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Abstract

In this article, we reflect on the changing trajectories of

agrarian movements in Indonesia. In the two decades after

independence, a left-populist alliance of peasants, planta-

tion workers, and other affiliate organizations achieved a

mass following and were embraced by President Sukarno.

In the aftermath of their violent destruction, the Suharto

regime reordered agrarian movements into a single corpo-

ratist model. Suharto's downfall opened the way for the

re-emergence of agrarian organizations and movements.

But two decades later, they remain small and fragmented,

with little influence at the national level. In the changing

conditions of rural life, and the increasingly authoritarian

political context, progressive rural movements face

dilemmas on questions both of their focus and goals and of

tactical alliances with other progressive movements and

political elites. A broader, more inclusive progressive popu-

list alliance is a possibility, but with the continuing danger

of co-optation by forces of the populist right.

K E YWORD S

agrarian movements, Indonesia, populism

Received: 29 May 2021 Revised: 17 June 2022 Accepted: 23 June 2022

DOI: 10.1111/joac.12506

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs License, which

permits use and distribution in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited, the use is non-commercial and no

modifications or adaptations are made.

© 2022 The Authors. Journal of Agrarian Change published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

J Agrar Change. 2022;e12506. wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/joac 1 of 17

https://doi.org/10.1111/joac.12506

 14710366, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/joac.12506 by E

rasm
us U

niversity R
otterdam

 U
niversiteitsbibliotheek, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [21/12/2022]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

mailto:benwhite46@gmail.com
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/joac
https://doi.org/10.1111/joac.12506


1 | INTRODUCTION

The absence of a mass rural movement with a progressive agenda in Indonesia is often attributed to the unreconciled

legacy of the violent destruction of the Indonesian Communist Party and its affiliates more than a half century ago

(Li, 2021; White, 2016). The mass killing, detention, and persecution of leftists haunt Indonesian politics today

despite the past two decades of democratization; discourses of socialism or even class remain sensitive, and for

many, taboo (Sidel, 2006, p. 42). A culture of trauma, however, does not sufficiently explain why a progressive agrar-

ian movement has failed to develop as a major national force in the current democratic landscape, especially given

the still huge numbers of peasants and landless workers in Indonesia's rural areas.

In this article, we reflect on the changing trajectories and challenges of Indonesian agrarian populist movements

since independence, as a contribution to broader debates on the possibilities and limitations for a progressive rural

politics (Bernstein, 2020; Borras, 2019; Fraser, 2013; Scoones et al., 2018). To do this, we use a simple and limited

understanding of populism as applied to agrarian contexts. We understand agrarian populism as both discursive

strategy and “a way of doing politics” that goes beyond peasant and class essentialisms to construct a more inclusive

political frontier (Mouffe, 2018). As described by Borras (2019), it is a means to an end rather than an end itself: “the
deliberate political act of aggregating disparate and even competing and contradictory class and group interests and

demands into a relatively homogenized voice … for tactical and srategic purposes” (p. 3). In this article, we do not

touch on other features of populism identified in the literature in terms of ideology, political party type, or the role

of the charismatic leader and the relationship between leader and followers (Kenny, 2019; Weyland, 2017). Unlike

some other articles in this issue, our main focus is not on authoritarian populist currents but on the history and pros-

pects of an alternative, progressive rural populism.

What prevents the emergence of a progressive rural populism in Indonesia? While recognizing the continuing

power of anti-leftist rhetoric and paranoia, we identify additional reasons for the failure of contemporary agrarian

movements to become a force to be reckoned with in national politics. First is their chronic fragmentation, a prob-

lem common throughout Indonesia's civil society landscape and underpinned by broader forces of neoliberalism

and decentralization. Second, the core issues and demands of today's agrarian movements are often disconnected

from contemporary rural issues of mass appeal, especially for young people. Third, Indonesia's electoral system

produces a polity with weak parties and dominated by clientelism, weakening rural representation in national

politics. In addition, we point to the alliances that successive post-Suharto regimes have made with oligarchs and

ideologues of the Suharto era, the deployment and discursive power of disinformation and hoaxes in support of

the status quo, and nostalgia for the Suharto era. All these factors, partly internal to agrarian movements them-

selves and partly the result of broader problems, combine to curb the influence of rural issues in formal political

processes. In these conditions, progressive rural movements face a new version of the dilemmas they have faced

since independence, on both issues of substance—the focus and goals of movements and struggles—and questions

of alliances, particularly their relations with elements of government, the national bourgeoisie, and urban

movements.

To support our argument, we explore the relationship between agrarian movements and rural populism in

Indonesia in three periods covering the last three quarters of a century. First, we describe the Indonesian Communist

Party (PKI)'s pragmatic mobilization of a rural progressive alliance that achieved a broad mass following and was

selectively embraced, protected, and utilized by populist President Sukarno (1945–1966). Although the party elites

and cadres were well aware of rural class divisions, the PKI employed an inclusive approach to mobilization, thereby

gaining influence and mass appeal but with inevitable compromises in strategy and tactics and without achieving

significant influence in government. We next trace the violent end of this alliance and its replacement under Suharto

(1966–1998) by repressive corporatist organizations of peasants, workers, women, and youth and the strengthening

of military presence at village level. We then analyse the initial blossoming of local and national agrarian movements

in the period immediately before and after Suharto's downfall, along with their subsequent failure to become a signif-

icant force in national politics in the last two decades of democratic politics.
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While broad alliances have been formed around some recent high-profile agrarian struggles, we argue that con-

temporary agrarian movements can have only limited traction in the current political order because of their fragmen-

tation, their disconnected representations of issues in rural society, and their relative disconnect from political

parties and politicians preoccupied with big money. We conclude that in the current conditions of rural life, agrarian

movements must go beyond peasant and class essentialism for a more inclusive progressive agenda. Such an agenda

does not mean abandoning their traditional concerns, for example, over land rights, but embracing alongside them

wider issues of economic, environmental, gender, and generational justice. Yet progressive populist alliances of this

kind would remain vulnerable to internal fragmentation, and persecution or co-optation by forces of the populist

right.

