We also hear of a Balinese
view as to why Dutch-Balinese relations are certain to be unusually friendly:

. the minister (kijlloer) . . . said that we and they are totally alike, for
they saw that we eat pork meat, while no Turks or Moors do this, and that
moreover we eat meat also on Friday and Saturday, while no Spaniards or
Portuguese do. . . .'°

(Of special note are the structuralist systematics of this Balinese theory of cultural
variation. It employs three oppositions: meat/not-meat, pork/other meat, and some-
times/always; and it combines them differentially to articulate three categories of
mankind.)

The most practical information provides additional details of Bali's commercial
isolationism: how, whenever foreigners arrived to purchase cotton goods, they were
not permitted to travel inland and could only stay as long as their business re-
quired, "so that they would not know anything about the Balinese treasures."'®
Lintgens discloses how he exaggerated Dutch military strength to the king's aide
and, showing him a map of Europe, claimed Holland was larger than China and in-
cluded Germany, Scandinavia, and a portion of Russia. 20 There follows a sixteenth
century King and | where an astounded monarch, after viewing himself in a triptych
mirror decorated with the image of a Dutch ship, first hears tell of northern winters
and ice, and then suffers a geopolitical Copernican revolution--seeing that by Euro-
pean maps extending to the Philippines, Baelle is neither the center of the universe
nor even very significant.?* That, at least, is what Lintgens thought the king suf-
fered.

Lintgens then relates how the Dutch emissaries arrive at the royal seat in Gel-
gel. There are brief but vivid descriptions of religious processions and ceremonies

17. Ibid., 1929, p. 77.
18. Ibid., p. 81.

19. Ibid., p. 87.
20. Ibid., p. 90.
21. Ibid., p. 93.



("some praying to the sun, some the moon, and some an ox"?22); of pleasure gardens
graced with turtledoves and many other birds; and finally of the palace itself, with
its steps, distinct sections, and slave quarters. At last among the "nobles" (edel-
liede) in attendance at the court, Lintgens is dumbfounded to encounter a Portu-
guese-speaking Moluccan who inquires whether the monarch of Portugal is well and
has been received in friendship by his counterpart in England. Bali was truly a
culture of kinds.

In short, Lintgens goes furthest in commending to his readers this Balinese
court without understanding anything of the nature of rivalry among the island's
many royal and noble houses (and to judge by later evidence, insurgent commoners
as well). Moreover, none of these briefs by sixteenth century partially educated
sailors displays that Puritanical, Calvinistic reaction to Indonesian customs so evi-
dent in later reports. Indeed, a generation would elapse before the official attitude
of the Dutch East India Company was consolidated--that "proud burgher's revulsion
of the ostentation and royal arbitrariness evident in Indonesia [which] speaks from
many of the earlier records in the Company era."?® However misunderstood, Bali's
regal trappings were initially admired as such. For complex historical reasons, em-
pathy antedated disdain. 2*

Like a Polder chez nous

Apart from his delight over the island's benevolent royalty, Lintgens sensed in
Bali a familiar quality, most evident from his descriptions of village domestic quar-
ters and irrigation works that assure a "surabundance of eatables." It is also pro-
claimed a "jonck Hollandt" with its little towns and cities so cut across by water that
it is "amazing to see."?® This feeling of familiarity is transformed at one point into
a delusion of identity, when in his closing pages Lintgens describes a massive forti-
fied wall along a section of Bali's southern coast. (His text was the source of a
mystification that confused maps for generations to come. On the basis of no firm
evidence, it has been attributed either to intoxication or to a mirage brought on by

22. Ibid., p. 86.

23. Justus M. van der Kroef, The Dialectic of Colonial Indonesian History (Amster-
dam: Van der Peet, 1963), p. 7.

24. Some of these reasons can be glimpsed in Pieter Geyl's succinct account of the
political and religious complexities of late sixteenth century Netherlands. Unlike
their seventeenth century successors, the voyagers who first confronted Balinese
ritual and hierarchy lacked a firm, dogmatic Calvinist base from which to react
against Indonesian "idolatries" and "profanations." Geyl describes for our period
the slow "Protestantization" from the top down and the tenacity of local Catholic
officialdom; for example: "In 1593 a [Reformed] commission appointed by the States
of Utrecht . . . made a tour of the province, questioning the newly installed minis-
ters as well as the former priests. Their report gives a vivid picture of the motley
and sometimes extraordinary conditions prevailing. In the large majority of villages
the old priests were still functioning. . . . Several priests refused to submit, and
continued to distribute 'the popish sacrament' at Easter, or at least showed a suspi-
cious reluctance to marry their 'housekeeper'. . . . so, at this moment, were the
Reformed Synods in all the seven provinces to which the Union had been reduced
admonishing States assemblies and town governments to deal more severely with
'superstitions, idolatries, abuses and profanations.'" Pieter Geyl, History of the
Low Countries (New York: St. Martin's, 1964), pp. 39-40.

25. Rouffaer and Ijzerman, De Eerste Schipvaart, 1929, p. 85.



Lintgens' homesickness for the inner wall that stood in Amsterdam in the late six-
teenth century.2®) The kernel of truth behind the delusion is Lintgens' reassured
sense of gemakkelijkheid amidst his Balinese surroundings. We wonder today what
reinforced this cross-cultural coziness, and a totally speculative answer beckons.
That barren North Sea bog called in the Odyssey "a land of fog and gloom where
there is no sun" had devised a delicate ecological balance somewhat reminiscent of
the one found in this tropical land of volcanic fertility where the danger is paddies
parched from too much sun. In the Netherlands "diking produced its own code of
law. When a break occurred, drums sounded for all men to pick up their spades
and rush to the scene."?’ The windmills, the network of canals, and the continu-
ous repair work and silting duties related to the Dutch landscape very much as the
river dams, the irrigation channels and tunnels, and their upkeep related to the
Balinese landscape, where irrigation also produced its own code of law. One sub-
sistence technology protected fertile fields from an intrusive sea; the other protect-
ed rice paddies from the ever-threatening failure of water tapped up the mountains
through lands of antagonists to irrigate one's own fields before flowing on. Both
ecosystems have the quality of meticulous surplus-yielding games of survival in the
face of pending disaster. At least a James Michener might assume this was why the
descendants of commoner Frisian-Viking dog-lovers (the legendary founders of Am-
sterdam), who made profits in spite of the fog and gloom, felt in harmony with de-
scendants of Javanese ancestral gods (the founders of Hindu-Bali) who worshipped
the tropical sun. It is difficult to surmise a better reason. While we shall, alas,
probably never know exactly why the Dutch and the Balinese saw eye to eye, it is
safe to say that in terms of domestic scale and elaborate hydrotechnology, they
were made for each other. Even in 1921 Lekkerkerker was still insisting this was
so in his sweeping portrait of "De Baliérs" and in particular of their irrigation unit:
"A subak is somewhat comparable to a plot of reclaimed land at home" (Een subak is
eenigszins te vergelijken met een polder ten onzent). 28

Pictorial Emblems

While Lintgens' work is a tantalizing narrative of an original attraction between
different worlds, the visual record from the Houtman expedition better suggests the
nature of Balinese ethnology, and perhaps of any ethnology. Three illustrations
were printed with the log in 1598: (1) slaves (slaven) shouldering a noble's (Edel-
luyd) palanquin, (2) a king being drawn by white "buffalos" (witte Buffels) in a
cart, sheltered by an umbrella, and (3) a wife following her dead (presumed) hus-
band into his cremation flames to a musical accompaniment by several musicians.
There are accurate aspects in the sedan chair, but the cart is a Dutch bolderwagen,
the instrumentalists are Indian and no one in the expedition had witnessed a crema-

tion. 2% In fact, the group of musicians is a near copy of an illustration of South

26. Ibid., pp. xlvii, 1.
27. Masselman, The Cradle, pp. 3-5.

98. C. Lekkerkerker, "De Baliérs" (1921), in De Volken van Nederlandsch Indi€ in
Monographieen, 2 (Amsterdam: J. C. van Eerde, 1943), p. 149.

29. Rouffaer and ljzerman, De Eerste Schipvaart, 1915, pp. 196, 202; plates 40,
41, 42. The composite version discussed below is from L. Hulsius, ed., Eerste
Shiffart an die Orientalische Indien, so die Hollandisch Schiff, im Martio 1595 auss-
gefahren, und in Augusto 1597 wiederkommen, verzicht . . . (Nuremberg, 1598,
1st ed.; Frankfurt am Main, 1625, 5th ed.). The plate in question appears on p.
54 of vol. 1 of the 1606 edition (Franckfurt am Mayn: Wolfgang Richter, in Verle-
gung Leuini Hulsii Erben).



Asian cremations in Portuguese Goa that appeared in the remarkably influential
Itinerario [Voyage or Passage by Jan Huyghen van Linschoten to East or Portugal's
India (1579-1592)] by the seasoned traveler Linschoten and the collector Paludamus.
A copy of this major impetus to Dutch investment in exploration accompanied the
Houtman expedition. Its illustrations were presumed adequate to depict things Bali-
nese, since, according to sixteenth century concepts of cultural geography passed
down from medieval cosmographies and the great Iberian chronicles, Bali was an ex-
tension of India:

With Goa as its focal point (according to the Itinerary) India stretched west-
ward as far as Prester John's Land (Ethiopia). It included all of Southeast
Asia, and it was only grudgingly admitted that China (Cathay) and Japan
might have to be excluded. All of the East India archipelago fell within its
boundaries: Sumatra, Java, and the Spice Islands. 3°

Contrary to the view of some modern commentators, it was not "fantasy" to use an
engraving of Goanese widow-burning to represent a reputed Balinese custom; it was
simply a matter of applying the nearest known equivalent. In western eyes there
was never a Bali per se, but only a Bali derived. The original ethnological idea of
Bali sprang full-grown from the records of Portuguese Goa, as in some ways it
should have.

