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MARCUS MIETZNER: When we analyse the prospects for reform in the second Yudhoyono Administration we have to talk about the first five years – what were the major patterns in that first term. Then we can later contrast that with what has emerged in the first four months of the second term.

I will look at some of the expectations that were raised in Yudhoyono’s second term – quite optimistic views at the time; then I will move on to the political realities that have taken over basically since October 2009, and we see more and more some of the hopes that were put into the second Yudhoyono Administration fading already and then finally I will give a short outlook on the rest of Yudhoyono’s term between 2010 and 2014. 

I will start with a short analysis of Yudhoyono’s first term between 2004-09. That term was marked more by very pragmatic cautious policy management, rather than by great breakthroughs in democratic or institutional reform. Yudhoyono presided over a competent Cabinet, but it was not known for its initiatives in institutional reform that pushed Indonesia further in terms of democratic consultation.

Indonesia further stabilised under Yudhoyono, there is no doubt about that. A lot of the political instability of the Wahid and Megawati years, a lot of the local unrest in places like Sulawesi, Maluku, and Aceh ceased, but again there was very little in terms of institutional reform.

A lot of the reforms that took place in Yudhoyono’s first term were in fact reforms that had been launched under Megawati, especially in 2002 when a package of constitutional reforms were passed. So thinks like establishment of the KPK, and the Constitutional Court, the introduction of local elections. All that came into place under Yudhoyono, but had already been decided long before he won the election.

There were a few cases of success in terms of ground-breaking policy initiatives, but those were largely driven by members of the Yudhoyono’s team, rather than by himself, most notably was Jusef Kalla who almost single-handedly managed the Aceh peace negotiations which I would argue was the most significant policy breakthrough of Yudhoyono’s first term. 

It was the first time in Indonesian history that the Government had entered into an agreement with a separatist rebel movement without the military sabotaging it and that was largely Kalla’s achievement. 

Then we have seen under Finance Minister Sri Mulyani quite significant fiscal and bureaucratic reforms in the Ministry of Finance, again she was largely pushing that, Yudhoyno protecting her but not showing a lot of interest in the details.

Outside of the Government there were significant reforms, but they happened based on decisions taken before Yudhoyono came to office – there was the KPK – the Anti-Corruption Commission which, since 2003-04 drove what is probably the most significant anti-corruption campaign in Indonesian history.

It has been most effective, with the arrest of Governors, Members of Parliament, Ministers, it was unprecedented. But again, this is a Commission that is independent – it is not under Yudhoyono’s authority. 

Very similarly, the creation of the Constitional Court also in 2003 – the court has emerged as one of the most popular and certainly the most effective e political and legal institutions in Indonesia – and again without Yudhoyono’s contribution.

Now to expectations to Yudhoyono’s second term, if you look at the debate at the time there was a widespread belief that things would be fundamentally different in Yudhoyono’s second term; that riding on a wave of popularity his party had emerged as the largest political party in the April elections, suddenly having 21 per cent of the vote instead of seven in 2004. Then the landslide victory in the presidential elections which even made a second round unnecessary.

So observers believed based on that the new self-confidence would lead to a different presidential style in his second term; suddenly he would touch all these problems that were left unaddressed in the first term. 

Yudhoyono certainly sent signals that this was what he had in mind. For instance, he anointed a non-party vice president, Boediono, then the Governor of the Central Bank; he also forced political parties that supported him in the election and Parliament to sign what he called contracts, he believed that in the first term parties were not loyal to the Government and he wanted to prevent that happening in the second. So he gave them a piece of paper and said ‘sign this and then we will have a better relationship in the second term, better coordination between the political parties and the Government’. 

What Yudhoyono hoped to do by the appointment of a non-party vice president was to isolate government and especially the powers from party politics, he believed the previous Vice President, Josef Kalla, who was the chairman of Golkar, had brought political questions, political loyalties into the issue of governance, and Yudhoyono believed that by having someone in the vice presidency without these political ties he could sterilise policy-making from politicking.

In the same vein he also told his Ministers that it would be preferable for them to give up their party posts after joining Cabinet. 

