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1. Introduction

Conflict and violence are pivotal issues for the theoretical and practical understanding of recent developments in Indonesian politics and society. The economic crisis that hit Indonesia in 1997 brought about the collapse of the New Order regime. The crises also marked the beginning of reform (reformasi) processes that aim to liberalize political life. Political liberalization has provoked varying responses in this multiethnic country. At the societal level, reform has changed how ordinary citizens participate in politics. It has provided many sectors of the population opportunities for mobilization through a plethora of organizations. Since the end of the New Order, Indonesia has seen a blossoming of social movements. 

One of the apparent results of these processes has been the violence spreading in the archipelago. During this period, Indonesia has experienced a wide range of violent outbreaks from riots, to violent protest, and even to separatism. Among the worst has been the communal violence that has been sparked in some regions. This research project proposes to study several episodes of communal violence in Indonesia during the New Order regime (1965-1998) and during the subsequent transition towards democracy (1998-2002). 

Although many studies have been done on violence in contemporary Indonesia, none of those studies have been comparative studies that systematically compare different regions and different types of violence.
 Thus this study will be the first to: (1) systematically compare communal conflicts in Indonesia, most notably religious violence in the Moluccas and ethnic violence in the West and Central Kalimantan (Borneo); (2) analyze why communal violence erupts in particular regions while not in others; (3) undertake the theory building task of conceptualizing and explaining communal violence, its relations to the local and national politics in Indonesia, its effects on Indonesian state and society; and lastly (4) to reflect on the nature of relations between national and local politics in Indonesia. 

Communal violence here is defined as violent collective action that occurs among ordinary citizens by which members of an ethnic or religious group specifically target members of other ethnic or religious groups. The emphasis here is on the communal aspects of the violence.
 I use the term “communal” deliberately in order to show different dimensions that are brought about by ethnic and religious mobilization.
 These two types of violence, in general, differ in terms of their cause, durability, and effects on the state and society. The focus of analysis in this research project is to explain how, when, and why religious and ethnic identities become politically salient at certain times and certain places. In addition, it will also question why similar processes to make some political claims did not lead other ethnic or religious groups into violence.

Thus a study of communal violence in Indonesia must provide plausible explanations for at least four major problems. First, it must be able to explain variations between violent and peaceful regions. Second, it must be able to explain the considerable variations in Indonesian violence produced by different mechanisms and reflecting different conditions within the society. Third, it must be able to explain the timing of violent outbreaks. For example, why did violent action break out in the period of the 1990s and not in an earlier period and why did it resume at a certain juncture? Fourth, it should be able to answer the question of why one ethnic group targets violent collective action on a particular other ethnic group.

2. Competing Views of Indonesian Communal Violence

Not so many scholarly works have been done to analyze the recent Indonesian violence. As far as I can identify, most the works are single case studies providing diverse explanations for why violence occurred in specific regions. The various explanations mainly can be characterized as either excessively “national” or too “local” in perspective. Excessively national explanations only focus on power struggle in Jakarta and assumes violence at the local level is the effect of power struggle at the center. It points to the military’s part in provoking violence in service of its own political and economic interests (Edi Patebang, 2001; Aditjondro 2001). Other scholars refer to government policies that have impoverished the indigenous communities as a main cause of violence. Two sets of policies whose effects commonly provoke violence are transmigration projects (Tirtosudarmo, 2001) and the efforts to modernize and thus homogenize traditional villages, which diminish the capability of traditional leaders to control their own community (Somers 2001; Van Klinken 2001). 

The opposite types of explanation come from local view of the communal violence. It mainly focuses on specific ethnic groups and how these groups interact with the state and the market forces (Lee, 1999). It also focuses on competing religious values especially tensions between agama berkitab/ahl-ul kitab (refers to monotheism such as Islam and Christianity) with indigenous religion or between “modernized and fundamentalist” versions of religion with syncretistic practices (Bartels, 2000; Bubant 2001). 

Both explanations could not explain variations within the regions that experience violence and those that do not. Arguments that identify state policies as the cause of communal violence, for example, ignore the fact that, though many regions are affected by these policies, only some of them produce communal violence. Theories focusing on military involvement can also be criticized in the same manner. In addition, the economic and political interests of the military are certainly bigger in Jakarta than in regions that have experienced communal conflict. 

Explanations focusing on local level, on the other hand, offer some valuable insights but also suffer from an inability to move the explanation beyond each specific case. It is unable to deal with questions such as why some ethnic communities successfully adapt themselves to the state and market forces and why others fail.

A more theoretically coherent explanation of communal violence is provided by Gerry Van Klinken’s work on religious conflict in the Moluccas. Employing the concept “communal contenders” from Gurr (1993), he argues that the Moluccan conflicts are generated by local leaders “not in order to break away from the state but to grab a wider share of power for themselves.” He relates this concept to the patron-client structure of Indonesian politics. The clientelistic model of politics in Indonesia, he argues, emphasizes “personal ties of obligation between individual government machinery, thus creating hierarchical, behind-the-scenes network of ties that can stretch from the capital to the remotest provincial town.” (p. 2). He also argues that the patron-client relationship is basically unstable, especially during the transition from authoritarian rule.  

Van Klinken’s model provides a less Jakarta-centric approach to comprehending communal conflict in Indonesia. He has successfully moved beyond the dominant approaches to political analysis of Indonesian state. Such approaches that basically implement the concepts from broader perspectives in comparative politics, such as the bureaucratic polity model (Jackson and Pye 1978), the corporatism model (Reeve 1985), the bureaucratic-authoritarian model (King 1982), and the bureaucratic capitalist model (Robison 1986), have dominated analysis of Indonesian politics and society. These models, however, are not only insensitive towards the ethnic problem but also completely neglect the role of local politics in the national arena and even ignore the possibility of conflicts. All of these models are devoted to explain the stable character of the New Order authoritarian regime.