The three engravings in the Houtman account were subsequently redrawn into
a composite emblem of "A King on the Island Bally," published with a summary of
the Dutch reports in the famous translations of travel literature by Levin Hulsius.
The Dutch bolderwagen remains the vehicle of an umbrella-shaded king, but the
suttee scene has been reduced to a background embellishment-in-miniature along
with a sun worshipper and another "Ethnike Brahmane," here praying before a cow.
The illustration of regal Bali as followers of Surya (the sun), foregoers of beef,
and prohibitors of widows surviving has been improved for the wrong reasons. By
reducing the size of the suttee scene, the musical instruments have been obscured
so that they cannot be recognized as Indian,Balinese, or anything else. However,
this was not for the sake of ethnographic accuracy, but to produce a pleasing, bal-
anced illustration to adorn this first of many remarkable cocktail-table books (pracht-
werk) on Bali. The Dutch published exhaustive travel literature to compile practi-
cal information for navigation and commercial strategies; the Elizabethan-Jacobean
British followed suit to stimulate interest in entering the world trade system at all.
But the more compendious German collections of voyages begun in the late sixteenth
century "were primarily designed as entertaining and eye-catching examples of
literature" in order to "appeal to the popular taste for the remote and exotic."3!
Thus, the first popularized portrait of Bali was in some ways less misleading than
the first efforts at reportage; and the Hulsius emblem remained the most elaborate
overview of Balinese practices for the next two centuries. 32

30. Masselman, The Cradle, pp. 71-72.
31. Lach, Asia, 1, pp. 215, 217.

32. We might note that German book editors, always enthusiastic illustrators, were
here doing with the new literature of discovery (incipient ethnology) what they had
done a century earlier with popular handbooks on philosophy and morals; ". . . the
ubiquitous books of emblems and devices presented the Renaissance reader with
verbal pictures of an exemplary moral nature. Initially these were intended to con-
sist only of words; the first emblem writer, Andrea Alciate, defined an emblem as a
pictorial epigram, a verbal image, and the first edition of his famous Emblemata
(1931) was not designed to include illustrations. The pictures were added by Alci-
ati's German publisher, and though they were a logical enough development of the
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The original engravings from Bali are worth considering in light of E. H. Gom-
brich's notion of "adapted stereotypes."3? It so happens that these first western
visual images were adapted from India, but this would be what Gombrich calls a
"pathological representation" only if the aim were to distinguish carefully South
Asian practices from Balinese ones. More than two hundred years were to pass be-
fore Westerners would attempt this. For the purposes of the sixteenth to the eigh-
teenth centuries, this pictorial record adequately emblazoned Bali as sun-worship-
ping, woman-immolating, and king-honoring. Little matter to the pre-Baconian of
1597 that the musical instruments were not quite that way; little matter the particu-
lar circumstances in which women were really burned, the sun really (if ever)
bowed to, etc. A major interest in the art of ethnology is to convey a sense of the
whole society, to typify it in some compelling manner. Like any essentially meta-
phorical procedure, ethnology resembles the arts of visual illusionism, if one real-
izes there is no such thing as simple "realism" and no possible one-to-one corre-
spondence between that which is "illusioned to" and the perceptual or conceptual
apparatus by which the illusion is perpetrated. Rather in both visual representa-
tion and ethnology (distinguished explicitly from ethnography, insofar as ethnology
hopes to "capture the whole"):

Copying . . . proceeds through the rhythms of schema and correction. The
schema is not the product of a process of "abstraction," of a tendency to
"simplify"; it represents the first approximate, loose category which is grad-
ually tightened to fit the form it is to reproduce. **

The first South Asianized loose images of Bali sufficiently distinguished its culture
from Holland or Portugal or anything else western readers were likely to measure it
against. The representations were "tightened" only when they became ambiguous,
when they appeared to reproduce two forms--Bali and South Asia--that according
to other criteria were perceived to be different.

This process of gradually tightening inadequate stereotypes continues. Nor
are the stereotypes applied to a constant referent, but to an ever-changing social
life that has itself meanwhile been altered by incorporating new stereotypes. For
example, Bali had been rearranging its death rites according to its own images of
Indian cremation, which Balinese literati probably understood no better than west-
ern literati later understood Balinese cremation. Thus, the West's first caption of
Balinese cremation was a visual stereotype of a socio-ritual stereotype (whether the
latter was actually "brought" to Bali from India, or modeled on texts, or both).
And Balinese ethnology--like all ethnology--continues to compound stereotypes,
eventually producing (hopefully) tighter captions, but inevitably to the exclusion
of certain cultural and social data perceived as critical from other vantages.

original idea, they remained very much an addition: the pictorial part of the emblem
is a function of the verbal part, and to interpret the picture correctly, one must
know how to read it." Stephen Orgel and Roy Strong, I/nigo Jones: The Theatre of
the Stuart Court (London: Southeby Parke Bernet; Berkeley: University of Califor-
nia Press, 1973), p. 3. It is perhaps best to think of seventeenth century pictures,
such as Hulsius', as cross-cultural blazons, with a suitable one to adorn each of the
word's worthy cultures. For Elizabethan-Jacobean stereotypes and topoi on "East
Indies" worship, color (e.g., tawny, sunburnt, swarthy), etc., see R. R. Cawley,
The Voyagers and Elizabethan Drama (Boston: Heath, 1938), pp. 154 ff.

33. E. H. Gombrich, Art and Illusion (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1969), p. T1.

34. Ibid., p. 74.
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Hindu Spectacles and Their Consequences

The original cross-cultural captions of Bali-- 'absolute monarchy," "happy irri-
gationists"--proved particularly indelible and they long impeded investigations into
the legitimacy of authority and the participation of commoners in caste categories--
two complex aspects of Balinese social life. The longevity of this initial idea of Bali
can be partially and indirectly attributed to the paucity of research over the next
two centuries. Spiceless Bali lacked commodities save for a furtive slave trade--
furtive at least from the vantage of European images of the East Indies, since slav-
ery never entered as a component into Dutch emblems of and for Bali. Thus, the
general idea of its culture as epitomized at the close of the sixteenth century went
largely unrevised (although Bali became a major supplier of slaves) until the early
nineteenth century, when its proximity to Java assumed great importance for Brit-
ish occupiers of the East Indies during the Napoleonic Wars. Observers began
again to ask not merely how to handle Bali, but what it was.

Finally, during the latter part of the century, with the development of passen-
ger steamers and an overseas tourist industry, those most conspicuous "produc-
tions" of Bali--its splendid temples and pervasive religious ceremonies--themselves
became commodities of sorts, now that the customers could be shipped to them. The
whole culture was "packaged." Lintgens' original vision of cozy domesticity got
dusted off, and it has been successfully reinstated and propagated anew in popular
descriptions after every notorious exception that has marred twentieth century
Balinese history: the mass court suicides of 1906-8, the continuing years of Bali-
nese violence bemoaned by Sukarno after the Indonesian Revolution, and the ter-
roristic insurrections and marauding murder squads of 1965. Bali remains today in
tourist stereotypes Asia's happy isle of homey joie de vivre and day-to-day artistic
self-fulfillment: an appealing part-truth.

But it was in particular the other caption of Bali--"Hindu kingship"--that dis-
torted scholarly work. Sixteenth century accounts influenced the questions asked
by Sir Stamford Raffles and later H. A. van den Borek in their seminal descriptions
of Bali in the early nineteenth century. Moreover the "hinduized" view of the is-
land was reinforced by the remarkable work of two early Sanskritists, J. Crawfurd
and then R. Friedrich. Subsequent missionaries (e.g., Van Eck) and civil servants
(e.g., F. A. Liefrinck) began to emphasize irrigation techniques and commoner rit-
uals in localities apparently less influenced by the Hindu courts of the plains. Fi-
nally, V. E. Korn and other adat scholars in the 1920s to 1930s also tried to counter
the elitist distortions. Perhaps bending too far the other way, they left us with an
unlikely polarization: on the one hand, voluntarism and democratic control of sub-
sistence and domestic and civic affairs; on the other hand, extreme status pride in
statecraft and religion, decorum, language, etiquette, etc.®*® Moreover, throughout
these approaches to Bali, when it came to holistic images of its culture, prominence
was given to the Hindu-Javanese literate traditions and to what philologists could
disclose of their notions of rank, ritual, and the nature of society and cosmos.
Comparativist scholars, even the most populist ones, tended without exception to
see the whole of Balinese experience through, as Swellengrebel has put it, "Hindu
spectacles, and so had a distorted view."3® And these spectacles, in both senses
of the term, dated from 1597.

35. These developments in the history of Balinese studies, primarily by Dutchmen,
are discussed and documented in Boon, Anthropological Romance. The subject of
Balinese statecraft is reviewed and interpreted in the work under preparation by
C. Geertz, Negara, the Theater State in Nineteenth Century Bali.

36. J. L. Swellengrebel, "Bali: Some General Information," in Bal/, Studies in
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Thus, from the very start Bali appeared South Asian, kingly, and stable. Sub-
sequently little comparative study was made of continuities between Balinese social
and ecological forms and those of less Hinduized islands in the Lesser Sundas; and
almost no attention has been paid to the distinctly Oceanic quality of its culture.
Yet, outside its hinduized rites and Sanskritic texts, Bali looks as much Polynesian
as Indic. Moreover, while its wet-rice irrigation recalls Southeast Asia, its utiliza-
tion of surplus production and its fine status gradations even within family lines
suggest points further east as well. Indeed, it is provocative to reflect that, com-
ing from the other direction, Houtman's voyagers might have emphasized not the
Indic umbrella of Bali's "kings," but the physical elevation of its "chiefs"; not the
Brahmana legists, but the conspicuous expenditure in mass rites of an "untrade-
able" surplus; and not the worship of cows, but the tournament-like competition
among leaders to maintain devoted subjects--all traits of the Pacific. If those first
ethnologists had arrived in Bali two centuries later, bringing their adaptable stereo-
types not from Goa but from the hierarchies of the Maori or even Hawaii, what a
different picture might have resulted!

Life, Thought, Ritual (The Hague: W. van Hoeve, 1960), p. 25.



DEMOCRACY IN INDONESIA

Harry J. Benda

The Decline of Constitutional Democracy in Indonesia. By Herbert Feith. Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1962. xx, 618. $8.75.

No country in Southeast Asia has in postwar years received greater attention,
institutional support, and dedicated individual scholarship than Indonesia. Only a
decade has elapsed since the beginning of this new chapter in Indonesian studies,
yet the progress achieved in these few years is impressive, thanks in no small
measure to Cornell University's unique Modern Indonesia Program, sponsor of the
book under review, and to which Dr. Feith has so handsomely acknowledged his in-
debtedness.

The author of The Decline of Constitutional Democracy in Indonesia, a lecturer
in Government at Monash Uniiversity (Melbourne, Australia), knows Indonesia far
more intimately than most other students, having lived and worked there for sev-
eral years. His mastery of Indonesian (and Dutch), his seemingly indefatigable re-
search, his acquantance with a complex political scene observed from within, his
friendships with countless Indonesians--all of these would suffice to establish exper-
tise of a kind rarely encountered. But Feith combines these advantages with catho-
licity of academic training in Australia and the United States, far-ranging reading
in his own discipline as well as in other social sciences, and with a compelling and
lucid style that demands respect for this book as a notable addition to the many-
faceted literature on the new states.