In fact I found that, quite unusual for a politician, Yudhoyono was very honest about what the level of these expectations were. If you look at one of the major campaign posters, the slogan is Lanjutkan, and that means ‘continue what we had in the past’. 

So on the one hand you did have these expectations for change, but here Yudhoyono himself said, what I plan to do in the second term is to continue what I have done in the first and that has pretty much occurred.

What have we seen since the October inauguration? If you look at the press today there is very little doubt that the first 100 days were a political disaster for Yudhoyono and there are several reasons for that. The appointment of Boediono as vice president appears to have been a major strategic blunder.

That is not because of Boediono himself, of the person he is, it is not because of his role in the Bank Century scandal it is because of the squandered political opportunity that Yudhoyono had, had he given the vice presidency to the chairman of a large political party.

Had he, for instance, like in 2004, given the vice presidency again to Golkar, he would have bound the party to his administration, controlling around 40 per cent of the seats just in a coalition between his Democrat Party and Golkar in Parliament and it would have been much easier for him to build a stable coalition.

By giving away the vice presidency to a non-party figure he basically made it impossible for him to draw that policy option. We have a situation now when no other party feels solidly committed to the Government. You see the political parties manoeuvring, making a decision on a case-by-case issue. There is no coalition solidarity in Cabinet, a lot of politicking going on and parties who are formally represented in Cabinet, like Golkar, are driving a policy of semi-opposition in the Parliament and Stephen will talk about that.

We have just seen last week the result of all this: In the first major decision that needed to be taken in the second term on the Bank Century scandal, parties that are represented in government actually voted against it. That is the result of the lack of solidarity within in the coalition, the lack of ties between the Government and the major parties.

What we have now is a coalition that is in disarray. There is a lot of distrust and disharmony within the Cabinet. Yudhoyono himself is outraged about the behaviour of his coalition partners last week, although he doesn’t show it in public, we hear from internal meetings that he is very angry and he is thinking about how to address these issues. 

Yudhoyono’s attention is pretty much consumed at the moment by attempts to manage the coalition to keep persons like this Aburizal Bakrie who is the head of Golkar on board. At the moment Aburizal Bakrie has all kinds of other problems – he owes the Indonesian State quite a bit of money in terms of tax that he hasn’t paid. And he has tried to use that as a bargaining chip with Yudhoyono over the Bank Central scandal.

So it is these kinds of issues that Yudhoyono has to manage and it seems very unlikely with the necessity to focus much of his attention on the politicking side between Cabinet and DPR that there will be a lot of time to think about structural reforms.

There was a second major blunder very shortly when SBY, shortly after his election, started to turn against the Anti-Corruption Commission, which is very popular. He presided over an attempt by the police to arrest two senior members of the KPK, and Yudhoyono for a very long time was very ambiguous about it; he seemed to lend support to the police and only after society turned against Yudhoyono did he make a turnaround and finally ordered the Attorney-General to suspend the investigation. 

It was a major mistake and this has led to a quite significant decline in his popularity.

The outlook on the rest of his second term to 2014: Again I believe that substantial policy breakthroughs are unlikely. We have seen in the last few weeks that really the President is in search of a trademark project that will define his second term, but he has not found that yet. 

Some of you may have seen that he visited a children’s prison at the height of the Bank Century scandal, because some of his advisers told him that that might be one of these big topics that he could develop – social justice, reform the prison system, reform of social security and so on, but it has not really formed the platform for this trademark project that he seems to be in search of.

In fact, I am more concerned that rather than believing that we see stagnation and lack of reform, I am afraid that we may see some rollback of previous reforms; there are discussions about getting rid of local elections at the provincial level, there have been wide-ranging discussions about curtailing the authority of the KPK; there have also been drafts circulating from the Ministry of Information to curtail freedom of information on the Internet and all these kinds of things.

We should be looking at these issues rather than being all too optimistic about reforms. There is also in terms of economic reform, been a backlash after the signing of a free trade agreement between ASEAN and China. There was a lot of anxiety in Indonesia about the impact of that FTA on Indonesia, so in that policy environment, it is not so likely that we will see a lot of further trade liberalisation.