However, Van Klinken’s model is not without weaknesses. His major concept, the “communal contenders,” does not really fit the Indonesian cases of violence. In its original version, communal contenders refer to “competition over political power and economic distribution in the context of unstable multi-ethnic coalitions – often existing within a single governing party or among officers in military regimes” (Scarritt in Gurr, 1993, pp. 252-3). Here the emphasis is on the structure of coalitions among leaders that represent their ethnic groups. The structure the coalitions in communal contenders are, arguably, vulnerable since the ethnopolitical leaders are capable of moving in and out of the coalitions. The fear of defections that will shatter the coalition always haunts every party within the coalition. This is, however, hardly the case in Indonesian communal violence.

Communalism in Indonesia has never been structured into a political institution like that of the African cases to which Gurr et al. always refer for their theories. Ethno-political parties are not as strong as in the African cases and they never gained a majority even within their ethnic territory. Ethnic relations in Indonesia are mainly built as parallel or “unranked” structures where ethnic groups are internally stratified, each with its own elite, rather than hierarchical (or “ranked”) in which ethnic categories reflect class stratification (Horowitz 1985). Even the Indonesian Chinese community that is widely believed to represent a merge between ethnic and class categories, is divided internally along various lines of kinship, dialect-group, and of course, class. 

In relation to politics, the configuration of Indonesian ethnic group is also “dispersed” rather than centralized (Horowitz, 1985). This is due to the fact that Indonesian ethnic configuration is extremely diversified. The number of “territorial ethnies” is big and the size of ethnic groups is small, with the exception of the Javanese who comprised of 45 percent of the population. The Javanese, however, are not homogenous in their cultural, social, and political orientation. Javanese are divided into alirans (literally meaning “stream” or “current”) based on religious orientation, economic status, and political ideology (Geertz, 1960). 

This ethnic configuration has at least two major consequences for Indonesian politics and society. First, politicians who seek to mobilize voters through ethnic lines would find it very difficult to do so. Ethnic parties failed miserably during the 1950 general election (Feith 1957; Alfian 1971) and no ethnic parties emerged during the general election in 1999. Politics at the national level tends to be supra-ethnic. Second, for the local people, the real struggle of power is located at the regional and not at the national level. The number of players at the local level is much smaller than at the national level. Ethnicity can be a more powerful political tool when deployed at the local context than at the national. This explains why politics at the local level tends to be more exclusionary, in which the winners tends to grab as much power as they can and to exclude their ethnic opponents, and why local politics is more “zero sum” than national politics. 

Van Klinken’s patron-client model is not less problematic. While this model provides some important insights in local-center connections, it faces a serious problem in dealing with variations especially if this model has to account for variation between peaceful and violent regions. Also it lacks explanatory power when it has to explain why violence took the form of religious and ethnic mobilization. 

My approach to explain this problem will also focus on networks connecting local and national politics. I would argue the patronage is structured like pillars where every pillar represents a nexus of power based on interests or identity. Elites, both at the local and national levels, have the choice to use the available network resources in order to forge bonds with each other and coordinate their interests. They can employ ethnic, religious, or class ties in order to build a connection between the center and the local. It can also be pursued through institutional frameworks such as political parties, bureaucracies, and religious institutions or through personal ties. These pillars, however, are unstable and contested over time and spaces. 

3. Explaining Communal Violence

By the standard of definition employed in this research project, communalism in Indonesia can be characterized by four major characteristics. First, compare to other social movements in Indonesia
, its occurrence is extremely rare
. But once it erupts it tends to last longer than any other violence. More importantly, the death caused by communal violence has greatly surpassed that of other type of violence.
 Second, communal violence has occurred in rural and peripheral regions, mostly outside Java and Sumatera. So far, it has taken place in West and Central Borneo, Central Sulawesi (Poso), Moluccas, West Sumba, and Sumbawa. Third, in terms of their socio-economic characteristics, the regions affected by communal violence vary according to level of economic development, natural resources endowment, and economic importance for the center. Fourth, communal violence entered Indonesian politics and society only relatively recently. Even though ethnicity and religion have been politically salient since colonial times, communalism started mattering politically only during the New Order period. This “newness” of communal violence then begs for explanation.

What makes a region violent or peaceful? Many explanations from broader theoretical perspectives have tackled this problem. The interaction of sets of variables such as level of modernization, migration, ethnic divisions of labor, which lead to increasing ethnic competition, has been identified as underlying cause of ethnic conflict and violence (see among others, Weiner 1978, Olzak, 1992, Hecter, 1978). Ethnic competition becomes even more intense when all of these factors are strengthened by political competition. Ethnic political parties and the government’s affirmative action policy are often identified as efforts to “politicize” ethnic competition (see Tambiah, 1996).

The main critique for this line of argument is that it does not account for variations. Simply put, what if all variables exist but there is no violence? Indonesian cases do not really fit the above arguments. Ethnic competition certainly increased as a consequence of economic modernization during the New Order period. So did migration. However, ethnic competition does not necessarily lead to communal violence. Among several regions that have experienced the high level economic development and significant migrations are Jakarta, West Java, East and South Kalimantan, North Sumatra, Riau, and Lampung (Alatas, 1995). None of these regions, however, experienced communal violence. A study by Liddle (1970) shows that multi-ethnic and highly divided regions such as Simalungun, North Sumatra, which have significant migrants as the result of the transfer of labor in the colonial era, and ethnic groups are in competition over resources and status, and thus divided in their political affiliation, have still experienced no riots. Other independent variables should be identified.

In recent years explanations for ethnic violence have taken variances between peaceful and violent regions more seriously. Several studies outside Indonesia have been conducted of this problem and each study tries to explain why some regions experienced violence and why some others that share similar characteristics with the violent regions failed to produce violence. 