2 | RURAL LEFT POPULISM IN THE YEARS OF LIVING DANGEROUSLY,
1945–1965

What was the source of the mass appeal of the PKI and its rural affiliates? In the first two decades after indepen-

dence, socialist visions and rhetoric were pervasive throughout Indonesian society, not only among communists. The

main leaders of the independence revolution, as well as the emerging political parties and many of their affiliated

organizations, claimed adherence to visions of a socialist and collectivist society (Fogg, 2021). Both religious and sec-

ular parties claimed to be socialist. In the temporary constitution of 1950, state economic planning was to be guided

by collectivist principles (Fogg, 2021, p. 470). In a population 80% rural, the support of rural peasants and labourers

was crucial for all major political parties and for President Sukarno. Unlike most of the parties claiming a commitment

to Indonesian style socialism, the PKI leadership was committed to Marxist and class analysis. But despite their

awareness of class differences in rural society—as documented in their own village-level research1—they downplayed

these differences in their discourse and strategy. Since the 1920s, Indonesian nationalists had adapted Marxist class

categories to local realities. For example, Tan Malaka's “murba” and Sukarno's “Marhaen/Kromo” were inclusive con-

ceptualizations of Indonesia's exploited masses (Crawford, 2020)—who agrarian Marxists today call the “classes of

labour” (Bernstein, 2010, pp. 110–112)—only a minority of whom were proletarians in the classic sense.

The PKI's adoption of the “left parliamentarianism” road—participation in the parliamentary arena as a legal

entity, and seeking a peaceful road to power through increasing popular support and votes—promoted the rapid

growth of the party and its affiliate mass organizations. In the deeply polarized landscape of both Indonesian and

global Cold War politics, the PKI leant towards Sukarno and was open to alliance formation with major parties and

Islamic groups, aiming particularly for protection against right-wing factions in the army (Slamet, 1988, p. 5). The

need for allies and protection reflected the party's long-term experience of defeat in armed struggle in 1926–1927

and 1948, persecution under the Japanese occupation (1942–1945), and the arbitrary arrest of many figures in the

party and union leadership in 1951 (McVey, 2011, p. 133; Slamet, 1988, p. 23). These alliances brought the PKI a

large and growing popular presence but also a fatal vulnerability (McVey, 2011, p. 133) and inevitable compromises,

particularly after Sukarno's abandonment of parliamentary rule under “Guided Democracy” (from 1959 onwards).

Recognizing the growing strength of the PKI, Sukarno embraced the left from 1960 onwards in the framework of

Guided Democracy and NASAKOM (“Nationalism, Religion [agama] and Communism”),2 hoping to domesticate the

PKI “in a framework of imposed tolerance” (Utrecht, 1985, pp. 97–98).
The initially unaligned Indonesian Peasant Front (Barisan Tani Indonesia [BTI]) founded in 1945 quickly became

the largest peasant organization. More than a dozen peasant organizations, based on either religious or party affilia-

tion, were also active, but none of them approached the size and visibility of the BTI. When the PKI established its

own Peasant Association (Rukun Tani Indonesia [RTI]) in 1953, its members voted to merge with BTI; another leftist

1See, for example, the chapter on “rural class divisions” in Aidit (1964a).
2NASAKOM, Sukarno's vision of the alliance of nationalist, Islamist, and Marxist currents as three complementary aspects of Indonesian emancipatory

struggles, was first enunciated by Sukarno in 1926 (Sukarno, 1963 [1926]).
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peasant organization, the Indonesian Peasant Union (Sarekat Tani Indonesia [STI]), joined the BTI in 1955. By 1963,

the BTI claimed 7.1 million members or a quarter of all adult peasants (White, 2016). BTI membership was mostly

Java based (Hindley, 1966, p. 167); the Indonesia Plantation Workers Union (Sarekat Buruh Perkebunan Republik

Indonesia [SARBUPRI]), with its following in plantation regions both in and outside Java, also aligned with the PKI

and became the strongest union of plantation workers, claiming 700,000 members in 1963.

The PKI and BTI's commitment to an inclusive “United Front” alliance of the left is evidenced in their compro-

mise on issues of land reform, tenancy reform, and landlords. PKI and BTI cadres working in rural areas in the early

1950s soon became aware that the party's initial call for land nationalization and its distribution to peasant “soviets”
for collective cultivation made peasants deeply suspicious. Between 1953 and 1954, the PKI's programme on land

reform switched from nationalization and collectivization to confiscation of land from landlords and its redistribution

free of charge to the peasants as private property (Aidit, 1964b [1953]).3 The PKI's land reform agenda was thus

brought in line with the recommendation of the national land reform committees set up in 1948 and 1951 that small-

holder tenure should be based on private ownership, so as to make landholdings valid as collateral for bank loans.

They supported the 1959 Law on Share Tenancy that aimed only to provide protective regulation to share tenants

without mentioning the abolition of share tenancy as a long-term goal, thus negating the “land to the tiller!” principle.
They also supported the 1960 Basic Agrarian Law (BAL), an initiative of the Nationalist Party and Sukarno. Based on

the principle of private property in land, maximum and minimum ownership limits, and prohibition of absentee own-

ership, the BAL mirrored the developmentalist land reforms of post-war Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan and the

first-stage, pre-collectivization land reforms of China and North Vietnam.

The PKI and BTI targeted landlords selectively, rather than launching a widespread campaign against them as

was occurring elsewhere in newly independent Asian countries. They distinguished “wicked landlords” (tuan tanah

jahat) and “patriotic landlords,” demanding from the latter only reduction in land rents and a greater share of the har-

vest for their share tenants (Aidit, 1964c [1959], pp. 9–10). The PKI's “practical politics” meant sometimes tapping

into long established local patronage networks and using the authority of local leaders to bring in votes

(Anderson, 1994, p. 135).

Campaigns for the implementation of the Law on Share Tenancy and the BAL became the pillars of BTI national

strategy in the early 1960s and were adopted by other PKI-linked organizations alongside more specifically interest

group-related demands. In 1961, for example, the leadership of the Gerwani women's movement joined the call for

the abolition of “feudal remnants” and noted the absence of any laws providing social security for women workers,

so that “the only regulation we can struggle for is the 1960 Law on Share Tenancy.” They noted the role that women

had played in local struggles against plantations and landlords and that these “actions with small results” could be

extended to other demands. Besides land reform and tenancy reform, Gerwani's programme for “rural democratiza-

tion” adopted at its 3rd National Congress included a mixture of feminist and general demands, including practical

problems that women faced in their daily lives: include women in village meetings and as eligible for office in village

government, allow women to own land in their own right, increase agricultural wages, and require moneylenders to

register with local government as a way of reducing chronic indebtedness (Gerwani, 1962).