Looking further ahead to 2012, I believe we will see juggling within the coalition about a possible successor to Yudhoyono, and a lot of the attention in government will be absorbed by that. As long as Yudhoyono hasn’t decided who he wants to succeed him, then we will have uncertainty about this. 

Just to prevent the impression that it is all negative – you can look across South-East Asia with the crisis in Thailand and stagnation in the Philippines, Indonesia is still generally doing pretty well. Indonesia is a predicable policy partner for Australia and other nations and Yudhoyono will make sure that it remains that rational, moderate and trustworthy partner, so while you see quite a bit of policy instability, quite a bit of infighting within Indonesia’s coalition, if you look across the region, Indonesia still does considerably better than its neighbours.

STEPHEN SHERLOCK: My presentation takes off where Marcus finishes to some extent, or in another sense it is narrowing down the focus and I am looking at a particular aspect of general politics and its implications for policymaking, in particular in the context of the Bank Century case. One other title for this presentation could be something like ‘The Bank Century Case and What it Really Means for Policymaking in Indonesia’, because the way that issue was taken up by the Parliament is an indication of how powerful that institution has now become.

If we look over the last 10 years since the fall of the Suharto regime in 1998 we can quite justifiably draw the conclusion that Parliament has been part of a shaking up of the political class. It hasn’t transformed the political class by any means. If you look at the leading players in politics today, most of them were around at the time of the new order.

But things have really been shaken up and Parliament has been an important part of that process. First of all there has been a slow erosion of Golkar’s power and position. Its previous position as one of the central institutions of the new order, based on the military and the bureaucracy has declined tremendously, and its popular vote has also declined in each of the three elections.

The other, very spectacular decline has been in the influence of the PDIP, Megawati’s party. It had the potential to be a dominating political force in the post-new order era. I could have been like the Congress Party in India. For a whole lot of reasons, that organisation has lost votes hugely in each of the three elections and a whole lot of splintering has occurred with none of the splinters able to challenge PDIP as the leading force of populist, secular nationalism, but they have each contributed to its weakening.

Similarly we have seen the rise and then decline of Islamic parties based on the traditional Muhammadiyah. Generally we can see that they are finding difficulty in positioning themselves in Indonesian politics and establishing themselves with a stable constituency.

On the other hand we have seen the rise of as new type of party, the Presidentialist Party, coming about as a result of direct presidential elections. 

The Democrat Party was the first example of that – a party created purely to be the vehicle for a presidential candidate, and as Marcus pointed out, going through a tremendous increase in its support in the DPR and Yudhoyono himself having a landslide victory. 

But in the most recent election we also saw the rise of the Gerindra and Hanura parties by ex-generals. Again specifically directed towards the personal ambition of two individuals who would like to be president.

The other rise has been that of the PKS. It rose tremendously in power in the 2004 election, and consolidated it position in 2009. It is a new type of political organisation.  

I will just describe the chambers of the Indonesian Parliament. There are three that are involved in the legislative process or in the appointment of the President, but nevertheless Indonesia should be described as a country with a unicameral system, because only the DPR can pass Bills – the critical defining feature of a Parliament. 

The DPD or House of Regional Representatives, which was set up in the 2002 constitutional reforms is an advisory body only. It can draft Bills and submit them to the DPR but it cannot pass or reject them.

Finally there is the MPR which is composed of the members of the other two Houses. In theory it used to be a very powerful body, now its functions are being reduced to being the body that inaugurates the president amends the constitution and, an important element, it runs any impeachment process.

So what have been the factors in the rise of the DPR since 1998? It has changed from a rubber-stamp organisation to a major political player in less than 10 years. This has been accompanied by an end to a monopoly on policymaking by the executive Government. A very important development.

Of course, at its most basic level, this has come about because of free elections. There is now free competition amongst all political parties, with the DPR being one of the major arenas. A series of constitutional reforms, which Marcus briefly mentioned – first of all the transfer of the law-making power from the president to the DPR and then the introduction of powers of the DPR to appoint a whole range of important officials.

But, and this is very important and often not understood, the power to elect the president, or remove the president, often called impeachment – a misleading term as I will explain – that power has been removed. Parliament can no longer remove the president as it did with Gus Dur [Wahid] in 2001. There is now a more conventional presidential system with a strong separation of powers.

