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The Making of a Pancasila State:

Political Debates on Secularisnslam and the Stag in Indonesia

Moch Nur Ichwan
Sunan Kalijaga State Islactiniversity, Yogyakarta

Writing in the early 1970s, B.J. Boland sék a ‘Pancasila Stateith a Ministry of
Religion’, Indonesia chose adidle way between ‘the way tiirkey’ and théounding of

an ‘Islamic State’. A ‘secular State’ wouldripgps not suit the Indonesian situation; an
‘Islamic State,” as attempted elsewhere, windded tend ‘to create rather that to solve
problems.” For this reason,ettindonesian expatient deserves positive evaluation.”
(Boland 1982 [1971]: 115tudying Islam in modern Indcsie Boland concluded that
both the secular state and the “way of &yiikand Islamic states are not suitable for
Indonesia. He viewetthe Indonesian ceoapt of a “Pancdai State with a Ministry of
Religion” proposed by the foundifeghers of Indoesia as a solution tiais problem. He
also suggested thaidonesian experience is a matthelt deserves consideration and
positive evaluation. As a Westextholar, | suppose, igealized seculatates, yet he did
not view these as the best model for Indlan@&oland knew hosecularism and Islam
have long been debated in therttry with no concrete resalkcept for theniddle way, or
the third model, of neither a secular nor Islaraiest his is referred &s a Pancasila State,
in which religion is achinistered and managiega special Ministrgf Religious Affairs:

" This is an enlarged version of my article previously published Butlai of the Nanzan Center

Jfor Asia-Pacific Studies 6 (June 2011). New data and sub-chapters have been added or modified. It
was previously a paper presented at the Sectitstafoic Area Studies, Institute of Asian Cultures,
Sophia University, on 25 February 2011, andhetCenter for Asia-Pacific Studies, Nanzan
University, on 27 February 2011. | would like to thank these two Japanese institutions for making
my lecture possible, as well as Prof. Yasuko Kobayashi, Associate Prafaggia, and the
participants in both forums for their criticamarks and comments. However, | myself am
responsible for the wholeratent of the article.

In general | use the term “Ministry of Religious Affairs” (MORA), as it is officially used in
Indonesia, except when | refer to other term usethby scholar, such as Ministry of Religion when
| refer to Boland (1982 [1971)).
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Debates on secularism aeddarization in Indonesia, as elseve)are modemn
phenomenaln the West, they came after the @henment, and in the Muslim world,
they came along with the wave of colonizafitnmost Muslim countries, debates on
Islam and secularism end witle tvictory of one ovehe other, either with the victory of
Islam, such as in Pakistargry Saudi Arabia, and Malaysm;the victoryof secularism,
such as in Egypt, Turkey amdnisia. In Indonesidhe debates led tiee formulation of a
compromising ideology, as mdstionesians believe it to bellea “Pancasila(lit., five
pillars). Most mainsteen Indonesian Miisis do not conder Pancasilas “secular,”
simply because it contaitige pillar of “Belief in OneAlmighty God,” and because the
other four pillars are not igontradiction with IslamAs a compromising, synthetic

20n secularization theory and debates abouit it, see Taylor 1998; Bruce 1992; 2002; Martin 1978;
Norris and Inglehart 2004; Casanova 1994; and Asad 2003.

*However, | do not say that secularism and secularization as political and discursive practices did not
occur in the Muslim world during the classical period. Lapidus (1996), Engineer (2006), Sardar
(2004) and An-Naim (2008) have shown that secularism was not only present in Islamic history but
also played an integral part in shaping classical Islamic thought, although not as a clear and distinct a
concept of the separation of religion and the state. Ira Lapidus said there was a notable differentiation
of state and religious institutions in Islamic societies, and that there was no single Islamic model for
state and religious institutions, but rather several competing models. In addition, there are ambiguities
in each of the models regarding the distributid authority, funatins and relations among
institutions (Lapidus 1996: 4). Lapidus also said that the Umayyad caliphate was institutionalized as a
royal dynasty, which is mereljn adaptation of the secular Sassanian and Byzantine models of
monarchical rule (Lapidus 1996: 58-66). The Umayyad and Abbasid empires (661-1258) were
generally based on personal and authoritariarenggneer (2006) called it “Islamic only in name”

and “symbolic”, and said that they are in faenssecular states”. Theewere also rationalist
thinkers of Mu'tazilite who opposed strict, legalibelief based merely dbivine revelation, and
promoted the transformation of Islam to become more humanistic. They believed that reason alone
was capable of distinguishing bad and good, and therefore of acting morally, and held that there was
no necessary relation between religion and statecraft. In the ninth century al-Kindi developed the
ideal state govemed by a philosopher (Sarda¢)20he problem was that such “Islamic proto-
secularism” was replaced by dominant developmegttdfirite theology in Sunnism and the belief

of the infallible leadership (imamate) of the House of the Prophet in Shiism, both of which believed

in the inseparability of religion and state. In modem times, this idea has been developed further by
Islamist movements. However, debates on secularism in its cument sense, which contains
differentiation, decline of religion and privatization (Casanova 1994 3-6), are modem phenomena.
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ideology, Pancasila has bedficially describedas “neither a selan nor a religious
ideology” and it has been claintbdt Indonesia is “neithersacular nor a religious state.”
However, as a matter of fact, there hasnba process of both secularization and
religionization (especially Islazation) in the name of Pancasila, depending on the forces
of secularization and religi@ation forces iparliament, government and society.

State formation and ideological struggie important aspeabf history that
should be taken inccount when understanding sewita(s) in both Western and non-
Western societies (Espositad®; Kuru 2007). While in nmgy parts of thdluslim world,
Muslim independence movenmemnere dominant, in Indesia Muslim and secular
nationalist movements equallyntidbuted to the siggle for independen. The slogan of
Jihad and nationalism weegred side by side, amtisome cases even fused to each other.
The secular nationalist leaders, Westernaddenembers of the elite like Soekarno and
Mohammad Hatta, were even considered tanifging leaders, or to use Feith’'s (1962)
term, “solidarity makers,” whattracted both natiafist and Islamic gups. There was an
association between secularend nationalist grqs, the members which were mostly
Muslims, as the latter idead a non-religious, secular atstate, while there was anti-
nationalist rhetoric voiced lmertain conservative Muslim leaders and rmzgdions both
before and after independefitdowever, most of théounding fathers representing
Muslim groups in the sesss before and soon aftedependence on 17 August 1945
supported nationalisrmdeed, most post-colehMuslim countriediave been governed
according to the Western secular paradigm (Esposito 2009), butaimahact official
political debates on rglon and state, althougftellectual debatedo sometimes occur.
This was the case in Egypt, Turkey €@P96; Navaro-Yashia002; Kuru 2009),
Tunisia (Moore 1965and several other secular Mustiountries. Indonesiis one of the
rare cases in which tetate encouraged official politicbates on the rédans of religion
and state between different parties mémgs—and not just oacat thebeginning’

“There were polemics betweBoekamo (nationalist) and Ahtnelassan and Mohammad Natsir
(Muslim leaders of Persatuan Islam [Persis]) on smojar to be precise on the state and religion,

at the end of the 1930s and beginning of the 1940s. | have discussed these polemics elsewhere
(Ichwan 2006: 35-40) and will not discuss them here, as the scope of my discussion is limited to
official political debates.

®Hefner (1998) and Kolig (2001) have made obti@ngzon secularism in Indonesia, in its relations

with modermization and democratization on thelamel and re-Islamization on the other hand on
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Official political debates were an important meditimough which secular and Islamic
parties articulatedhd communicated theiradlogical views.

The present article shall deal with thiipal debates abosecularism, Islam and
Pancasila in lmonesian history. | eghe term “politicesociety discoursdd refer political
debates, polemics and contrsiess that involvepolitical societiesas opposed to civil
societies. | use the term “piotitl society” here to refer the realm in which competition
for political power takes placé. includes political partiedegislatures, president, and
elections as well as rulespmilitical competitior(Linz and Stepan 1998)will argue that
Pancasila—or Pancasila secularism—caotesit as Abdurrahman Wahid (2001) has
rightly put it, a “mild secularism,” in whichlative (not absolutedeparation between state
and religion is maintained, but allows tie same tme the former's moderate
administering of some of tHatter's public affairs, on the one hand, and the latter's
moderate values and norms toiitesie former, othe other han®lf secularism contains
three basic theses (@asva 1994. 3-6), viz.,jg@ration of state andiggon, privatization
of religion and differentiation between redigs and non-religious spheres, they are not
fully and strongly implemente because there has alwdysen some degree of
religiousness presentjchthis could not easily be abaneidnAs for the fficial political
debates, they were mostly tethto the separation thesis, rather than to privatization and
differentiation, but therbas also been an agation of secularism (also in the sense of
separation) with rianalist groups and of anéeularism with Islamic groupdhis study
will contribute to thé&knowledge of how secularism hastédigenized creatively as part
of Indonesian politicatulture. This study wililso show that sdetism and Islam could

the level of civil society discourse. Hashemi (2009) compared Indonesian Muslim intellectuals’
views on secularism and democracy with those in Turkey and Iran. However, these scholars
mentioned political debates on secularism or stigiemeelations on the level of political society
discourse only in passing.

®This is close to Modood's (2010) conceptrobderate secularism” which is characterized by
relative separation and moderate public “religionism”. However, in the context of real politics of
Indonesia, “Pancasila mild secularism” providesdfate with constitutional and legal basis for
administering some aspects of public religious affairs.

"This does not mean that they did not discsecularism in the sense of privatization and
differentiation outside official political stages.
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mix in their milder sense in order to ersdol more democratic form of politics for
Muslim society.

To explore this subject, | will focus qolitical debates ding the end of the
Japanese occupatiomipd, in which the carept of Pancasila wist proposed, and soon
after independence @i August 1945n which the Jakarta Cherwas dismissed and the
Ministry of Religious Affairsvas established; during ther@Stituent Assembly (between
1956 and 1959), in witicthe basis of the state wabated again arthe Presidential
Decree was issued to retumn to Pancasihthe 1945 Constiom, with the Jakarta
Charter as the foundatiaf the latter; duringhe New Order, espetiy in the 1968 and
1983 MPRS sessions in whiclwias decided that Reasila would be #basis of the
state, and the 2000c62002 MPR sessionswhich Amendment of Article 29 on religion
was debated. Without gilecting its importancd, will not discussnon-official debates
during the Dutch coloniand post-colonial periods, extéppassing, because they are
beyond the scope of my stiidy.

Islamic State or Religiously Neutral StatePebates during the Japanese Occupation
Period

Debates on secularizaii date back to trelonial era and wergeld between Soekarmo,
one of the most importayung nationalist leaders,chkAhmad Hassan and Mohammad
Natsir, two important Islamist leaders ofdaguan Islam. Educated in Dutch-managed
secular schools and universiipd inspired by secular Muslim scholars Ali Abd al-Razig,
Mustafa Kemal Ataturk ahother Turkish scholars, Soekatried to promote the idea of
secularism that separates the state fromoreli@ieparating the stalrom religion, he
argued, is for the bettermentreligion itself, in order that religion grows well in society
and is distanced from diripoliticization. This arguent was challenged by Ahmad
Hassan and Muhammad Naggihose pseudonym was “Mushl’), who argued that
Soekarno’s idea contradicted the Islamic @fehe unification obtate and religion, and
that secularism would dimst religion. For these Islashileaders, secularism is
diniyyah, which is translated as not simply “Aatigious ideology’but “anti-religion

8| discussed this point in my original papergnésd at Sophia and Nanzan universities, and | will
develop itin my other work.
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ideology”® This debate or polemic wiéacilitated by the magazinBanji Islam andal-
Manar (not to be confusedith Rashid Rida'ai-Manar of Egypt). Howeer, since this
was non-formal political debate, it could not abate directly on thetatus of the state,
which was under Dutch colahadministration.

The first official political debates on thesiseof the state oretposition ofeligion
in the state were faciltated by the Jmse militanyadministration (Gunseikantid)The
debates during this ped are important in uedstanding the relations between state and
religion in post-coloial Indonesia, because they refleetprocess of egistate formation
(Esposito 2009), in vith secular nationalisind Islamic groups weeetively engaged in
political negotiations and compromisEshe Japanese promisedjtant indepadence to
Indonesia, and befotieat would happen the Gseikanbu expecteddonesian leaders to
discuss the problem thfe state basis. Theglieved thatridonesia would be confronted
with this problem when gaining independence. There were three forums in which this
issue was debated: t¥en’yo Kaigi Jimushitsu (Supreme Advisors Council), the
Dokuritsu Junbi Chosakai (Commission of Inquiry intdPreparatory Measures for
Indonesian Indepenaee—BPUPKI), and Panitia Peagan Kemerdekaan Indonesia
(Committee for the Prepati of Indonesian IndependerB#KI). The third forum was
actually the continuation of the second one.