Varshney’s study of Indian riots offers a civil society variable to explain the presence and absence of riots in six Indian cities. He claims the existence of civil society, indicated by networks of inter-ethnic civic engagement, will prevent society from plunging into conflict and violence. He divides civic engagement into two types: associational forms of engagement (organized) and everyday forms of engagement (quotidian). He claims that “both form of engagements, if robust, promote peace: contrariwise, their absence and weakness opens up space for ethnic violence.” (Varshney 2001, p. 363). 

What are the mechanism that link civic networks and ethnic conflict? Varshney provides two mechanisms to explain relations between civil society and ethnic conflict. First, communication between people at the neighborhood level will create civic networks and thus contribute to violence prevention. Second, in urban areas, organized engagement proves to be a more important institution in creating peace. Varshney claims that organized forms of engagement are sturdier to create peace than the quotidian. This is due to the fact that ethnic violence occurred for the most part in Indian cities rather than in rural areas. In the rural areas, everyday forms of engagement are the norm for people’s interaction while in the urban areas everyday interactions are characterized by anonymity. In the cities, associational engagements facilitate people’s interaction with each other and thus support the communal peace during conflict. 

While Varshney’s argument is convincing in explaining peace and violence in the society that has been experiencing rampant communal violence, his arguments suffer two major shortcomings. First, by focusing on the inter-ethnic processes, Varshney seems to neglect the role of intra-ethnic processes that are very important in creating violence. This problem is profound in many cases of ethnic violence since the processes contributions to violence (and also peace) are created in the first place at the intra-group level. In other words, inter-ethnic violence is often conditioned and fostered by intra-ethnic processes. Ethnic violence often involves the deliberate provocation from within ethnic groups, mainly from the elites. This problem is also profound in the Indonesian case because violence is also supported by “civic” organizations such as non-governmental organizations (NGOs)
. Or, at least, these organizations help particular ethnic groups to “invent” their ethnic identity by emphasizing discourses such as that of the “rights of indigenous peoples” and through providing ethnic groups with media such as newsletters, bulletin, or magazines that help the ethnic groups to imagine themselves as “ethnic.” The unintended consequence of the “invention” of this new identity is violent provocation.  

Second, by neglecting intra-ethnic processes Varshney also ignores the very processes of how ethnic groups format their identity. Most individuals successfully integrated their multiple identities. In the case of violence, however, people are forced to choose a single identity. Why, for example, do people involved in violence choose to mobilize along religious lines but not along other kinds? Why is one type of violence harder to suppress than other? And why does religious violence tend to endure longer compare to ethnic violence? Mechanisms that forced people to choose particular identity during the conflict have to be identified. These issues are significantly related to the degree, durability, and type of mobilization of violence. It is also important in order to assess the varieties of ethnic violence studied in this project.

Intra-group mechanisms to explain peaceful and violent relations among ethnic groups can also be found in Fearon and Laitin (1996). Their work basically centered on two important issues: (1) why do intra-ethnic relations tend to be peaceful while inter-ethnic relations tend to be tense?; and (2) what mechanisms bring peace or violence to interethnic relations? Regarding the first issue, they argue that everyday interaction within an ethnic group will create the “evolution of cooperation” (Axelrod, 1984). This is because everyday interaction creates a high level of communication within ethnic community and thus overcome the problem of asymmetrical access to information among co-ethnic. 

In interethnic relations, on the other hand, Fearon and Laitin argue that access to information about conflict provoking situations is lower because communication and interaction between ethnic groups is limited. Under these circumstances, an incident involving members of two different ethnic groups can more easily spiral into sustained violence, especially if members of each ethnic group, not being able to identify particular culprits, punish any or all member of the other group. However, Fearon and Laitin also identify other mechanisms that enable interethnic relations remain peaceful even under conditions of state weakness or breakdown. They found that ethnic cooperation could be maintained by the presence of local institutions of in-group policing (where leaders of one group help identify and punish the instigator of violence against members of the other group) as well as intergroup mediation. 

While Fearon and Laitin explanations of ethnic cooperation are convincing for the micro-foundation of ethnic cooperation and conflict, they still miss some important traits of ethnic conflicts. First, their mechanisms do not provide a clear answer to how ethnic groups become “conscious” about their identity. In many cases, an ethnic group is very big in size and ethnic members are scattered in many places that even without communicating or interacting with each other they still hold their identity. Religious violence, for example, attracts participants from many localities and even nationalities. Second, related to the first, internal policing seems to work only for small group. It is impossible for the leaders to police the members of huge group such as religious ones. Third, even if the group has a strong in-group policing institution, the relationship between in-group policing and interethnic order is dubious. In-group policing also reveals the existence of strong intra-group institutions. If an ethnic group’s leadership is capable to controlling their constituents, it is also true that they have a great capacity to instigate violence. 

My approach to analyzing Indonesian violence is slightly different from both Varshney and Fearon-Laitin’s approaches. While I recognize the importance of social institutions (such as civil society in Varshney and in-group policing in Fearon-Laitin) to determine peace or violence in a region, I argue that intraethnic mechanisms and intraethnic institutions are very important in determining interethnic violence. In my approach, I will emphasize historical and sociological/structural conditions that shaped intraethnic institutions. Those aspects are largely ignored in Varshney and Fearon-Laitin’s studies. 

My explanation for why a region will experience violence or remain peaceful will be based on three dimensions: (1) intraethnic structure; (2) interethnic relations; and (3) relationship dynamics between local and national elites. These three variables can be regarded as the underlying causes of the ethnic violence. The proximate causes could be such a factor as electoral politics, both national and local, that intends to create the “politics of majority” in the society (see Brass 1997, Tambiah 1996 esp. pp. 224-30). I specify all of the possible causes below.