While the implementation of the BAL and Share Tenancy laws were pillars of national strategy, BTI cadres at

local level worked on practical problems facing rural peasants and workers. This practical work was undoubtedly an

important factor in their mass appeal. They provided peasants with advice and production inputs and organized mass

rat extermination campaigns and irrigation improvements, working through the Mutual Help Teams (Regu Saling

Bantu), which had been identified as key pillars of the BTI's local efforts, based on the principle that problems can

3While various authors from the 1960s to the 1980s assumed that the party had worked out its new programme independently, without participation of

Moscow or Beijing (e.g., Hindley, 1966, pp. 30–31; Tornquist, 1984, p. 72; van der Kroef, 1965, p. 4), correspondence between Aidit and Stalin in January

and February 1953 shows that Stalin played an active role in the process. In his letter to Aidit of 16 February 1953, a few weeks before his death, Stalin

listed as the most significant “remnants of feudalism” in Indonesia landlordism, share tenancy, labour rent, and peasant indebtedness to landowners—

exactly the four feudal remnants mentioned soon afterwards in the party's new programme of 1954 (Efimova, 2011, pp. 147–149) and in Aidit's 1953

article on the future of the Indonesian peasant movement (Aidit, 1964b [1953]).

4 of 17 WHITE ET AL.

 14710366, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/joac.12506 by E

rasm
us U

niversity R
otterdam

 U
niversiteitsbibliotheek, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [21/12/2022]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



best be solved by working together rather than individually (White, 2016). As a former village-level BTI leader in

Kulonprogo (Yogyakarta) explained to the first author in 1999, “of course the peasants all joined the BTI—we gave

them fertilizer!”
As land reform implementation faltered in 1963, the BTI attempted to enforce it with sporadic unilateral land

occupation actions (aksi sepihak). Sukarno gave these actions no support. Following pressure from other NASAKOM

actors, he prohibited aksi sepihak and all polemic around it in June 1964 (Rocamora, 1970, p. 164).4 But only a few

months later, in September 1964, Sukarno welcomed thousands of peasants to the Presidential Palace for the BTI

National Conference with a message of support and protection in his speech “Do not suffer peasant-phobia, do not

suffer BTI-phobia” (Sukarno, 1964).
Towards the end of the Guided Democracy period (1959–1965), the PKI had grown to become Indonesia's larg-

est political party, but in the absence of elections had no democratic way to achieve greater power in government

(Roosa, 2006, p. 207). The party had a few cabinet positions but no significant hold on the levers of state power

(Mortimer, 2006, pp. 121–126). Sukarno's attempt to protect anti-communists and communists from one another in

the framework of NASAKOM populism (Roosa, 2006, p. 206) proved hopeless. In 1965–1966, both Sukarno and the

progressive rural alliance fell victim to the national and international Cold War politics of the time. Following the

bungled abduction and killing of right-wing generals and the opportunist military counter-putsch of Suharto, the

army led the slaughter of an estimated half million communists and suspected sympathizers along with the detention

of more than a million others (Cribb, 1990; Kammen & Zakaria, 2012; Robinson, 2018; Stoler, 1995, pp. 162–164).

The PKI and its affiliates were banned, and anti-communism became a state religion (Roosa, 2006, p. 207). Only

decades later would agrarian movements begin to re-emerge.

3 | AGRARIAN MOVEMENT TRANSITIONS UNDER THE SUHARTO
REGIME, 1966–1998

Suharto's authoritarian “New Order” regime repressed all progressive rural social movements. Plantation labour was

tamed with a spate of killings and detentions, the outlawing of the plantation workers' union SARBUPRI, the firing

and blacklisting of its members, and the eviction of squatters on plantation land (Stoler, 1995, pp. 162–164). All inde-

pendent peasant organizations were disbanded and replaced by a single state-sponsored, military-led organization; a

military presence was established at village level; and middle and wealthy farmers were co-opted through Green

Revolution subsidies.

Under Suharto, independent organizations were disallowed below the level of the District capital, isolating rural

people from formal political engagement. With the BTI banned, in 1973, the “Cooperative Body of the Army and the

Peasants” (Badan Kerjasama Tani-militer [BKST]5) took over all remaining agrarian organizations and re-organized

them into the “Indonesian Farmers' Harmony Association” (Himpunan Kerukunan Tani Indonesia [HKTI]). The HTKI

was an offshoot organization of the regime's ruling party Golkar. Its first Chairman, Martono, held the position for

two decades and also served as a member of parliament for Golkar and later as Minister of Transmigration

(Setiyono, 2011, pp.15–16). The HKTI was part of a broader policy to transform Indonesian society into a “floating
mass,” a term coined by Suharto's sinister fixer Ali Moertopo to denote their delinking from political parties and “the
shackles of practical politics” (Bourchier, 2015, p. 175). The HKTI has for half a century “functioned as a figurehead

organization with no effective role in voicing the concerns and aspirations of Indonesia's tens of millions of villagers”
(Bourchier, 2015, p. 175).

4There are echoes here of the party's earlier compromise on industrial class struggle in its “national front” policy of the early 1950s, instructing the

worker's union SOBSI to limit their actions to “opposing imperialism,” “supporting the economic and social demands of the national industrialists,” and
“limiting the demands of the workers who work in their enterprises” (SOBSI and PKI prominent B.O. Hutapea, in Hindley, 1966, p. 144).
5The BKST had been set up by the army some years before the putsch, in 1958 (Bourchier, 2015, p. 113).
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Besides the re-organization and enfeebling of agrarian movements, from the early 1970s, the state co-opted

rural elites with massive agricultural subsidy programmes and rural infrastructure projects, funded by the oil boom

and foreign aid. The Green Revolution, deployed in Indonesia's unreformed agrarian structure, sharpened social dif-

ferentiation (White & Wiradi, 1989). With patronage from the regime, “rural elites [became] political and economic

agents of the state in the countryside and [were] co-opted into the larger structure of power as preferred but depen-

dent clients” (Hart, 1989, p. 33). Small peasants, farm labourers, and the rural “classes of labour” generally remained

close to the poverty line. Anti-communist paranoia justified the deployment of military non-commissioned “Village
Guidance Officers” (Babinsa) in every village. Besides their main task of local political surveillance (Bubandt, 2005,

p. 282), they were also tasked with ensuring peasants' adoption of Green Revolution technologies and practices

(Hüsken, 1998).