Debate in the San’yo Kaigi Jimushitsu

In June 1944, Supomo, a natitdader and legal expestibmitted a recommendation
that the discussion on the gios of religion in the statbe postponed until Indonesia
became an independstite. The Gunseikanbsatjreed with it and tiemined that this
subject should be discasl before independengesv 1972: 37-8). Tdacilitate the
discussion, the Gunkanbu establisheSun yo Kaigi Jimushitsu (Supreme Advisors
Council), which firsinet on 16 December 194d hold preliminansessions atine issue

°On this debate, see Natsir 1968jm 1985; Thalib and Fajar (1985).

“Most of the data on the debates during the Japanese occupation and shortly after independence are
taken from my dissertation (Ichwan 2006).

“For general overviews on Islam during the Japanese occupation, see Benda (1958); Kobayashi
(1997; 2010); and Kurasawa (1993: 273-340).
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of state and religiondm late January to Ap1945. The discussion anticipated the open
debate in théokuritsu Junbi Chosakai (BPUPKI), which was ganized a couple of
months later. Without Gunseiiau’s insistence, or@nnot really predi¢he relations of
the state and religion in thest-colonial Indonesia.

The members of th&tm yo Kaigi were actually unequal, since most of them
were secular nationalist leaders (although they were also Muslims), except Abikusno
Tjokrosujoso, a mresentation of Sarekat Islafithe early sessions in tien yo Kaigi
discussed such issues asthi) chief of the mosquégpala masjid) administration; 2)
Islamic religious advisors férpari (regent); 3) Islamic advisdrsthe regionahigher civil
courts Chiho Hoin); 4) Islamic judges iraddition to secularoarts; 5) what powers
Islamic courts should have. Btaf the members, excédbikusno, agreedn reducing
Islamic presence in the state aalstiation (Levi972: 37-40).

The real ideological @iate happened on 17 bReary 1945, when the
Gunseikanbu asked albdtoe views of théan yo Kaigi on the principlesf relationship
between the state andigien in independent Indonesis predicted, they were divided
into two groups: Abikuso, who supported ardmic state, and thesteof the members,
who supported a “religiously ukeal state™—and not explicitiyeferred to as a “secular
state.” This unequal representation of Islamid secular groups sdited in secular-
inclined recommendations, issbon 14 Apl 1945. TheSan yo Kaigi recommended the
separation of state affairs and religious affa#s well as redimh of administrative
involvement in Islamic affairs as mentidradove, based orethonsideration that:

a) The Indonesian state shibude based on humanistkerbanusiaan) and
nationalismiebangsaan), and would become part oéttdreater East Asia states. It
is widely known that Inohesian people castsof various gsups, such as the
Islamic group and the Chiian group, and is composetiindigenous people,
Chinese and so forth.... Therefahe Sanyo Kaigninks that unity [between these
groups] will be achieved onlstate affairs are not baken religionand [thus that]
state law should beysated from religion.

2The members of thfem yo Kaigi included Abikusno Tjokrosujoso, Buntaran Martoatmodio, Ki
Hadjar Dewantara, Moh. Hatta, Rasjid, SarfRdil. Sartono, Singgih, Soekardjo, Soewandi,
Supomo, and Woerjaningrat (Lev 1972: 37-8).



b) Because of the state basig #ieparates state affairs fraigious affairs, the state
will guarantee the freedom e¥ery citizen to embraceyareligion. Thereligion of
a citizen will not affect his/her citizenship status.

¢) On this basis, there wld not be a prolate concerning religius minorities, and
there would not be any stfigtition of citizens based dimeir religion, which would
be a great challenge inting whole Indonean nation (Noeland Adnari983: 45-

8).

The considerations reflect @ailly secular vision. Howevéhnjs was not the end of the
debate, because the next tielzas to be conductedtite BPUPKI, which included a
much wider spectruiof participants.

Debate in the Dokuritsu Junbi Chosakai (BPUPKI) and the PPKI

The Dokuritsu Junbi Chosakai (Commission ofriquiry into Preparatory Measures for
Indonesian Indepenaee—BPUPKI), established @ April 1945, was a committee
where the basis of tifigture independent Indasian state was discudskaterthis forum
was replaced by the Panitia Persiapandéfdekaan Indonesia (PPKI—Committee for the
Preparation of Indonesidndependence) on 12 Augu$€45. The Islamic group was
represented by some prominent figusegh as Abikusno Gkrosujoso, Ki Bagus
Hadikusumo, K.H. Abdul Wahid Hasyim, Kar Muzakkir, Haji Agus Salim, and K.H.
Ahmad Sanust The nationalist group was represented by such figures as Soekarno,
Mohammad Hatta, Soepomo, Matraad Yamin. It should be tedl that most nationalist
leaders were also Muslims.

In the Dokuritsu Junbi Chosakai, the issue of thieasis of the siator the position
of religion in the state wadebated again. Most represtives of the Islamic group
believed that Islam as the Isasi the state should beh@ed by natinal consensus
through a deliberative prase Ki Bagus Hadikusumo, a leader of Muhammadiyah,
argued that Islam provides the concepia jolst and wise govanent based on noble

3K H. is abbreviation of “Kiyai Haji", a honoratile of traditional Muslim leaders and scholars.
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moral conduct, demoa@tleliberations and tolerancetwaut any compulsion in religion
(Hadikusumo [n.d.]: 13). He alssed the logic akpresentativenesio create a strong
and stable state, he saiddnessia should be basaal Islam, becausadiwill conform to
the fundamental aspirations of the majoritp@dple (Hadikusumamd.]: 21-2). It seems
that Hadikusumo disregardeck tfact that, despite their jodty position, Indonesian
Muslims were divided over the issue of Islaatestelations, as wall represented in the
committee itself.

Nationalist leadersupported the religiously neutral state—again no “secular
state” was used. Soekarno belgthat Islam shouloe separated fromafstate, and that
Islamic affairs should b@anaged by Muslims themselvethaiit the help dhe state. He
also said that any effort to strive folatsic interests shoulde managed through a
consensusmufakat) and deliberationpérmusyawaratan) process in t parliament
(Yamin 1959: 74). His view vgaalso confirmed by anothetioaalist, Mohanmad Hatta,
who said that in the unitastate of Indonesia, state affashould bedivorced from
religious affairs — in other wads, it should not be anldmic state (Yamin 1959: 115).
Supomo argued that creatinglslamic state would mean thiatlonesia isiot a unitary
state gegara persatan), and that linking gelf to the largesiroup, the Iskaic group,
would trigger problemsith religious minorities. Thesenaller groups would certainly not
be able to feel involved the state (Bolaih1982: 20).

In order to find a sdlion, on 1 June ¥%, Soekamo proposdaht a nation
should have ghilosofiche grondsiag (philosophicabasis) oweltanschauung underlying
its existence. In this contekie proposed Pancadlit., five pillars) which comprised of:
1) Indonesian nationalism kepangsaan Indonesia); 2) Internationalism or
humanitarianismitternasionalisme atau perikemanusiaan); 3) Deliberation or democracy
(konsensus atau demokrast);, 4) Social welfarekésejahteraan sosial); 5) Belief in God
(ketuhanan). This can be called thesi conceptualizatn of Pancasila. $karno said that
Pancasila consists loidonesian valudiving for centuries in the region (but if observed
closely, the pillars are ingpd by international valuesf humanism, democracy, and
religion). He advaced the idea that Indonesia shdeddbased on “rtaer secular nor
religious ideology,” but ther Pancasila; and tihe ideal type of stais “neither a secular
nor a religious ste,” but a “Pancasila stateizgara Pancasila)** 1slamic aspiration was

% 0On the development of Pancasila sisite ideology, see Abdulgani 1998.



adopted in the fifth pillar, while the rest reRetthe aspirations of the secular nationalists
and were not in contradictionth Islam either. Despite th@mpromising concept, the
Islamic group did rioeact positively.

To resolve the deadlock, the sub-committee “Committee of Nine” was
established on 10 July 1945discuss relations between Islam and the state. In this
committee the secular natiostljroup was represented®gekarno, Mohammad Hatta,
Achmad Subardjo, Muhammad Yamin and\AMaramis (the ker was the only
Christian on the committee); whereas terie group was repsented by Abikusno
Tjokrosujoso, Kahar Muzakkifgus Salim and Wahid Hasjimfter an intense debate,
which was in fact aimost a rdifien of the previouslebates, there was attempt to reach
a compromise. Soekarno’s initial concepeanhcasila was modified by the Committee of
Nine to satisfy botfsecular nationalist dnislamic groups. Theecond formulation of
Pancasila reads as follows:Bbief in God with the obligation to carry out the Islamic
shari‘ah for its believers; 2) Just and civilized humanit@) The unity of Indonesia; 4)
Democracy guided byiner wisdom in unanimity iging from deliteration amongst
representatives) Social justicéor all of the peodle of Indonesia (&#min 1959: 154). The
document produced by the Committee of Nine was known as the Jakarta Charter, which
was supposed to be the pnbte of the new Constitath. Later the phrase “with the
obligation to carry out the Islamigiari‘ah for its believers” dengan kewajiban
menjalankan syariat Islam bagi pemeluk-pemeluknya) became known ake “seven
words” of the Jakarta Chartend has emerged again agdin in Indonesn political
history when relatiorizetween the state and religion are discussed or problematized.

Despite the fact that some secular naiiisalere unsatisfied, the Jakarta Charter
was approved by the Committeee Thost problematic aspectiat version of Pancasila
was the first pillar, which contain the “sewsards” clause, which singles out Muslims,
and excludes believers in other religionss Gecame the concemnsacular nationalist
leaders, because in their vidlwe state should be neutesid not take sides with any
particular religion, so thatcould do justice tall existing religions ithe countryYet, they
felt that this was thaolitical process that sbld be followed.

The situation moved fast. Due to the esutler of the Japanese to the Allied
Forces, and becausf the demands of the peomspecially the gunger nationalist
leaders, Soekarno and Hatta declaneibriesian independenon 17 August 1945—

without waiting any longer for the Japangeanting of independea. Because of this
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quick change, the Constian needed to be issued asrsas possible. Was in such a
context that Hatta received a report from seemain Christian circles living in eastern
Indonesia who protested that if the “severdaiowere preserved.dirwould not join the
Republic. On 18 Augusipme hours beforegt1945 Constitution wastablished, Hatta
discussed this problem withe Muslim representatsee-Bagus Hadikusumo, Wahid
Hasjim, Kasman Singodimedjo, and Teuku Muoiwd Hassan—in order to ensure that
the new nation was not divided. The Mugigpresentatives agreiedremove the Seven
Words and replaced them with “Ketuhanang Maha Esa” (Belief in One Almighty
God), because it is in line with Islamic principleizid (monotheism) (Hatta 1982: 60).
Therefore, the third coept of Pancasila intled in the 1945 Constitn, which has been
maintained until today, is as follows:

1. Beliefin One Almighty God.

2. Justand civilized humanity.

3. The unity of Indonesia.

4. Democracy guided by inner wisdom unanimity arising from deliberation

amongst represtatives.
5. Soacial justice for all dhe people dhdonesia.

By this agreement, these Muslim representatives actually negated the existence of
the Jakarta Charter and adopted a monesivel stance. Moreovehe preamble of the
Constitution issued on that date (18 Audi®t5) was not the Jataa Charter either.
Concerning this, Kasman Singoddjo said that “in vievof the Japanesdefeat and
landing of the Allied Forcegf] was inappropriate for deagliscussion of the matter.”

5 Many believe that Pancasila is, adiaAl (1980: 88) put it Soekarmno’s “greatest
contribution to his nation.” However, it should be noted that the last version of Pancasila was created
by the Committee of Nine, and revised by Hatta\Mursim leaders. It seestthat Soekarmo was not
satisfied with this version of Reasila. This was shown in his own attitude towards Pancasila. During
his presidency, Soekamanglified Pancasila into three pillafBrisila): 1) socio-nationalism; 2)
socio-demacracy; and 3) belief in God. In additite even reduced it into one pillar (Ekasila),
namelyGotong-royong (mutual assistance). There were alséincasila of the United Republic of
Indonesia (RIS) (14 December 1949-15 August)1&ad of the Provisioh€onstitution (UUDS)

(15 August 1950-5 July 1959). Both the RIS and Uu@Sions of Pancasila read: 1) belief in One
Supreme God; 2) humanism; 3) nationalism; 4) people’s sovereignty; 5) social justice.
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(Anshari 1985: 221Moreover, Wahid Hasyim also sditie most importat question is

not what ... shall be the placklslam [in the state], buttreer, by what means shall we
assure the place of all religions in indepenitekinesia? \What we negwst of all at this
time is the indissolublunity of the nation.[Benda 1958: 189). ksenan’s and Hasyim's
statements reflect the emergetticat needed to be swiftly resolved, and that further
discussion of Pancasila wdlile continued later whée situation allowed.