Intraethnic structure refers to the internal structure of ethnic group, meaning particularly relations between ethnic elites and non-elites. These relations imply internal cohesion within ethnic groups and this depends greatly upon the role of the elites within ethnic groups. It is ethnic elites who have the biggest interest in ethnic identity. Ethnic elites, as a social stratum within ethnic groups, are mostly the modernizing elites, produced by modern education, industrialization, and increased access to communications and transportations. They hold a specific role in ethnic communities because they connect the rural ethnic non-elite majority to the modern world. They are basically the ones who “invent” ethnic identity. Scholars have long been observing this social stratum and its role in politics of identity. Gellner (1983) portrays their role in the fictive nation of “Ruritania” (pp. 58-62) and dubbed them as “intellectuals”. Hroch (1985) in his study on nationalism in small countries in Europe stressed the role of the “intelligentsia” in the patriotic communities of national movements.  Abernethy (1969) coins them as “ethnic missionaries,” a class that emerged out of missionary education activities and influences the ethnic division of labor (see also Ranger 1989 on Zimbabwe’s case). According to Hroch, this class should be defined loosely and not automatically equated with the old aristocracy. They could be small artisans at the rural level, traders, lower clergy, low-ranking officials in the bureaucracy, teachers, or students. The members of this class are basically the “ethnic entrepreneurs” (Brass 1997) that have the capability of mobilizing members of an ethnic group against other ethnic groups. They maintain the internal cohesion of the ethnic group. 

It is important to notice under what conditions these ethnic elites begin to acquire their ethnic identity. Several scholars (most notably Abernethy and Ranger) argue that when ethnic identity begins to emerge and become socially and politically important depends upon the timing of the ethnic groups first encounter with the modern education. In these cases, there are two agents that play considerable role in modernizing education and create ethnic divisions. The first agent is Christian missionaries, who interested in converting natives ethnic group, and creates a bilingual educated elites for these natives group. The second agent is the colonial government, which, due to the lack of manpower in the colony, tried to educate the elites to fill the low-ranking positions in the colonial military and bureaucracy. The group that became educated will find itself having an advantage in terms of the labor market, thus creating an ethnic division of labor. If their ethnic competitors receive modern education later, the “advanced” members of these “late” groups will tend to mobilize their own co-ethnics in order to gain a better job market. In this case, interethnic competition will increase.

In some ethnic groups, internal cohesion is strong, while in others it is weak. It is unlikely for a group to have weak internal cohesion and at the same time to enter into ethnic conflict or violence. Weak internal cohesion is a typical of an ethnic majority. For example, Russian or Javanese, ethnic majorities within their respective political units, have less internal cohesion than minority groups. Mainly they identify themselves with the dominant political unit that they assume to represent their identity. During the Soviet era, for example, it was hard to distinguish between a Russian and a Soviet identity (Vujačić, 1996). In the Indonesian context, ethnic identity is often conflated with certain particular spaces and sometimes an ethnic group that inhabit a certain territory claims itself to be that territory’s “sons of soil” (bumiputera or putera daerah) (see also Wiener 1978). The claim as putera daerah then conflates with administrative unit. Thus the Buginese strongly identify themselves with the territory of the province of South Sulawesi province, the Minangkabau with Sumatera Barat, the Riau Malay with Riau, and so on. 

Meanwhile, the probability of ethnic conflict increases if the ethnic elite that dominates internal structures of the ethnic group is strong. Relationship between strong internal cohesion and ethnic violence could be spurious, however. Some authors (most notably Brass, 1997; Fearon and Laitin 2000) point that the reverse is also true. Mainly, they argue that political elites use violence in order to get legitimacy from their constituents and thus strengthen their grip on ethnic internal structures. This research project will test both of the arguments. 

In this case, strong internal cohesion is highly related to interethnic relations. Here we have other permutations. In the region, where there is an ethnic majority with weak internal structure, ethnic conflict and violence are very unlikely to occur. Meanwhile, in multiethnic regions, especially if inhabited by two dominant ethnic groups, relatively equal in size, and each having a strong internal structure, ethnic relations will take form of a balance of power. While in a multi ethnic situation where there are more than two ethnic groups relatively equal in size ethnic relations will take the form of “anarchy.” “Anarchical relations” is defined as the absence of dominant power in interethnic relations. This is typical of a highly divided society, where every ethnic group makes claims for more power and is highly sensitive to issues such as distribution of power and wealth. It is clear that under this situation competition among ethnic groups is intense. 

However, ethnic competition does not necessarily lead to ethnic violence (Olzak 1992; Horowitz 2001; Varshney 2000). Ethnic competition will turn into violence only under certain circumstances. Here it is important to look at dynamics of relations between local elites and national government closely. In the Indonesian case, the national government employed different policies toward local governments that face different ethnic arrangement. In the case where there is a dominant ethnic in the region, the national government tends to collaborate with elites from the dominant ethnic by granting them as many bureaucratic positions as possible.
 In a situation where there is no ethnic majority and the ethnic configuration is diverse, the government tends to put military officers in the local bureaucratic positions. Violence mostly occurred in a multi-ethnic situation, where the national government has protected or privileged one ethnic group over others in the past, but over time has shifted its patronage to others. 

In the situation where ethnic elites and national elites are connected through patron-client relationships, the shift of government favor toward other groups will increase dissent and thus escalate the tendency towards violence. As I mentioned before, patronage is structured like pillars in which every pillars represents the nexus of power. The structure of patronage, however, is not stable and contested. Therefore, violence is most likely to occur during a critical moment especially when the national politics are in crisis. Under this situation, the elites at the national level have to find a new basis for their legitimacy and find a new client at the local level. 

Thus, communal violence might occur under several underlying conditions: (1) where the internal structure of the ethnic groups is strong; (2) where competition over political position and economic wealth is intense; and (3) where there is a crisis at the national level that possibly affects the legitimacy of the national elites forcing them to restructure their patronage patterns for the local elites. 

Political crisis often leads to regime change. As many scholars have argued, regime change, especially from authoritarian rule to a liberal democratic regime, creates conditions for popular sectors to organize (see especially Bratton and van de Walle, 1997). Snyder (2000) argues that transitions towards democracy could be the cause of ethnic and nationalist conflict, especially in the early stages of transition in states with weak political institutions. This occurred especially when the state could not accommodate the interests of the ethnic or nationalist elites and the state institutions were too weak to protect civic rights.
 Under these circumstances, it is likely for the ethnic elites to create loyalty through appeal to ethnic solidarity.