Under these conditions, peasant struggles and protests were mainly limited to “everyday forms of resis-

tance” and local protests against displacement, mainly for infrastructure projects. Some of these protests were

supported by urban intellectuals and received national media attention, but were met with harsh repression and

in the end were crushed—for example, the long drawn out struggle in the mid-1980s against the (mainly World

Bank funded) Kedung Ombo dam and reservoir in Central Java that displaced more than 5,000 peasants

(Tirto, 2017b).

More than a decade into the Suharto regime, movements and organizations led by urban middle-class activists

began cautiously emerging. A major factor in their emergence was the New Order government's ratification in 1976

of the UN's 1966 Covenants on Civil and Political Rights, and on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights. State recogni-

tion of these international covenants meant that the offices established by the Indonesian Legal Aid Foundation

(Yayasan Lembaga Bantuan Hukum Indonesia [YLBHI]), with sporadic international donor support, gained some legiti-

macy for their advocacy campaigns in support of peasants resisting land eviction (Bachriadi, 2010, p. 121; Peluso

et al., 2008, p. 385). In 1980, the Indonesian Forum for the Environment (Wahana Lingkungan Hidup Indonesia

[WALHI]) was formed with government cooperation. This umbrella organization, which at times represented more

than 400 organizations, enabled representation of peasants living in and from Indonesia's forests (Peluso et al., 2008,

p. 384). WALHI and YLBHI were both seeding grounds of urban activists who organized in rural areas using the dis-

course of environmental justice and human rights.

These developments, along with partial relaxation of media restrictions allowing limited coverage of land

expropriation, paved the way for the re-emergence of agrarian movements (Peluso et al., 2008). In particular, the

Consortium for Agrarian Renewal (Konsorsium Pembaruan Agraria [KPA])—an umbrella organization comprising

agrarian, NGO, and student movements—emerged in 1994. Like WALHI and YLBHI, the KPA and other agrarian

movements, often led by underground urban activists, could operate only defensively in the New Order's repressive

political structure (Aspinall, 2004). Moreover, these agrarian movements began to fragment only shortly after their

emergence, in contrast to the relative cohesion of progressive agrarian and other movements in the Sukarno period.

Urban agrarian activists were aware that their engagement “in the name of” peasants (politik atas nama) contributed

little to constituency building within rural society itself. For example, when the Bandung-based West Java Peasant

Union (Serikat Petani Jawa Barat [SPJB]) attempted to re-embed itself in a rural base in March 1991, urban activists

and student committees still played the leading roles (Bachriadi, 2010). A divergence of interests and issues between

the urban activists and the rural members eventually caused the SPJB's splintering and decline by the end of the

1990s (Bachriadi, 2010). During the late Suharto period, KPA also began to fragment. Its Java-centric character, its

domination by urbanites, and its failure to promote the formation of new peasant unions (Bachriadi, 2011, p. 215)

prompted activists involved in its formation from the North Sumatera Peasant Union and Sintesa to form another

umbrella group, the All-Indonesian Peasant Federation (Federasi Serikat Petani Indonesia [FSPI]—later SPI). SPI

became an active member of the anti-neoliberal transnational peasant alliance La Via Campesina.6

6SPI leader Henry Saragih served as global coordinator of LVC for two terms, 2004–2013.
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4 | THE FRAGMENTATION AND LIMITED POLITICAL INFLUENCE OF
AGRARIAN MOVEMENTS IN THE DEMOCRATIC ERA

New freedoms in Indonesia's post-1998 democratic era brought a further blossoming of local and national agrarian

organizations and movements. Yet there is still, a quarter century later, no political party that regards rural society as

its primary constituency. Most agrarian movements have evolved in ways that make them localized and fragmented

(Bachriadi, 2012). Underpinning this fragmentation, which is found in almost all of Indonesia's civil society organiza-

tions, are neoliberalism and decentralization (Aspinall, 2013). Like many other NGOs and CSOs, agrarian movements

are entangled in neoliberal resource competition, dependency on donor demand, and externally funded projects

(Aspinall, 2013; Peluso et al., 2008, p. 391).

Despite the absence of a unified mass rural movement, there were undoubtedly some agrarian movement suc-

cesses in the early post-Suharto years. Between 1999 and 2006, members of two regionally based peasant unions

(Serikat Petani Pasundan [SPP] in West Java and Serikat Petani Bengkulu [STaB] in Southwest Sumatera) reclaimed a

combined total of nearly 40,000 ha of land (Bachriadi, 2010). These land reclamations represented the culmination

of persistent local level organizing for direct action, strategic mobilization, and political negotiation (Anugrah, 2015;

Bachriadi, 2012). They even received a nod of recognition from the top: President Abdurrahman Wahid (1999–

2001) gave some encouragement to the rush of land (re)occupations by peasants following the fall of Suharto and

promised that 40% of plantation lands would be redistributed (Bachriadi, 2000). Other reclamations and occupations

of former plantation lands have succeeded and in some cases led to the issuance of land titles, for example, the cases

in Lampung and West Java in Sirait (2017) and Aji (2005).