The forces that brought about that change of the balance between the Executive and the Legislature:  As I said a series of constitutional amendments, but also an important thing that has arisen as a necessary and very gratifying result of electoral politics is increasing public assertiveness, an awareness that I have particularly noticed in the past 12 months or so – a greater willingness of people to complain and shout, to campaign on different sorts of issues, a whole lot of things.

This greater assertiveness and awareness amongst the Indonesian people that democracy is not just marking a ballot paper every five years, but you can actually complain about things and maybe get a result. This has changed the rules of the political game.

Thirdly, there is a competitiveness of a multi-party political system – complex motivations of political parties acting in the DPR, working in its committees. A much greater complexity of the constellation of political forces. 

That assertiveness and this new political competition has meant that the DPR has to act, whether it likes it or not, as a responsive institution. It picks up issues that are in the public arena and is starting to pursue them. 

In the process, it is becoming an institution in enforcing accountability on executive Government. The policymaking monopoly has gone and now policymaking is much more under the scrutiny of the legislative arm of government.

In particular the public hearings, like those into the Bank Century case, are, on various occasions, placing greater pressure on government and providing, importantly, sources of information for lobby groups, NGOs and the public. 

Moving on to the Bank Century affair, you can see this is a classic case of the oversight of the executive government by Parliament. The Century Bank was about to collapse in the midst of the global financial crisis. It was rescued, there was a bailout, but the bailout was questioned in terms of policy – whether or not it was a good idea to bailout a small bank, creating all the problems of moral hazard that economists would talk about, but also questions were raised about the way in which it was done – accusations of corruption and fraud were made about the bank were transferred to Yudhoyono’s Democratic Party.

The DPR used its new powers of questioning and investigation and pursued this issue very strongly. In particular, the Finance Committee of the DPR summonsed Sri Mulyani and Boediono to appear and to answer a whole series of quite heated questions about the whole issue of Bank Century.

In revealed a lot of issues about the Government’s handling of problems in the banking sector, in particular the oversight of Bank Indonesia. 

So what are the implications of the Bank Century case and the role of the DPR in that case?  First of all it shows that if Parliament, like any institution, has powers, it will use them. The Bank Century case is a story both of institutional politics and party politics. What I mean by that is that the institutional politics are the fact that the legislature, the Parliament, now has a great deal more powers than it used to. With these powers it is now a much more effective force as a balance against the Executive.

But of course any institution like that does not act as an institution. It acts according to the interests of the players within the institution. In the case of the Parliament it is the political parties that are represented in the Parliament.

So the story of the Bank Century case was very much one of politicking by the parties – points scoring and attempts to exercise their power. To a large extent this is what the DPR’s movement of the issue was about. It was about muscle-flexing by the political parties involved. 

I never saw it as a serious move against the SBY Government. What really happened last week was that the DPR, in its final report, just repeated the accusations it had been making for the last several months and said that it was up to the KPK or the judiciary. It did not make any moves towards impeachment. 

What it also shows – and Marcus touched on this – is that a so-called coalition in Cabinet - actually I don’t think you can even aggrandise the political arrangement in the Cabinet as a Coalition. There is a grouping of representatives of parties in the Cabinet, but even the loyalty created by that Cabinet coalition does not transfer over to a coalition in Parliament. It does not in any sense translate into a pro-Government Parliament.

What it also shows is that the Parliament is now one of the most important sites for the exercise of power and influence by political parties. It shows the increasing importance in policymaking and the implementation of policy in Parliamentary scrutiny – scrutiny of legislation, scrutiny of policymaking and the way it is enforced and the way in which executive government institutions, like Bank Indonesia, are overseen by the Government.

This whole case reveals serious issues about the oversight of the banking sector by Bank Indonesia. That is a problem for Boediono. He was the Governor of Bank Indonesia, and the implication is that when he should have been in charge of what the bank was doing there were serious problems in its oversight of banking problems.

The other important issue revealed is that the role of the audit agent, the BPK, has been enhanced. It became an important instrument in the investigation of this case, heightening its public profile and emphasising the importance of an independent auditor.