The book deals with the political history of the Indonesian Republic from the
transfer of sovereignty in December 1949 until the eclipse of the parliamentary sys-
tem in March 1957. Seven of its eleven chapters are devoted to the seven cabinets
that straddled the period, but they contain much more than a detailed narrative of
the outstanding events that led to the formation, functioning (or malfunctioning),
and demise of each cabinet. Feith has, in addition, illumined these accounts with
a conceptual analysis that lends coherence to the dynamics of Indonesian politics in
those eventful years. Two chapters (VII and XI) survey the broad trends of what
Feith calls the decline of constitutional democracy, the first at the half-way mark
of the Wilopo cabinet, the second at the end of the book. Social scientists will find
much to ponder in the third chapter, "The Elements of Politics,”" where the author
formulates his major analytic tools for the interpretation of the political process in
Indonesia and, by implication, in transitional societies generally. Feith has to all
intents and purposes accomplished a tour de force. His modesty notwithstanding,
it is hard to imagine that we will soon encounter a more definitive and better-
informed volume on modern Indonesian political history.

13
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If I proceed to some critical comments, I am not moved to do so by the canons

- of reviewmanship, let alone by allegations of superior knowledge. I may appear to
be doing less than justice to Dr. Feith by singling out what to me appears a basic
flaw in his frame of reference and in the way in which he approaches and presents
the problems he discusses. I am, then, arbitrarily selecting a generic argument,
propelled by a sense of misgiving about the direction in which much of our research
on Indonesia (and on many other developing countries, certainly in Southeast Asia)
has been moving. Though Feith in many respects stands head and shoulders above
most of his peers, he has by his very excellence made me once again conscious of
this growing intellectual discomfort. Much as I admire his skillful anatomy of the
decline of constitutionalism in Indonesia, ' I feel that he is essentially presenting us
highly sophisticated and persuasive answers to an intrinsically mistaken, or irrele-
vant, question.

I rather suspect that we have been accumulating a whole string of such ques-
tions with distressing persistence for at least well over a decade now; and I use the
"we" quite advisedly, including myself among the mistaken questioners. Perhaps
our basic error all along has been to examine Indonesia with Western eyes; or, to be
more precise and more generous, with eyes that, though increasingly trained to see
things Indonesian, have continued to look at them selectively, in accordance with
preconceived Western models. Most of our questions, so it seems to me, have
hitherto resolved around a singularly simple, continuing theme, perhaps best cari-
catured by the adage, "What's wrong with Indonesia?" The answers given to this
all-pervasive, if usually unstated, question vary from author to author, from disci-
pline to discipline; but basically they have led--with greater or lesser ingenuity--
to the discovery of a diabolus ex machina. What was wrong with Indonesia until
19422 An old and simple question, though answering it apparently causes continu-
ing delight: It was the Dutch. 2 Why, to take another typical example, is there no
indigenous middle class in Indonesia? Again, there were the Dutch, if not already
the Portuguese before them, and certainly the ubiquitous Chinese to this very day. 3
And why, now asks Dr. Feith, did Indonesia's short-lived democracy die? Because--
I hope he and his readers will forgive me an almost unpardonable oversimplification
--in the struggle between good and evil, between "problem-solvers" and "solidarity-
makers," the latter have, at least temporarily, won a victory.

My quarrel is not with some undeniable--or for that matter some unpleasant--
facts of Indonesian history and politics that are contained in anticolonial and,
mutatis mutandis, in anti-Soekarno writings. * And to clear the deck of value judg-

1. In a more recent study, "The Dynamics of Guided Democracy," in Ruth T.
McVey, ed., /Indonesia (New Haven, 1963), Ch. 8, Dr. Feith has dealt with Indone-
sian political developments since 1957.

2. Among the most recent and extreme examples may be cited Dorothy Woodman,
The Republic of Indonesia (New York, 1955) and Jeanne S. Mintz, /ndonesia: A
Profile (Princeton, 1961). I myself have been far from free of this aprioristic
approach in The Crescent and the Rising Sun: Indonesian Islam under the Japanese
Occupation, 1942-1945 (Bandung and The Hague, 1958), Part I. For a more bal-
anced interpretation of Indonesia under Dutch rule, see Robert Van Niel, The
Emergence of the Modern Indonesian Elite (Bandung and The Hague, 1960).

3. See esp. Benjamin and Jean Higgins, Indonesia: The Crisis of the Millstones
(Princeton, 1963), and Higgins' introductory essay in Benjamin Higgins and Others,
Entrepreneurship and Labor Skills in Indonesian Economic Development: A Sympo-

sium (New Haven, 1961).
4. See in particular Willard A. Hanna, Bung Karno's Indonesia (New York, 1961).
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ments, let me candidly say that, having lived in colonial Indonesia for several years,
I do not yield to most postwar commentators in my sense of selective moral outrage;
again, it is very likely that Guided Democracy (which incidentally may have quite a
few, though often neglected, roots in the Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere)
makes a difficult abode for many decent people. But even if we a priori want to
condemn colonialism, any colonialism, on moral grounds, even if we are convinced
that unguided democracy is morally preferable to its counterpart, we should beware
of poor logic and pseudo-history. At the root of the question, "What's wrong?" lies
the unwarranted belief that all societies are essentially similar and that, allowed to
develop "normally" they will (tautologically) follow a standard norm, that of "the
West." Even if we were to overlook the stubborn facts of diversity in Western his-
tory, facts which make it hazardous to generalize about the West as such, by what
logic must we deduce that any alleged patterns of Western development must apply
to other cultures?

I am not saying that it is not possible or for that matter not desirable to seek
out similarities, especially structural similarities, for purposes of comparing and
contrasting societies and politics either within the West or on a wider scale. We can
certainly endeavor to isolate meaningful categories from the bewildering diversity
of historical experience; indeed, we almost always do so, even if unconsciously.
But we must not superimpose these categories on historical diversity to the extent
of relegating reality to insignificance. Nothing bids us divide the world on an a
priori basis into "Western" and "non-Western" components; but nothing bids us
either to adopt a methodological approach which we might call automatic historical
parallelism. > Its assumptions, shared i.e., by unsophisticated Liberalism and Marx-
ism (especially post-Marxian Marxism®), are unsupportable articles of faith. Once
we commit ourselves to look for categorical parallels, especially developmental,
chronological parallels, we are in danger of distorting history and reality, albeit
unconsciously and guided by the noblest of motivations.

There are three ways in which automatic historical parallelism beclouds a proper
understanding of historical and political diversity. First, it leads us too willingly
to transfer familiar categories to unfamiliar terrain; it is due to this tendency that
we have tended too easily and uncritically to identify "states,”" "empires," "revolu-

5. I am purposely coining this rather clumsy term instead of using the more obvi-
ous "historicism," to avoid confusion. See K. R. Popper, The Poverty of Histori-
cism (London, 1957) and F. A. Hayek, The Counter-Revolution of Science: Studies
on the Abuse of Reason (Glencoe, 1952), Ch. III. To the extent that historicism
stresses universal historical "laws," it is of course identical with what I here call
historical parallelism. Historicism is, in addition, identified with organic theories
of historical development, often conceived in terms of the uniqueness of a given
society or group. Though I am not an "organicist," I am in fact stressing the im-
portance of certain specific (not necessarily unique) aspects of Indonesian, espe-
cially Hindu-Javanese, history. Edward Shils, "On the Comparative Study of the
New States," in Clifford Geertz, ed., Old Societies and New States: The Quest for
Modernity in Asia and Africa (New York and London, 1963), pp. 14-20, warns
against the dangers of this approach.

6. See Karl A. Wittfogel, Oriental Despotism: A Comparative Study of Total Power
(New Haven, 1957), Ch. 9, "The Rise and Fall of the Theory of the Asiatic Mode of
Production." This is a detailed discussion of an important and all too often neglected
topic in Marxist thought, viz. the dispute between an "Asiatic" model of historical
development and global "historical parallelism.”" Without entering into a discussion
of Wittfogel's own controversial theories, one may at least grant the desirability of
asking pertinent, generic questions about Asian (or rather, some Asian) societies.
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tion," "feudalism," and of course "nationalism" and "socialism" in Southeast Asia. 7
In the second place, there has been a similar tendency to argue away what look

like unpleasant parallels; one very instructive example is the fairly general treat-
ment of the era of the Japanese occupation in Southeast Asia. ® And finally, we find
that, confronted with the absence of phenomena which "ought" to be present in
"normal" societies, the believer in parallelism accusingly turns to the diabolus re-
sponsible for such absences; it is this latter motive which is responsible for the
agonizing search for Southeast Asian entrepreneurial middle classes and for "prob-
lem-solvers" in general.

The composite picture of Indonesian history and politics that emerges from these
approaches might be summarized in one sentence, viz. that, had Indonesia been left
free to develop "normally," it would have more or less "naturally" developed not
only into a wealthy and just nation state, but also into a bourgeois democracy. This,
for sure, is a caricature, a reductio ad absurdum, but I do not think that it is es-
sentially very far off the mark as far as the basic assumptions of very many writers
are concerned. Most of these assumptions will not stand up to scrutiny and can, in
fact, be easily refuted. But let me narrow my discussion to Dr. Feith's Decline.
Though I readily admit that he is not guilty of all the unhistorical sins contained in
the above caricature, he has, so it seems to me, substituted the search for the do-
mestic devil, so to speak, for the earlier search for the foreign devil. Granting
that his careful delineation of the élite struggle immeasurably enriches our under-
standing of postwar Indonesian political history, I doubt that this kind of élite-
centered analysis really can come to grips with the substance of Indonesia's troubled
decade.

I believe that it takes an unhistorical starting point or, to put it more precisely,
that it sees postwar Indonesia primarily as a continuation of the country's most re-
cent history, while it largely ignores what has gone before. In point of fact, how-
ever, the modern colonial era (including the Japanese occupation) was a brief inter-
lude in Indonesian history, a "deviation" we might almost say, from that history in
that it subjected the country to alien dictation. % No conscientious historian of
modern Indonesia can deny that the colonial interlude brought with it some extreme-
ly important changes, including lasting structural changes, in Indonesian society;*°
but I am increasingly led to believe that, whatever its impact, alien overlordship
did not erase Indonesian history, or divert it from its course. Hence any discus-

7. The treatment of nationalism in Southeast Asia has often been unsophisticated.
It is usually assumed to be a "natural" phenomenon inherent in the area; it is also
presumed to be "good." For a recent critique, see Elie Kedouri, Nationalism (New
York, 1960). Cf. also Clifford Geertz's searching essay, "The Integrative Revolu-

tion: Primordial Sentiments and Civil Politics in the New States," in Ol/d Societies
and New States, pp. 105-1537.

8. Southeast Asian leaders appear in most books as highly sophisticated and coura-
geous, some pro forma collaborating with, others openly resisting, the Japanese.
See e.g. D. E. G. Hall, A History of South-East Asia (London, 1955), pp. 687-699,
and George McT. Kahin's Nationalism and Revolution in Indonesia (Ithaca, 1952),
Ch. IV.

9. The idea of "colonial deviation" is interestingly raised in Justus M. van der
Kroef, "The Colonial Deviation in Indonesian History," East and West VII (1956),
251-261.