Some more recent agrarian movements operating defensively against land dispossession have been successful, at

least in terms of alliance forming. One prominent example is the Kendeng Forum of Concerned Community Networks

(Forum Jaringan Masyarakat Peduli Kendeng) in Pati regency. Under its charismatic leader Gun Retno, this movement

has campaigned since 2006 to defend their land and conserve the natural aquifer of the Kendeng Karst Mountains

against a permit granted to corporate cement giant PT Semen Indonesia for limestone quarrying and construction of a

cement factory. The vocal support of a broad coalition including WALHI, KPA, YLBHI, and many other NGOs, artists,

and scholar-activists7 helped the campaign to achieve a promise from President Joko Widodo (Jokowi) to exclude the

area from destructive quarrying activities. This promise was strengthened by a decision of the Supreme Court in 2016,

yet the following year, Central Java Governor Ganjar Pranowo reissued PT Semen Indonesia's permit (Tirto, 2017d). A

spectacular protest in March 2017 in front of the Presidential Palace, where women members of the movement (“the
Kartinis of Kendeng”) sat for days with their feet cemented in boxes to prevent their removal, gained widespread

national coverage (Kompas, 2018). The movement even briefly gained support from the National Awakening Party

(Partai Kebangkitan Bangsa [PKB]), a party backed by Indonesia's largest Islamic organization Nahdlatul Ulama

(Tirto, 2017c). Political parties and prominent politicians have also become increasingly involved in the recent conflict

over the construction of an Andesite mine in the village of Wadas in Purworejo regency. An array of civil society orga-

nizations and villagers have formed a movement to block the mine's development. As noted above, these are both local

defensive movements, not broader initiatives for rural democratization or agrarian reform. Both movements were able

to forge links with and gain sympathy from national-level organizations, political parties, and elites, but at the time of

writing (May 2022), neither movement had achieved any success in putting a halt to the projects.

In part, these agrarian movements' efforts are paralleled by civil society movements in other fields. For example,

coordinated protests of labour, agrarian, student, and other movements against the government's new “Omnibus”
Law 11/2020 on “Job Creation,”8 while very visible and achieving some support in formal political circles, also had

7The third author participated in this coalition.
8President Jokowi's “Omnibus” Job Creation Law 11/2020 purportedly aimed to promote foreign investment and job creation by replacing a large number

of existing laws and regulations and reducing red tape. It was widely seen as threatening worker rights, indigenous rights, and other land rights and

promoting deforestation. In an interesting recent development, in November 2021, the Constitutional Court responded to judicial review challenges to the

Job Creation Law, declaring the Law to be “conditionally unconstitutional” and ordering the government to fix the Law's defects within 2 years, or the

Court would declare it permanently unconstitutional (Mahy, 2022).
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limited impact. The fact that political parties and prominent politicians are making efforts to be visibly involved in

rural issues, if only in line with their own interests for popularity as agrarian conflicts occupy increasing space on

social media, is itself an emerging political trend that warrants further study.

Nevertheless, political parties and politicians have few strong links to today's divided agrarian movements.

Conflicts between KPA and SPI over agrarian reform reveal how ideological differences fuel division and weaken

movements in a populist landscape of power. The inclusion of both indigenous peoples' rights (masyarakat adat)

and land-to-the-tiller movements in agrarian movement alliances—as among KPA's 153 members—embroils them

in a fundamental tension between on the one hand, indigenist identity based and often elite-led notions, and on

the other hand, class- and needs-based notions of who gets included in, and excluded from, land rights claims

(Gilbert, 2019; Hall et al., 2011, p. 183). While KPA and SPI both started from the same defensive position—the

practical need to oppose enclosures and dispossession—as well as sharing the longer term goal of agrarian

reform, their different positions on national agrarian policy processes have produced conflict. For example, the

KPA engaged with scholar-activists and NGOs working on community-based forestry and environmental justice

issues and lobbying the parliament to pursue legislative outcomes. But one of these outcomes, the People's

Consultative Assembly Parliamentary Directive (TAP MPR IX/2001) to revise all conflicting sectoral legislations

in agrarian and natural resource management, was contested by SPI due to its alleged incorporation of

neoliberal agendas.

Similar divisions are also visible in the KPA and SPI's approaches to international engagement, advocacy, and

funding. Since the fall of Suharto, funding for the main agrarian reform, environmental justice, and indigenous peo-

ples' movements has come overwhelmingly from international agencies including the Ford Foundation, the European

Union, and USAID. The participation of KPA and the Archipelagic Indigenous People's Alliance (Aliansi Masyarakat

Adat Nusantara [AMAN])—itself fraught with conflict between elites among its members—in the World Bank's “Envi-
ronmental and Social Management Framework—Indonesia Program to Accelerate Agrarian Reform” along with a

donor-funded Global Land Forum event in Bandung, both held in in 2018 and justified on practical grounds, was

opposed by SPI with its differing positions on neoliberalism, nationalistic protectionism, and land titling. But the

question remains how far SPI's opposition to participation was more than performative. Despite its anti-neoliberal

public stance, echoing the key campaign standpoints of La Via Campesina, SPI has also offered support for President

Jokowi's administration and its neoliberal policies towards smallholders (Kontan, 2020).

Beyond these differences, even when agrarian movements have formed alliances, they have tended to fall apart

as funding dissipates or even become co-opted by state and corporate interests. For example, in 2011, the farmers'

movement Omah Tani supported a former military official who made use of the movement in his “success team” (tim
sukses) as he successfully campaigned to become the District Head (Bupati) of Batang, Central Java (Mahsun, 2017).

Omah Tani then participated in a broader coalition that achieved some success in challenging corruption in local gov-

ernment. But after the District Head's decision not to contest the 2017 election, Omah Tani's support split and

disintegrated over the vote buying and handouts of successor candidates in an election dominated by “an atmo-

sphere of intensive money politics” (Mahsun, 2017, pp. 483–487). A recent study of 150 land conflicts between rural

communities and palm oil companies found that local and national NGO support was based mainly in political broker-

age rather than rights-based claims and generally failed to achieve significant impacts, except in some rare cases

where international NGOs became involved (Berenschot et al., 2022). Rural worker unions are sometimes co-opted

by agribusiness, too. Rini Astuti (2021) shows, for instance, how peatland worker unions were co-opted by the plan-

tation industry to advocate against the closing of environmentally destructive plantations on the basis that doing so

could destroy up to a quarter of a million jobs.

The profusion of agrarian civil society organizations and movements in Indonesia, however scattered and

fragmented, indicates the widespread presence of a broad, progressive left (Aspinall, 2012, p. 1). But progressive

agrarian agendas have had little substantive impact on policy. This lack of influence reflects both their own failure to

consolidate and some broader dimensions of Indonesian politics and leadership, which we further explain in the

next section.
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5 | EXPLAINING THE CONTINUED WEAKNESS OF PROGRESSIVE
AGRARIAN MOVEMENTS

As we have seen, rural Indonesia today is the site of numerous organized local protests against displacement, peasant

occupations of neglected plantation lands, and movements for gender justice. There are also many initiatives to build

interstitial9 islands of alternative “solidarity economy” and collaboration in the general ocean of neoliberal individual-

ism and competition. Yet these protests and initiatives are diverse and fragmented, lacking both “an organizational

centre” (Aspinall, 2012, p. 1) and the support of significant allies in government.