It has also shown the extent, but also the limitation of the DPR’s powers. Now the DPR cannot unseat the president as was the case with the Wahid Government in 2001. That is something that a lot of the coverage and discussion, in Indonesia and certainly in Australia, misunderstood. There was an impression being created that this was a step towards impeachment but in fact the impeachment process is actually very complex. 

First of all, the DPR would have had to decide there was evidence of illegal action, rather than just policy disagreement – in the case of the Wahid Government there was simply disagreement on policy terms, now Parliament must find evidence of illegal action by the president and that must be agreed to by two thirds of the Parliament meeting in a quorum of two thirds of the members.

Then that evidence would have to be passed to the Constitutional Court which would have to rule there was sufficient evidence of illegality. This is the really important point. The constitutional change took out of the political arena and put into the judicial arena the important decision about whether or not there is illegal action that could be then pursued. 

If the Constitutional Court agreed that there was evidence of illegal action, the DPR would have to convene a session of the MPR, a combination of the DPR and the DPD and then that MPR session would have to rule in favour of terminating the president by a three-quarters majority with a two-third quorum.

So even though this case seriously shook the Yudhoyono Government, there never really was the possibility of impeachment.

MIKE JONES: Moving from the theatre of Parliament, I want to present views and observations about what has been happening in bureaucratic reform in the Indonesian system. I will make comments under four headings.

Firstly what I think is the mood for change in the bureaucracy at the moment; some comments on recent progress in bureaucratic reform; some comments on prospects for further reform of the bureaucracy over the next four years and then a couple of observations to conclude with on factors  that are important in supporting reform in Indonesia.

It is easy to focus on Indonesia as a very complex system, and it is. It is complex on many levels, but considering the role of the bureaucracy in the system it faces some similar challenges to other systems throughout the world. Some of them are common to Australia, in dealing with diverse populations and responding to the needs of a population in an electorate which is increasingly looking for a response from the Government which is different to its activity in the past. 

Then there is the provision of services and infrastructure in remote and inaccessible locations and trying to lead change from the centre, particularly in the case of Indonesia where it presents itself as being a unitary state but has many layers of administration within government.

There were some interesting comments from a Roy Morgan researcher in the Jakarta Post, firstly – “A Government with a clear mandate. An economy almost untouched by the global crisis, a popular president and an opportunistic people made Indonesia a country to watch.” That was just after the election 

More recently in January: “In a quagmire the Government appears to be in a state of paralysis. Lost opportunities, lost time, lost aspirations. Today the voices of the people who expressed their opinions then can only serve as urgent reminder to the politicians, legislators and bureaucrats that the people are wanting them to get back to work and get back to business.”

There has been quite a bit of commentary and analysis of the political dimension and the parliamentary dimension by the two previous speakers, but from the perspective of the bureaucrats, I categorise that pantomime and that theatre as a distraction, rather than as a real impediment to reform and I will come to that later.

Some comments on the mood for reform in the Indonesian system, forces and countervailing forces. I am seeing quite a bit of behind-the-scenes activity from Boediono and from Kuntoro in the processes for pushing reform in Indonesia. 

People are familiar with the work of Sri Mulyani in her own portfolio and with the work of KPK in relation to anti-corruption, but perhaps less so in the area of good management practices, where it has the potential to have more influence than it has in the past. 

Standing aside from KPK’s role in anti-corruption, which is well documented and has already been commented on, KPK is a bureaucratic institution in the Indonesian system and it is also a case study of good management practices, structures and ways of operating. Some of that was achieved because it was able to stand outside of the legislation that drives those processes for most of the bureaucracy and was allowed to establish its own systems. 

Interestingly, the KPK also has a role in working with a small number of identified agencies within the economic sector in helping to improve their management practices and is also a member of the Bureaucratic Reform Committee. But it has been very reluctant to allow itself to be used as a case study. 

On the surface, the explanation is that it doesn’t want to be put up to have stones thrown at it, but it is a very good example of good management practices within the bureaucracy. I think there is a capacity for the KPK to be used in a much more active way in terms of bureaucratic reform more generally as well as in the area of anti-corruption. The potential for it to be a broader force for reform is significant.

