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ABSTRACT

On March to October 2015, fires raged in six Indonesian provinces in Sumatera and
Kalimantan. Massive deforestation ensued, as well as a thick blanket of haze which
extended to neighbouring countries. This study attempts to recognize the discursive
processes that contribute to the status quo of the annual forest fires in Indonesia and
suggests possible interventions instrumental to creating a counter knowledge and
praxis. It uses critical discourse analysis to explore the processes of victimhood,
blame, and justification in two prime-time talk shows hosted by two influential
television channels. Those processes have created a status quo, which results in a
little to no action beyond reactive firefighting and law suits. The study ends with a
commentary on the forest fires of Merauke, West Papua, which was step-sided
throughout the talk shows studied. The case of West Papua is used as a mean to
communicate the urgency and continuity of the research for the development of
possible multi-level intervention strategy, which is based on critical consciousness

and partnership.
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“la mendapat kasih karunia di padang gurun.”

Yeremia 31:2
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CHAPTER 1: PREFACE

On 4 September 2015, six Indonesian provinces in Sumatera and Kalimantan
proclaimed a state of emergency due to an air pollution crisis resulting from forest
fires. Until the end of October 2015, approximately four months after the first fires
were observed, 2.6 million hectares of land (more than the size of Waikato region
in New Zealand and roughly the size of Massachusetts, USA) had been burnt (Liljas,
2016; The World Bank, 2015). Massive deforestation occurred, including loss of
habitat for various endangered species including the last remaining orangutan.
Seventy-five million people have been exposed to the toxic haze, resulting in
556,945 cases of respiratory tract infections and 24 official count of deaths
including two children in 2015 (Balch, 2015; Chisholm, Wijedasa, & Swinfield,
2016; Jatmiko & Karmini, 2015; Kompas Team, 2015; Liljas, 2016). The toxic
smog extended to neighbouring South-east Asian countries, notably Singapore and
Malaysia (see Figure 1), and estimated to cause the early deaths of approximately
100,000 people in the areas closest to the fires (Associated Press, 2016; France-
Presse, 2016; Liljas, 2016). The fires cost the Indonesian people approximately
USD 16.1 billion dollars, roughly twice the reconstruction cost of the post-Aceh
tsunami in 2004 (The World Bank, 2015). The level of carbon emissions that
resulted has been estimated as equal to 18 months’ worth of New Zealand’s total

emissions (Osborn, Torpey, Franklin, & Howard, 2015).

Many Indonesians organised street protests and utilised social media platforms to
demand the government’s attention during September-October 2015. Street protests
led by students and environmental campaigners were observed in the areas visibly
affected by the haze, especially in Riau and the rest of Sumatera. In addition,
Indonesian cartoonists took their critiques to social media platform Twitter (BBC
Indonesia, 2015a). They used the hashtag #MasihMelawanAsap (translation: Still
fighting against the haze) in conjunction with other tags such as #SaveRiau,
#PrayForRiau, and #MelawanAsap (translation: Fight against the haze). One week
later, the #MelawanAsap became the most popular topic on Twitter, having been
used 52,000 times (BBC Indonesia, 2015b). Social media application Instagram
hosted 78,205 images with the hashtag #melawanasap. Furthermore, numerous new
dedicated Facebook pages and groups were launched in September 2015,

incorporating “melawan asap” into their names. Each was used by administrators



and members to share information surrounding the forest fires, even though most
of the pages had very little traffic by the time the wet season came in November
2015.

NASA AIRS carbon monoxide in the mid-troposphere (500 hPa), October 13-26, 2015
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Figure 1. NASA AIRS carbon monoxide in the mid-troposphere, October 13-26, 2015 (Pidcock,

2015), showing the reach of the air pollution to the neighbouring countries of Indonesia.

In response to the catastrophe, the State launched tremendous efforts. Indonesia
sent everything from helicopters to elephants, deployed 30,000 soldiers and
firefighters, and devoted USD 6.5 million to engage the fires. Countries like Russia,
Singapore, Malaysia, Australia and Japan also sent aircraft, firefighters, chemicals
and experts to aid. Several actions against the corporations deemed responsible for
the fires have resulted in a dozen companies and numerous suspects taken to court
(Liljas, 2016). However, only one company was found guilty. Environmental
campaigners reported an unwillingness by the police to advance cases as evidence
collection was difficult (Liljas, 2016), and in some instances corrupt (Indonesia
Lawyers Club, 2015). The flames could only be extinguished when the monsoon
rains came at the end of October 2015 (Chisholm et al., 2016; Jatmiko & Karmini,
2015). Even so, as this thesis was written in 2016, fires have raged again in
Sumatera, Kalimantan, and Papua, even though they were suppressed by the wetter

weather throughout the year (Liljas, 2016).



The complex and controversial nature of the Indonesian haze in 2015 became a hot
topic for the media during the peak emergency state in September-October 2015. It
resulted in many news reports and interviews on the national and local television
channels. Two high-rating prime-time talk shows are the focus of analysis in this

thesis.