10. I have discussed some of these questions in my article "The Structure of South-
east Asian History: Some Preliminary Observations," Journal of Southeast Asian
History III (1962), 106- 138.
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sion of modern Indonesia that takes the colonial status quo as its starting point is
bound to result in significant interpretational error, and this is where I myself
plead guilty, !! and where I now find fault with Feith.

Let me illustrate. What Feith calls "problem-solvers" (the protagonists of
rational administration and "nation building") are, for the greater part, the truly
Westernized members of the Indonesian élite or, perhaps more accurately, those in
whom Westernization has gone more than skin-deep; they also include, we might
add, some conscious Muslims. Many, though certainly not all, of them are non-
Javanese. Feith calls them problem-solvers because they see problems the way the
Westerner sees them, and attempt solutions along Western, rational lines. Opposed
to them, in the political drama unfolding in the pages of the Decline, are the "soli-
darity-makers," to whom élan, revolution, and ideological incantations are far more
important than the rational solution of economic, administrative, and other problems.
This group also includes outstanding Westernized leaders (predominantly, though
of course not exclusively, Javanese) but their attachment to Western values appears
far less profound. Few modernistic Muslims belong to this segment of the élite,
which is depicted as the destroyer of rational politics and the gravedigger of con-
stitutional democracy in Indonesia.

Before I proceed with my main argument, two observations are in order. First,
Feith's definition of problem-solving implies that the problems seen and tackled by
the group he favors are, in fact, the prime (if not the sole) problems demanding
solution, and that its ways of solving them are the most (if not the only) appro-
priate ones. Although there are ample objective criteria that suggest that rational
problem-solving is essential to nation building, this surely does not mean that the
solidarity-makers do not perceive problems, or attempt to solve them in their own,
not necessarily irrational, way.'? It is, I think, a moot point whether the problem
of forging national unity (including the "return" of West Irian) deserved priority
over the problem of, say, economic planning. And this leads to my second observa-
tion. The fact that so few Western observers, most notably economists, have been
willing to concede that the matter of priorities is disputandum has, paradoxically,
gotten us pretty close to the standard conservative, colonial argument according to
which the "Netherlands Indies" above all needed good administration (i.e., contin-
ued Western tutelage), but least of all "demagogues" and "rabble rousers." The
Western disenchantment with Indonesia in recent years may, I suspect, be paral-
leled by Indonesian impatience at a return to "typically Western, colonial" attitudes.

Returning to my major point--the problem of historical perspective--I am sug-
gesting that the contestants in Feith's battle for constitutional democracy appear
deceptively evenly matched, their tug of war becoming in the final analysis a matter
of virtli and fortuna. Might it not be more illuminating to argue that the problem-
solvers' efforts to continue a rational administration and to maintain a modern eco-
nomic system, both born of and identified with the apolitical colonial status quo,
were doomed once Indonesia started to overcome the colonial "deviation" and once

11. Harry J. Benda, The Crescent and the Rising Sun. Professor Anthony Johns'
thoughtful review of my book in Australian Journal of Politics and History V (1959),
251-252, first confronted me with these basic interpretational problems. For my
more recent appraisals, see "Tradition und Wandel in Indonesien," Geschichte in
Wissenschaft und Unterricht, XIV (1963), 46-53. Another article, "Tradition and
Change in Indonesian Islam," will shortly be published in the Journal of the Israel

Oriental Society.

12. On the dual meaning of rationality cf. Karl Mannheim, Man and Society in an
Age of Reconstruction, tr. E. Shils (London, 1940), Part I, Chs. V and VI.
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Indonesian (especially Javanese) history found a way back to its own moorings?
Indeed, since in many ways colonialism, far from only interrupting and deviating
from precolonial historical tendencies had here and there also reinforced them, the
odds were from the very outset far more heavily weighted against constitutional
democracy in Indonesia than more sympathetic students of the postwar era, includ-
ing Dr. Feith and myself, have so far been willing to admit.

In the context of Indonesian history Feith's problem-solvers, whether thorough-
ly Westernized or thoroughly Islamized, appear as a small, intrinsically foreign ele-
ment in the body social of Indonesia; perhaps it would be more accurate to say that
they are a foreign element within the social and ideological world of Indianized Indo-
nesia, especially of Java.!® By contrast, the solidarity-makers, though they may
often speak in deceptively modern terminology, seem to represent just that specifi-
cally Javanese culture. %" It is only by taking into account the deep roots, the
longevity as well as the remarkable resilience of that Hindu-Javanese world to for-
eign, e.g. Islamic and Western, influences that we can fully understand modern
Indonesian developments.®® It was, after all, a world in which the language of the
present-day solidarity-makers was of far greater intrinsic value than that of ration-
al problem-solving; it was a world which, though it had to submit to foreign dicta-
tion, remained outside the orbit of modern, rational economic life and a great deal
else that belonged to the superimposed Western order. It is not insignificant to
note that parts of the Outer Islands, only peripherally touched by Indianization,
became not only far more profoundly Islamized but also (in spite of far later and
less intensive contact with Westernization) posed far fewer obstacles to the domes-
tication of Western-style economic behavior and "problem-solving" attitudes in gen-
eral than Java.

In a very rough sense, the elections of 1955, so brilliantly analyzed by Feith
in an earlier monograph, '® showed rather well the numerical distribution of the ad-
herents of problem-solvers and solidarity-makers; the verdict of democracy augured
ill for its survival. Certainly what happened did not have to happen: the decline of
constitutional democracy in Indonesia, though highly probable, was not inevitable.
But on balance I believe that the fate of an intrinsically alien political framework
must be primarily understood in terms of Indonesian historical continuity rather
than in terms of a contemporary élite contest. From this point of view the question
"Why did democracy fail in Indonesia?" appears less meaningful than its opposite,
"Why should it have survived?"

If I have up to now stressed the crucial importance of history, let me hasten to
add that I do not believe it to be sacrosanct. I am very far from endowing "History"
with an immutable, impermeable mystique, and I am not even arguing that continuity
is necessarily more important than change. Let me summarize my argument under
three main headings. First, Western-style-modernization in Indonesia, largely be-
cause of its recent beginnings under foreign domination and on account of its iden-
tification with that domination, has not--not yet--struck deep roots. The propo-
nents of such modernization constitute a small, virtually alienated, minority whose

13. See the important study by Robert R. Jay, Religion and Politics in Rural Cen-
tral Java (New Haven, 1963), Ch. I.

14. Cf. Clifford Geertz's modern classic, The Religion of Java (Glencoe, 1960),
Parts I and III.

15. See Note 11 for reference to my revised appraisal of the role of Islam in Indo-
nesian history.

16. Herbert Feith, The Indonesian Elections of 1955 (Ithaca, 1957).
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integration into the mainstream of post-independence Indonesian history was in fact
hindered by the Indonesian Revolution which, with increasing deliberateness, has
- set out to whittle down if not destroy the "deviation" of Westernization.

Second, it is nonetheless highly probable that Indonesia will modernize and that
therefore change will come to loom larger than continuity. "Solidarity-making" will
very likely be forced to yield, or at least to make progressively more room for,
"problem-solving," for economic modernization, in particular, is bound to follow its
peculiar, rational, and indeed iron logic. But (and this to me is crucial) the ways
in which this transformation will take place will very likely be Indonesian-derived.
Indonesian-style problem-solving need not necessarily be any prettier than so many
of us nowadays believe problem-ignoring to be. The precedents of Japan, Russia,
and China should in any case warn us that confronting and solving harsh problems
may involve, in addition to rational toughmindedness, some rather repressive and
to us often repulsive political engineering. While these examples need have little
relevance to Indonesia's future, that of the West's "Great Transformation" may have
no more.!'” The assumption that modernization can be spectacular, rapid, yet demo-
cratic rests, for the time being at least, on hope rather than on inference from his-
torical fact.

My third point concerns the relevance of these by no means original insights to
the problems of meaningful research. I believe that our adherence to essentially
Western developmental models leads us to concentrate on parallels, in casu, on the
study of extrinsic elements in Indonesian society, history, and politics. However
brilliantly conducted and reported, such research is, as I said at the outset, focus-
ing on irrelevant questions: questions inspired by chronological parallelism or
methodological Europocentrism. It is perturbing, though on purely intellectual
grounds not surprising, to find strange bedfellows--the liberal historical parallelist
and the doctrinaire Marxist--sharing this particular Procrustean bed. Both, to take
one illuminating example, are strenuously on the lookout for the bourgeois, the one
hoping to find in him the entrepreneurial problem-solver par excellence, *® the other
impatient to proclaim the beginning, if not the completion, of the gospel-decreed
bourgeois revolution, the ideological green light for the "next stage."'® It is admit-

17. Cf. Karl Polanyi, The Great Transformation: The Political and Economic Origins
of Our Time (Beacon Paperback ed., Boston, 1957). It is perhaps becoming gradu-
ally obvious that there is no standard Communist model for modernization either, in
spite of the ideological "ideal-type." Interestingly enough, "parallelists" usually
refer only to "Western" or "Communist,”" but only very rarely to the Japanese,
"model."

18. See Note 3, above. A far more sophisticated study is Clifford Geertz, Peddlers
and Princes: Social Change and Economic Modernization in Two Indonesian Towns
(Chicago and London, 1963). Though Geertz can hardly be accused of strenuously
looking for the non-existent, the entrepreneurial prototypes he has so carefully
studied in Java and Bali are actually "exceptions" in the framework of the national
Indonesian economy, directed as it is by non-entrepreneurial, "managerial" civil
servants. Interestingly enough, Geertz does deduce from his findings a critique
of Indonesian national economic planning (pp. 153-157). I would suggest that re-
search concerning the bureaucracy is of potentially greater significance than an
inquiry into marginal entrepreneurial groups in Indonesia. Unfortunately Donald
Fagg's doctoral dissertation, "Authority and Social Structure: A Study of Javanese
Bureaucracy" (Harvard, 1958) has so far remained unpublished.

19. The possibility that Indonesia, assuming that the notion of the monolithic model
continues to have validity, will follow a Communist "model" is not a consequence of
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tedly easier to spot the Marxian splinter than the liberal-parallelist beam, but both
are unhistorical or historicist, and to that extent prevent us from looking for all
the significant facts we need if we are to understand continuity and change, unity
and diversity.

Does my insistence on the importance of history mean that we must eschew com-
parisons? Certainly not, and for two major reasons. First, even though we should
beware of automatically projecting patterns derived from dubious generalizations
from "Western," or for that matter from Russian developments on Southeast Asia,
we cannot avoid proceeding from the better to the less well known, as we cannot
avoid using the tools of our Western-based disciplines. Divorced from preconceived,
historicist developmental sequences and schemas, our search can yield highly fruit-
ful and suggestive insights.?’ Second, and no less important, there appears ample
justification for a careful study of generic similarities in what we have come to call
the "new states" of the "developing" world. It is true that historians, congenitally
imbued with the uniqueness and peculiarity of historical phenomena, have been
hesitant, overly hesitant perhaps, to admit the fruitfulness and validity of such
comparisons, let alone to join in the exciting pioneering on this new intellectual
frontier. My genuine admiration for Dr. Feith's analytic skill under this heading
should, in any case, not be marred by narrow-minded "disciplinary" strictures.
The categories he has so skillfully devised are extremely useful for historians and
social scientists alike.