Some countervailing forces: There is a huge cultural issue that stands against reform of the bureaucracy in Indonesia. It is not only derived from the structures and operations of the bureaucracy, but Javanese culture and culture more broadly in the country, is based on patronage and responding to patronage through obligation and you see that at play in many aspects of Javanese life and in the bureaucracy, which is only an extension of other aspects of life. 

In the bureaucracy people in senior positions have power and influence over those below them and those below them are beholden to those in powerful positions, much more so than you would see in our own bureaucracy or those in many other parts of the world. 

The nature of vested interests both in business, amongst elected and appointed officials is very powerful in Indonesia and operates against reform. The current system has served the interests of those who have reached powerful positions and they don’t always see the reason for change.

Issues such as Century Bank, from the point of view of the bureaucracy are distractions. They are important in terms of the political arena, but less so in the bureaucratic arena. 

So I see some very strong forces for reform in Indonesia and I see some countervailing forces which need to be worked with and against. Overall my view is somewhat optimistic and I see more power in favour of bureaucratic reform than I see against. 

I will now make some comments on important reforms in the last few years, which I think indicate there is reform occurring and the potential for further reform.

The establishment of the Ombudsman’s legislation and the establishment of the Ombudsman’s Office in Indonesia are good examples of significant reform – a reform that has given the Ombudsman significant teeth.

In Australia Ombudsmen make recommendations, in Indonesia Ombudsmen will make directions. There is a simple reason why the legislation has gone this way. In Indonesia bureaucrats do not respond very positively to recommendations. They will say ‘thank you very much’ and that is the limit of their consideration. They do respond to directions. It will be interesting to see how the Ombudsman’s power evolves over the next three to four years.

There was public service legislation in the fourth quarter of last year which requires that each department and agency establish and articulate standards for the services they provide to the community. That legislation carries sanctions for agencies and individual civil servants who do not meet those service standards. Those sanctions are on a scale from fines to interruptions to careers to jail terms. They can be applied to public sector agencies and to individual public servants. 

That legislation comes into affect in the middle of this year following the passage of some regulations to implement it.

There is a piece of legislation that is well advanced now to reform the overall governance of agencies, including frameworks for articulating the expectation of performance for agencies and to improve the accountability of agencies through reporting on their performance . This is an important piece of legislation that goes with the other two in improving the performance of public sector agencies. 

There are more particular examples of reform in the delivery of services in the regions, such as one-stop shops, reduced times for issuing licences and so on. These improvements have been actively promoted by the central agencies and are now starting to be taken up by other regions.

So there are significant reforms that have been achieved through legislation and others through the practices of individual agencies, now being promoted by the central agencies.

The first 100 days of the new Government has been quite interesting because there was lots of analysis in the Indonesian press about the performance of the Government during the first 100 days, but I think it is fair to say that the first 100 days shifted from being the first 100 days in which performance would be assessed and a path set for the new Government to becoming the first 100 days in which the plans were actually developed. So it was the first 100 days of planning rather than the first 100 days of action. 

The planning process itself revealed some of the players in ways in which they have not been as obviously active as before. In a simple way the planning hierarchy operated with the president having a list of priorities, that list is reflected in the mid-term development plan for the next five years drafted by BAPPENAS and then key agencies develop their strategies for supporting that mid-term development plan. 

There are some interesting commitments in the development plan. There is a goal about the right-sizing of organisational structures and it goes down to some quite particular commitments, including that the lead agency (Baden Kepagawaian Negara) review its own structures during 2010. The implication is that it will be a smaller organisation following the review and that it will then lead similar processes with the other main agencies between now and 2014. There are also some specific commitments under work culture and systems, rationalisation of remuneration and pensions.

Under the Grand Design and Road Map, which is the overarching bureaucratic reform plan, there is a reasonably developed but conservative plan – we are not going to get revolutionary reform in Indonesia, we are going to get steady reform as momentum continues to build.

Boediono, Kuntoro and BAPPENAS were quite active in the development of the agenda for bureaucratic reform and in development of the Grand Design and Road Map for bureaucratic reform.