How can a national political crisis affect ethnic mobilization? One instance is electoral politics at both the local and national levels. The simple logic of electoral politics, that is, creating a group that politically represent the majority, has torn down the basis of the previous patronage structures. Electoral politics, in some sense, also create the “political realignment” in which elites at the local and national levels are forced to reconsider the basis of their legitimacy. In short, electoral politics always search for social categories that efficiently create a political majority. Some groups are not politically salient in electoral politics while others emerge as significant forces. The striking disappearance of violence toward Indonesian Chinese in Indonesia after the 1999 general election is a good example. For electoral politics, the Chinese are not important because they only comprise of two or three per cent of the total Indonesian population. Moreover, the Chinese are concentrated mainly in the urban areas and scattered all over the country. 

4. The Research Project and Methodology

This study explores communal violence in some specific regions in Indonesia. It will compare two different forms of communal violence, one ethnic and the other religious, in two different regions. It will identify the causes, dynamics, and consequences of the violence for local and national politics. In order to make a robust explanation of the problem, it will also draw a comparison between regions that experienced violence and those that did not. The peaceful regions will be useful to examine the findings in the violence-affected regions. Even though the main topic of this project is the contemporary phenomena of communal violence, it will try to trace the historical and sociological/structural conditions that might have determined the variations between violent and peaceful regions. 


As mentioned above, communal violence will be considered through three dimensions. They are: (1) internal structure of ethnic groups involved in conflict especially that of perpetrators groups; (2) ethnic relations in the local setting; and (3) interactions between national and local elites and more generally relations between national and local politics. These dimensions provide the underlying conditions for communal violence. Meanwhile, the proximate conditions could be electoral politics both at the national and local levels.


 Internal ethnic structure refers to relations between ethnic elites and their co-ethnic constituents. This study explores different types of relations between elites and masses by asking how these relations are developed, under what conditions, and why do these relations develop as they do. Intra-ethnic cohesiveness, however, does not necessarily produce communal violence. But it will provide a condition for violence if other variables also exist. 

The second dimension will deal with interethnic relations in the local setting. This study will explore several problems such as how do ethnic groups interact with each other at the local level, what kind of relationships do they have (competitive or non-competitive), how do ethnic elites cooperate with each other in local politics, and why do certain elites prefer to cooperate with particular ethnic group but not with other. This study assumes that intra-ethnic structures determine interethnic relations. Different local settings produce different interethnic relations and thus have different consequences for ethnic conflict and ethnic violence. 

The last dimension would be interactions between national and local politics. Here, this study will focus on several issues such as: How do national politicians build alliances, connections, or collaborations with the local elites? Are these alliances stable over time? What factors determine these alliances and collaborations? What accounts for changes in alliances and collaborations? 

Finally, this research project will examine the consequences of the electoral politics as proximate causes for communal violence. Electoral results both at the national and local levels can be a good predictor of interethnic relations and of the structure of alliances between local and national politics. A number of Indonesian scholars have shown how ethnic configurations are related to party affiliation (see especially Geertz 1960; Liddle 1970; and Magenda 1989) and how electoral politics changes the basis of the legitimacy of the elites. 

Methodology
This project employs an eclectic research design, incorporating comparative case studies, qualitative analysis, and structured interviews. The case studies have been chosen to generate variations both in the explanatory and dependent variables. Here the comparative method, or controlled comparison among a limited number of cases, is important (Przewroski and Teune, 1970; Lijphart, 1971). 

Pairing a violent region with a quiescent one would raise problem. Horowitz (2001 especially Chp. 12) warns that this kind of comparison will risk selection bias. The logic is simple. The numbers of variable that explain peaceful conditions are indeterminate and this would force the researcher to select her cases based on dependent variables (see also King, Keohane and Verba, 1994; Geddes 1990; Achen and Snidal 1989). One possible solution to avoid selection bias is by narrowing the “frame of a comparison” (Collier and Mahoney, 1996). Horowitz himself offers what he calls as “near miss-strategy ” that focuses on instances of quiescence or non-riot violence that occur in what seems to be the most fertile conditions for riots (p. 478). 

In dealing with case selection, I will follow Horowitz’s suggestion. The cases that are selected in this research are the regions that have almost all conditions for communal violence but that failed to experience communal violence. The cases that are selected for this purpose are relatively small. This will ensure that the researcher has full knowledge of the causal dynamics. It will also make possible for the researcher to isolate several important variables and identify similarities and differences among cases. 

5. Research Design 
Five regions have been selected for the purpose of this research project. The use of region instead of the formal administrative unit, the province, is based on the reason that the latter is relatively unstable and subject to change according to the political development at the local and national levels.
 After the New Order period, there are many regional movements demanding a new status as a province. Therefore, region is more flexible as an analytical category because of its historical and sociological conditions. 

Out of five cases in this research project, three regions are representing the violent regions and two others are the peaceful regions. The three violent regions are the Moluccas and West/Central Kalimantan. Meanwhile, two quiescent regions are East Kalimantan and East Sumatera. These five regions are selected as cases based on two criteria: (1) intra-ethnic structures and (2) inter-ethnic relations. These two criteria are part of the sociological conditions that laid foundations for political relations between the ethnic elites and the national elites. The combination between these two conditions can be simplified as follows:
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Communal violence occurs when intraethnic structure is cohesive, in the sense that ethnic elites are capable of mobilizing their ethnic constituents, and ethnic relations with other ethnic groups are competitive. These conditions will be analyzed in the Moluccas and the West/Central Kalimantan cases. The two cases are both similar and different. In Moluccas, violence was mobilized along religious lines but in West/Central Kalimantan it went through ethnic lines. However, the underlying conditions for violence are shared through many commonalities. 