Indeed, I believe that the historian is well qualified to discern the rationale, as
well as the inherent limitations, of comparative study on such a breathtakingly glo-
bal scale. Its rationale lies in the fact that striking parallels do exist in many parts
of the "non-Western" world as a result of the basic similarities inherent in the West-
ern impact, especially in Western colonialism. Its limitations are, by the same token,
that many if not most of these very similarities (among them the groups most suscep-
tible to comparison, as typified by Feith's problem-solvers) are so to speak isolated
particles in the historical landscape of each society. We can, then, study the West-
ern-educated intellectual, the Western-trained civil servant, the Western-influenced
officer, here and there perhaps even the Western-style entrepreneur, as generic
and hence comparable phenomena of a brief, recent, and in a sense world-wide his-
torical epoch. But this, however challenging and promising a scholarly enterprise,
is ultimately bound to remain a study of the transitional if not the ephemeral. The
laws of biology are sure to claim the objects of our study within a generation or two,
and it is highly doubtful that the genera will be reproducing in similar fashion. Or,
to put it differently, the long dog of history is bound to reassert itself and to make
it increasingly difficult for the short generic tail to go on wagging it with impunity,
under the convenient, scientistic cloak of "traditional society." Diversity will tri-
umph in the long run and render comparative studies far more difficult and complex
than they are now. But since, as has been so well observed, we will all be dead in
the long run, we should for the present participate to the fullest extent in the quest

an allegedly greater validity of Marxian historical parallelism but of the dexterity
with which Indonesian Communists may be able to combine the appeals of solidarity-
making with the skills (alleged or real) of problem-solving in an Indonesian histori-
cal context. This, rather than "Kremlinology" or even the Sino-Soviet split, is one
of the most significant aspects of Communism to be studied. On the relevance of
Indonesian Communism to the Javanese social and ideological setting, see the mono-
graph by Jay referred to in Note 13 above.

20. The comparative study of peasant movements may be one example. See Sylvia
L. Thrupp, ed., Millenial Dreams in Action: Essays in Comparative Study (The
Hague, 1962).
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for geographic parallelism while guarding against the pitfalls of historical chrono-
logical parallelism.

To all intents and purposes, Dr. Feith has contributed an outstandingly impor-
tant work to this quest. I hope it is not too late for me to say in all sincerity that
I wish I could equal his achievement and give as many thoughtful, incisive, and
brilliant answers, even to what I have so ungraciously labelled irrelevant questions.



HISTORY, THEORY, AND INDONESIAN POLITICS:
A REPLY TO HARRY J. BENDA

Herbert Feith

There is a lot to be said against authors coming back at their reviewers. Hav-
ing had many hundreds of pages to make one's points, one should not properly ask
for more. But Professor Harry J. Benda's review of my book, The Decline of Con-
stitutional Democracy in Indonesia ("Democracy in Indonesia," Journal of Asian
Studies, XXII, No. 3, May 1964, pp. 449-456), is much more than a review. Itis
the vigorous and highly stimulating statement of a thesis on the central questions
to be asked about society and politics in the Third World. As such, I believe it de-
serves an answer.

After making a number of exceedingly kind comments on my book, Professor
Benda goes on to speak of what he sees as a "basic flaw" in my frame of reference.
I have, he says, presented "persuasive answers to an intrinsically mistaken or irrel-
evant question." He links this with his own "sense of misgiving about the direction
in which much of our research on Indonesia (and on many other developing coun-
tries, certainly in Southeast Asia) has been moving." "Perhaps our basic error all
along," he says, explicitly including his own earlier writings in the condemnation,
"has been to examine Indonesia with Western eyes; or to be more precise and more
generous, with eyes that, though increasingly trained to see things Indonesian,
have continued to look at them selectively in accordance with preconceived Western
models."

"Most of our questions," he goes on, "have hitherto revolved around a singu-
larly simple continuing theme, perhaps best caricatured by the adage 'What's wrong
with Indonesia?.' The answers given . . . vary from author to author, from disci-
pline to discipline; but basically they have led . . . to the discovery of a diabolus
ex machina," a person or group on whom blame can be cast for the absence of phe-
nomena which 'ought' to be present. In the case of much writing on Indonesia, it
is the Dutch who are cast in this diabolus role, and occasionally it is the Chinese.
In my case, says Benda, it is the 'solidarity makers' or wielders of integrative
symbols.

"At the root of the question 'What's wrong?,'" he argues, "lies the unwarranted
belief that all societies are essentially similar and that, allowed to develop 'normally,'
they will (tautologically) follow a standard norm, that of 'the West.'"" This, he says,
is 'automatic historical parallelism'. Its basic assumptions are rooted in unsophisti-
cated Liberalism and Marxism (especially of the post-Marxian variety which ignores
Marx's theory of the Asiatic mode of production). Its fruits include an excessive
willingness to transfer familiar categories to unfamiliar terrain, to identify non-
Western phenomena uncritically as 'states,' 'feudalism,’ 'nationalism,' 'collaboration,'
and so on. And they also include excessive enthusiasm for comparisons between

22
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different societies. Not that Benda is against comparative studies as such. But
comparisons, he says, should be tentative, and of structures rather than sequences.
It is certainly useful to compare peasant protest movements in different societies,
but, he seems to be adding, let us not venture to compare processes of industriali-
zation or modernization, or our Europecentrism is likely to get the better of us.
"Once we commit ourselves to looking for categorical parallels, especially develop-
mental, chronological parallels, we are in danger of distorting history and reality"
by concentrating undue attention on "extrinsic elements."

In dealing with my own argument, Benda makes three main points. Two of them
can be dealt with fairly briefly. In the first place my discussion of Indonesian poli-
tics in terms of "administrators" and "solidarity makers" is "elite-centered," he says,
in a way which does not enable us to "come to grips with the substance of Indone-
sia's troubled decade." My reply here would be merely to say that I see the power
of "solidarity makers" (of all political colors) as resulting from expressive politics,
which arises in turn from the revolutionary transition to independence, from social
disturbance and radical dissatisfaction with existing conditions. Most of my story
is indeed about the doings of elite factions, but I would argue that I suggested the
fate of these factions was determined by deeper social forces.

Secondly Benda suggests that my terminology is value-laden, that I use "prob-
lem-solvers" ("administrators") to refer to political leaders who "see problems the
way the Westerner sees them, and attempt solutions along Western rational lines."
Here I can do little more than enter a straight denial. As I defined the term "admin-
istrators"--and I can only hope that my readers have found me to be consistent in
its use--it refers to a group of leaders with the administrative, technical, and other
skills required to run the distinctively modern apparatus of a modern state. I sug-
gested that these men had an interest in, and an affective commitment to, a type of
government which accorded high value to economic and administrative achievement.
Now this is a characteristically Western orientation, but only in a peculiar sense, or
rather in two peculiar senses: in that it was fostered by an apolitical (or quasi-
apolitical) colonialism as part of its rationale, and in that it is transmitted today
through much of the ideology of Western "foreign aid." (It is not "the Westerner"
but one type of Westerner who is bent only on prosperity and efficiency.) And it
is certainly not a rational orientation. I did not describe it as rational, nor would
I agree that it could be described in this way, that is as more rational than the
orientation of "solidarity makers" whose principal concern was to provide integrative
leadership to the ex-revolutionaires and others who craved it. As far as I can see,
there is nothing in my definition which implies that the economic and administrative
problems to which the "administrators" thought governments should be giving the
bulk of their attention were in fact "the prime . . . problems demanding solution."
Focussing attention as I did on the question of congruence between administrative
and economic policies on the one hand and legitimacy arrangements on the other, I
thought I was treating these two spheres of government activity as of equal impor-
tance.

Benda's third and principal point is that my book "takes an unhistorical starting
point or, to put it more precisely, . . . sees postwar Indonesia primarily as a con-
tinuation of the country's most recent history, while it largely ignores what has
gone before." By way of counter-argument here, he avers that "the modern colo-
nial era (including the Japanese occupation) was a brief interlude in Indonesian
history, a 'deviation' we might almost say, from that history. . . . Whatever its
impact, alien overlordship did not erase Indonesian history or divert it from its
course (sic)."

He follows this up by suggesting that "the contestants in Feith's battle for con-
stitutional democracy appear deceptively evenly matched." "Might it not be more
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illuminating," he says, "to argue that the problem-solvers' efforts to continue a
rational administration and to maintain a modern economic system, both born of and
identified with the apolitical colonial status quo, were doomed once Indonesia started
to overcome the colonial 'deviation' and once Indonesian (especially Javanese) history
found a way back to its own moorings? . . . . In the context of Indonesian history,
Feith's problem-solvers, whether thoroughly Westernized or thoroughly Islamized,
appear as a small, intrinsically foreign element in the body social of Indonesia; per-
haps it would be more accurate to say that they are a foreign element within the
social and ideological world of Indianized Indonesia, especially of Java. By contrast,
the solidarity makers, though they may often speak in deceptively modern terminol-
ogy, seem to represent just that specifically Javanese culture. It is only by taking
into account the deep roots, the longevity as well as the remarkable resilience of
that Hindu-Javanese world to foreign, e.g. Islamic and Western, influences that we
can fully understand modern Indonesian developments. It was, after all, a world in
which the language of the present-day solidarity makers was of far greater intrinsic
value than that of rational problem solving."

I must first admit the justice of much of this criticism. I readily agree that I
gave far too little attention in my book to traditional notions of legitimacy, to tradi-
tional values and perceptions generally, and more broadly to culture. I agree that
there are some remarkable similarities between the language of the "solidarity makers"
of the present period and that of their predecessors of pre-colonial Java (or Java of
the days before colonialism took its distinctively modern forms). There is indeed a
sense in which Guided Democracy is a genuine "Return to our National Identity,"
accompanied as it is by the reemergence of older and deeply rooted norms, styles
and ways of thinking which were eclipsed between 1945 and 1958.

But I cannot agree that "the problem-solvers' efforts to continue a rational ad-
ministration and to maintain a modern economic system . . . were doomed once Indc-
nesia started to overcome the colonial 'deviation' and once Indonesian (especially
Javanese) history found a way back to its own moorings." In the first place the
phrase "Indonesian (especially Javanese) history" contains a large element of ambi-
guity. Indonesian history is not the history of Java and it is certainly not the his-
tory of the ethnic Javanese (or the inland and non-santri, not strongly Islamic,
Javanese) who are the bearers of Hindu-Javanese culture. So for Indonesian his-
tory to find its "way back to its own moorings" there was no need for its values or
styles to become those of this culture. The fact that prijaji Javanese have emerged
in a position of political preponderance under Guided Democracy can hardly be seen
as a natural consequence of "decolonization," or of the resilience of their culture.
(And indeed they would not now be in so strong a position in the readily conceiv-
able situation, given a few changes of circumstance, in which the transition from a
pluralistic to an authoritarian political order had been achieved at the expense of
the Communists, rather than the Masjumi-Socialist-regionalist group.)