State and Religion irthe 1945 Constitution

Apart from Pancasila, the BPUPKI and PiRanitia Persiapan Kerdekaan Indonesia
(PPKI—Committee for the Preparation of Ind&xae Independence), which replaced the
former on 12 August 1945, almmulated the Constitution, lleal officially the “1945
Constitution”, and enactédls on 18 August 1948 This was a resudff a long discussion
and debate from June (althoutgidraft was first officiallydiscussed on 1luly 1945) to
August of the same year. Oakthe important aspects nedat for our discussion is
covered in Articles 1 and 29 on ReligicChapter | on Fornof Government and
Sovereignty of the State, Article says that the Indesian state is a “taly state, in the
form of republic”, inwhich the “sovereignty igested in the people” and fully exercised by
them through the Peoyionsultative Assembly. This medhat the Indonesi state is a
democratic republic stabecause the “sovereigigtyested in the hds of the people” and
not in the hand of Godhe term “unitary state”, whichfegs to a non-fedal state, means
also a “nation state”, and ngbart of the glodagyovernance afmmah, as stipulated in the
classical Islamic concept/diilafah.

Although Chapter | refiés a democratic repud(secular) statevhich is not based on
and managed according to oneiqaér religion, the fst point of Artice 29 (Chapter XI)
on Religion reads: “Thetate is based on the beliefine Aimighty God.” This point has
its own history. This point previously sdifihe state is bas@sh the belief in Godiith the
obligation to carry out the Islamic shari‘ah for its believers.” Yet, like the Pancasila of the
Jakarta Charter, the clauseih the obligation to carry out the Islamic shari‘ah for its
believers” was deleted and the word “God” ngplaced with “One Almighty God”.

% The constitution was later amended in 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. Our discussion is based on the

original document of the 1945 Constitution.
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Without relating it to Chapterdne can infer that the state is based on monotheism, but not
on Islam. However, monotheisnfers usually to Atahamic religiondf understood in

this way, it should be derstood that the state is baseduataism, Christidty and Islam.

Yet this is not the ca. In his English translation thie constitution, Muhammad Yamin
offers the term “all-embragnGod”. Although itis not the literaltranslation of the
Indonesian “Ketuhanan yang Maha Esa”, tivefated official and popular interpretation

of this point follows Yamin's substantive indeetation, because Indesia recognizes five
(later six) religionsjncluding both monotlig religions (IslampProtestantism, Roman
Catholicism) and non-monotiereligions (Hinduism, 8ddhism; later in 1965, the
government also recognizedrucianism, but this was wittawn by Soeharto in 1967.
Abdurrahman Wahid recognize@gain in 2000). Ruwilar religions areecognized not as
religions but as “cultural beliefs”. However, this mainstream interpretation has always been
challenged by some Muslim circles, wihierpret the point in the frameworkafi/id or

of the original version dhe point that includes the “seven word” clause.

The second point of Article 29 states: “Bite guarantees each and every citizen
the freedom of religion and wforship in accordance with his/her religion and belief.” In
this respect, thindonesian staein line with oher secular democrasitates that embrace
democracy, and one of its valigsespect for basic humaghtis to freedom of religion
and belief. There has been amntroversy on thipoint; most Muslimrepresentatives
agreed with it.

The Birth of the Ministry of Religious Affairs: Debate in the PPKI and BPKNIP

The idea of establishing a Seéministry for Islamic religius affairs emged during the
late Dutch colonial periodvhen the colonial governmegitowed Indonesians to stand
for the Netherlands Indies pariamentdpril 1941, the Majelidslam Allaa Indonesia
(MIAl—representedby K.H. Abdul Wahid Hasjim<.H. Mas Mansur, WWondoamiseno,
Dr Sukiman, and Umar Hubeis—propostiribugh the Gaungan Politik Indonesia
(GAPI, United Indogsian Politics), the crign of the KementemaUrusan Islam Khusus
(Special Ministry for Islanai Affairs) (Departemen Agaan1987: 10). This idea was
proposed to the Visman @mission (Commissie-Vismartlowever, apredicted, the
proposal was not approved.
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At the meeting ofhe PPKI on 19 Augii 1945, two days aftthe Declaration of
Independence, the ‘small committee’, consisting of Subardjo, Sutardjo, and Kasman
Singodimejo, proposethirteen ministriesjncluding a Ministry of Religious Affairs
(Kementerian Urusan Agama), althougkur firrah (alms-giving) woud fall under the
aegis of the Ministrpf Prosperity, whilevagf was part of the Ministry of Justice (Yamin
1959: 438-455). The progal to establish a Mistry of ReligiousAffairs was challenged
by Latuharhary, the Protestant representative in the committee, who said:

| would like to suggest one thing, tigit conceming the Ministry of Religious
Affairs. | believe that if we establish this ministry it will cause offence and engender
feelings of dislike. For example, if thermster were a Christiaof course Muslims
would take exception to this, and vicesee We can do withbarousing feelings

that would injure our natiofiherefore, | suggest that gidius affairs be included in
educational affairs. Thisould obviateany split perpecahan) and it would reduce

the costdnkosten-vermindering) (Yamin 1959: 457).

Supporting Latuharhary, Iwa Kumasumantri rejected aeffort to empower state
involvement in religiousaffairs, and he believed tihis policy would not disappoint
people. Likewise, Abd. Abbas alsaggested that “athatters related to religion should not
be included in a special department.” He suggested that all religious matters, including
zakat andwagf, should be included ithe Department of Imsttion, Education and
Religion. Ki Hajar Dewantara agekwith the idea ahcluding religiousaffairs in other
departments, but not into the Ministry aftiaction. Instead, hegaested that religious
affairs should be includedtine Ministry of Home Affag (Yamin 1959457-8). However,
in the final vote most—twiy-one out of twenty-severof the members of BPUPKI
disagreed with the establishrhefthe MORA. Religious affa@rwere then to be included
in the Ministry of Instruan, Education, and Culture.

However, the idea of estabing the MORA wa proposed again at a meeting of
the Badan Pekerja Komite Nasional Indim@usat (BPKNIP—the Acting Body of the
Central Indonesian National Committee) headed by Prime Minister Sjahrir, on 26
November 1945. The proposalsraivanced by K.H. AbudardSaleh Staidy and M.
Sukoso Wirjosaputro, all merets of the Komite Nasionfddonesia (KNIndonesian

National Committee) in the residency ohigamas. Saleh Su‘aidy, as their spokesperson,
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said: “We] do hope that in this independent state, religious affairs will not be
inconsequentially implanted he Ministry of Eduation and Instiction, buthey should
be the responsibility @f specific Ministry of Religiousffairs.” (Bendal983: 289-90, n.
86).

Thelr idea rested on three points. Faistbe Article 29 of th Constitution reads
“The State is based time belief in One Supreme God”, iiguable that a good case can
be made that religious affairs must take midalace, and thatdise should be under the
auspices of a separate minisingl not be included in anatinainistry. Second, most of the
Indonesian fighters who had given their lif@stheir country had lem inspired in their
struggle by religious teachingsird, the governmeshould not have diplomatic relations
only with the great powers, suahiAmerica, China and Ruskiat also with other Islamic
countries, and in the latter ctise MORA would be of great help.

The idea was supported by Mohamniéatsir, Dr. Mawardi, Dr. Marzuki
Mahdi, M. Kartosudharmo and some otinermbers of BPKNIP. Knowing this demand,
President Soekarno, fdiut voting, had given a positiggnal to theVice-President,
Mohammad Hatta, who then stood up and ‘SEid: government wodlpay attention to
the idea of establishing tHdinistry of Religious Affars (Kementerian Agama).”
(Abudardiri 1987: 142). Prime Minister Sjaharnationalisteader, also approved of the
idea. On the following day, 27 Novemii#45, BPKNIP suggestdte inclusion of
religious education in the future MOR®N 3 January 194&resident Soekarno
announced the estabiment of the Ministrpf Religious Affairs withH.M. Rasijidi as its
first minister.

In the spirit of decolonization, Soekaasserted that the MORA was not related
to the DutctKantoor voor Inlandsche Zaken and the JapaneS@mwbu

Therefore, if examined car#fiithe Ministry ofReligious Affairds a new ministry
that has nothing to do with the colomiakt, because it was ban tandem with the
Proclamation of Indones People against coloniafis... If, at a mere glance, it
seems that the Ministry &teligious Affairs and th&antoor vid Adviseur voor
Inlandsche en Mohammedaansche Zaken shared some ofahsame tasks, their
nature and goals were congledifferent. Thdatter was the servant of colonialism
and imperialism, and the foamfunctions as guide for@guarantor of the freedom
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of religion in carnng out its duty for the sake thfe Independent and Sovereign
People of Indonesia. (Dagemen PenerangdB65: 360-1; Aa 1998: 7-8)

Despite Soekarno’s negation of thetimts between the Mistry of Religious
Affairs and the DutclKantoor/Adviseur voor Inlandsche en Mohammedaansche Zaken,
which was officially calledKantoor voor Inlandsche Zaken (Office of Native Affairs) and
of the Japaneséumubuy, an institution undethe Gunseikanbu, a#umuka under the
aegis of the resident, in fdloe relationship edd not be abandonddowever, it should
also be recognized thatettMinsitry of Religious Afféis was now in the spirit of
nationalism and “decol@ation,” which could ao be interpreted as “de-secularization”
(Ichwan 2006: 65-7). This the beginning ch “Pancasila state tithe Ministry of
Religion,” which was, accorati to Boland (198212) “a middle way between ‘the way
of Turkey and thdounding of an ‘Islamic State.” Meover, because of this existence,
the government now arguihat Indonesia is ki@er a secular state nor a religious (Islamic)
state, because ittisrough this Ministry tht the state guaranteie freedom of religion.
However, as we haveese this Ministry has sb facilitated the seleuization of religious
affairs on the one hand, and the religidiaraof state affairon the other hand.

National State:; Debate between 8&amo and Islamic Parties Leaders

On 27 January 1953, Soekanetvered a speech in Amuntai, South Kalimantan, a region
with a strong Islamic communifiyrobably it was riacoincidence thdhere was a banner
reading “Indonesia a National State orlsl@mic State?” Commenting on this banner,
Soekarmo said:

The state we want isrational state consisting of all Indorsa. If we establish a
state based on Islam, many areas whosdapopus not Islamic, such as the
Moluccas, Bali, Flores, Timdhe Kai Islands, and Sulasi, will secede. And West
Irian, which hasiot yet become pabt the territory of Indorsa, will not want to be
part of the Republic4fizara, 29 January 1953; quotedHeith 1962:281; emphasis
added).
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This speech, especially conceming didnal state”, triggeck severe debate in
the Indonesian political arena, since it ket on the sensitvissue debated in the
BPUPKI. Isa Anshary, a Masjumi leaderptpsted against Soekarno’s speech and
demanded that Soekarndharaw his statement. He samiote to the government saying
that the President’s speech wademoacratic, uncorstiional, and in conflict with Islamic
ideology, which was believebly the majority oflndonesian citizesa Other Islamic
organizations, such as i#atul Ulama (NU), Gerakan Pemuda Islam Indonesia (GPI—
Indonesian Islamic Youth Movement; &tami's youth organizmn), the Front
Muballigh Islam (Muslim Pachers’ Front) of North Sumatra, and Perti (Persatuan
Tarbiyah Islamiyah) alsprotested against the staiin The NU opposed the idea
implied in Soekarno’s statemt that an Islamic governmens incapable of protecting
national unity. The GPII chaidighe President with having gaoe far, taking sides with
certain groups in sogeivhich opposed Islamicadlogy, even thoudtre was the head of
state and should be neutral. His statementrafded that the grqas that struggled for
Islamic ideology were separatists. ThenErMuballigh Islam gued that although
Pancasila was not in caadiction with Islamit did not contaa all the requirements of the
Islamic teachings (Feith 19@81-2). This again becameserious issue when Soekarno
visited Aceh, a Muslim majorityegion, on 12-184arch 1953. As toldby Sajoeti, who
also accompanied Soekarno, the Acehnesgaiepeid not welcom&oekamno's visit and
even suspected that he had a secularizerggdagFor instance, thevere some posters
which read: “We regret the President's spaedmuntai”; “We love the President, but
we love the country more. Wave the countnput we love religin more. ISLAM IS
SACRED”; “Loving religion means lovingehcountry. But it doasot mean: loving the
country is loving religiot) and “Those wh reject Islamic laws aret defendersf Islam”
(Sajoeti 1953: 33-8). All of #se posters reflect well the cigm of the Acehnese people
against Soekarno’s speech in Amuntalasuiew of the risonal state.