To explain why, we first turn to some internal factors. The complex and dynamic conditions of Indonesian rural

life today mean that agrarian movements need to respond to a more diverse array of rural occupations and concerns

than in previous times. Agriculture is the largest single source of rural employment and livelihoods, but for many, it is

a part of a more complex livelihood. Rural “classes of labour” include small farmers, share tenants, contract farmers,

farm workers in small-scale and corporate agriculture, putting-out workers in handicrafts and small industries, petty

traders, motorbike taxi drivers and mechanics, landed (with secure and insecure tenure) and landless, women and

men, and young and old. And many of these—especially among the younger generation—move multidirectionally

between sectors of work and between rural and urban places. Rural livelihood pluriactivity and plurilocality are not

new and are found in both land-rich and land-poor households (see, e.g., Alexander et al., 1991). But they are now

important in shaping the interests and concerns of different rural groups and rarely incorporated in agrarian move-

ment advocacy. The rural cannot be equated only with the agricultural, and sectoral agrarian struggles should more

be seen as “a necessary but not sufficient basis for social justice framing” (Borras, 2019, p. 21).
These economic and social realities, we suggest, mean that agrarian movements must go beyond essentialized

conceptualizations of “authentic” peasant (tani) identity, whose main preoccupations are idealized as land and subsis-

tence, to embrace a much broader constituency with a correspondingly broader set of goals and demands. In their

recent study of exploitation, accumulation, and social reproduction in two West Java villages, Pattenden and Wastuti

(2021) conclude that there is clearly “vast potential” to challenge the mechanisms of exploitation they have identi-

fied, in spite of the world-historical pressures of Indonesia's involvement in the global economy (p. 21). In one village,

the key arena of exploitation was share tenancy, in the other female homeworker wages; neither of these issues are

prominent in most agrarian movement agendas.

Land conflicts, agrarian reform, and farmer education—the focus of many agrarian movements—are not the main

concerns of the vast majority in rural Indonesia today. To avoid misunderstanding, land has not diminished in impor-

tance (as suggested, e.g., by Rigg, 2006); it remains a central issue in rural Indonesia's political economy

(Kammen, 2003; McCarthy & Robinson, 2016). Dispossession and land conflicts threaten the livelihoods and some-

times the lives of those involved, who certainly need the support of agrarian movements for “self-defence.” But the
great majority of Indonesia's rural millions are not living under threat of dispossession or involved in agrarian con-

flicts. Land alone therefore can no longer be the dominant issue for agrarian movements seeking to capture popular

support in the countryside. Share tenants are a significant minority, and in some areas a majority, of smallholder

farmers (Wijaya & White, 2019). But improvement of their conditions is absent from most agrarian movement

agendas. Rural Indonesians have experienced many changes in recent decades in education, infrastructure, liveli-

hoods, incomes, mobilities, and lifestyles. As of 2019, 73% of Indonesian villages had internet access (Warta

Ekonomi, 2019). In many villages, connectivity is now as good as in the cities. Motorbikes are cheap and common—

within the imagined reach of the rural poor, even if they do not yet have them—and young people of all classes are

busy with smartphones and social media accounts, engaging with global ideas and lifestyles. The vast majority of

rural Indonesians have moved beyond absolute poverty, although incomes and livelihoods often remain precarious.

Real wages of agricultural workers have increased in recent years, though much faster for formal-sector workers

9Interstititial movements and initiatives are those that do not challenge or protest capitalism but create alternative ways of living “in the niches and margins

of capitalist societies” (Dietz & Engels, 2021, p. 673). See also Wright (2010) and Friedmann (2016, p. 682).
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than for the much more numerous casual farm workers (Manning & Pratomo, 2018, p. 175). While access to land is

an issue for young—and now relatively well-educated—rural people who wish to become farmers, often their most

pressing concern is for access to non-farm jobs in line with their educational qualifications, which the economy does

not provide (see Ambarwati et al., n.d.).

As in other countries, the Indonesian state has responded to emerging income trends and inequalities by

deploying targeted welfare programmes. There are now many government welfare support programmes aimed at

poorer Indonesians, including direct cash transfers, work for cash, subsidized rice for the poor, and healthcare and

education supports. As elsewhere in the world, for Indonesia's rural communities, these programmes have fostered a

distributional politics about who is recognized as eligible and worthy of receiving state support (Ferguson, 2015). In

response to these distributional tensions and resentments, neighbourhood heads often organize pooling and redistri-

bution of state supports, undermining the technocrats' designs.10 In some cases, village heads have even rejected

new welfare programmes because of the social tensions arising from the criteria embodied in their design

(McCarthy & Sumarto, 2018, p. 231). Tania Li (2014) sees these distributional politics as now “front and centre” for
many Indonesians (p. 185).

The local politics of redistribution appears prominently, for example, in village head elections. Local elected

leaders have great responsibility for implementing rural development projects, service delivery programmes, and the

disbursement of village funds. This means that they occupy villagers' immediate attention rather more than issues of

leadership at higher levels. Near Yogyakarta, for example, non-elite village head candidates with more modest leader-

ship styles focused on improving village life have competed successfully against incumbent village heads from dynas-

tic elite families whose political dominance was established during the New Order era (Berenschot et al., 2021). In

addition to patronage concerns, their interests include judgements about the quality of infrastructure such as roads,

bridges, and irrigation, as well as decisions on village-level appointments, service delivery including the issuance of

land certificates, and the distribution of welfare and crop support subsidies.

The issue of corruption is an especially widespread concern in rural communities given the dramatic increase of

village government funding stemming from the 2014 Village Law. The Village Law, with its large annual block grants

to village governments, initiated the biggest redistribution of state wealth to village level in Indonesian history. Being

the creation of the government rather than a response to demands of rural movements or rural-oriented parties, the

Village Law embodies a non-democratic vision of village governance that serves to reproduce New Order era pater-

nalism and village essentialism (White, 2017). Like New Order Green Revolution programmes, the law also aids

wealth capture for elites and the reproduction of rural class differences.

