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Chapter I  

Introduction 
 

“Any claim that government requires citizen trust is 
conspicuously false… Very often, all that is needed for 
government to work is for citizens not to actively distrust 
it.” (Hardin 1998) 

 

Background 
When Dr. Marwah Daud, who at the time was Chair of the 

Presidium of Indonesia’s Islamic Intellectuals Association (Ikatan 
Cendekia Muslim help herself from smiling1. The smile, although 
polite, contained an Indonesia – ICMI) and chair of the Eastern 
Indonesia Forum2 stated her opinion that by 2045, Indonesia should 
take its place as a global superpower, I noticed how her interviewer, a 
young Australian, could not implicit statement: How could a nation 
which only 10 years earlier, in 1998, was on the verge of bankruptcy; 
which has been highly dependent on international assistance to 
overcome a range of natural disasters including the 2004 Tsunami in 
Aceh and North Sumatra; how could a country which has been torn by 
a number of ethnic and religious conflicts could even dream of 
becoming an “advanced” nation? 

 

                                                

1During an interview regarding the knowledge management function of the Eastern 
Indonesia Program, office of the Decentralization Support Facility, 14 October, 2008 

2The Eastern Indonesia Forum was established in 2004 as a multi-stakeholder 
knowledge sharing forum providing space and opportunities for reform-minded leaders 
of government, traditional, religious, academic, and community based institutions in 
the region to meet, establish relationships and share experiences. 
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Yet if we look at Indonesia in terms of its cultural diversity3, 
natural resources, strategic geopolitical position, human resource 
capacity, and its biodiversity, one could also ask why such a statement 
today is so easily dismissed not only by non-Indonesians, but even 
fellow Indonesians. Why has Indonesia “failed” to achieve its 
potential? Is Indonesia today a reflection of what was originally 
envisaged by its founding “fathers” (and mothers)? 

Reports on Indonesia’s transition as a democratic nation have 
increased optimism on the future outlook of the world’s 4th largest 
nation. As Indonesia completed its 2009 round of legislative and 
presidential elections in a remarkably peaceful and even “boring” 
(Chalmers 2009) manner, articles with headlines such as “Indonesia 
may achieve “superstar” growth as Yudhoyono triumphs” (Ghosh and 
Kate 2009), and “Indonesia Elections: A Win For Democracy” (Beech 
2009), lauded Indonesia’s remarkable progress. Unfortunately, since 
then, articles such as “Democracy takes hold in Indonesia, but how 
strong are its roots” (Harisumarto 2009), “Indonesia's Papua Remains A 
Flashpoint Ahead Of Poll” (Rondonuwu 2009), “House `lacks political 
will' to tackle TNI graft” (The Jakarta Post 2009), and “Indonesia police 
accused of culture of violence” (Fang 2009) with more recent 
allegations of corruption by tax officers and by the treasurer of 
President Yudhoyono’s Democrat Party (Inggried 2011) also provide 
glimpses of underlying systemic issues and questions of the extent in 
which Indonesia’s institutions have sufficiently reformed to ensure the 
welfare and loyalty of its citizens, and to maintain and increase the 
momentum of Indonesia’s development.   

According to Singh, “nation building refers to the process by 
which the inhabitants of a state become loyal citizens” (Singh, Civil-
Military Relations in Democratising Indonesia: The Potentials and 

                                                

3 Reflected in the existence of 737 living languages in Indonesia, source:  Summer 
Institute of Linguistics. (2005, ?? ??). Languages of Indonesia (R. G. Gordon, Ed.) 
Retrieved July 1, 2009 from Ethnologue.com: http://www.ethnologue.com/ 
show_country.asp? name=ID 
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Limits to Change 2001). Singh sees Indonesia as a “repository of 
multiculturalism where many proud and ancient societies existed” 
(Singh, Civil-Military Relations in Democratising Indonesia: The 
Potentials and Limits to Change 2001). However, ”…nation building in 
Indonesia has also required first of all the destruction of existing 
nations” (Singh, Civil-Military Relations in Democratising Indonesia: 
The Potentials and Limits to Change 2001). Government systems 
through to village levels were replaced and a uniform system was 
introduced as part of “an effort to manage cultural diversity across the 
Indonesian archipelago” (Bebington, et al. 2004). For over 40 years, 
“the regions had neither influence over national government policies 
nor the power to control their own affairs”.  