Indeed,as pointal out by Mohammad Ibnoe Sdjo@lso known as Sajoeti
Melik), who was also among those who folldwiee President in Amuntai, Soekarno had
received both oral angfritten statements that if the statere to be called an “Islamic
state” or based on Islam, shaegions mentioned in Soeak@ls speech—Maiccas, Ball,
Flores, Timor, the Kai Islands, and Sulawasiwell as North Tapali), which are non-
Muslim regions—would leave tiitepublic (Sajoeti 19522-23). As thedrd of state, he

had to base himself on the Constitutiaiiich was at that moment the Temporary
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Constitution (Undang-undang 2t Sementara—UUDS), whistated that Indonesia
was a unitary republic and law state basdebmeasila. This was wibekarno meant by
“national state”.

It seemed that Soekarno’s term “natictate” was misundsiood as “nationalist
state”, a state based on secadgionalism princigs, or that Muslims were worried that
the concept of a “national state” was meeeljisguise to hide Skarno’s intention of
secularizing Indonesia. This wadicated by Muslimgeaction to this iei by contrasting
it with an Islamicstate, Islamic ideolly and Islamic lawskari ‘ah). This reaction was
natural since the issue of thenfoand basis of the state vgasisitive at #it moment. The
problem of the basis of the state was not yet finished, or at least this was considered to be
the case by Muslim leaders. In this contesekarno’s statement could be regarded as an
effort to encourage secular oaglists to promote their views the form and basis of the
state, anticipating the 39 general election arice debate on the basis of the state in the
parliament or ConstitaeAssembly.

The severe criticisms of the leadertslaimic parties and ganizations provoked
the other nationalist leaders of Partasittaal Indonesia (PNHndonesian National
Party) to defend Soekarno. Thargued that it was naturabthas President, Soekarno
should show his concern fof laldonesian citizen3hese leaders poidi@ut the fear of
Christian communities abouetipossible establishment oflalamic state and expressed
their worries about oppssion by the majoyit They accused Isa Sinary of being “a
fanatic,” an “unscrupulous agitatogfid a “new friend of the Darul Islaril. The leaders
of the Partai Komunis Indosia (PKI—Indonesian CommuniBarty) also used this
opportunity to associate Masjuwith the Darul Islam, who wanted to establish an Islamic
state.

Seeing that the debate wieb not be productive, & and Sukiman gave
statements that reduced the importanceeofstiue, saying that the disagreement was
caused by a confusion fms (Feith 1962: 282). Thepalinsisted that the issue was
actually an internal problem of the Musleommunity, which shddi not be discussed
outside this context. Howevehjs controversy could not lesolved easily, especially
after the issuance ofetelection bill, ad the debate became mpegsonal. Isa Anshary

Y Darul Islam was a rebellious Islamic moveryledtby Marijan Kartosuwiryo, which was banned

by Soekamo. On the Datslam, see Dijk (1981).
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charged Soekarno with beiagnafig (hypocritical), and one diie PNI leaders accused
Anshary of being a “double-degin religon.” The issue now bete a commodity for
political campaigning betweesecular nationalist and Muslioliical leaders in the
upcoming general@dtion in 1955.

Islam, Pancasila and Social Economypebate in the Constituent Assembly

The other debate on the badithe state durinthe Soekarno era was conducted in the
Constituent AssemblySilang Konstituante), held between 1956 and 1989The
influence of the debates #53 was strong in this faru Through four major Islamic
parties, Masjumi, NahdlatWlama (NU), Partai Syarikdslam Indonesia (PSIl) and
Partai Tarbiyah Islamiyah (Peréis well as four ber small political pags (with a total of
230 representatives), Minslleaders again propasadoption of Islam as the basis of the
state. The Partai Nasionatibmesia (PNI), Part&iomunis IndonesiéPKI) including the
Republik Proklamasi faction, Partai Kriste Indonesia (Parkindo), Partai Katolik, Partai
Sosialis Indonesia (PSlkatan Pendukung Kemerdekdadonesia (IPKI) and many
other small parties, with a tbf 273 representates, supported Paniass the basis for
the state. Meanwhile, the Buruh (Labour) Ehaba (socialist) péies proposed “Social
Economy” (Simorangkir and Sa@58: 169-73; Anglni 1985: 223-4). What should be
emphasised again herehat most of the leaders, both of Islamic and nationalist secular
parties, were Muslims. Apdrom what was voiced by non-Muslim leaders, most of the
debates in this forum were aired between Muslims themselves.

Despite the fact that thengere three alternatives ftbre basis of the state, the
debates concentrated on Raite and Islam. The rela# unimportance of “Social
Economy” was due to the fattwas endorsed only by two small parties, Buruh and
Murba. Moreover, “Sodi&conomy” was not an ideologytiar, it was a political agenda.

It was surprising thatdly did not offer “socialism”, despite the fact that they subscribed to
it, as an alternativeadlogy. Althought was difficult for them tachallenge gpporters of
both Pancasila and Istathey offered equal idegy, and not jusi political proggmme.

8For a detailed study on the debate, see Ma‘arif 1983, 1985, 1988; Nasution 1992; Anshari 1985:
221-8.
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Representing the Islaoparty Masjumi, Natsir saicetthe debate on the basis of
the state involved twotsaof perspectives: (1) secularigithout religionand (2) religion.
Secularism, according to Natsir, is incapablgiving the final wad to the conflicting
thoughts and concepi® society, perfect life, and satfo These matters could not be
solved by secularism, which makal ways of life relativeéSecularism ifndonesia, as
Natsir put it, had fertiied atheism. Unlike secularism,giein provides a Is#s of the state
that is free from relativisnKonstituante Rl 1958a: 116-24Yatsir also criticized the
Indonesian Communist Party (FKly saying that like a trgef secularism), historical
materialism, communism, anti@ism are branches of sedsta (Samsuri 2004: 88).

Mohammad Natsir believecdiithe state shoutek based on Isia However, he
and his party did not propose agtislamic state,” but rather an “Islam-based democratic
state.” (Konstituante R1958a: 113). In thisense, Natsir and Mesji agreed with the
democratic arrangement ofias politica, general elections, and other democratic
mechanisms, as long as Islam masle the basis of the state.

Like the PNI, the PKI proposed using Pali#cas the basis dfe state, but they
demanded that the first pillar “belief in ©AImighty God” shouldoe replaced with
“freedom of religion and bel.” One of the communisedders, Njoto, argued that
freedom of religion and belig$ wiser than the old foufation, because polytheism
existed before monotheism, and that morsstings not the only religious orientation.
Njoto rejected Natsir's criticism by insisting that atheism existed not only in the PKI, but
also in other parties, and even in IslamiggsarRelated to the PKlrejection of Islam as
the basis of the state, K.H. Ahtiaasuki Siradj, a Muslim leaderthe PKI, said that this
is not because PKI is antiigion, but because many practic the supporters of Islam
had negative impaats the state and people (Konstitte Rl 1958b331-2).

The debate led to a padl deadlock. Although theggreed upon process to
produce a compromisatoulation of the basis of the stahamely by forming the Panitia
Perumus tentang Dasar Negara (Committee for Formulating the Basis of the State),
comprised of 18 members regrmagg all groups ithe Assembly, the real problem was
not solved. Muslim leaderdtféhat the committee condudfén Kahar Muzakir's words,
“only 90% of its task” ad that was, acating to Kusaini Sal, “the easyand light” part.
The vote showed that those who supp®?eeatasila got 273 vetdslam 230 votes; and
Social Economy 9 votes. As no faction coulhiolthe necessary two-thirds of the vote,

discussions codinot proceed.
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As a result of thideadlock, Soekarno issilia Presidentialdgree on 5 July 1959
dissolving the parliament awdlling for a temporary partigent, the reestablishment of
Pancasila and the 1945 Constitatin which the Jarta Charter woulgubstitute for the
Constitution as thepirit of and inseparable part of the ConstitutionBy this decree,
according to Abdullah ®9: 287), Soekarno negateddhasensus made between Hatta
and Muslim leaders on 18 Augd&5 to omit the ®ven words” of the Jakarta Charter
and replaced them with “Belief in Oneidieme God.” Howevely this Decree the
discussion on Pancasila arldriswas also officially closed. By this time, Soekarno had
established the so-callBdmokrasi Terpimpin (Guided Democracy), which he continued
until the tragic end of fipresidency in 1965-7.

Making Pancasila the “Sole Basis™. Delbias during Soeharto’sNew Order Era

Learning from the ConstitueAssembly and Soekarno’s Presidential Decree, Soeharto
did not allow debate ondiibasis of the state. His positisas that debat@as unnecessary
and that what should lolene was to establish Pancasilaich had beeapproved by the
founding fathers before Independenas the sole basis of t#iate. He even sacralized
Pancasila by saying that “Pasitzahas become a mattetiief and death foour nation”
(Ismail 1995: 143) and that “argroup that would change reasila will meet with
destruction.” (Krissantori®76: 25). There was meal official debate on the basis of the
state during the New Orderclinding in the Provisional People’s Consultative Assembly
in 1968 and in parliament dog discussion of the Draft Waon Mass Organization in
1985, because everything hadrbplanned by the authoritarian Soeharto regime.

The debate in the sessions of thaviBional People’s Consultative Assembly
(MPRS) in 1968 was about thgdéization of “the Jakarta @ter of 22 June 1945.” The
Muslim representatives refet to Soekarmno’s Presidehiidecree, whictpositioned the
Jakarta Charter as “soul’ tfe 1945 Constitution. Howevenmlike in the Constituent
Assembly, the representatives of Islarp@arties supported Pasia as the state
philosophy while also pposing the legalization tie Jakarta Charter as the preamble of
the 1945 Constitution. Theygued that the Jakarta Charter was actually formulated for the
preamble of the nevonstitution, but was thesihanged shortly befotiee issuance of the
1945 Constitution (Samson 196812). They also argued tiegalization of the Jakarta

Charter was only for Muslim citizenseercise their freedom to implemeiatri ‘i, and
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not intended to establish an Islamic stat& piloposal was challerdjby other parties of
secular and nationalist orierdas with the argument that the current preamble of the
constitution was also part thfe agreement difie founding fatherdNo agreement was
reached in the discussions@ommission | and I, andehMuslims’ proposal did not
succeed.

Despitethis defeat, between 1967 arid71, the Ministry oReligious Affairs
expanded its staff by an astoungb0 per cent, making it the legfjstate Ministry. In this
period, the Ministry of Religiouaffairs—in coordinsion with the Ministies of Education
and of the Interior—waalso actively engaged in developing programmes of religious
indoctrination agaimscommunism. While the latter wain line with Soeharto’s
programme, some local offices of the MinigtryVest Java, soutireSulawesi and a few
other areas went even furthattoducing the Jakarta Charter into their regulations, and
enforcing particular Islamicvegs through the state, evenraminal Muslims who did not
want them (Hefner 2000: 80). What madetfanto worried was that the Ministry was
dominated by the NU party, which threatethednterests of Soeharto’'s newly established
party, Golkar (Golongan Karyaprefessional group). Becaugigthis, Soeharto replaced
Mohammad Dachlan with AbdMukti Ali, a member ofhe modernist Muhammadiyah
but educated in an Nkksantren (Islamic boarding schoadf Termas, who had a clear
vision of the way tonobilize religionin order to support tdew Order’s developmental
programmes as well as toniniize NU influence in the Minist and transform it into a
Golkar—and Muhammadiyah—camp (@or2002: 54; kewan 2006: 89)° The
appointment of Mukti Ali also marked the @icto use Abdullah’s ten (1998: xxvii), the
“quasi-identification” {dentifikasi senui) of NU and the Ministrgf Religious Affairs.

According to Samson (197&81-2), there welthree perspectives the Jakarta
Charter at the begingrof the New Order:

1. The statement that the Jakarta Chartspliies” the 1945 @stitution could be
accepted without attempting to further define or modify it. With this, the issue
would be deliberately dowigyed, possibly avoiding renewal of acrimonious
debate. Symbolic satisfamtiwould thus be providdéol some butot for all.