There was a meeting on Wednesday of last week of the Cabinet which was to consider bureaucratic reform and the Grand Design would have been part of that consideration.

So there is a level of activity around the planning for bureaucratic reform which is more significant and involves more senior players and seems to have more muscle than has been the case in the last few years.

Some possible prospects for reform in addition to those I have mentioned are adoption of performance budgeting in a real way, common use of closed merit-based staff selection systems. An open system, where all jobs are open to any member of the community is a long way off, but some agencies now are starting to adopt closed merit-based systems. .Jobs are open to competition from applicants within the agency, but closed to outside applicants.

That is huge step forward from the way jobs have been filled in the past. There has been a strong focus on the use of competencies and identifying the requirements of jobs, which is a shift towards selecting people for the requirements of the job rather than moving people up an individual rank, rather like the military system.

Pension reform is going to be on the agenda because there is no other choice. The current system is not funded and it is going to break the budget if it is not dealt with in the next three or four years. 

My overall view for reform is optimistic over the next four years; it doesn’t mean it is going to be easy, but some momentum has been established and there is a willingness among central players, as well as some individual agency and regional players, to lead reform.

In conclusion, I think we need approaches to supporting reform that continue to be based on bilateral institutional relationships, but we should not only think of bilateral institutional relationships, particularly in looking to support bureaucratic reform in Indonesia. We need to work with the central agencies, but we also need to work with line agencies and with regions, particularly those which are adventurous.

Our experience in supporting reform in Indonesia suggests that it is successful where the support is knowledgeable, trusted, responsive and opportunistic, and where it is engaged for a period of time whereby people understand the issues and the challenges and they work with Indonesia on Indonesian solutions, rather than imported solutions. 

Collaboration between the various Australian advisers working in agencies in Indonesia and between key donors, including the World Bank and the UNDP in particular, is critical. We need to commit support for the period of this Government, but we also need to take stock of progress that is made over the next few years and look at what might be the way to go from 2015.

I am going to close with a quote from the president. You will know that recently he has been singing again. He has produced his third album and I understand it was recently reported in the Canberra Times. His third album was titled Ku Yakin Sampai di Sana, in English ‘I believe I’ll Get There’ and in a suitably melancholy tone.

QUESTIONS

Stephen described an evolving more democratic Parliament. I wonder if there is any suggestion for the need for the importance in separating the Parliamentary bureaucracy from the rest.

MIKE JONES: One of shifts we are trying to achieve is that jobs are filled on the basis of what you need to do the job rather than elevating someone because they have progressed up through the ranks and now need to be placed there. 

There is some work going on about the need to establish the Parliamentary Service as separate. It is a slow process. USAID is doing some work with the Parliamentary Secretariat, so it is on the agenda but it is going to be slow.

Is there any prospects or means for the president to reverse his choice of vice president, or could the vice president be persuaded to resign?
MARCUS MIETZNER: He could not, but there are some in his inner circle who have indicated to the Opposition in Parliament that they wouldn’t be all that unhappy if Yudhoyono was the victim of this process. They were sending signals that they would want to see Sri Mulyani still in the position she currently occupies, but that if there was somebody that would have to go it would be Boediono.

If he does go it gives SBY a free hand to hand-pick a successor. So there is some indication that the palace is thinking about scenarios, but legally he could not dismiss the vice president because the vice president and the president are elected on one ticket ands the vice president has a direct mandate from the people and that mandate would have to be withdrawn through the MPR, a process that Stephen has outlined.

So the only way of getting rid of Boediono would be to follow that impeachment process. Coincidentally the MPR has just drafted up new rules for the election of a vice president, they are telling people it is completely coincidental, but of course it is happening in a certain political environment.

We have people in the room here who know the vice president very well. I think resignation is a possibility because he is a very honest man, clearly not suspected of corruption; he has dedicated his life to service in government and I am sure that he must be very hurt going out every day and seeing the banners accusing him of being a thief and so on.

I could imagine a situation where he says ‘I never wanted to be vice president in the first place, I was persuaded by SBY to accept the nomination’; I could see a situation in which he says ‘that’s it for me.’