However, since the introduction of decentralization, the 
process of integrating a country such as Indonesia cannot continually 
rely on “coercive political power” (Singh, Civil-Military Relations in 
Democratising Indonesia: The Potentials and Limits to Change 2001) 
but also needs what he refers to as “instinctive psychological dynamics 
whereby the citizenry identify with the political entity” (Singh, Civil-
Military Relations in Democratising Indonesia: The Potentials and 
Limits to Change 2001). “Trust” and its antonym “Distrust” form an 
important psychological dynamic that supports or hinders Indonesians 
in identifying with Indonesia as their national political entity, and 
provides some analysis on the condition or state of trust in the State of 
Indonesia.  

Fukuyamapresented a proposition that the “higher the level of 
trust in a country, the less corrupt, the more developed, and the 
wealthier its economy will be.” (Ahmad and Salas 2008). Conversely, 
one could say that, the more corrupt, the less developed, and the 
poorer the economy of a country, the lower the level of trust will be. 
Even within Indonesia there are differing levels of corruption, 
development, and status of regional economies. Is it possible therefore 
to look at Indonesia’s development efforts, from a perspective of trust 
as a key dynamic of nation building?  
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Mishler and Rose in their article: “What are the Political 
Consequences of Trust?: A Test of Cultural and Institutional Theories 
in Russia” (Mishler and Rose 2005) quoted the following: 

“…Trust should be especially important and its consequences 
particularly evident in new or transitional regimes that 
typically inherit a ‘trust deficit’ by virtue of the legacy of the 
former authoritarian regime” (Linz & Stefan, 1995) 

 
Indonesia has gone through a long period of authoritarian rule 

under President Suharto, and in the transition since his withdrawal in 
1998, a broad range of issues previously kept under tight reignsurfaced. 
Are these issues, including separatism (Hardianto and Aziz 2011), 
corruption (Kompas 2011), religious fundamentalism (Fasya 2011), 
ethnic conflict (Supriadi 2011), and ineffective division of regions into 
new provincesand districts (Litbang Kompas 2011), all a reflection of 
the deficit of trust the nation currently faces? Assuming that 
Indonesia’s ongoing transition to become a democratic state is indeed 
commencing from a deficit of trust, what could be improved or 
strengthened to overcome this deficit? 

 

Purpose and Significance of the Study 

This study was developed to reconstruct Indonesia's current 
conditions from a perspective of trust/distrust, particularly the 
conditions and utilization of Indonesia’s knowledge producing 
institutions within the broader framework of trust (and distrust) in the 
State. My own interest in this topic is due to my work in international 
development support to Indonesia, particularlysince 2004 in facilitating 
collaboration in eastern Indonesia between international, national and 
local development players using knowledge exchange as a basis for 
interaction. Since 2009 I have also been involved in providing input to 
the design of a program to revitalize Indonesia’s knowledge sector, and 
I have found that trust/distrust has increasingly featured in various 
meetings and discussions with national through to local leaders, while 
also resonating in international discussions I have participated in. This 



Introduction 

5 

study combines this input and a range of references from studies, 
meetings and consultations, which point out the need for 
strengthening of Indonesia’s knowledge sector and relating this to the 
functions of trust/distrust and trust building (as opposed to approaches 
emphasizing control and domination) in Indonesia’s decentralization 
efforts. The question of the state of trust in the State as reflected in this 
study, and the need for a strong knowledge sector hopefully builds the 
case that this is indeed a critical and relevant issue, central to 
discussions on the future of Indonesia, by Indonesians. 