Not all agrarian or rural movements have ignored these issues and stuck doggedly to traditional problems and

peasant essentialisms. But in the contemporary context, agrarian movements and their supporters need to combine

their traditional agendas with a whole new and more varied set of issues, each of which is important to some move-

ments and organizations but none of which are priorities for all.

5.1 | Problems of alliance formation

Turning to external factors and alliances, the experience of the past two decades has shown that agrarian

movements—at least since the short-lived presidency of Abdurachman Wahid (1999–2001)—have little if anything

to expect from national leaders. This applies as much to President Jokowi the “polite populist” (Mietzner, 2014) as to

his less polite rival in the 2014 and 2019 elections (and present ally as Minister of Defence), cashiered general and

Suharto's former son-in-law Prabowo Subianto.

With the possible exception of Sukarno, Indonesia's young nationalists and progressive intellectuals were almost

exclusively elitists (Paget, 1975, p. lvi) who showed little interest in agrarian conditions or issues of mass poverty.

10Based on the authors' personal observations in various locations.
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Many of them were fascinated by fascism (Bourchier, 1997; Henley & Davidson, 2007; Lengkeek, 2018). The “New

Order” (Orde Baru), the name first given to Suharto's emerging regime in a 1966 army seminar, is a direct echo of the

names that fascist regimes in Portugal, Italy, and Nazi Germany used to describe themselves (Kammen &

McGregor, 2012, p. 12).

Since the fall of Suharto, instead of sidelining oligarchic interests and ideologues from the New Order era, suc-

cessive presidents and regimes have formed coalitions with “a group of holdovers from the authoritarian regime,

whose values and interests were shaped by the benefits they had accrued from Suharto's system of rule” (Hadiz &

Robison, 2004; Warburton & Aspinall, 2018, p. 265). They have cultivated support among New Order era politicians

and military leaders and backed the reappointment of governors and other high officials from the New Order. These

appointees have had little interest in policy reform, instead opting to share power and patronage among a broad coa-

lition of partners that stymies the development of serious opposition (Aspinall, 2010).

Both Jokowi and Prabowo deployed a rural populist line in their presidential election campaigns of 2014 and

2019. In the 2014 campaign, Prabowo's message to rural voters was mainly about farmer identity and food imports,

not about the struggle for land or farmer education projects, the favoured focus of fragmented rural activist groups.

Some of these groups lent support to Jokowi (e.g., Anugrah, 2015, pp. 94–95) who then seemed a more progressive

candidate. Jokowi better convinced activists by promising land reform (Li, 2021, p. 218) and poorer, rural voters par-

ticularly in Java with his “simple and unaffected personal style” (Aspinall, 2015, p. 25).
In the 2019 elections, Jokowi appealed to rural voters by promoting his land titling programme. But this appeal

did not impress KPA leaders waiting for genuine redistributive land reform (Tempo, 2018). Agrarian movements

found themselves alienated from the Jokowi administration because of its “authoritarian turn” (Power, 2018). While

some agrarian movements offered him support in the 2019 elections, most were put off by his government's crimi-

nalization of agrarian activists protesting dispossession (Koropak, 2019; Tirto, 2017a, 2019). The lack of backing from

agrarian movements, however, seems to have had little influence on the rural vote. Jokowi again relied on his unas-

suming, polite appeal for villagers' support, gaining 57% of the rural vote (Indikator, 2019, p. 43). Prabowo failed to

win the rural vote both times.11 In short, two competing illiberal populists targeted the rural electorate, and the

milder one succeeded both times.

Yet despite the election of a milder conservative president, the government's increasing support of military

involvement in rural life adds new constraints to the emergence of progressive rural movements. In 2011, then

President Yudhoyono invited the army to involve itself in the rural economy to respond to threats posed by climate

change to food security (Graham, 2020). Army village programmes with titles evocative of the Suharto era subse-

quently emerged. Military engagement in village life has further deepened during both Jokowi administrations. In

2014, President Jokowi ordered the army to help the government achieve national food self-sufficiency, after which

the army further expanded its role in agriculture, signing multiple Memorandums of Understanding with state institu-

tions involved in the rural economy. Claims to be combating the so-called “food mafia” that racketeer in commodities

and crop inputs also give the government further justification for intervening with army and police in the countryside

(Graham, 2020). More recently, in the name of food security, Prabowo (since 2019, Jokowi's Minister of Defence)

has been assigned responsibility for developing lavishly funded state-sponsored “food estate”12 projects covering

tens of thousands of hectares across the archipelago (Law Justice, 2020).

Further, in November 2021, the army chief of staff General Dudung Abdurachman announced that he would

handle radicalism “in the way it was done in the Suharto era. The babinsa must know everything, even if a pin drops”
(Kompas, 2021). Babinsa, as explained earlier, are non-commissioned officers stationed in every Indonesian village, as

the lowest rung in the ladder of Indonesia's Territorial Command structure. Despite proposals to disband the babinsa

system in the early post-Suharto years, it is now restored and further empowered as the army instrumentalizes the

11According to 2014 and 2019 exit polls, Prabowo lost the rural vote to Jokowi 38% to 47% (with 15% not responding or not knowing), and in 2019, 43%

to 57% (Indikator, 2014, 2019).
12Food estates: large-scale farming operations operated on industrial lines and with heavy government, military, and/or corporate involvement. Food estate

ventures have a long history of failure since the late colonial period.
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corona virus crisis to mobilize the babinsa in patrolling and monitoring roles (Honna, 2020). The persistence of anti-

communist paranoia and bullying vulnerable targets with impunity means that popular progressive rural politics risks

being caught up in disinformation from the New Order.

The deployment of disinformation and hoaxes to legitimize a status quo left over from the Suharto era con-

tinues into this era. The continued use of the “threat of latent communism” discourse justifies military intervention,

surveillance, and the suppression of rural protest more than a half century after the destruction of the PKI. Public

opinion surveys consistently show that the majority of the public do not believe or have not heard about the

apparent re-emergence of communism (Detik, 2017). Yet members of the government, military leaders, and

government-linked groups such as the paramilitary Pemuda Pancasila and KAMI continue to promote paranoia

around the threat posed by resurgent communism. In Banyuwangi (East Java), when activist Budi Pego took part in

a demonstration against the mining company that had taken his land and destroyed the environment around his vil-

lage, he was photographed with a protest banner, which included a small hammer and sickle logo. After various

crony academics had testified that this indicated an association with the PKI, he was sentenced to 4 years of

imprisonment (Jatim, 2018).