The Moluccas, partly because of their historical legacy, are divided along religious lines, most notably between Protestants and Muslims.
 The number of Muslims and Protestants is relatively balanced especially in Central Moluccas (Ambon) where the bloodiest ethnic wars have occurred since 1999. Since the colonial era, the Moluccan Protestants have become a “protected class” enjoyed better education and thus better positions in the local bureaucracies. Therefore, religious divisions also reflect class divisions. Sociological and demographical changes have altered ethnic relations in the region, however. During the New Order period, the number of educated Muslims increased significantly. So did the number of the Muslims because of migrations of Muslims from other island, most notably from South and Southeast Sulawesi. Sociological and demographical changes have intensified competition between Protestants and Muslims. The dramatic changes in national politics in 1998 have also contributed to the intensification of competition. Violence flared up in December 1999 and spiraled into prolonged ethnic wars. 


West and Central Kalimantan have different features of ethnic configurations from that in the Moluccas. In West Kalimantan, three ethnic groups claim to be the native: the Muslim Malays, the Christian or animist Dayaks and the Confucian or Christian Chinese
. Under this diverse configuration, ethnic relations are undoubtedly tense. Ethnic violence had occurred back to the colonial era especially between the Dayaks and the Chinese. During the New Order, the region was also received a significant numbers of migrants from different ethnic groups such as the Madurese, Javanese, and Buginese. Most of the migrants are Muslim. 

A specific development within the Dayaks group has influenced ethnic relations in the region. During the New Order, the Dayak was the ethnic group that was totally excluded from local politics, marginalized by economic development policies, but increasingly developed an educated class. Initially, the Dayaks were internally divided into tribes, language, and religion. As the New Order regime developed the region, which was also affecting the Dayaks population, the number of Dayaks educated elites also increased. Because of the economic and political marginalization, these modernizing elites forged a strong internal structure in order to get bigger share of power.

The second condition is when ethnic elites do not have the capability to mobilize their fellow ethnic members, or ethnic elites are interested to mobilize their ethnic constituents, but relations among ethnic groups in the regions are basically competitive. This will create a fragile coalition among ethnic groups. Molucca’s history prior to the religious violence (1999) was characterized by this situation. It is interesting to compare the Moluccas situation prior to religious violence with regions that share similar conditions but failed to produce communal violence. 

This project will compare North Sumatra with the Moluccas. In this region, ethnic relations were pervaded by intense racism and ethnocentrism. Compare to the Moluccas, the ethnic configuration in East Sumatera is much more diverse. The societies are divided into several ethnic groups: Christianized Bataks, Malay Muslims, Javanese nominal Muslims, and some other small “foreign” groups such as Chinese and Indians. In this region, ethnicity is overlapped with class differences. The region’s economy is basically a plantation economy that developed since the colonial era. This kind of economic activities, for example, created a vast gap between the rich plantations managers, powerful and rich sultanates, and the very poor of Javanese plantation workers. In the past, the Malay sultanates had become immensely rich from their collaboration with the colonial systems. However, their power was destroyed during the revolutionary era (see Van Langenberg 1985, also Suprayitno (2001); on plantation economy see Stoler 1985). Under these arrangements, ethnic relations are undoubtedly competitive. After the collapse of the New Order regimes, the Malays and the Bataks Christians (mainly Toba and Simalungun) tried to mobilize their co-ethnic in order to secede from the North Sumatra province and establish the East Sumatra province, which will enable them to increase their status as an ethnic group. However, this effort had no results. Part of the explanation for this is the fact that each ethnic group is not internally cohesive. Political changes at the national level have forced each ethnic group to form coalitions but the structure of coalition had been vulnerable. When there is an opportunity for a bigger share of power, it is possible for each ethnic group to strengthen its internal cohesion and mobilize accordingly. Comparison and contrast between the Moluccas and the East Sumatera case will enable the researcher to trace the causal processes of ethnic violence and test hypotheses of ethnic violence. 

The third condition is ethnic insulation where each ethnic group has strong internal cohesion but relations among groups are not competitive. The case to represent this condition is East Kalimantan. It is interesting to compare this region with the West and Central Kalimantan cases. There are some similarities and differences between the two cases. During the New Order, the Dayaks in this region also shared similar fate with their ethnic kin in West and Central Kalimantan. However, the Dayaks in East Kalimantan are not the ethnic majority. Although, they are also internally cohesive, marked by the increasing educated class and the existence of Dayaks’ organizations. The puzzle is: why do the Dayaks in the East Kalimantan not mobilize? Uncompetitive ethnic relations in East Kalimantan probably provide the answer for this puzzle. The Dayaks are insulated from power.  This occurred traditionally, even back to pre-colonial times. As Magenda (1989 and 1991) has noted, in the past the Kutai sultanate never incorporated the Dayaks into its traditional administrative power. In addition, the Dayaks also had very little opportunity to become educated during the colonial era. Internal insulation, however, has been changed during the New Order periods. Even though the characteristics of ethnic competition have yet to change substantially, it is not unlikely that we will have communal violence in this region. 


The fourth condition is basically not in the area of this study. This is the ideal condition that reveals the condition of the modern society where society members are assimilated. In this arrangement, social class rather than ethnic identity determines politics. 

In order to conduct this research, I have choosen several sites as my research fields. Ambon will be the sites for an intensive examination of religious violence in Moluccas. The other sites for studying ethnic violence would be West and Central Kalimantan, concentrating in several cities such as Pontianak, Sambas, Sanggau, and Ketapang (West Kalimantan), Palangkaraya, Sampit, and Kapuas (Central Kalimantan). 

Two regions that are considered as potentially having communal violence are East Kalimantan and North Sumatra. The research sites for the East Kalimantan would be Samarinda and Balikpapan. Meanwhile, the research in North Sumatra will take places in Medan and Pematang Siantar. 
Bibliography

Abernethy, D. (1969), The Political Dilemma of Popular Education: An African Case Study, Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press.