From an academic perspective, this study is not meant as 
another work to add to the arguments between “ists” and “isms”, i.e. 
between “Marxists, Islamists and Developmentalists” (Heryanto 2005) 
nor between culturalism and structuralism which was portrayed as a 
dichotomy of sorts by Arief Budiman, a well known Indonesian 
sociologist (Heryanto 2005).  

By looking at trust as a central subject which can relate to both 
“isms” and “ists”, this study seeks to contribute in the reconstruction of 
a framework for Indonesia’s development from a perspective of trust 
and/or distrust, which hopefully will not follow the route of many 
South East Asian scholars observed by Ruth T. McVey, who Heryanto 
quotes as being: “more willing to act as gap-stoppers rather than 
examiners of existing frameworks” (Heryanto 2005). 

Norms, values and beliefs all form part of existing social 
frameworks in Indonesia, and I hope this study will in a small way 
contributes to discourse on how citizens relate to the state, and perhaps 
more importantly how the state could better relate to its citizens 
through strengthening of the role of its knowledge producing 
institutions.  

 
Approach of the Study 

Originally I proposed that this study would seek to reconstruct 
Indonesia’s current conditions from a perspective of trust/distrust, 
particularly in relation to the country’s current efforts to decentralize, 
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in order to develop a preliminary theoretical framework that can be 
used to develop future decentralization academic work and policies. 
Looking at the concept of trust from an Indonesian perspective, and 
utilizing Francis Fukuyama’s classic work: “Trust – The Social Virtues 
and the Creation of Prosperity” (Fukuyama 1995) incombination with 
further references from more recent academic work, I was seeking to 
analyzetrust from an Indonesian perspective to present a case 
supporting a central postulate being: In order to decentralize, 
Indonesia as a unitary state must seek to re-accumulate and strengthen 
its social capital, with Trust (and hence trust-building efforts) as the 
central focus. 

I developed the following diagram (Figure 1)to provide a research 
frameworkand as the original outline of my thesis. 

Figure 1:  
Original Research Framework 
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However, in commencingthis topic, it became clear that the 
scope of this framework was too broad to undertake in-depth, given 
the time and resource constraints I faced, and so I have revised this 
work to focus on a particular component relevant to trust frameworks. 
I do hope that in the future I can return to the original framework, or 
that elements of this framework is further developed by others. As 
much of the input gained through this work is relevant to the workings 
of government, donor agencies and other stakeholders, I have also used 
this opportunity to collate input into strategies where if possible this 
thesis can also be considered as applied research for use in 
development of new programs.  

I have chosen to focus on the state of Indonesia’s knowledge 
sector and how this influences the state of trust in the State 
(Indonesia). In doing this, I have used the framework I developed on 
institutional behavioral orientation (Karetji, Revisiting the Eastern 
Indonesia Knowledge Exchange (BaKTI) 2009).  

Thisframework (Figure 2) is influenced by Habermas’ 
communicative action theory (Habermas 1984-87), which I linked to 
my work in developing the Eastern Indonesia Knowledge Exchange 
(also known as Bursa Pengetahuan Kawasan Timur Indonesia - BaKTI). 
Referring to the framework, the work in BaKTI involved provision of 
space for individual relationships to develop through the 
encouragement of networks.  
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From individual relationships, a number of agreements and 
common understanding between the individuals involvedwere 
formulated.  

