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Abstract

This paper focuses on Indonesia and Malaysia highlighting
developmental policies of Soeharto and Mahatir and their
consequences on the level of radicalization of muslim
groups in these two countries. Comparing Soehartos de
politicization of Islamic of Institute groups on marginalization
and radicalization of Islamist groups in both countries. The
emergence of muslim middle class in both countries as a result
of both regims modernization.

I. Introduction

The revival of radical Islam in Southeast Asia which involve
in political violence, from sectarian conflict to terrorism, struck
many observers at home and broad, simply because it happened
in Southeast Asia, the largest home of Muslim population which
has been associated with a “peaceful and tolerant Islam.” Some
explanations emerged as to trace the root of this radicalization.
Some writers focus on international factors such as Middle East
Islamist network that supported the dissemination of neo-revivalist
ideas, Iranian revolution that inspire revolutionary ideology and
movement in Indonesia (Eliraz, 2004), and the return of the
Afghan-Jihadist alumni to Philippine, Indonesia, and Malaysia
(Jones, 2005).

However, some argue that international factors are insignificant
in the absence of local factors, as they have more direct causal root
to the radicalization. Nevertheless, many explanations at this level
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focused on political and economic instability of post-economic
crisis in 1997 that swept away Southeast Asian countries (Sukma,
2003; Baswedan, 2004; Hasan, 2005; Zada, 2002). Although this
contributes to the understanding of political and economic contexts
of the proliferation, these studies only hit the tip of the iceberg.
Long before the crises, there has been the process of radicalization.
Therefore, some trace the historical root up to colonial and post-
colonial periods in which there had been radicalization out of
ideological conflicts and disagreements about the foundation of
the new independent states (Jamhari, 2003; Rahim, 2003; Mehden,
2005). However, these studies do not put these radicalization
processes into wider social and political conflicts.

1 argue thatalthough radicalization of Islamic group has its roots
in post-colonial period, further radicalization began to take place
in the 1970’s when the government of Southeast Asian countries
directed their attention to economic growth of their respective
countries. Modernization and political decisions implemented by
the regimes contributed to relative deprivation and alienation of
some Muslim groups which then escalated the cycle of previous
radicalization and produced new breed of radical Islam.

However, radicalization process differs from one country to
another. To observe these differences and similarities, comparative
study is needed. In this paper, I will focus onIndonesia and Malaysia,
highlighting development policies of Mahatir and Suharto and their
consequences on the level of radicalization of Muslim groups ineach
country.! Both countries share similar strategy of development and
within Southeast Asia, Muslims are the majority in both countries.
There has been degree of radicalization of Muslim groups within
these countries out of both regimes’ development policies. This
was particularly striking in the beginning of 1970s and 1980s when
Suharto and Mahatir embarked upon Western model of development
which put modernization and economic growth into their political
priorities.

Toward this end, first, I will define what is development policy
and radicalization, focusing on the link between both concepts.
Second, T will apply this conceptual framework to discuss
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radicalization of Islamist groups in the context of both Suharto
and Mahatir’s development strategies (1970s-1990s). [ will divide
this discussion into two parts. First, I will compare Suharto’s de
politicization of Islamist groups and Mahatir’s Islamication policy
and their impact on marginalization and radicalization of Islamist
groups in Malaysia and Indonesia. Second, I will analyze the
emergence of Muslim middle class in both countries as a result
of both regimes” modernization project in the late 1970s and their
radicalization into dakwah groups in the late 1980s. Amid this
analysis, I will address the issue of how both regimes’ development
policies produce a different degree of radicalization in their
respective countries.

Development Policies And Radicalization Of Islamic Groups

Development is defined as processes which are intended to
increase the quality of life for people (Fry and Martin, 1991, p. 98).
However, there has been no single answer as to what constitute
“good life” and how to achieve a higher quality of life. In its earlier
conceptualization, the notion of development meant an acceleration
of economic growth and advancement of modern values. It has its
root in the formative thinking of modernization theory and assumed-
a prominent position especially in the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s when
rapid economic growth and modernization, and thus, development
could indeed be achieved. Although the modernization theory has
been revised, particularly since 1970s and 1980s onwards, many of
the basic ideas are still influential, mainly the understanding that
economic growth is the key to development. ‘

In this paper, some basic assumptions of modernization theory
will be used to account for development policies adopted by Mahatir
and Suharto regimes and their consequences on radicalization of
Muslim groups in both countries. As it was clear in 1960s and
1970s, both regimes as well as most developing countries emulated
Western model of development which focuses on the accumulation
of capital and, hence, economic progress. To reach this level,
societies are required to leave their traditional values and begin
to adopt modern values, particularly secular and rational norms.
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These modern values are reflected in the legitimacy of the state,
in which religion, as one of main traditional values considered as
‘ideclogical block’ to development, is privatized as a matter of
personal faith or ethics (Malhi, 2003, p. 243-244).