But a second point is more important. How useful is it to speak of a country's
history finding ways back to its moorings if that country has in fact been irreversi-
bly transformed in much of its economic and social organization by the events of the
period of "deviation"? The 120 or so years of modern colonialism did after all intro-
duce a host of new phenomena which are not easily removed: railways and telegraph
lines, cities, large-scale export production and heavy reliance on imports, economic
interdependence between different parts of the country, a large bureaucracy dis-
charging a wide range of functions at all levels of society, the monetization of much
of village life, an eight-fold increase in population, landlessness, and so on.

It was possible for cultural values to remain largely unaffected by such changes,
or for that matter norms and perceptions about political authority. But it was q1:11te
impossible for the actual processes of governing to remain unaffected. For keeping
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a regime in power in a situation of partial modernization requires, inter alia, that
attention be devoted to the solution of economic and administrative problems, to the
operation and maintenance of complex modern facilities if not to their expansion;
and devoting attention to these problems requires giving power and resources to
those with the skills needed to attend to them. So, while it is undeniable that there
were strong cultural and historical factors which favored the "solidarity makers" in
the struggles of the 1950's (or rather those "solidarity makers" like President Soe-
karno who were identified with the cultural traditions of Hindu Java), there were
also other politically relevant factors which favored the "administrator" group.

Moreover the eventual victory of the Soekarno group of "solidarity makers" can-
not be explained simply in terms of the strength of the Javanese tradition. It must
be seen also in relation to the factors which led to the prominence of "solidarity
makers" as such, of would-be builders of organic states of all political hues, Mus-
lims as well as traditionalists, nationalists, and Communists. And here we come
back to social disruption, to the political ferment and inchoate general dissatisfac-
tion which had developed out of the eight-and-a-half years of war, occupation, and
revolution, and whose deeper roots are to be found in a century of capitalist pene-
tration. Yearnings for organic political solutions have after all been a common con-
sequence of social disorganization, in societies of greatly varying historical back-
grounds.

On the question of how favorable the prospects of constitutional democracy ever
were, the disagreement between Professor Benda and myself seems to be rather
narrower. He concedes that "what happened did not have to happen: the decline of
constitutional democracy, though highly probable, was not inevitable." I for my
part would admit that the cards were stacked against the system from the start,
what with social disruption and messianic expectations on the one hand, and a poor-
ly integrated army and few indigenous propertied groups of any size on the other.
And I readily agree that value attachments to constitutional democracy were never
sufficiently intense or widespread within the political elite to make it a stable ele-
ment of consensus on the purposes of government. (There are clearly important
contrasts here with circumstances in India and the Philippines.) Indeed, far from
treating the Western-modelled system as something "natural,”" I devoted a good deal
of space to answering why it kept going as long as it did.

But the difference between us is still one worth arguing out. For I would insist
that constitutional democracy, perhaps more safely termed the "reconciliation system™
--let Professor Benda answer to his fellow historians for driving me further in the
direction of sociological jargon!--did have a certain durability, a durability which
cannot be explained merely in terms of the power resources of its principal uphold-
ers. The choice of this pluralistic political order undoubtedly had much to do with
the values and interests of a group of Westernized leaders (though I would argue
that Westernization as a cultural attribute was less important than the fact that these
men had skills disposing them to promote rule-based government and fear "demogoc-
racy ). In addition it was clearly connected with the choice of a compromise settle-
ment with the Dutch (the Round Table Conference agreement of 1949) and with the
international fashionability of Western-style democracy in the late 1940's. But one
cannot explain why pluralist arrangements survived as long as they did without also

1. The term comes from David A. Apter's three-part set of developmental types,
reconciliation system (e.g. Nigeria), mobilization system (e.g. Ghana), and modern-
izing autocracy (e.g. Buganda)--see his "System, Process and the Politics of Eco-
nomic Development," in Bert F. Hoselitz and Wilbert E. Moore, ed., Industrialization
and Society (UNESCO-Mouton) 1963, pp. 135-158.
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referring to a system factor, one which relates to interaction patterns rather than
the purposes and interests of actors, namely the fragmentation of national leader-
ship.

Thanks partly to socio-historical variety in the country as a whole and partly
to the conditions in which nationalism had developed in the pre-war period--too much
repression and too few governmental opportunities for the equivalent of an Indian
National Congress to develop, not enough repression and too many governmental
opportunities to give the Communists a chance of capturing the nationalist movement
and imposing cohesion on it as in Vietnam--no single party of national integration
was in existence at the time of independence. Indeed no party was in anything
approaching this position. Moreover the army was deeply divided and weak in its
central leadership. Power was in fact widely dispersed; the existence of twenty-two
parties and other groups in the parliament of 1950 was a fact of more than surface
significance.

The survival of the "reconciliation system" was partly a reflection of this dis-
persal. For each of the major political groups was willing to tolerate a good deal of
hamstrung and charismatically unsatisfying government while the alternative was to
concur in changes towards a more authoritarian regime in which the risk was that
one's opponents would come out on top. In particular, President Soekarno and the
leaders of the army, the two major repositories of power outside the party and par-
liamentary system, were watchfully checking on each other, lest one of them should
be able to effect a Caesarian breakthrough at the expense of the other. The prob-
lem was eventually resolved, as we know, by the President and the army leaders
making common cause to bring the pluralistic order to an end. But this was only
after five or six years of checking and balancing, after two years of intensely bitter
election campaigning, in which communal cleavages were so aggravated by ideologi-
cal antagonisms as to destroy virtually all consensus on the purposes of the state,
and after a year or so of blatant and alarmingly successful defiance of Djakarta's
authority by the leaders of a number of exporting areas outside Java.

All this does not mean that there was anything fortuitous about the defeat,
abandonment, and disintegration of the "reconciliation system." But it suggests
that the question of why the system failed to maintain itself is neither irrelevant
nor intrinsically mistaken, that it is just as important and meaningful as the ques-
tion of why it should have remained in operation. And it suggests that these two
questions are fruitfully looked at in relation to one another. AsI see it, it is an
advantage of the kind of systems analysis I was attempting to employ that it enables
one to do just this, to set system-sustaining factors (and persons and groups)
alongside system-destroying or -transforming factors (and persons and groups).
For this provides us with a single framework within which to examine a very wide
range of variables: interaction patterns (like the fragmentation of national political
leadership or the "shared poverty" of Javanese villages) 2 and linear processes (like
population growth, urbanization, the expansion of mass communications, the Indone-
sianization of the foreign stake in the economy, or the rise and spread of mutually
antagonistic ideologies), as well as the values and perceptions of different communi-
ties and groups and the commitments and strategies of different leaders.

Does the use of system analysis make one an "automatic historical parallelist” ?
Does this type of analysis assume "the unwarranted belief that all societies are
essentially similar and that, allowed to develop 'normally' they will (tautologically)

2. See Clifford Geertz, "Religious Belief and Economic Behavior in a Central Java-
nese Town: Some Preliminary Consideration," Economic Development and Cultural
Change IV, No. 2 (January 1956), pp. 134-158.
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follow a standard norm, that of the West?" I do not believe it does, although it ob-
viously assumes that societies which have developed separately from one another can
nevertheless be sufficiently similar to be worth comparing.

There is no denying that system analysis can produce the most gruesome of
ethnocentric and other misconceptions if it is unimaginatively applied. Those who em-
ploy it may happily ignore the variety of the world's social and political arrange-
ments and assume that all systems of legitimacy, stratification, administration, and
so on work in the same way as their Western equivalents. Pushed to its crudest
forms, this means that the question "Why is that political system not working?" be-
comes "Why don't those people do things the way we and all other sensible people
do?" Alternatively, a lack of imagination can mean that the formula is "X, Y, and Z
need to be done or else the system will not work" rather than "X, Y, and Z or their
functional equivalents need to be done or else . . ." If this is automatic historical
parallelism, then I am with Professor Benda in throwing up my hands in horror at it.

Finally, system analysis requires that one draw a clear line between change
which can be accommodated within an existing set of arrangements and change which
tends towards the transformation or destruction of the pattern. This can be done
with relatively little forcing of reality in relation to politics in some societies, usually
ones where the word "regime" is applied, but it may well be seriously misleading in
relation to others. And this leads to the central point that system analysis is no
more than a set of heuristic devices and should not be treated as having intrinsic
value. It can be most useful in relation to some situations. But one must not allow
oneself to become its prisoner to the extent of ignoring either empirical reality--
history, if that is what we should call it--or alternative theoretical formulations.

Let us be cautious by all means, but not to the point of throwing out the baby with
the bathwater!

Finally, what is one to make of Professor Benda's minimalist position on the
value of comparative studies of non-Western societies? Such studies can be useful,
he says, because "striking parallels do exist in many parts of the 'non-Western'
world as a result of the basic similarities inherent in the Western impact, especially
in Western colonialism". The limitations of this formula are clear, for "many if not
most of these very similarities . . . are so to speak isolated particles in the histori-
cal landscape of each society. We can . . . study the Western-educated intellectual,
the Western-trained civil servant, the Western-influenced officer, here and there
perhaps even the Western-style entrepreneur, as generic and hence comparable
phenomena of a brief, recent, and in a sense world-wide historical epoch. But this

. is ultimately bound to remain a study of the transitional if not the ephemeral.
. . . The long dog of history is bound to reassert itself and to make it increasingly
difficult for the short generic tail to go on wagging it with impunity under the con-
venient scientistic cloak of 'traditional society.' Diversity will triumph in the long
run."

It is at this point that I find myself in strongest disagreement with Professor
Benda. This is partly because he seems to be denying that societies whose histori-
cal development has been separate can be usually compared. But, more important,
he seems to be so intent on looking at the Western impact on the non-Western world
in cultural terms that technology is left virtually out of account. Yet the West came
to the rest of the world as the bearer of a technology which was not only different
but superior (as well as as the bearer of a culture which was merely different). It
was of course possible for non-Western governments to reject this technology as the
Chinese government did for much of the nineteenth century, but this was invariably
at considerable long-term cost to their regimes. For they were forced to operate in
an international environment in which the technologically advanced states had pre-
ponderant power. This was an environment in which strong rewards were offered
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to regimes which were flexible enough to adopt the more highly developed technol-
ogy and allowed their social structures and cultures to be transformed to the extent
that this was required. And I would argue that very much the same rewards are
offered to the governments of technologically backward countries today--notwith-
standing the fact that some of them have succeeded, on the basis of diplomatic vir-
tuosity and only fairly limited technological advancement, to acquire positions of
considerable power and prestige in the international community.