Achen, Christopher H. and Duncan Snidal (1989), “Rational Deterrence Theory and Comparative Case Studies, World Politics 41: 2 (January), pp. 143-69.

Aditjondro, George Junus (2001), “Gun, Phamplets, and Handy Talkie,” in Ingrid Wessel and Georgia Wimhöfer, Violence in Indonesia, Hamburg: Abera Publishing House.

Alatas, Sechan ed. (1995), Migrasi & Distribusi Penduduk di Indonesia, Jakarta: Kantor Menteri Negara Kependudukan (BKKBN).

Alfian (1971), Hasil Pemilihan Umum 1955 Untuk Dewan Perwakilan Rakjat (D.P.R), Jakarta: LEKNAS.

Alhadar, Smith (2000), “The Forgotten War in North Maluku,” Inside Indonesia 63 (July-September).

Bartels, Dieter (2001), “Your God is No Longer Mine,” Unpublished Manuscript.
Brass, Paul ed. (1985), Ethnic Groups and the State, Totowa, NJ: Barnes and Noble Books.

_____ (1997), Theft of an Idol: Text and Context in the Representation of Ethnic Violence, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Bratton, Michael and Nicolas van de Walle (1997), Democratic Experiments in Africa: Regime Transitions in Comparative Perspective, Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

Bubant, Nils (2001), “Malukan Apocalypse,” in Ingrid Wessel and Georgia Wimhöfer, Violence in Indonesia, Hamburg: Abera Publishing House.

Chauvel, Richard (1990), Nationalist, Soldiers and Separatist: The Ambonese Islands From Colonialism to Revolt, 1880-1950, Leiden: KITLV Press. 

Collier, David and James Mahoney (1996), “Insights and Pitfalls: Selection Bias in Qualitative Research,” World Politics 49: 1 (October), pp. 51-91.

Fearon, James D. and David D. Laitin (2000), “Violence and the Social Construction of Ethnic Identity, International Organization 54:4 (Autumn), pp. 845-877. 

______, (1996) “Explaining Interethnic Cooperation,” The American Political Science Review 90:4 (December), pp. 715-735.

Feith, Herbert (1957), The Indonesian Elections of 1955, Cornell Modern Indonesia Project, Ithaca: Southeast Asia Program, Cornell University.

Geertz, Clifford (1960), The Religion of Java, Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press.

Geddes, Barbara (1990), “How the Cases You Choose Affect the Answer You Get: Selection Bias in Comparative Politics,” Political Analysis 2, pp 131-52.

Gellner, Ernest (1983), Nations and Nationalism, Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Gurr, Ted Robert (1993), Minorities at Risk: A Global View of Ethnopolitical Conflict, Washington, DC: United States Institute of Peace Press.

Hecter, Michael (1978), Group Formation and the Cultural Division of Labor,” American Journal of Sociology 84: 2 (September), pp. 293-318.

Hefner, Robert W. ed. (2001), The politics of Multiculturalism: Pluralism and Citizenship in Malaysia, Singapore, and Indonesia, Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press.

Horowitz, Donald L. (1985), Ethnic Groups in Conflict, Berkeley, Calif.: Univrsity of California Press.

______ (2001), The Deadly Ethnic Riot, Berkeley, Calif. :University of California Press.

Hroch, Miroslav (1985), Social Preconditions of National Revival in Europe: A Comparative Analysis of the Social Composition of Patriotic Groups among the Smaller European Nations, Cambridge, Mass.: Cambridge University Press.

Human Rights Watch (1995), Playing the ‘Communal Cards’: Communal Violence and Human Rights, New York: Human Rights Watch.

______(1997), Communal Violence in West Kalimantan, New York: Human Rights Watch.

International Crisis Group (2000), “Indonesia: Overcoming Murder and Chaos in Maluku,” ICG Asia Report No. 10, Jakarta/Brussels: International Crisis Group.

______ (2001), “Communal Violence in Indonesia: Lessons from Kalimantan,” ICG Asia Report No. 19, Jakarta/Brussels: International Crisis Group.

______ (2002), “Indonesia: In Search for Peace in Maluku,” ICG Asia Report No. 31, Jakarta/Brussels: International Crisis Group.

Jackson, Karl D. and Lucien W. Pye, eds. (1978), Political Power and Communication in Indonesia, Berkeley, Calif.: California University Press.

King, Dwight J. (1982), “Indonesia’s New Order as a Bureaucratic Polity, a Neopatrimonial regime or a Bureaucratic Authoritarian Regime: What Difference Does It Make?” in Benedict Anderson and Audrey Kahin eds., Interpreting Indonesian Politics: Thirteen Contributions to the Debates, Cornell Modern Indonesia Project (62), Ithaca: Southeast Asia Program, Cornell University. 

King, Gary, Robert O. Keohane, and Sidney Verba (1994), Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative Research, Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Lee, Juliet Patricia (1999), Out of Order: The Politics of Modernity in Indonesia, Dissertation: University of Virginia.

Liddle, William R. (1970), Ethnicity, Party, and National Integration: An Indonesian Case Study, New Haven and London: Yale University Press.

Lijphart, Arend (1971) “Comparative Politics and Comparative Method,” American Political Science Review 65, pp. 682-683.

Magenda, Burhan Djabier (1991), East Kalimantan: The Decline of a Commercial Democracy, Ithaca: Cornell Modern Indonesia Project.

______ (1989), The Surviving Aristocracy in Indonesia: Politics in Three Provinces of The Outer Islands, Dissertation, Cornell University.

Olzak, Susan (1992), The Dynamics of Ethnic Conflict Competition and Conflict, Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press.

Petebang, Edi and Eri Sutrisno (2000), Konflik Etnik di Sambas, Jakarta: ISAI.

Przeworski, Adam and Henry Teune (1970), The Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry, New York and London: John Willey and Sons, Inc.