YThe Golkarization of the Misiry of Religious Affairs dichot succeed until Alamsjah Ratu

Perwiranegara’s tenure as ministerik@sit and Sampumadjaja 1995: 76).
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2. The Jakarta Charter should be estaall as the preamble to the 1945
Constitution (which would essilly mean reinserting the deleted phrase into the
text of the document). Thisould signify a symbolizictory for Islam in that
shari‘ah would officially be ecognized by the state.

3. The Jakarta Charter should be made agbdegislation inArticle 29 of the
constitution, tereby givingshari‘ah legal force and designating the state as
responsible for itenplementation.

The first perspective wasaaled by the NU, which helilstrong paton in the
bureaucracy, especialyetiMinistry of ReligiousAffairs, before beig removed from this
ministry. They did not want to provoke ideologicalframiation. The ex-Masyumi and
Parmusi leaders preferred teecond or the third pergiee, which implied state
recognition and even enforcement/aii ‘i, at least before tearmusi moved towards
accommodation with Soeharteegime (Abdillah 1997: 50).

Soeharto asserted that the proposal of the Jakarta Charter become the preamble in
the MPRS session of 1968 wadlijious terrorism” and coryed a strong message that
he would take action agairtsbse who exploit ligion for political purposes (Roeder
1976: 359). This casenvinced Soeharto establish Pancasilaths sole basis. This did
not happen overmight. There reveat least three steps in this process. First was the
“purification” of the implementatimof Pancasila. This is saetthe definitiorof the “New
Order” introduced by Soetar “The whole bodyof order, arrangement, system and
outlook on life of the Indonesiandpie, Nation and State, whichvignstated in the pure
implementation of the Pancasila and the 1945 Constitution” (Department of Information
1967: 4). Second was formulatiohthe official interpretatin of Pancasila, called the
Guide for the Undeanding and Practity Pancasila (Pedam Penghayatan dan
Pengamalan Pancasila—also knastP4”). Differeninterpretations auld be regarded
as deviant. Interpretation from different religiposts of view was lawed as far as these
interpretations did not contradict the H#e P4 was taughtoim kindergarten and
elementary schooltbugh to university leveAll public servantsvere also iguired to
pass P4 training. The third steps establishment of Pan@sis the sole basis of all
organizations, whictwas not officially enforcecdunti 1985, whenthe government
launched the Law on Mass Qngation (Ichwa 2006: 93ff).
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It is worthwhile here to late this political situation to the development of Islamic
thought at that time. The mastportant development was Naotish Madjid’s historical
speech on “The Nessity of Renewing Islamic hbught and the Problem of the
Integration of the Umma”, on 3 January 1&7M this speech, Madijid called for
“renewal” of Islam liberaling Muslims’ outlook towards tharesent teachings Islam.

The speech became controversial becausisoitsuggested “sgarization™—besides
intellectual freedom and the idea of pregrand operttiudes—as a strategy for the
liberalization or renewal dklam. In line with this view, when many Muslims were
struggling through lamic parties, Madjithunched the slogan: ‘#sh Yes, Islamic Party
No!" He tried to conince Muslims, who were divided into several Islamic parties, which
were also in conflict with each other, tiet most important thingas to build a religious
Muslim community, rather thdsuilding Islamic parties, or em an Islamic state (Madijid
1987: 204).

Madijid’s call for the depoaliticization ofl&sn was in line with Soeharto’s political
interest. In a way, it cebe said that Mijid helped to ease S@eto’'s performance of his
political agenda. In 1973, Sodbaconsolidated political pas into three parties: the
Partai Demokrasi IndonegBDI—Indonesian Democracy Bgytin which the former
socialist, nationalist and ndslamic parties were fuseBartai PersataaPembangunan
(PPP—United Development Payig)which Islamic parties $H, Perti, Nadlatul Ulama
[NU], and Parmusi) were fuseaihd Golkar (professionalayp), which wastrangely not
considered a “politicgdarty” but a “pofessional gnap” that was allowed tiake part in the
general election. Thengplification of political partiesvas an importanstrategy in
minimizing potential conflicts in Pancasila, igthwas to be established as the sole basis.
As pointed out byHefner (2000: 81), éhperiod from 1973 to 88 was “a low point in
Muslim-government relations.” This could be seen not only in the simplification of
political parties, but also ithe MPR sessions of 1978 a&#82 and the issuance of the
Law on Mass Organization of 1985,we shall see below.

The inclusion of the official Pancasila mpietation (P4) irthe National Policy
Guidelines (GBHN) during &11978 MPR sessions was aovérsial. The NU faction in

®The speech is included in Madijid 1987: 20422}, its translation is included in Kurzman 1998:
284-9. On Nurcholish Madiid’s thought in 1970s, see Hassan 1980.
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the Islamic party PPP vigorouslgiallenged this propogalThe NU faction’s rejection of
P4 was not because it contradidiedeliefs, but becausevas worried that the P4 would
replace religion and become the basis aklidious activities. For example, Muslims
would practice daily prays not because of thegligious betef, but because they obey
Pancasila. Therefore, they argued, Islamiditgevould fuse with arofficial doctrine of
Pancasila. They were alsomie that the P4 auld be used asdhoundation for the
spread of Aliran Kepercayaan (streams of belief).The inclusion of theAliran
Kepercayaan in the GNBH was another controversialie during thesessions, with the
PPP arguing that tlaéiran are not religions and could rit treated as religions. For the
PPP, thediran were ‘kafir (non-believersyiirk (polytheists) and had no clear religions.”
The PPP suggested that the followers affie: return to their regetive religions (Radi
1984:146; Feillard999: 201-2).

The PPP finally suggesttigt it could accept the P4 wilit was not included in
the MPR Decision, whose pagttiis higher than a DPR D&ion, and as far as it was in
line with the spirit of thd 945 Constitution (Rad984: 148; Feilard999: 202). Golkar
did not agree on thiggestion, and proposed instead a vote. Golkar knew that the PPP
would be defeated in a vaecause the latter had ananity of seats in the MPR.
Knowing this, the PPP, led byethU faction, preferred to watkit. Despit¢his, the MPR
voted on 18 March 1978, and fead the necessary two-thilaisthe vote. The P4 was
included in the GBHN (Garis-Garis Besdaluan Negara—Gener@utines on the
Direction of the State)One day latera vote was als@onducted on thetliran
Kepercayaan, for which the PPP alsealked out.

Soeharto replaced Minist&bdul Mukti Ali with Alamsjah Ratu Perwiranegara,
who had a military backgroundlamsjah played an imgant role in convincing
Muslims that Pancasila is a sacrifice and an invaluable gifi of Islamic Umma to the
nation.” Rejecting Pancasila meaithat Muslims would disregard their own role in
formulating Pancasila, as most of the fadators were Muslim leaders, as well as
disregarding their sacrifice in the omissairthe “seven wordsdf the Jakarta Charter
(Khalid 1995: 156-9). Alamsyah alsemoved resporuiity for the Aliran Kepercayaan

2 The division of PPP seats in the Parliament (DPR) was 25 seats for Parmusi, 10 for PSII, 2 Perti,
and 28 for NU. NU was not satisfied with the share and felt they shooiddrgdbecause they had
received more votes in the previelestions (Feillal 1999: 187).
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from his Ministry to the Minisy of Education and Culture @nder to ensure Muslims that
the government did not treat tAéan Kepercayaan as religions, aduslims groups
feared.

In disseminating P4 within relgis communities, especially Muslm
communities, the role of tHdinistry of Religious Affais and Indonesian Council of
Ulama (MUI), which was established in 197%jldanot be neglected. &tat point, both
of these government and semi-officialtifations respectivelywere dominated by
Modernist Muslims. The Minist published a booklet entitle®l4 dan Ajaran Islam
(Guide for Living and Pracing Pancasila and Islamnileachings) inl978, which
legitimized each pillar of Paasila with Qurais verses and thBrophetic Traditions
(hadith). This booklet is alagsed as the guiderfoivil servants inthe MORA and is
distributed to lamic preachersdf i muballigh and penyuluh agama) throughout
Indonesia. The preface oktiooklet was written by theead of MUI, Prof. Hamka.
Despite the latter's careful statent that Pancasila is coinatiigin line with Islam, the
preface could be seerMasll legitimizing the P4.

MUI's support of Pancasila was also intaot. In its Workig Conference Il
held from 15-18 October 1978issued a statement sayifiResponding positely to the
efforts of the government, esadly the Ministry of Régious Affairs, which has
published a book entitlét¥ dan Ajaran Islam ... Majelis Ulama Indaesia will attempt: 1)
to disseminate Pancasila/P4l ahe General Guidelines fitre Direction of the State
(Garis-garis Besar Halu&tfegara) to the [Islamiaynma; and 2) to formulate a concept
for the implementation of Reasila/P4, the 1945onstitution and th&aris-garis Besar
Haluan Negara in such a weaat it will be easily undstood and lived up to by the
Islamicumma’ (Ichwan 2006: 99).

Another important forum in which the lsasf the state walscussed was the 1-
11 March 1983 MPR sessions. The sessioresplanned, among otireasons, to insert
the Pancasila as the sole basis in the@BktN. Anticipating thgoossible resistance to
this goal, Soeharto called, in his presidéstpeech at previous MPR sessions, on 16
Agustus 198%for all social and political forces fsecure themselves to Pancasila as the
basis.” He also said: “All sociahd political foces, especially political parties that are using

“Every 16 August, the Presideives a presidential speech at MPR sessions, reporting on all

aspects of national development, sugtasomy, palitics, culture and religion.
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bases other than Pancasila, shdatlare Pancasila as thele msis.” Moreover, he also
asserted that the walkout in the discussié®oh the 1978 MPR session indicated “there
was some doubt about Pane&girempo 1983d). The lasament clearly referred to
the NU faction in the PPP. @me occasion of the “NuzdilQur'an” commemoration on
Monday 27 June 1983peharto said that the Pancasilaoisa religiorand cannot ever
replace religion, and that religious organizations would continue to enjoy ‘“rights and
respectable place in the Pasila-based state” (Prawirgaea 1984: 79). This was
obviously intended to awince some Muslim circles who suspectedRaatasila would
be positioned by the governme a new official religim which would replace the
existing religions, or at ledkiat Pancasila would be trediieel a religiols dogma enforced
on people.

Soeharto’s speech was apparently efectiinlike the pregus sessions, the
1983 MPR sessions were smo@inpo magazine satidly wrote in its report about the
sessions, entiled “Dari Sebuah Sidanggy8angat Lancar” (From the Very Smooth
Sessions): “One of the indicgs [of the smoothness of iR sessions] was the shouts
of ‘Agreed’ heard frequentiy commission meetings, approving the Draft Decision being
discussed” (Tempo 1983a). Ttiscussion of the basis of Pancasila, which was
expected to be controvefsiaas also smooth. All Comission A members who were
charged with discussingethiPancasila proposal accepiecdH.M. Yunus Umar, the
spokesperson of the PPP in Cassian A, even said: “With Raasila as the sole basis,
we no longer problematizeedogy, because our ideology/the national ideology”
(Tempo 1983a). Pancasila as $lole basis was includiedMIPR Decision No. 11/1983
on the GBHN.

Soeharto’s Presidential Speech and Sukowati’s Idea of Pancasila State as Secular State

Like in previous MPR sessigns his presidential speedn 16 Augusi983, Soeharto
again touched upon Pancasilatias sole basisin his speechSoeharto strongly
emphasized that PancasilaaiScommon decision” and “national consensus” (Tempo
1983Db). He said that Pancasilaas the mixture ofarious worlddeologies, buthat it is
rooted in Indonesianrd and from the Indonesian petpavn charactePancasila is a
national ideology that belongs Indonesian peopl&oeharto also waed that if each

group had its own idémy, this would be like the “time of NASAKOM” (nationalism,
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religion and commusin), Soekarno’s tinia which nationalisteligious and communist

groups were allowed tald their own ideologies. Soehapiotured this time as being a
time full of (social, polital and economic) “disastersidlapetaka). Such a situation was,

according to Soeharto, a time bombwatld eventually gplode.

In his speech, Soeharto did not discussothigation of alocial and political
organizations to adoptancasila as the sole basistigsilated in the GBHN, which had
just been approved by the MPR in March e, but rather hemphasized that all
organizations should emiw their contributioto national developmiim their own ways.
For this purpose a special lavould be set up tguarantee the existence of Pancasila,
national stability and delopment as padf the impementation of Paasila. Soeharto
also restated his previous statement: “Pdagagnot a religionPancasila will not and
cannot replace religions. Parieasvill not be régionized, and religions cannot be
Pancasilaized.” He ctinued to say that there is nantradiction between all pillars of
Pancasila and anyligious teaching, and thidere is no religion gnifying prohibition for
implementation of the pillaxgf Pancasilai\ithough the function anale of Pancasila and
religions are different, accongj to Soeharto, inéhPancasila state ocauld be a devout
adherent of religion agell as a good adint of Pancasila (Tempo 1983b).