Can you comment on the military’s reaction to these reforms and have there been any reforms within the military? 

MARCUS MIETZNER: That is no longer a big issue. The role of the military is not as relevant as it was six or seven years ago. If you look at the electoral process there was no intervention by the military. Now in the kinds of political crisis that we have the military does not play any significant role and that is the result of the very strong control that Yudhoyono personally exercises over the military.

If you ask military officers, they are still unhappy with the democratic system. Would they want to see a return to a political system where the military plays a crucial role? Yes, but at the moment they really feel they can’t do anything about the expansion of civilian power. It is now a very much civilian-dominated political sphere. The power centre lies in Parliament in the political parties, in the civilian Government.

So at the moment the military is just sitting back and I think what they are waiting for is the big political crisis to occur in which they could stage a comeback, but so far we have not seen it. 

What are your observations on the problem of over-staffing in the public service and the absence of outside recruitment to the managerial sectors?

MIKE JONES: They are two very large challenges. For the services that the Indonesia Civil Service currently provides and the roles it fulfils, it could be half the size it is.

You can look at the size of the Indonesian Civil Service as a proportion of the population and comparing it to other civil services around the world, and it is not particularly big, but it provides a very narrow range of services, so for the range it provides it could be half the size.

So you could halve the Civil Service, or you could provide a lot more services. 

There are huge issues with calibre of staff at all levels, and fundamentally these come about because of the traditional approaches to recruitment and approaches to the movement of staff within the system. Recruitment at the entry level is improving. Quite a number of agencies are using computer-assisted testing and they are trying to recruit against broad job requirements and some real progress is being made in that area.

But the system is still, by and large, a closed system. Advancement is similar to what we think of as a military system: people’s personal rank advances on the basis of time serving and training, irrespective of whether that training relates to their job – and as they advance they have to be found a job at their level and there is not necessarily a good match between job requirements and people’s skills.

Some improvement is being made in that area with agencies starting to use competitive selection processes, but generally agencies are reluctant to open their doors to people from other agencies.

There is also progress also through the use of assessment centres. Agencies are using assessment centres for selections within their system.  This means competition among internal applicants - – agencies are choosing the best from the internal pool, which is a lot better than just considering‘who is next that has to be placed?’ 

Assessment centres have been used on a small scale, but now increasingly. The Minister for Home Affairs has ordained the use of assessment centres and they are springing up throughout regional administrations. Because they are springing up so quickly, the calibre is going to be a bit mixed, but it is a shift from simply advancing an individual, to looking at job requirements and assessing people against those job requirements. . 

Do you find the efforts of anti-corruption groups to be proportional in terms of the Government’s involvement in an area or is it tackle the biggest fish and try and fix the capital first and hope that ant-corruption measures will spread to these outlying areas? 

MIKE JONES: I think it has been a strategy of the KPK to tackle the big fish over the last few years and that is why KPK has been in under scrutiny recently. I see it continuing in that way. 

MARCUS MIETZNER: The problem with the KPK is not that the Government has a strategy of just catching the big fish. The problem is that the Government should stay out of the KPK’s business. So far the problem in the implementation of the anti-corruption campaign is that the Government has been trying to placate, to reduce the authority of the KPK. 

There has been a debate over its wiretapping authority, which the Government tried to take away, then you had a public backlash and they gave in on this, but there are all kinds of initiatives in the Ministry of Information in order to curtail the powers of the KPK.

KPK is independent, it is not a Government institution and the biggest guarantee for success is if the Government stays out of it. 

When you come into the system you have to pay and you want to get your money back. Until you change that then any chance of reform is going to be severely restrained. Can you comment?

MIKE JONES: The system of rewards and remuneration is a fundamental issue in the Indonesian Civil Service. There is some reform at higher levels now. It has the potential to straighten up the senior management and through that it may straighten up further down the system.  

The remuneration reforms at the moment are that each individual agency is required to establish a set of performance benchmarks. Agencies are then subject to an independent assessment of their performance against those benchmarks over a period of time, and if their performance is assessed as improving then additional funding is made available for remuneration and that additional funding is significant . 