Perhaps most crucially, institutional problems in Indonesia's political system itself inhibit the emergence of

issues-based progressive rural politics. Political parties today are driven more by personality and clientelism than by

issues, except for the role of religion in the state (Aspinall et al., 2018). Rather than campaigning on issues, politicians

from all parties foster clientelistic links with rural voters via their campaign teams (tim sukses) through promises of

patronage (Aspinall & Berenschot, 2019). A regulatory issue at the heart of the electoral system encourages

patronage- rather than issue-based campaigning. Instead of having one parliamentary candidate per party per con-

stituency, since 2009, Indonesian voters have been confronted with multiple candidates from the same party on the

ballot who compete among each other, as well as against candidates from other parties (Mietzner, 2019, p. 7). Candi-

dates often campaign with money rather than over positions on issues of concern to voters (Muhtadi, 2019). Declin-

ing numbers of Indonesians now identify with a political party: Public opinion polling has found that while 86% of

respondents identified with a political party in the aftermath of Suharto's downfall and the re-emergence of political

parties, two decades later, this figure is nearer to 10% (Mietzner, 2019, p. 8; Muhtadi, 2019). These systemic issues

and the resulting political dynamics limit both the representation of rural issues and the presence of rural representa-

tives in national parliamentary politics. Meanwhile, many leading figures in rural progressive politics have become

marginalized, co-opted through government appointments, or have exited politics altogether.

6 | AN ALLIANCE FOR RURAL DEMOCRACY?

We have indicated some of the challenges and dilemmas faced by progressive rural movements in Indonesia, and

some continuities and contrasts in these challenges since independence. We have argued that for some rural people

today, what is needed in a powerful national movement remains the “self-defence” function: giving legitimacy and

protection to their local struggles against dispossession or their occupation of neglected plantation lands. For some

other constituencies, access to land and better share tenancy conditions through enforcement of existing laws (such

as the 1960 Law on Share Tenancy and the 2013 Law on Protection of Farmers) may still be high priorities, and for

still others, training and other supports for a shift to more earth-friendly modes of farming.

But for many more in rural society, their interests and priorities go beyond these traditional agrarian movement

demands and priorities, embracing, for example, issues of social protection, gender and generational justice, access

to secure employment, and growing concerns about climate breakdown. We have therefore argued that without

incorporating these broader issues, Indonesia's fragmented agrarian movements can have only limited traction in

national politics. Progressive rural movements face a new version of the dilemmas they have faced since indepen-

dence, on both issues of substance—the focus and goals of movements and struggles—and questions of alliances,

particularly their relations with elements of government and national elites.
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What are the prospects of a progressive alliance for rural democracy that go beyond peasant or class essential-

ism? And can such a broad, progressive rural populism avoid the pitfalls of co-optation by authoritarian populists?

Like other political “isms,” populism, in both its progressive and reactionary manifestations, is not a “thing” but a pro-
cess: “a motion, a living, growing, evolving mass movement that exists in a specific historical context and is shaped

by its interactions with other social and political forces” (Faulkner et al., 2019, 41f.).
Looking to the future, a progressive alliance for rural democracy will have to incorporate and represent new con-

stituents. Efforts to involve rural youth on a large scale will need to go further than providing peasant schools and

training in agroecology. These programmes may be important and relevant for those rural youth interested in farming

futures, but for many, the lack of access to secure salaried or waged jobs is the key source of frustrations even if

they envisage farming futures at a later stage (Ambarwati et al., n.d.). The current generation of young rural

Indonesians is more educated and skilled—and thus more endowed with “human capital”—than any previous

generation. But their experience in job markets shows most conspicuously human capital theory's flaws. We see

these shortfalls, for example, in the thousands of graduates of vocational nursing or teacher-training schools and col-

leges who take “honorary” positions in clinics and schools year after year in the hope of later getting a formal

appointment, often returning disappointed to their villages and to farming, or to urban informal sector work

(White, 2012). It is of course true that young people cannot get professional and formal-sector jobs without the nec-

essary diplomas, but it is equally true that having the diplomas does not get them employment if the jobs are not

there in increasingly crowded and shrinking formal-sector labour markets. This dynamic is even more pressing now

as there is more job creation in small-scale agriculture than in other sectors (Li, 2021) and particularly so because of

the current pandemic.

In conjunction with rural youth and employment problems, a recent large-scale national survey has revealed the

vast majority of young rural Indonesians' concern with climate change. The survey (pop. 4,020) conducted by leading

polling agency Indikator in September 2021 revealed that 78% of young rural people (age 17–35) prioritized

protecting and preserving the environment over economic growth (Cerah, 2021). Issues of climate breakdown and

campaigns for the creation of the millions of “green jobs” needed to counter it through ecological regeneration are

one among many areas in which agrarian movements can forge alliances with urban and environmental move-

ments.13 As Batubara et al. (2022) recently note, urban and rural poverty and precarity are organically linked as land

enclosures, growing landlessness, and environmental degradation in the countryside produce migrations that add to

the “surplus populations” of urban poor. “Both rural and urban based movements,” they conclude optimistically, “are
now seeing their own struggles are one, reflected in and related to each other” (Batubara et al., 2022, p. 15).

In Indonesia's present agrarian social and political context, an alliance for rural democracy could combine

multiple goals. One would be the still important defensive role, marshalling mass support for local groups struggling

against dispossession and other external threats. But alongside this role would be campaigns for distributive, labour,

gender, and generational and environmental justice, including but going far beyond agrarian reform and land-to-the-

tiller campaigns. Shared interests and visions could promote links between progressive rural and urban groups, espe-

cially the defence and strengthening of democratic ideals in the broader context of the country's authoritarian turn

(Power, 2018). But as we have already suggested, a diverse progressive populist alliance of this kind would involve

compromises on both issues and alliances and remain vulnerable to fragmentation and co-optation by forces of the

populist right. Some potential urban allies, in particular labour unions, are aligning themselves with Prabowo as they

look towards the 2024 elections.
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