 

 

Institutionalization of relationships then occurred as agreements were 
formulated between groups of individuals, and were processed into 
structures and strategies. As the orientation of structures and strategies 
were towards increasing coordination and cooperation, rather than 
increasing power and control, they also functioned to build trust 
(Solomon and Flores 2001). Within this framework, the orientation of 
sharing/exchange of knowledge wasopen and thiswas critical to further 
increase trust, as this functions also in increasing awareness and 
confidence in the other stakeholders (Braithwaite and Levi, Trust and 

Figure 2:  
Framework on Institutional Behaviourial Orientation 

(Trust or Distrust) 
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Governance 1998). This open orientation towards sharing and 
exchange of knowledge allows each stakeholder involved to rationalize 
or “understand” the benefits of collaboration, as well as negotiate their 
own role and position. As the orientation of rationalization processes 
for collaboration is based on open sharing and exchange of knowledge, 
cooperation is encouraged, and this in turn influences the orientation 
of negotiation processes for collaboration which encourage 
coordination. Overall, this process results in institutional behavior, 
which is trust oriented due to relationships that rely on building 
coordination and cooperation (Karetji, Revisiting the Eastern Indonesia 
Knowledge Exchange (BaKTI) 2009). Conversely as the framework 
illustrates, if individuals and institutions are oriented towards power 
and control, if they do not encourage open exchange of knowledge, 
and do not seek to build cooperation and coordination, then the 
institution and its working environment does not build trust and 
instead encourages distrust.  

In applying this framework at a national level in Indonesia, we 
are able to immediately query the overall landscape in which 
decentralization and regional autonomy is developing from a trust (or 
distrust) perspective: (1) Do government institutions and officials at the 
national or central government level encourage ongoing collaboration 
and coordination with their counterparts at the provincial and district 
levels, or are structures and strategies (in the form of policies 
developed) oriented mainly towards aspects of power and control?; (2) 
Do the processes implemented for collaboration between levels of 
government provide the space for each level to rationalize on the 
content and purpose of decentralization policies, or are they produced 
and enforced by central government with limited scope for local 
governments to negotiate?; (3)  Is the use of accurate and validated data 
and analysis, developed by strong knowledge institutions in Indonesia, 
encouraged and supported, with open sharing and exchange of 
knowledge between central governments and their counterpartsin 
provincial and district governments?  
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As a partial answer to these questions, excerpts from the report 
– “Stocktaking on Indonesia’s Recent Decentralization Reforms” 
(Democratic Reform Support Program 2006) highlight a number of 
issues related to coordination and cooperation.  For instance, the report 
states that: “Glaring weaknesses in the legal framework and process are 
the lack of coordination among relevant agencies, and insufficient 
consultation with stakeholders and experts…” (Democratic Reform 
Support Program 2006).On the subject of intergovernmental relations 
and territorial reform, the report goes on to say: 

 
There is a great need to step back and determine what the 
purpose of territorial reform should be, and what tools are 
required to accomplish this reform… This process calls for an 
enlarged discussion…the GOI would do well to support a 
dialogue that would make clear to stakeholders the past 
performance and challenges of new regions, and make 
stakeholders more receptive….”(Democratic Reform Support 
Program 2006).  

 
Further on with regard to functional assignments, it is stated: 

“In moving forward, a better functioning institutional 
mechanism/forum to promote cross agency coordination in 
the development of the decentralized governance framework 
is needed… Good coordination should also mean consulting 
with stakeholders and sources of expertise, to attain quality 
and legitimacy.” (Democratic Reform Support Program 2006).  

 

Again, issues in communication are seen in intergovernmental 
relations, where: “The development of Law 32/2004 on the role of the 
governor, province and related supervision provisions did not benefit 
from a wide airing, or from deep discussions…” (Democratic Reform 
Support Program 2006). On the same topic of intergovernmental 
relations, “Oversight/supervision systems are being developed but in 
uncoordinated fashion, creating inconsistencies, complexity, and 
burdensome requirements on regional government” (Democratic 
Reform Support Program 2006). Aside from coordination and 
communication within government agencies and levels, the study also 
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looked at the manner in which the government relates to its citizens, 
where: 

“More can be done to support civil society to engage with 
regional government… a concerted effort is required to 
increase due diligence in good practice/innovation 
dissemination efforts…” (Democratic Reform Support 
Program 2006).  