It seems that Soeharto’s arguments orcd&da in his sgeh were addressed
specifically to Muslim groups, as if these wanesent in front of him. Soeharto knew very
well that some Muslinaircles, as reflected Indonesian history, welayal challengers of
Pancasila. Some Muslims, suah those involved in trigarul Islam orNegara Islam
Indonesia (Nll—Islamic Statof Indonesia) asell as the Komanddihad movements,
even considered Pancasila d@sf&- (unbelieving) ideology rido be followed. Other
nationalist groups associated with the @a#ind PDI parties haub ideological problem
with Pancasila. They had shownrti@jal support foPancasila.

While there were internlluslim discussions and déggon Pancasila, Sunawar
Sukowati, a legislator from the DeveloptnBemocracy Faction, wdh belonged to the
PDI, triggered latent controvegrby telling his coltagues in the faction that the Pancasila
state, as mentioned in SoeHaripeech, is a secular stéte. argued that this view was
inferred from the fact thatdionesia is not a religiossate, and thatligious authority is
separated from state authority (Wahid 19889: 93). Hiopinion was noaccepted by
his own colleagues. Soeharto also rejebiedpinion and emphasized that the Pancasila

state is neither a seculaor a religious state. Resding to Sukowati's view,
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Abdurrahman Wahid, at tiene a member of Islamipolitical party PPP (United
Development Party), proposedsagplicit and implicitapproach to undéssd the status of
the Indonesian staféHe argued that if oneads only “the expik;, he/she would find
that Indonesia is not basedany religionbut on Pancasila. Butdine read the impilicit,
he/she would discovénat the Indonesian state “recognireslegiimacy of the role of
religions in societdife, and if necessary through the gmment.” The Indors&n state, in
fact, “supports a goverrant that endorses religious lifgVahid also arguettiat “secular
state” does rianean subscribing to secular politighlosophy (Wahid983; 1999: 94-5).
Wahid's argument reflected laam view, rather #n that of the PPBecause Wahid was
also a prolific writewho wrote articles fdfermpo.

Responding to the MPDecree on GBHN, to Soeh&tspeech, and | believe
also to Sukowati's statemeletaders of the representatretigious organizations—MuUI,
MAWI, DG, Parisadha Hindu Dharma Pusaigd Walubi—made aiju statement in
December 1983. The statement was given thlitister of Religious Affairs, Munawir
Sjadzali, who replaceflamsjah Ratu Perwiranegarat$March 1983, ght days after
the MPR sessions discussmnthe GBHN (Tempo 1983c). dktatement states, among
other things, that religiousganizations would rerimabased on their respective religion
and belief, but thdihey all recognized thBancasila was tisele basis of ianal life.

Muslim Organizations’ Response to Pancasila as the Sole Basis: Before and Afier the
1985 Law on Mass Organizations

The Minister of Religious ffairs, Munawir Sjadzali w& an importantfigure in
convincing Muslim organizatiorabout the sole basis. He ptized “efforts to convince
religious communities abouetiiarmonious relation betwebe state ideology Pancasila
and religious teachings” (Sjaiz1985:9). On may occasions, Sjadzamphasised that
Pancasila does not caatict any religion.On the contrary, IPaasila encourages
prosperous religious life. He said thatanPancasila state “the rights of religious
communities to grow and déme are guaranteed. Religiac@mmunities are allowed to

% Abdurrahman Wahid was a regular writefémpo magazine. His writing represents his own
opinion, rather than that of his party, PPP. Later he withdrew from the PPP and, when he was elected
as the head of Nahdlatul Ulamadistanced the latter from the PPP.
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implement their religious teadgs, and the gor@ment’s policiesigould not contradict
any religious teachinggSjadzali 1985: 8§*He also insisted #h the existence of a
Ministry of Religious Affais guaranteed thaitindonesian stateas not secular.

Like previous Ministers of Rigious Affairs, Sjadzali alssaid that as a Pancasila
state, Indonesia is redr a secular neeligious state. The diffaree was that he gave a
detailed explanation of a secudtate and a religious statePAncasila state is not a secular
state, because a secular stats dokallow state interferencgaeople’s religious affairs or
involvement of religious leaders and institutionihe state or politicdt is not a religious
state either, because agieliis state requires: (1) that thesstatopts an official religion; (2)
that the legal source is the scripture of the affieligion; and3) that authority is held by
religious leaders. These three elements aratabshe Pancasilaage. In Indonesia, the
Pancasila state could intereetihrough the Mistry of ReligiousAffairs in people’s
religious life and ensureligious tolerace among the peoplejd@ali 1993: 80-5;
Abdillah 1997: 61).

The strong resistance to the ide&aicasila as the sole basif political parties
and mass organizations cametip@®m Muslim leaders, pies and organizations. One
of the Muslim leaderwho openly challenged the adaptby religious ajanizations of
Pancasila as their stilasis was Sjafruddin Prawiranedak$ who wrote an open letter to
President Soeharto, dated 17 July a83vhich he argued that “replacing an Islamic
foundation with a Pancasilaundation conflict with the Constitudin, which is based
upon the Pancasiland thus is in contradmh with Pancasila itselfHe also said that
making it the sole basis wowdntravene the freedom digien and worship guaranteed
by Article 29, paragraph (2) d¢ie Constitution. Heaid: “Making Pacasila the sole
foundation for all social organtkans may at first glance ajgpeo be the way to bring
about national unitgnd social improvemerBut believe me: yowill only achieve the
opposite. | hope thgiou, Mr. President, araware of the dangdiseatening our country
and people, if the Sole Foundation plan shoeithplemented” (Praranegara 1984 80,
82).

#There is no doubt that ministers of religion of the New Order regime were actively engaged in
promoting Pancasila. For biographies of the ministers of Religious Affairs, see Azra and Umam
1998.

% On Sjafruddin Prawiranagp, see Rosidi (1986).
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Nahdlatul Ulama (NU) was ang the earliest Islamicganizations that adopted
Pancasila as their ideologidadsis, while also mentioningathlslam is their “agidah”
(belief). Between June and October 1983, a special committee of the NU, comprising
Wahid and other progréss leaders, discussed NU'’s positon Pancasiléfter a long
debate anglrihad (religious interpretation) within the organization, NU decided to accept
Pancasila as the sole basisOctober 1983, a decisiatiscussed ints National
Deliberation (Musyawarah Nasional) ireé@mber 1983 in Situbondo East Java. The
official position was declad at the NU natioh&ongress in Sibondo in 1984. The NU
statute places Pancasila as the “basis’jthbalso says that as an Islamic religious
organization, Nahdlak Ulama subscribes to Islamitss‘agidah” (belief), “according to
Ahl al-Sunnah wa al-Jama ‘ah and following one dibur schools [of Islamic law]: Hanafi,
Maliki, Shafii and Hanbali” (Art 3). However, NU ab said that the Indonesian state,
which is based on Pancasila, is the final fofistate struggledifdy Indonesian Muslims
(Sitompul 1996: 163-87; Feilth1999:233-61). Achmad Shidgthe important leader of
NU who was behind the acceaiof Pancasila, apart from Abdurrahman Wahid, argued
that:

Pancasila is an ideology, and as an iggalois not a religion. Pancasila is not
allowed to become a religion. Islam is ligi@n, and not an ideology; religion is
created by God, whereas ideology is niadmankind. Therefer religion should
not be Pancasilaized. Thabig principle in acepting the “sole basis”... Pancasila.
However, we will stand agrat anyone who attemptsitake Pancasila a national
religion (Feillad 1999: 245).

In its session in 1985, almegthout debate, the pari@nt (Dewan Perwakilan
Rakyat—House of Representatives) finalyproved the Law ollass Organizations
proposed by the governmewtich stipulates that all mass and political organizations
should adopt Pancasila asittsole basis.” Tis smooth processas understandable
because of thetense debates thatd happened batean 1982, when the idea was first
made public by Soeharto, at®B5. A smooth discussion haeewccurred in the 1983
MPR sessions. In order to convince Musland Muslim organizains, the government

guaranteed that the sole baliisnot mean the imiduction of a secuiatate. The state
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would even encourage religions to playoke in national dev@pment. Apart from
discursive aspects, the goveamtrhad taken visible, uncoramising action against those
who disagreed with theole basis of Pancasilln the so-called hung Priuk tragedy,
military forces even attacked a Tanjung Primsque in 1984, alleging that it was being
used to mobilize Muslimagainst the sole basis of Pancasila (Tapol 98 attack
was important to warn or, rather, to threatber Islamic organizations to accept Pancasila.
Following this eventmost Muslim organizations V& accepted Pancasila and even
supported it.

Many Islamic organizains waited for the MUI resportsethe idea of Pancasila as
the sole basis. After a longgotiation, the MUI di not problematize Pagiila as the sole
basis, on the grounds tHatligion is guarateed” by the statéTempo 1984). In its
National Deliberation, helth July 1985, Majedi Ulama Indonesia (M) discussed the
Law on Mass Organization and thigligation of all organizations to adopt Pancasila. It
was at this event that the Mbfficially accepted Pancasilaitsssole basis. The MUI also
revised its statui@edoman Dasar) in liveth this law—and, ofourse, with Soeharto’'s
demand—on 23 July 1985. T$tatute says in Article 1 tHslUl embraces Islamic belief
(beragidah Islamiyah), and in Article 2 that the MUI lsased on Pancasila (Majelis Ulama
Indonesia 1995: 37, 63} seems that the MUI's fornation follows tiat of the NU,
except for the phrase “accordingi al-Sunnah wa al-Jama ‘ah and following one of
four schools [of Islamic lawjdanafi, Maliki, Shafii and Habali.” This formulation was
followed by some othdslamic organizations,@uding Muhammadiyah.

Unlike NU, which accdpd the sole basis 1983, Muhammadiyahaited until the
Law on Mass Organization was offity issued. It finally officilly accepted Pancasila at
its National Congresin December 1985, an event that should actually have been
conducted in 1981. Thakelay was caused first by the 19@Peral electionbyt then also
by the problem of theole basis. In order to cange Muhammadiyah members, AR
Fakhruddin, then thieead of Muhammadiyah, usedhataphor of a Mslim wearing a
helmet when he/she wantsgo by motorcycle to a mosque for Jum‘ah prayer. The

%Some Muslim organizations, such as Pelajar Islam Indonesia (Pl—Indonesian Islamic Student),
Himpunan Mahasiswa Islam MPO (HMI-MPO—Muslim Student Association of Council for
Securing the Organization) and “Komando Jitidittad Command—which was allegedly created

by an Intelligence service) resistmtbption of Pancasila as treefe basis. Soeharto banned these

organizations.
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government requires everyonkavides a motorcycle to weahelmet. He compared the
helmet with Pancasila: “The helmet webuhot change my Islam.” He also said:
“Muhammadiyah still holdsawhid, because withoutawhid everything is useless”
(Fakhruddin 19931-4; see alsbempo 1985’ By the end of th@980s, most Islamic
organizations accepted Pancasila as their basept some radicalovements, such as
HMI MPO (Muslim Student Asociation), PPl (Pelajéslam Indonesia—Indonesian
Islamic Student),ral Komando Jihad.

Unlike the previous debatashich associated Pancasila with secularism, in the
official debates or discussiotigring the Soeharto era such association was, at least in the
official debates, not present-thaugh it did exist irsocietal discourse &fancasila. It is
undeniable that durintpe Soeharto era, Pancasila stesngly supportednd used to
defend his regime. Soeharto nfeecused his polititavals of being “ati-Pancasila” and
by this act of labellinge could have themilgd under th&ubversion AcSpeaking in the
1990s, Soeharto saltf Pancasila is thiagened, we will wakep as patriots” (Tempo
1993).

Reformation Era and the Withdrawal of Pancasila Indoctrination

When the Soeharto regime collapsed, angddiiteal structure changed, Pancasila as the
“sole basis” was questioneéthe People’s Consultative Assembly (MPR), headed by
Amien Rais, the President of Partai Amaitesional (PAN, NationdWlandate Party) and
former head of Muhammadiyah, issued DelsieeVII/MPR/1998 to repeal the previous
MPR Decision No. II/MPR/198@n the Guide for Mng and Practiog Pancasila (P4).
Based on this Decision, tli@&overnment announced on 29riAf999 that Pancasila
indoctrination (P4) agrses were to be dsatinued and thBP-7 (agency sponsible for
administering the Pancasilaurses) was abolishedtifiugh Law No. 8/1985 on Mass
Organization, which stipulates that Pancasist be the sole ba®f political and mass
organizations, was not officially abrogatdslamic parties anuslim organizations
adopted Islam as their ideolcgior organizational basis.