It is true that independence has been followed in some of the ex-colonial coun-
tries by a tendency for the economy and certain other spheres of the society to be
organized on the basis of less structural differentiation than before. But this is
quite insufficient basis for the inference that the ex-colonial world is growing ever
more diverse as the period of Western dominance recedes further into the past.

Professor Benda does concede that it is "highly probable that Indonesia will
modernize and that therefore change will come to loom larger than continuity . .
for economic modernization, in particular, is bound to follow its peculiar, rational,
and indeed iron logic;" he qualifies this only by the sentence: "But (and this to me
is crucial) the ways in which this transformation will take place will very likely be
Indonesian-derived." Yet it is surely not true, as his discussion implies, that the
logic of economic modernization will only begin to come into effect when a govern-
ment starts being as determined about modernization as Stalin, Mao, or the Japa-
nese leaders of the late nineteenth century. I would insist that this logic is opera-
tive in some measure today; for any government of a complex partly modernized
state, as Indonesia undoubtedly is, must concern itself with the efficient discharg-
ing of economic functions, and so sponsor various activities which it sees as cul-
turally alien and a priori undesirable. And indeed it is never merely a matter of
operating the modern technical facilities one has inherited from the days of colonial
control, for all of the governments of the ex-colonial world are introducing new
facilities of this kind--even if they are only new weapons or new computers for
government departments.

In my view it is here, in the need to continue to operate a variety of modern
technical facilities, and in the manifold pressures to expand these, that comparative
studies finds its principal raison d'étre, here rather than in particular groups of
Western-trained or Western-influenced intellectuals, civil servants, army officers
or entrepreneurs. The existence of much modern technology and economic organi-
zation in all of the new states, and the effective or ineffective integration into the
patterns of social organization and political culture which have evolved from par-
ticular historical legacies, provides an enormously fertile field for comparisons,
both among the new states of today and between them and the countries which have
already passed through something like a "Great Transformation," in either a slow
and messy way or a dramatic and fast one.

I would concede that a lot of recent research on non-Western societies, inspired
by sociological theory and by the passion for macro-sociological comparisons, has
taken far too little account of the history of these societies, particularly their pre-
colonial history. There has no doubt been too little research, and too much gener-
alizing based on it (or not based on it); the number of rigorous and systematic
studies comparing phenomena in different non-Western societies is in fact still tiny.
Furthermore many of the theoretical formulations which are being advanced in the
whole area of non-Western studies are taken up for ideological utility, and so gain
currency to an extent quite unjustified by their analytical value. The notion of
mraditional society" is probably one of these. Attractive to liberal internationalists
because of its suggestion that "Asians are basically very much like ourselves'--we
used to speak of "feudalism" till the historians caught up to us--it has probably done
more harm than good by obscuring the great variety of history and historical legacy
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in different parts of the world. Finally one can see why Professor Benda should be
particularly apprehensive about comparative studies concerned with the sequential
or developmental dimension. For this brings one inevitably to "modernization." And
the present state of modernization theory is not happy. The word is wrapped in
ambiguity and confusion. ?

Altogether there is a good deal to be criticized about the comparative and theo-
retical approach to non-Western societies. Its very fashionability is a considerable
source of danger. And it is proper and desirable that historians should be waiting
to pounce on any of its practitioners whose scholarship is poor.

But it has also drawn our attention to an exciting range of new questions worth
asking, to a whole series of new ways of moving from the known to the unknown.

3. For some of the many efforts currently being made to clear up the confusion,
see the contributions of Wilbert E. Moore and Neil J. Smelser in Hoselitz and Moore,
op. cit. pp. 32-54, 299-370; S. N. Eisenstadt, "Modernization: Growth and Diver-
sity," India Quarterly Vol. 20, No. 1, Jan.-March 1953; Robert N. Bellah, "Reflec-
tions on the Protestant Ethic Analogy in Asia," Journal of Social Issues, XIX No. 1,
Jan. 1963; and Fred W. Riggs, Reflections on Development, unpublished paper,
University of Hawaii, 1963.



HISTORY AND SOCIAL STRUCTURE IN THE
STUDY OF CONTEMPORARY INDONESIA

David Levine

Harry Benda has characterized theorizing about postindependence Indonesia as
"essentially presenting us highly sophisticated and persuasive answers to an in-
trinsically mistaken, or irrelevant, question."' Although, as we shall see, his own
analysis shares the same basic failings found in those he criticizes, his complaint is
well taken. Those who have attempted solutions to the problem of making sense of
the last twenty years of Indonesian history have failed, by and large, to see beyond
the surface phenomena. They find themselves so absorbed by the intricacies of
parliamentary politics that most of their time is spent in the sorting out of month-
to-month maneuvers in cabinet and parliament. This failure to penetrate to the
essentials of a problem, it must be emphasized, cannot be attributed to lack of in-
telligence, integrity, or scholarship. Rather the source of the difficulty must be
located in the basic perspective from which such analysts operate. The specific
approach which a theorist adopts defines not only the character of his analysis but
the questions which he poses and, equally, the questions he does not pose. If the
questions are posed incorrectly, the analysis will be incapable of explaining the
phenomena under study.

All attempts to analyze the Indonesian political system from within, by accept-
ing the social structure which forms its underpinning as given, must share in the
irrationality of that system. In other words, if the social groups, and classes,
which hold political and economic power use that power to obstruct rather than to
facilitate progress, then the social system which they dominate is irrational. His-
tory has its own internal logic in the sense that it displays objective laws of devel-
opment. Mental processes should reflect this objective logic. By rejecting the laws
of historic development, analytic theory ties itself down to the "present," becomes
incapable of envisioning revolutionary social change, and, in essence, denies the
possibility of progress. With respect to Indonesia, such theorizing becomes totally
bound up in what is an essentially retrogressive social system. When thinking about
the problems generated by such a system accepts that system as "given," then that
thinking can neither understand the social system as an historically rooted and
transitory phenomenon nor allow that solutions to the society's problems must be
sought in the transformations of the system itself.

The unsatisfactory nature of the available analyses of modern Indonesia is par-
ticularly discouraging because of the immediacy and the seriousness of her problems.
The future seems (on the surface at least) to hold no solutions to the problems of
unemployment, poverty, inflation, and political instability. The "Constitutional

1. "Democracy in Indonesia," Journal of Asian Studies, 23, 3 (May 1964), p. 449.
(See above, p. 14.)
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Democracy" of the 1950s has been gradually transformed into a military dictatorship
more in line with underlying social realities. The need for a theory which can be
used to help solve these problems has barely begun to be met.

One of the more impressive attempts to explain Indonesian politics is that of
Herbert Feith.? His work is concerned with accounting for the political instability
that plagues the entire period since the Revolution. Feith attempts to explain these
events in terms of a cleavage within the Indonesian elite. On the one hand was a
group of men (associated with Hatta) whom he designates as an "administrative"
elite. These men were particularly involved with the day-to-day concerns of run-
ning the country and stabilizing the economy. Opposed to this group was one des-
ignated as "solidarity-makers," led by Sukarno. This latter group was more con-
cerned with the symbols of the Revolution and the continuing of the Revolution than
with the administration of the government. The first group is seen by Feith as
more conservative and Western-oriented as well as more efficient and capable than
the second. For Feith "the history of the period is the story of the political failure
of the Hatta group of leaders."® Within Indonesia the ties of this group were to
"nonbureaucratic business"; it wanted to conserve what it could of the "modern ad-
ministrative and economic structure" left from the colonial period.

It is in the intraelite battle between these two groups that Feith finds the source
of the political instability of the period. Yet in accounting for the failure of consti-
tutional democracy, he is forced to focus on "factors related to political unrest."
The source of this unrest lay in the Revolution, and the groups with which it was
associated were outside of the elite. The very problems with which the elite was
forced to deal were (and still are) problems of "how this unrest would be handled."*

So far as the true source of the failure of constitutional democracy lies in the
unrest of groups outside of the elite, it lies in a factor external to Feith's entire
theoretical structure. The problem becomes one of accounting for the existence of
this unrest and then accounting for its influence on Indonesian politics. We make
little progress by pointing to the rise of a "solidarity-maker" group which exploits
this unrest if we do not turn our analysis to the historical, social, and economic re-
lationships between the ruling groups and the masses. The "solidarity-maker"
group is still a part of the ruling elite and is in no basic sense representative of
the people.

The uneasiness inherent in an analysis such as the above is even more apparent
in Daniel Lev's discussion in his Transition to Guided Democracy. In basic struc-
ture, the work is quite comparable to Feith's. Again Lev is concerned with a month-
by-month cataloguing of the events in Indonesian political life. Insofar as he holds
to this approach, his concern is with developments within the elite. Yet, perhaps
because of the nature of the period he has chosen, a new factor, outside of the
elite, breaks into the analysis. The increasing unrest of the masses, generally
associated with (though not identical to) the rise of the Communist Party (PKI),
forces its way into the political life of the elite-run constitutional democracy. It is
in large measure the accessibility of the parliamentary structures to mass demands
through the electoral mechanism that is responsible for their dissolution. The con-
frontation between the ruling classes and the more conscious elements of the masses
which forms a central theme of Indonesian politics, undermines the whole analytical

2. Decline of Constitutional Democracy in Indonesia (Ithaca: Cornell University,
Press, 1962).

3. Ibid., p. 604.
4. Ibid., p. 606.
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basis of the elite-centered history of Feith and Lev. The latter is somewhat more
aware of this than is the former. Although he fails to dissect the relationship be-
tween his elite and the masses, it is an essential point of his analysis that "Commu-
nist success in the parliamentary system contributed to the eventual replacement of
that system by Guided Democracy."® Lev's insight into the relationship of the PKI
to the system of parliamentary democracy is important because it can form both the
basis of a more satisfying analysis of Indonesian politics and a critique of his own
work. It is therefore worthwhile to quote him at length:

. the PKI threatened not only the other parties, but the entire social and
political order. It was not simply that everyone feared that the Communists,
once in power, would overthrow the existing political organization, eliminate
the old elite, and invoke their own exclusive ideology. That clearly was the
crux of the matter, but it cannot be too strongly emphasized that the social
force mobilized by the PKI could not be matched by any of the other parties,
by the army, or even (in organizational terms) by President Sukarno. . . .
By containing the truly radical PKI, the elite whom it challenged, both party
and nonparty, was able to maintain its hopes for the future. It is important
to point out that this elite did in fact remain in power under Guided Democ-
racy and that it did so by shifting away from a broader electoral basis of
politics towards a narrower and more traditional elite basis. ®

The increasing popularity of the PKI, while by no means identical with the unrest
of the masses, is a strong indication and reflection of the strength of that unrest.