Ranger, Terence (1989), “Missionaries, Migrants and the Manyika: The Invention of Ethnicity in Zimbabwe,” in Leory Vail ed., The Creation of Tribalism in Southern Africa, London and Berkeley: James Currey and University of California Press.

Reeve, David (1985), Golkar of Indonesia: An Alternative to the Party System, Singapore and New York: Oxford University Press.

Robison, Richard (1985), Indonesia: The Rise of Capital, Melbourne: Asian Studies Association of Australia.

Rudolph, Susanne Hoeber and Lloyd I. Rudoph (1993), “Modern Hate,” New Republic Vol. 208: 12.

Skocpol, Theda (1979), States and Social Revolutions: a comparative analysis of France, Russia, and China, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Somers, Mary (2001), “Kalimantan Barat 1967-2001,” in Ingrid Wessel and Georgia Wimhöfer, Violence in Indonesia, Hamburg: Abera Publishing House.

Snyder, Jack (2000), From Voting to Violence: Democratization and Nationalist Conflict, New York: W.W. Norton and Company.

Stoler, Ann Laura (1985), Capitalism and Conforntation in Sumatra’s Plantation Belt, New Haven and London: Yale University Press.

Suprayitno (2001), Mencoba (Lagi) Menjadi Indonesia: Studi tentang Negara Sumatera Timur 1947-1950, Yogyakarta: Yayasan Untuk Indonesia.

Tambiah, Stanley J. (1996), Leveling Crowds: Ethnonationalist Conflicts and Collective Violence in South Asia, Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press.

Tirtosudarmo, Riwanto (2001), “Heterogenitas Ethnik dan Konflik Komunal di Kalimantan Barat,” introductory chapter in Hendro Suroyo Sudagung, Mengurai Pertikaian Etnis: Migrasi Swakarsa Etnis Madura ke Kalimantan Barat, Jakarta: ISAI.

Van Klinken, Gerry (2001), “The Maluku Wars: Bringing Society Back In,” Indonesia 71 (April), pp. 1-26.

Van Langenberg, Michael (1985), “East Sumatra: Accomodating and Indonesian Nation Within Sumatran Residency,” in Audrey Kahin ed., Regional Dynamics of the Indonesian Revolution, Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press. 

Varshney, Ashutosh (1997), “Postmodernism, Civic Engangement, and Ethnic Conflict: A Passage to India,” Comparative Politics 30: 1 (October), pp. 1-20.

_____  (2001), “Ethnic Conflict and Civil Society: India and Beyond,” World Politics 53 (April), pp. 362-98.

Weiner, Myron (1978), Sons of the Soil: Migration and Ethnic Conflict in India, Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Wirawan, AA Bagus (1999), “Inter-Ethnic Conflict in Sumbawa,” in Miriam Coronel Ferrer ed., Sama-sama: Facets of Ethnic Relations in Southeast Asia, Quezon City: Third World Studies Center, UP Diliman. 

� Examples of such single case studies are Aditjondro (2001), Alhadar (2001), Bubant (2001), Van Klinken (2001), and Bartels (2001), all on communal violence in the Moluccas; and Somers (2001), Human Rights Watch (2000) on West Kalimantan. The International Crisis Group (various issues 2000-01) has been covering the violence both in the Moluccas and the Borneo without any effort to make comparison across cases.


� Communalism is a multi-interpreted term. Originally, it came from the British Raj in India, to express the rivalries and collisions among religious, linguistic, regional, and racial groups (see Rudolph and Rudolph, 1993). The British Raj used the term as a “master narrative” to explain riots and other public disturbances in which the Muslims and the Hindus were involved. However, closer examination reveals that the term is misleading in itself because most of the riots were caused by internal competition between upper and lower caste over political positions. Thus the Hindu-Muslim divide was not really the relevant factors. In this research project I define communalism very loosely as community exclusivism and chauvinism. 


� Horowitz (1985), however, argues that all conflict based on ascriptive group identities – race, language, religion, tribe, or caste – can be called ethnic. 


� As a comparison, during the period of 1998-1999, there was 839 protest, riots, and demonstrations in all over Indonesia. Meanwhile, from 1980 to 2002, there were no more than fifteen episodes that can be categorized as communal violence.


� So far the earliest communal conflict that I can detect is a clash between the Balinese migrants and the indigenous Sumbawanese. This was occurred in 1980 (see, Wirawan, 1999).


� In my estimation, the death toll for deadly riots from 1998 to the present was only about 1,200 people but communal violence has taken approximately more than eight thousand lives. The more serious consequence of communal violence is the displacement of people. At the end of 2000, the number of displaced people in Indonesia was estimated at around 750,000 to 800,000 people. Almost three quarters of them were displaced from their previous residences because of communal conflict.


� Sidney Jones (2001) even asserts that NGOs in some conflict regions are divided according to their ethnic or religious affiliation.  


� This is especially the policy of the New Order government. Interestingly, among those regions with a dominant ethnic and most of the top positions (at least at the Governor and the Bupati or district head level) in the local bureaucracy were filled with local people, two regions have a strong separatist movement. Those regions are Acheh and West Papua. 


� Snyder divides type of nationalism that emerges during democratization processes into four: civic, revolutionary, counterrevolutionary, and ethnic. His typology is based on the adaptability of the nationalist elites into democracy and the strength of the state’s institutions. 


� West, Central, and East Kalimantan is a province. Since 2000, Moluccas is divided into two provinces: North Molucca and Molucca provinces. The focus of the research in the Mollucas is Maluku province.


� On colonial policies that create of division between Muslims and Protestants in Moluccas, see Chauvel, 1990.


� The Chinese settlers came to West Kalimantan as early as the 18th century. Now they consist of 11-15 percent of the West Kalimantan’s population. This is far higher compare to the Chinese in Indonesia, which is approximately only 2-3 percent of the total Indonesian population.
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