Nonetheless, the MPR didtratrandon Pancasila asittemlogical foundation of
the State, as it was considered a “ndtionasensus.” Despite this, it was indeed a

“ For a detailed discussion of Muhammadiyabigptance of Pancasila, see Harun 1986.
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momentous political desion, and one which changed thétipal landscap of the post-
New Order era. Whether not to adopPancasila was now a matter of choice for mass
and political orgamations. They were ndvee to choose their ovigteologicafoundation,
with the exceptin of communism. The regulations aanig communism have yet to be
rescinded. Interestingly, Muslims did not faainited front on the issue of Pancasila as
the foundation of mass orgzations. Not unexpectediynost Islamic organizations
returned to Islam as theireilogical foundation. Howevespme decided to adopt both
Islam and Pancasila. This plurality has bedflected in the emergence of Islamic and
Muslim-based nationalist political partieshich have adoptetslam, or Islam and
Pancasila, or simply Panitass their idedlgical foundation (Ichan 2006221-2).

The New Order regime salized the 194%Constitution by insisting that
amending it and changing igeamble would mean destrayithe Indonesian state as a
whole, because it was estdigid along with independencelahAugust 1945. However,
in the context of Reformasi, changing treapnble or amending t®nstitution does not
mean destroying the Indonesiagtestbecause the Constitutitself opens t possibility
of amendment. Chapter XVI is the sped@pter for amendment, a chapter which was
closed by the New Order. lact, during the Soekamorijod, the preamble of the
Constitution was changed ¢si(Mahfud MC2002: 17).

Due to the withdrawaf the Pancasiladoctrination, Pancigwas no longer the
“master signifier” defining almost all aspectrofonesian lifdt is no longean obligatory
subject in education from the kerdarten to university level. Pancasila is even no longer a
priority subject in civil selant training. During the New Olstudents who did not pass
Pancasila examinations weretdie the course again théldiming year. Civil servants
who failed to show a deepderstanding of Pancasilaulcbbe suspected of being a
communist or radical Milim who rejects the Pancasilacka policy habeen omitted in
educational institutionand in government offices. Parileais now only a part of the
wider subject of “Civic Educationiivhich teaches instead democtid civic values.

Amendment of the Constitution: The Third Debate on Artick 29 on Religion

In 2000, the Majedi Permusyawaratan Rakyat (PespConsultative CounciMPR)
agreed to amend the 1945 Constituiibsatisfy current changes during Ragormasi.

However, despite thaossibility of changinghe preamble, the MP&jreed to keep the
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original preamble. Thesue of the preamble gvsensitive because lated to the Jakarta
Charter, which was initialljormulated for the preamble thfe 1945 Gnstitution, but
changed in the last hours brefthe issuance of the Conditin. There was suspicion that
opening the possibility @hanging the preambieuld lead to reusaf the Jakarta Charter
as the preamble, which uld trigger old debate.

Nonetheless, the Jakartaa@ér remained the single most important historical
document for endorsement of theri ‘i in the Constitiion. In 2000, two lamic parties,
PBB and PPP, proposedemdment of Article 2& However, this mposal did not imply
an Islamic state, but rather simply advocated the implementation of Islamic law for
Muslims. Howeveramending the Constitutiamas not an easy tasince both of these
parties were small factions with only 71 combined seats, out of 500 tofdestisn-
based nationalist faatie also proposed the endment of Article 2%lbeit with different
formulation® Both of these kinds dhctions did not alwaysooperate in endorsing
Islamic agenda.

Although efforts to make ¢hJakarta Charteregal source in the MPR sessions
of 1968 failed, they could refer&mekarno’s Presidential Deerof 1959, which stipulated
that the Jakarta Charter wiise soul” of the Constituin. The Presidential Decree is
considered to be theusoe of the legal ordetignber tertib hukum) in Indonesia. Inspired
by the wording of th®ecree, most Islamic partiesdshe metaphor of “bodybddan)
and “soul’” fiwa) for the 194%Constitution and théakarta Charter resgiively. PBB even

Blslamic factions in the MPR were factions of Partai Persatuan Pembangunan (PPP—United
Development Party), of Partai Bulan Bintang (PBB—Crescent Star Party) amnéof! Unimah
(which consisted of Partai Nahdlatul Unfim@NU—Awakening of Ummah Party] and other
small Islamic parties).
#n the 1999 general elections, seven parties woificsint percentages of the vote. Three parties
are based on Islam: PPP (with 11 percent); PRigrtZnt); and PK (1 percent). Two parties are
Muslim-based nationalist parties: PKB (13 pdjcenmd PAN (7 percent). Two other parties are
nationalist parties: PDI-P (34 percent) and Golkar (22 percent). The votes of the last four non-Islamic
parties together totaled 76 percetitef/ote (Mujani and Little 2004, 112).
®Muslim-based nationalist famts in the MPR were FrakBleformasi (Reformation Faction),
which consisted of Partai Amanat Nasional (PAN—National Mandate Party) and Partai Keadilan
[PK—Justice Party], and the faction of Paabangkitan Bangsa [PKB—National Awakening
Party]).
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associated the “souldirectly with theshari‘ah rather than with the Jakarta Charter
(Platzdasch 2009:114-5).

In these MPR sessionsdA00, several alternags emerged (SeKariat Jendral
MPR RI 2000: 125-6):

Concerning Article 29 (1), there were four alternatives:

Alternative 1 . “The state is basen the One Almighty God.” (Original
text)

Alternative 2 : “The state is based the One Almighty God with the
obligation to implement Islamigari ‘ah for the adherents of
the religion.”

Alternative 3 : “The state is based the One Almighty God with the
obligation to implement religiowsachings for taadherents of
each religion.”

Alternative 4 : “The state is based on the One Almighty God, just and
civilized humanity, theunity of Indonesiagemocracy guided
by inner wisdom in unanimity arising from deliberation
amongst representatives, and sqasdice for all of the people
of Indonesia.”

Conceming Article 2€), there were also four alternatives:

Alternative 1 : “The state guarantees fieedom of each citizen to adhere
to their own religion and to wdnip according t¢heir religion
and beliefs.” (Original text).

Alternative 2 : “The state guarantees fieedom of each citizen to adhere
to their own religion and to worship according to their
religion.” (The word “leliefs” is omitted.)

Alternative 3 : “The state guarantees fieedom of each citizen to adhere
to their own religion and to wdnip according t¢heir religion
and beliefs, an build their houss of worship.”
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Alternative 4 : “The state guarantees fieedom of each citizen to adhere
to their own religionto practice their religious teachings, and
to worship according their religious beliefs.”

In addition, there were alpolemics about whether there dtidee additioal points or
paragraphsifar) added to Article 29. Thexvere two alternatives:

Alternative 1 : No additieal point is needed.

Alternative 2 : There asmme additional points:
a) The state protects peoffem the spread of beliefs
contradicting belief ithe One Almighty God.
b) State governance stauot contradict religious values,
norms and laws.
c) The state respects etihinarms and huan morality
taught by every religiofi.

Concerning Article 29 (13he PPP and PBB propogigrnative 2; while the
PKB, PAN and PK parties projasAlternative 3 (ldsen 2005: 432). For Article 29 (2),
the Reformasi faction proposed Alternaiwehile the PPP and PBB factions proposed
Alternative 4. Most factias did not agree to timelusion of additiongboints or phrases,
except for somislamic parties.

The amendment of Article 29 wasstmoned until the2001 MPR session
because of practical ghlems; that is, the discussioh other articles was so time-
consuming that Articl29 could not be discsmd (Wahid 2001/86-7). This semed to be
deliberate with the intention to avoid tounghihis sensitive Article. The MPR agreed to
postpone the discussiorttait Article until the net MPR session in 2002.

Prior to the annual MPR ss#on in 2002, Islamic ¢dons (PPP, PBB, and
Daulatul Ummah) and Miim-based nationalist factiofiReformasi and PKB) organized
meetings to discuss some “crucial Articles,” including Articlé 28 mentioned earlier,
in the 2000 sessions theseidast had supported differenieahatives on the amendment

% The above altematives were attacheaktatipendix of the MPR Decision IX/MPR/2000.
#| have discussed the debate in the 2002 MPR session elsewhere (Ichwan 2003).
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of Article 29. The Islamic pags insisted on thesertion of the “seven words” of the
Jakarta Charter, while the Muslim-based ndisbiparties proposeteir own versions.

As the plenary sessions amrhed, the meetings were not limited to Islamic and
Muslim-based nationalist parties, but alsauitiet! the natiofiist parties PIP and Golkar.
However, they could not prodeian agreement on Article 29¢ept that to the extent
possible they ought to @ deadlock in the @pming annual sessidBefore the annual
session was held, several alties for the amendment oftidle 29 were formulated by
Islamic parties, Muslim-based nationalghrties, and seculanationalist parties.
Conceming Article 29 (1), there were thréerabtives: the aforememtied Alternatives 1,

2, and 3. The fourthtainative was dropped. The firdeatative was supported by PDIP,
other small nationalist factie and a Christiafaction, Kesatuaiebangsaan Indonesia
(KKI). PKB, which proposed Alternative 4pined the other nationalist parties in
supporting the originalersion of the Articlé® The second alteniat was supported by
Islamic parties, whers#he third altertive was supportday the Reformation faction.

Concerning Article 29 (2), there were twizialatives: Alternative 1 (the original
text) and Alternative 2 (as mentioned earlégrticipants agreed to drop the third and
fourth alternativesVioreover, they also agreed that the proposaite additional points
or paragraphs was noitical. Most nationals Christian and Muslim-based nationalist
parties supported thersh alternative on Aicle 29 (2), whereathe Islamic parties
supported the omission of tteem “belief” or “beliefs” (gcond alternative}-or Islamic
parties, “belief’ had been interpreted @+in kepercayaan” (indigenous beliefs) which,
for them, was deviant from aeduld destroy Islam. Since the Justice Party joined the
Reformation faction, it suppatt¢he latter’s idea, which wasore moderate. However, in
a number of cases, thartal Keadilan spokef their own positin of support for the
ISlamicshari ‘ah.

%In order to harmonize the relationship betwte “raditional” Muslims (NU-PKB) and the
nationalists (PDIP), because of the latter@livement in Abdurrahma/ahid's impeachment,
Taufik Kiemas (husband of the head of PDIP, Metjavisited Wahid, the head of the consultative
body of the PKB, to encourage the harmoriyationalism and Islam.” Perhaps because of this
lobby, the PKB tumed to defend the original, tekich was in line with the PDIP (Ichwan 2003:
24).
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Commission A, which discussed the amendiiwighis Article, did not reach an
agreement on whether or not the Religiaticiershould be ammeled. The problem was
then brought into the plenagssion, held on 10u8ust 2002. The result g#éinat most of
the factions were in favour of maintainingdinginal version of the Religion Article. Only
two Islamic factions—the Crescent Star Party amdand Ummah factions—rejected
the agreement. The final position of thd>Rilas ambiguous, butagreed to the MPR
decision, saying #tit would struggle at aratr time (Ichwan 2003: 24).

Outside the MPR building, conservative Muslm protesters demanded the
insertion of the “seven wordsif the Jakarta Charter infaticle 29. At the same time,
moderate and liberal Mlms, as well as ¢hnationalists and éhadherents of other
religions, opposethe inclusion of the “seven wortd$hey argued that Article 29 is a
national consensus that shawdtbe amended aswbuld lead a particat religion (Islam)
to dominate the constitutioand state. Most liberal-pnagsive thinkers, such as
Nurcholish Madjid, argued that inclusiontioé Jakarta Charter wduhllow the state to
intervene in a religious spacThe two biggest Muslim ganizations, Nahdlatul Ulama
and Muhammadiyah, also demaht®t Article 29 should hbe amended for the same
reason as Madijid.

Attempts to include the Jakarta Chaitethe Constitutiorhave always been
problematic and contersial, not only awng adherents of othesligions and secular
nationalists, but also for the Indonesian Muslims themselves. The maintenance of the
original version of Article 2¢oth point 1 and 2idicated that most Muslims, who were
also the majority in nationaliparties, rejected discrimiimn-based polits and religious
understanding. This was a gisaccess for moderate amebtial-progressive Muslims.