At this point, it is important to see that the discussion thus far has brought
the approach of Feith and Lev into serious question. If postindependence develop-
ments are best understood in terms of an increasing threat to elite power by a dis-
affected mass, then the key historical problems focus around the nature of Indone-
sian social structure itself and the sources of unrest in the Indonesian political
economy. Yet, the two discussions cited above are more concerned with develop-
ments on the purely political level than with the underlying problems of the political
economy.

Before elaborating this critique, it will be instructive to turn to some of the
economic theory available to students of contemporary Indonesia.

We might begin with the least satisfactory kind of analysis--that which sees
political and economic factors as basically independent, though having important in-
fluences on each other. Such an analysis allows political questions into its theoriz-
ing only in the very crude sense of political instability creating economic instability.
Although "economic conditions . . . have had much to do with aggravating deep-
seated political tensions," tensions which are "associated with the general social
revolution," nonetheless, basically, "Indonesian experience in 1957 and 1958 pre-
sents an almost classic example of the economic ramifications of political instability.
By ignoring the unity of economics and politics, Douglas Paauw provides a striking
example of an analytical theory which partakes of the irrationality of its subject
matter. He sees two fundamental solutions to Indonesia's economic difficulties:

n7

5. Daniel Lev, Transition to Guided Democracy: Indonesian Politics, 1957-1959
(Ithaca: Cornell Modern Indonesia Project, 1966), p. 75.

6. Ibid., p. 171.

7. Douglas S. Paauw, "The High Cost of Political Instability in Indonesia," in
Indonesia's Struggle, ed. B. H. M. Vlekke (The Hague: Netherlands Institute of
International Affairs, 1959), p. 23.
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reduction of inflation-financed spending and expansion of aggregate supply.® The
curious fact about these "solutions" is that they are mutually exclusive, given the
present structure of the Indonesian political economy. If no change comes about in
the "mode of utilization" of Indonesia's economic surplus, ® there will be no other
indigenous source of financing than inflation, and aggregate supply is not likely to
increase without government financing. Thus Paauw's solution is no more (and per-
haps considerably less) than a statement of the problem.

We are presented with an essentially sterile framework of analysis: inflation re-
sults (in large part) from deficit spending; deficit spending, in its turn, results
both from the lack of alternative sources of funds and from the need to meet the
expenses of political instability itself. Thus, if the unrest of the masses is to be
eased, economic development is essential, and yet outside of inflationary deficit
spending, the government has no funds from indigenous sources for effective de-
velopment programs.

Here we seem confronted with an insurmountable theoretical (and practical)
question. It is generally conceived of as a "vicious circle."?? There seem to be no
sources for financing economic development which will not result in political insta-
bility which is itself a drain on funds potentially available for development. Such
funds are used to build armies and civil services rather than tractors and factories.
A closer examination, however, should reveal that the knot in which these theorists
seem tied is one strictly of their own making. There is no way out in sight because
of the restricted vision of those who are looking. To find the source of their prob-
lems it is necessary to isolate their generally unstated underlying assumptions.

In his review of Feith's book, Harry Benda criticizes Feith along these lines.
He attempts to bring out the underlying assumptions of Feith's approach which ren-
der his results sterile and comes upon the following insight:

Most of our questions . . . have hitherto resolved around a singularly sim-
ple, continuing theme best caricatured by the adage, "What's wrong with
Indonesia?" The answers given to this all pervasive, if usually unstated,
question vary from author to author, from discipline to discipline; but basi-
cally they have led--with greater or less ingenuity--to the discovery of a
diabolus ex machina. !

The trouble with this approach, as Benda suggests, is that it is unhistorical. Such
theorizing is bounded by Western history. If something has gone wrong then there
must be some right way in which Indonesia should have developed. In a certain
sense this assertion is undeniable. There must be something radically unsatisfac-
tory in a country in which social disorder, poverty, and violence have been ende-
mic for a good deal longer than the twenty odd years since independence. However
the tone in which the question "what went wrong" is generally asked tends to deny
any structural disease in favor of a diabolus ex machina. The basic structure of
social relationships is seen as adequate for the task of pursuing economic develop-
ment and political democracy; therefore, if these objectives have not been achieved

8. Ibid., p. 30.

9. For a discussion of the concept of the economic surplus see: Paul A. Baran,
The Political Economy of Growth (New York: Monthly Review, 1962), ch. 2.

10. See, for example: Paauw, "High Cost of Political Instability," p. 23; and
Herbert Feith, "Dynamics of Guided Democracy," in /ndonesia, ed. Ruth McVey
(New Haven: H.R.A.F., 1963), p. 409.

11. Benda, "Democracy in Indonesia," p. 450.
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it is only because the individuals in charge have been incapable or uninterested in
such progress. In other words, this approach accepts the social structure as given
and finds the major historical dynamic not in social groups and classes, but in indi-
viduals. 12

The alternative Benda presents us for understanding recent Indonesian history
is a kind of identity crisis on a grand scale. In the last twenty years we have wit-
nessed "the agonizing, difficult adjustment of Indonesia to its own identity. . . . A
selective process of adapting resurgent continuity to a changing reality."'?® He
contends that the colonial period in Indonesia has had little influence on the basic
continuity of Indonesian history. His argument is that in terms of elite structure,!*
and in terms of economic change, !® the influence of the West has been, in a basic
sense, superficial.

What Benda succeeds in enforcing is, above all, the reorientation of our ap-
proach to Indonesian history. In order to evaluate and criticize his approach we
must clarify the relationship between Western imperialism and the course of Indone-
sian history. The connection is much more organic and continuing than Benda real-
izes. Insofar as the Indonesian Revolution failed to sever Indonesia's future from
the structures and laws of development defined by the colonial relationships of the
past, analysts who ignore colonial relationships and concentrate on postindependence
politics as if they occurred in a vacuum cannot possibly explain what they see.
Equally, insofar as the colonial relationship has radically affected the character of
Indonesian society, analysts (such as Benda) who look to an Indonesian "identity"
in the precolonial past are searching for something of questionable significance.

Recent studies by Pelzer'® and van der Kroef'’ indicate that, contrary to Ben-
da's thesis, important changes have been going on in the economic and social struc-
ture of rural Indonesia. These studies indicate that "in the past century, and in
particular in the last four decades, tenancy, along with the rise of a landlord class,
has reached alarming proportions in densely populated sections of rural Java. 18
These changes are greatly influencing Javanese social and cultural institutions. 19
Insofar as these are significant developments, Benda's attempt to return to precolo-
nial history is bound to be seriously misleading. The relationship between the colo-
nial period and the present Indonesian situation is much more important than even
these discussions indicate. To see this, we now turn to those analysts who have
studied present developments from a historical perspective.

12. Feith, Decline of Constitutional Democracy, p. 108.

13. Harry Benda, "Decolonization in Indonesia: The Problem of Continuity and
Change," American Historical Review, 70 (July 1965), p. 1072.

14. Ibid., pp. 1065-66.
15. Ibid., p. 1066.
16. Karl J. Pelzer, "The Agricultural Foundation," in /ndonesia, ed. McVey.

17. J. M. van der Kroef, "Indonesia's Economic Future," Pacific Affairs, 32 (March
1959), "Peasant and Land Reform in Indonesian Communism," Journal of Southeast
Asian History, 4, 1 (March 1963); and "Land Tenure and Social structure in Rural
Java," Rural Sociology, 25, 4 (December 1960).

18. Van der Kroef, "Land Tenure," p. 422.
19. Van der Kroef, "Indonesia's Economic Future," p. 60.
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One of the few efforts to see contemporary Indonesian history as an integral
part of a historical development is that of Clifford Geertz.?’ His analysis operates
on an entirely different level than those previously discussed. But, not only does
his analysis highlight the inadequacies of our first group of theories of "what went
wrong"; in addition, by specifying the colonial relationship as the key to the eco-
nomic development of Indonesia, Geertz brings Benda's theory into further doubt.

According to Geertz:

The economy functions much less efficiently but (or, more precisely, because)
it is the same economy. The threefold thematic structure announced by the
Company, developed by the Culture System, and resolved by the Corporate
Plantation System--technological dualism, regional imbalance, and ecological
involutig?——persists; and the frustrations of Indonesian aspirations persist
with it.

The influence of Dutch colonialism has been to sacrifice the possibilities of Indo-
nesian industrialization in favor of Dutch. The discussion implies very strongly
that Dutch economic development and Indonesian underdevelopment are two sides of
the same coin. For the Javanese peasant "there was no industrial sector into which
to move and, as the returns from cultivation went, in Furnivall's words, to keep the
Netherlands from becoming another Portugal, none developed."?? It is purely hypo-
thetical to speculate on whether Indonesia would have industrialized had the Dutch
not been present. It is not hypothetical, however, to point out that the effect of
Dutch involvement was to close off any opportunity for development and ensure that
the history of the Indonesian economy would be one of underdevelopment.

The point to be emphasized here is that the forces generating underdevelopment
did not disappear with the Revolution in 1949. This is precisely the reason why a
correct understanding of the entire colonial period is the essential prerequisite for
an understanding of present problems. In the words of Paul Baran:

Indeed the forces that have moulded the fate of the backward world still
exercise a powerful impact on the conditions prevailing at the present time.
Their forms have changed, their intensities are different today; their origin
and direction have remained unaltered. They control now as they have con-
trolled in the past the destinies of the underdeveloped capitalist countries,
and it is the speed with which and the processes by which they will be over-
come tzr;at will determine these countries' future economic and social develop-
ment.

H. O. Schmitt has suggested a reinterpretation of Indonesian politics which, in
some important respects, fits in well with this thesis. Operating on the premise

20. See: Agricultural Involution: The Process of Ecological Change in Indonesia
(Berkeley: University of California, 1966). One other such study is that of J. H.
Boeke, Economics and Economic Policy of Dual Societies as Exemplified by Indonesia
(New York: Institute of Pacific Relations, 1953). I have neither the time nor space
to discuss this latter work. For a criticism of the theory as it applies to Indonesia,
see Geertz, Agricultural Involution, pp. 61-62. For a more general criticism of
"dual" theories see Andrew Gunder Frank, "The Development of Underdevelop-
ment," Monthly Review, 18, 4 (September 1966).

21. Geertz, Agricultural Involution, p. 125.
22. Ibid., p. 80.
23. Baran, Political Economy of Growth, p. 163.
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that politics and economics must be united, he has succeeded in explaining some
important aspects of political instability in terms of the foreign penetration of the
Indonesian economy.

By examining the inflation which has plagued Indonesia since independence and
by determining its primary victims, Schmitt is able to account for the conflict be-
tween Java and the Outer Islands in terms of "the contrary interests of exporters
and importers" which "were quickly translated into a conflict between geographic
regions."?* The analysis takes us a step further by associating the exporters and
importers with interest groups. In terms of economic groups "a bureaucracy in
control of the state exploited inflationary policies at the expense of trading groups."?®
Here we have a cleavage within the Indonesian elite of significantly greater sub-
stance than that which forms the basis of Feith's analysis. Not only does it expose
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