As some argue, it was in this context that the advent of
development project in Muslim worlds which emulated a Western
path of modernization radicalized certain groups within Muslim
society (Akbarzadeh and Saeed, 2003). This model of development
excludes some basic indigenous traditions and large portion of
Muslims’ lives, while at the same time Western cultural values made
inroad into Muslim societies.! Furthermore, economic deprivation
and political alienation as a consequence of development policies
pursued by the state radicalized some segments of Muslim society
(Gadhbian, 2000; Turner, 2003). Modernization project which
swept Muslim countries in the post-colonial era has brought
about social dislocation (Sidahmed and Ehteshami, 1996). The
accompanying economic development, rapid urbanization, the
break-up of traditional institutions, expansion of education, and
social mobility had resulted in deep social tensions and discontents
(Almond, Appleby and Sivan, 2003, p. 124-130).2

However, the level of alienation and hence radicalization
is different from one state to another due to differences in the
execution of these development policies and their socio-political
context. Therefore, it is quite an exaggeration to say that the
mounting opposition of radical Islam is a result of the Muslim’s
‘state failure’ to deliver development and welfare (Akbarzadeh and
Saeed, 2003, p.5). This, in turn, requires a comparative analysis of
how different strategies of development produce different level of
radicalization in different countries.

Radicalization refers to the process through which politically
passive people become radical or militant. The term radical
suggests thorough and complete political or social change. With
regard to Islamic groups, this term is attached to ‘Islamists’ who
proposes complete break-up from secular mode of government.?
Islamists (whom also might be called radical Islam or political
Islam) refer to Muslims who view Islam as political ideclogy, i.e.
they refer to Islam not only as a guiding principle in their private
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lives, but also as a blue print for the whole society and governance
(Ayubi, 1991). This value preference assumes the inseparability of
Islam and politics which implies that the legitimacy of the state is
contingent upon the extent to which Islam is used as the basis of the
state and the power is exercised according to the Divine law.

The degree of radicalization of Islamist groups requires the
understanding the process that leads to the emergence of radical
groups. There are some studies that have illuminated radicalization
of groups in various socio-political contexts (Sprinzak, 1991;
Butko, 2004). Sprinzak fits well in this paper due to its exposition
of legitimacy of the state vis-a-vis oppositional groups. He
argues that there are three stages of radicalization which involves
‘delegetimization’ of the state: crisis of confidence, conflict of .
legitimacy, and crisis of legitimacy (Sprinzak, 1991).!

Applying Sprinzak’sframeworkisnotassimpleasitmightappear.
The boundaries between these stages are not necessary tangible.
Nevertheless, David Wright-Neville’s conceptual framework helps
to address this problem. He employs this framework to explain the
degree of alienation of radical Islamic groups which consists of
what he calls ‘activists® (crisis of confidence), ‘militants’ (conflict
of legitimacy), and “terrorist’ (crisis of legitimacy) (Wright-Neville,
2004). The problem is when he identifies militants with ‘conflict of
legitimacy’. While he defines militant as those who tend to break
‘legal forms of political agitation’, not all groups who reach conflict
of legitimacy (disagree with the system of the state) are inclined to
use illegal means.? Thus, although the level of radicalization of this
group can be categorized as conflict of legitimacy, they cannot be
classified as militant. I would prefer to call those who challenge the
structure of the state without breaking the existing law as ‘radical
activist’ and those who are prone to use unconventional means as
‘militants’.

Suharto’s And Mahatir’s Development Policies And
Radiealization Of Islamist Groups-

Radicalization of Islamic groups which was triggered by
Suharto and Mahatir’s development projects is one episode out of

Innovatio, Vol. VII, No. 14, Juli-Desember 2008






































