The Pancasila State Dilemma: Caught be@en Secularization and Religionization

In the context of # discussion, one criticgliestion remains: Is tisatement “Pancasila is
neither a secular nor a religious ideology” an accurate claini® validity relates to the
political process and otestations between gihus groups and seaufationalist groups
in the govemnment, pariamead society. It is an ideologi statement rather than a
factual description. Thigleological statement usually erges in times of crisis and
conflict between religus groups, or betweasligious groups ahsecular-risnalist
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groups. The contexf the emergence of Paista itself was coloceby conflict between
secular nationalist aiduslim leaders in thBokuritsu Junbi Chosakai. In the last decade,
when interreligious conflicts and religiouslicalism and terrorisrbegan to ggear in
some regions, the governmend some elements of cigibciety perceived a need to
empower Pancasila.

Under normal circumstances, however, Bsilacis more “either a religious or
secular ideology,” or ‘tith a religious and seculdeology” than it isneither a secular nor
a religious ideology”, as the official discounse insistently suggestéd a matter of fact,
from the Soekarno to the Seeh period (at leasintil 1990), Pancasila was more of a
secular ideology with a limitedegree of religionizatiomhile in the period from 1990-
1998 it was a seculaeology with a moderatiegree of radjionization, andh the period
from 1998 until today it hadeen a secular ideology tvia liberal degree of
religionizatiort*

Although Soekarno treated Pancasii@re as a secular ideology, he
compromised with the demand to establisiMimgstry of Religious Affairs as early as
1946. During Guided Democracy,eBarmo tried to limit the farpretation of Pancasila
based on Nasakom, the acronynNafionalisme (nationalism)Agama (religion), and
Komunisme (communism). Bysing the wordigama (religion) Soekano intended that
this sphere should not bendioated by Islam, but sharégtween existing religions.
However, in fact, as Islamtige religion of the majority, nsbprogrammes of the Ministry
of Religious Affairs were relatdo Islam. Soekarno also uséghcasila as the ideology of
“character and nationdluilding” (Chalid 1965 Federspiel 1976)e built the Istiglal
mosgue in Jakarta in 1961 as a symbal gbvernment concemedttwislam. He also
promoted what he called “Afglam” (the Flame of Islam), a reformed understanding of
Islam relevant to higvolutionary agenda.

¥This was also the case with the colonial politiagligfion. During the Digh colonial period the
secularization policy dominated, but there was siggree of religionization, such as the existence

of Priesterraad (Religious Courts), the institution®énghudu, and management of a mosque charity
(Hisyam 2001). When the Japanese occupatjomainment implemented secularization, there was

also a wide degree of religionization (Islamization), in the sense of using or abusing Muslims and
their resources to support Japanese wars in the Far East (Benda 1958; Kobayashi 1997; 2010).

However, Muslims also used the Japanese to eenfimnselves and achieve their independence.
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Soeharto also treated Pailaanore as a secular idegjoHowever, he could not
neglect Islam as a whole eithathough he could nginalize politicaland radical Islam.
During the period of &cularism with limitd religionization” (186-1989), some degree
of Islamization occurred withétestablishment of the statgsported Pusat Dakwah Islam
Indonesia (PDIl—Indnesian Islamic Da'wah Centren 1969, theMajelis Ulama
Indonesia (MUI—Indoesian Council of Ulaa) in 1975, and théayasan Amal Bhakti
Muslim Pancasila (YAMP—Pancasilaist MoslFoundation) in 982. When Soeharto
made Pancasila the sole der all mass and political organizations, he encouraged
developmental Islam to play a role inviN®rder development gects. He was also
involved in endorsinguch types of Islamieer through the Ministrgf Religious Affairs,
or through his own fountian, Yayasan Amal Bhakii Milim Pancasila (YAMP), which
collected thenfag (tithes) from civil serants and military and fiee officials to fund
various projects of “Pancaslislam.” In 1989, the Law oReligious Courts (Law No.
7/1998) was issued taydate Islamic courts.

In the period of seculariswith a moderate degreereligionization (1990-1998),
Soeharto supported naus kinds of Islamization poles. In 1990, heupported the
establishment of Ikatan Ccendekiawan Muslim se-Indoné&idi--All-Indonesian
Muslim Intellectual Associain), and in 1991 he supportee first Islant bank, Bank
Muamalat Indonesia (Hefner Z)2000). Soehartosal issued a Presidtial Instruction
on the Compilation of Islamic Lz, containing Islamic famikaws to be used by judges
in Religious Courts (Nurlailasti 2007). This meanthat despite histrong inclination
towards Pancasila and seculayisencould not avoid the preserof religion (Islam) in the
state (Bruinssen 1996).

In the post-New Order era period of secularism with substantial religionization,
the MPR dissolved the previous MPR De@aePancasila as ti#ele basis of mass
organizations, but did notireinate the Law on Mass @anizations. Most Islamic
organizations and pasieadopted Islam aseih ideological basishut did not reject
Pancasila, at least exjtly, as the foundatioof the state. There are laws that are highly
inspired by Islamic teachings, sueh Laws on Banhg, allowing ashari ‘ah banking
system (Law No. 7/1992; cohorated by Law No. 10/1998); dwkat (tithes) (Law No.
38/1999); onHajj (pilgrimage to Mecca) Service (Law No. 17/1999); on Shari'ah
Implementation in Aceh (Law No. 4409); on Income &a(Law No. 17/2000;

corroborated by Law No. 2808), which accommodategar as a tax deduction; on the
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National Education Systemgily No. 20/2003); on Shari‘@anking (Law No. 21/2008),
on Aceh Governance (LawolNL1/2006); and on pornogragthgw No. 44/2008). Some
provinces and districso introduced si'ah-inspired bylaws. More than thirty Islam-
inspired bylaws have beesusd, and this numbeill probably increase, especially in
areas where Islamic sentiments can eastydwesed and used forlifical ends (Buehler
2008; Bush 2008). Bregions promoting these regoladi usually are dise with a long
record of Islamist rebellior®.g. Aceh, West Java, Bamtand South Sulawesi). Other
places are known for religigsit-in both puritan and non-puritédorm (e.g. West Sumatra,
South Sumatra; Eastdaincluding Madura)lhese laws and bylawend to use the first
pillar of Pancasila (Belief dne Almighty God) and Artici29 of the 1945 Constitution as
justification for the Islamizmn process. Althougtthe “seven wordsbf the Jakarta
Charter are not on paper, thase applicable in practicejhich is especially clear,
surprisingly, during t Reformasi era.

This wave of wide religionization is line with the emergence of radical Islamist
movements openly challengiRgncasila. Abubak&aasyir and his forem organization,
Majelis Mujahidin Indonesia (MMI), and cant organization, Jaamah Anshorut Tauhid
(JAT), call Pancasila azifir” (unbelief) ideology, which shddibe rejected and replaced
by Islam. Despite this open challenge tcstate ideology, democratization means that the
government can no longarrest individuals or ban ganizations thaspread ideas
opposing the stateadlogy. The influence of theseadi@l movements on law-making
cannot be assumed; yet, what is certathas there has been a parallel between the
development of relighization in societyand that in parlianme and the government
administration. Van Binessen (2011) has ledl this post-New Order phenomenon a
“conservative turm” in Indonesian Islaamd also in Indasian politics.

What is at stake is religious plunadisand tolerance. However, Islam-inspired
laws had undergone a political process and bad Hebated byldgnic and secular
nationalist legislators in parliament. Theiparent has been dominated by Muslim-based
nationalist parties and secular nationalist paysn a number afases—as reflected in
the approval of Islanmspired laws and kgivs—Muslim legislators in Muslim-based
nationalist parties andcsdar nationalist partiesould individually or cliectively ally with
Islamic parties. The we existence of lawsegulating only certai groups of citizens
(Muslims) means discriminati against other rgibus communities. This has happened

not only in laws and bylaws, balso in government policiesjch as that on Ahmadiyah,
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al-Qiyadah al-lslamiyah and other religiousugs judged to be dant by the religious
authority, that is, by theon-governmental Mdge Ulama Indonesi@VilU—Indonesian
Council of Ulama). There was/en a municipality, Bogor, ah declared itself “Kota
Halal” (halal city) in 2009, which forbisl among other things, tHaughtering of pigs for
meat and the consumptionattoholic beverages. Anothiewn, Depok, followed this
step in 2011. This jhoy undoubtedly discrimiates against other gaius communities in
that city. What is striking is that the mayor isatfifated to an Islanai party, but rather to a
secular nationalist party. In ttgase, and in otheases in other regions, religious issues
have been used as parts of political gamesh\wublp establish that their secular nationalist
parties are religious too.

Concluding Remarks

The political debates on the Isasf the state, @n relations betweestate and religion,
have contributed to tlmeore permanent establishment of Balfecas the basis of the state,
rather than Islam dkicité secularism. They have shotmat opposing ptes (secular
nationalist and Muslim groupsfiould negotiate thieliews and interests officially through
democratic (political) mechams. This does not account fapular andntellectual
debates, which deserve sefgastudies. Whiléslam was not accomrdated as the basis
of the stateluicité secularism was rejected also. Hegvealthough Pandlasis basically
secular too, it does not suliiserto strong secularismigt—to use Abdurrahman Wahid'’s
(2001) term—a “mildsecularism.” Pancasila suggestsrid separationof state and
religion,” becaise religiousulues could inspire the state, dimiild privatization,” because
the state could publicizertain religious valugalong with indigenousnd secular values)
to supportational interests such as “iwtal and character build)” during the Soekarno
era, “development” during the Soeharto reganel democratic “reformation” during the
post-Soeharto era. The state could also gimrimild differentiatbn,” since it could
endorse certain religious-inspired laws (such as Islamic family laws) and religious-inspired
economic institutions (such as Islamic banks and financial systems).

The debates have moved from searchan a viable basis of the state and
establishing Pancasila as the basis of thg3@4B), to questioningancasila as the basis
of the state (1956-1959), to attempting to legdhe Jakarta Chart@968), to creating an

official interpretatiorof Pancasila (P4) (1978), to estiihg Pancasila as the sole basis
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(1983-1985), and to attempting thsertion ofhe “seven words” dhe Jakarta Charter in
Article 29 of the 194%onstitution. Along witlthese developmentke interprtion of
Pancasila ingovemnment policies has moveilom “secularism with limited
religionization”(1945-1990) and “secularism with maate religionizabn” (1990-1998)

to “secularism with broad rgionization” (1998 urittoday). In other words, the Pancasila

it is replaced by either secular or religiouslatpp Yet, it seems that the latter will not be
chosen by Indonesians, sincer¢hhas now been more than 60 years of Pancasila, and it
continues to gain more support from the [gedjhe post-Soehartadnas also shown that
purely Islamic parties haveever won thegeneral elections. lrestd, “Muslim-based
nationalist parties”, such Biational Awakening Party (PRBnd NationdVlandate Party
(PAN), and ‘religiousnationalist part®” such as Susid@ambang Yudhoyono's
Democrat Party, gained mosetes. Howeverthe secular natiolist Indonesian
Democratic Party of StrugglEDIP) also adopted a limitegimbolic approach to Islam,
such as by establishing Baitul Muslimin (Muskiause), which is isharge of attracting
Muslims by organizig public religbus gathering®éngajian) or public renembrances of
God &ikr akbar). Therefore, it cannbie totally secular.

Nevertheless, in more than decade since the Soeharto era, Pancasila has
undergone a democratic procedsaiifi receptionral rejection. Whileluring the Soeharto
era, Pancasila was forced bystae on all citizens and orgeations, such compulsion is
no longer possible in the Reformasi era. Hoeption of Pancagihas taken place the
other way around, through bottom-up process. It seeitmat the currerinterreligious,
ethnic and sectarian confichave made peopte-think the comian denominator or
common language through which they maintain peaceful coexistence. Most of them think
that Pancasila is closer to thié than other ideofgies, since it has lorggrved as the state
ideology. However, for the sakétransition to democra@nd the bottom-up process of
reception, the statercao longer forbidejection of Pancasila ban the orgamations that
reject it, although the kaof Mass Organizatigrvhich dictates thdancasila is the sole
basis, has not been officially withdrawnefiégfore, despite the mecratization process,
Pancasila is actually in aamsitional crisis, a crisis @h could lead to either the
empowerment or deconstruction of itsisemce. Howeverlooking at current
developments in the post-Soebiarta, it seems that Pancasila will gain stronger support

even from the Muslim communities. Mainstream Muslim organizations, such as
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Nahdlatul Ulama and Muhammgah, have explicitly expressed their views that the
Indonesian state with Pancaataits national philaghy and ideology the final form of

the state that Muslims have gied for. Considering the lagy of the polical debates,
and the current democratic ngitan of Pancasila, it seertigat that there will be no
significant debate on Pancasila in thiioiang decades. Whil the development of
Islamist movements challengi Pancasila would bepossible to simply neglect, such
movements could not challenge the majovity need the altermag, uniting ideology.
Nevertheless, iteuld be underlined thiiite Pancasila statests! in the making.
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