 

Roles for international development agencies were identified to 
enhance communication and coordination, for instance in the 
formulation of new village governance laws, where the report 
proposed that: 

Donors should support the GOI in the development of its 
vision through a number of interactive and participatory 
processes involving stakeholders…public consultations 
involving the different stakeholders concerned is needed to 
formulate a consensus for a new law”(Democratic Reform 
Support Program 2006). 

 
Referring back to the three questions on the overall landscape 

in which decentralization and regional autonomy is developing from a 
trust (or distrust) perspective, we can find answers for the first and 
second questions. The quotes from the decentralization stocktaking 
report collectively point out the fact that existing processes and 
practices of building and institutionalizing structures and strategies/ 
policies in Indonesia’s decentralization are not oriented towards 
collaboration between levels of government and between government 
and its citizens, and communicative action cannot occur effectively. 
Furthermore, on the orientation of relationships between central 
government agencies with their counterparts at the provincial and 
district levels, structures and strategies (in the form of policies 
developed) for decentralization have been oriented more towards 
aspects of power and control. This is evident in the lack of processes 
that emphasize on coordination and cooperation. The excerpts taken 
from the stocktaking report also show that the processes implemented 
for collaboration between levels of government do little in providing 
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space for each level to rationalize on the content and purpose of 
decentralization policies, where “reforms” are too often produced and 
enforced by central government with limited scope for local 
governments to negotiate. 

This leaves the third question that becomes the focus of this 
thesis. Quotes from the stocktaking report imply that there is 
insufficient use of knowledgeable expertise and strong analyses in 
formulating decentralization policies, which should form the basis for 
sharing and exchange of knowledge between central governments and 
their counterparts in provincial and district governments. However 
this does not clarify whether this is due to a lack of knowledgeable 
expertise and available analysis as the foundation for sharing and 
exchanging knowledge, or whether this is more broadly due to a 
disabling environment which has hampered the development of 
Indonesia’s knowledge sector supporting government policy 
development. Relating this to the overarching theme of this study, and 
based on the assumption that Indonesia is dealing with a deficit of trust 
in government since the New Order era, this study also seeks to 
present a perspective on the role of Indonesia’s knowledge sector in 
overcoming this deficit. 

 
Research Questions and Method 

The purpose of this research is to examine qualitatively the 
following questions: (1) How does trust factor into the process of 
developing and strengthening Indonesia’s decentralization process?;  
(2) What is the condition of Indonesia’s knowledge sector?; (3) What 
are the links between trust-building in Indonesia’s decentralization 
process and Indonesia’s knowledge sector? 

Based on input and responses to these questions, received 
through interviews, consultations and review of literature and 
documentation conducted by the writer between 2007 and 2011, this 
research seeks to posit that systemic changes are required in 
Indonesia’s knowledge sector as a key component to build Trust, not 
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only between citizens and government but also between levels of 
government. 

 
Structure of the Thesis 

This document is structured as follows: 

o Chapter I covers the background, purpose and significance of the 
study, approach of the study, research questions and structure of 
the thesis; 

 
o Chapter II specifically revisits in detail Francis Fukuyama’s classic 

entitled: “Trust, the Social Virtues and the Creation of 
Prosperity”, linking this with perspectives on Indonesia’s 
decentralization in combination with relevant literature on the 
topic of trust; 

 
o Chapter III presents an overview of Indonesia’s knowledge 

sector, utilizing a conceptual framework developed to analyze 
Indonesia’s knowledge sector; 

 
o Chapter IV The intention of this research is also to provide 

options for implementation, and so this section presents further 
input collated into strategies for developing Indonesia’s 
knowledge sector; 

 
o Chapter V covers trust and distrust frameworks and how these 

link to Indonesia’s knowledge sector, and Indonesia’s 
decentralization; 

 
o Chapter VI summarizes conclusions of the study and 

recommendations. 

 