This thesis is structured into five chapters. The first chapter above gave a short
context overview toward the topic studied. The following Chapter 2: Literature
Review (p. 4) acts as an introductory review which outlines the socio-psychological
dimensions of disaster, media discourse of disasters, similar case of human-caused
disaster found in the past in Indonesia, and a theoretical review of television talk
shows as the representation of broader national discourse. Chapter 3: Method (p.
15) outlines how the study was done and structured, as well as provides contexts
into the two talk shows studied. Chapter 4: Results and Discussion (p. 27) is
structured into four parts, each addresses the discourse analysis of the three main
groups of the talk show participants: The perceived victims and perpetrators, and
the State. Finally, in Chapter 5: Conclusions and future directions (p. 85), key
findings are summarised and illustrated, and possible solutions outlined. In Chapter
5, I also reviewed the case of West Papuan forest fires as a mean to introduce a
broader understanding about the urgency and the continuity of the results of this

study in other regions of Indonesia.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Forest and land fires have a longstanding history in the landscapes of Southeast
Asia. Researchers have traced records of both natural and human-caused wildfires
in carbon-dated charcoal fragments in forest soil (Murdiyarso & Lebel, 2006). As
Figure 2 shows below, Indonesian wildfires mainly occur in Sumatera and
Kalimantan (Indonesian region of Borneo Island) and reach their peaks during the
dry seasons in September-October each year. The 2015 fires were the worst since
1997-1998 due to a strong El Nifio condition. Peatland drainage by industrial
canalisations, massive deforestation, and recurrent fires have made the land
increasingly vulnerable to future fires (Center for International Forestry Research,
2015; Chisholm et al., 2016). Human efforts to fight the fires have been ineffective
as the fires can only be tamed by a wetter season (Associated Press, 2016) with no

assurance of total fire eradication.

Detail

Java Sea

Sumatra

Figure 2. Indonesia smoke blankets, NASA Earth Observatory (Voiland & Schmaltz, 2015)

In the last two decades, fires have become increasingly human-caused and interact
with the climate and ecosystem situations. Politicians, scientists, and
environmentalists agree that most of the agricultural slash-and-burn practices are
the immediate cause of the fires and the resulting haze (Guciano, 2015; Nairn, 2015).

They critique business expansions which value economic advances at the costs of



rainforests, biodiversity, and people. While most blame the big palm oil, timber,
and pulp companies as the culprits, the Center for International Forestry Research
(2015) argues that conventional farmers who live inside and around the companies’
concession areas could also be the fire-starters. Nevertheless, Nairn (2015) from
the Global Institute for Tomorrow argues that blaming slash-and-burn practices has
not touched the root causes and hence does not develop any solution beyond
generating heated rhetoric and non-enforceable pledges. In addition, there is a
relative silence on the multi-national involvement and corruption of the Indonesian

and ASEAN governments.

WALHI environmental campaigners found that many companies exploited a
loophole in the legislation that allows native forests areas to be declared as ‘lahan
kritis’ (critical, unusable land) if they were burnt (Adam of WALHI Pontianak,
West Kalimantan, personal communication, April 11, 2016; Suhadi of WALHI in
ILC, 2015). The State is supposed to restore the rainforest devastated by fire to its
former condition. However, the opposite happens: The companies proposed lahan
kritis to be licensed to businesses and forced into production. The Ministry of
Forestry and Environment, treating the forest as State-owned, would then release
the land to the corporations. The raging fires, plus the exclusion of native
communities in the licensing process, further push locals off their land, who in turn
engage in their own slash-and-burn clearing as they try to settle somewhere else

(Liljas, 2016; Nairn, 2015). Deforestation and fires continue as a result.

TIME magazine’s Liljas (2016) contends that it is not only the companies who
displaced the people surrounding the burnt forest area but also the migrants. The
government-sponsored transmigration program, which peaked in the 1980s, has
sent millions of people from the overpopulated regions of the State, mostly from
the island of Java, to scantily populated regions such as Kalimantan, Sumatera, and
Papua. There, they gained government support and protection to start commercial
plantations and other agricultural activities. However, the State often reduced the
customary land rights of the indigenous communities in providing the land for the
transmigrants, a practice that still survives until today. As a result, indigenous

groups were often displaced and forced to live in poverty.



Social and psychological dimension of disaster
There is a range of discipline-based definitions of disaster, but according to Vacano
and Zaumseil (2014, p. 5), such definitions agree in at least four aspects:
(1) The destructive character of an occurrence serves as a constitutive
element, (2) the occurrence is categorized as a disruption to normality, (3)
the disaster is defined in relation to time, commonly as an event but
sometimes as a process, and (4) the destructive and disruptive character of

the occurrence is often linked causally to an element of dysfunction or
overstrain, necessitating external assistance.

Following worldwide trends of increasingly recurring, severe and unpredictable
disasters, studies about disasters have exploded although they are still mainly
focused on events in USA and Australia (Pfefferbaum et al., 2014). The
interconnectedness of global society has increased the regional, national and global
consequences and impacts of disasters. With respect to psychological implications,
these can range from common stress reactions to severe problematic stress reactions

and psychological disorders (Narayana & Selvaraj, 2011).

While technocratic views and explanations have been dominating discourses of
disaster (Drake, 2013), more recent works have shown growing interest in the social
and cultural aspects of disasters in Indonesia. Concerning the Javanese people
affected by the 2004 tsunami in Yogyakarta, Indrajaja and Zaumseil (2014) studied
the people’s discourses of ‘trauma’, while Schwarz (2014) focused on gender
mainstreaming in the same context. Zaumseil, Vacano, Schwarz, Sullivan, and
Prawitasari-Hadiyono (2014) argue that disasters and the external responses to the
disasters have significant power to change social structures and power relations in

the communities affected.

Three dynamics are usually found after a community experiences an ‘extreme’
experience such as a one-off natural disaster. First, the community may undergo a
process of “resistance”, a social conservation or a “post-event functioning, tailored
to the pre-event environment.” Alternatively, they may go the path of “resilience”
directing the community towards social change, to “post-event functioning, adapted
to the altered environment” (Norris et al., 2008, p. 130 in Schwarz, 2014). The third
possibility is that the community may continue its state of dysfunction even long
after the disaster has passed. This condition is typically found when the affected

communities are poor and marginalised. Not only they are the most harmed by the



disaster, they also may find it harder to recover compared to better-resourced

classes and groups (Elliott & Pais, 2006; Ferris, 2013).

Nevertheless, not all disasters are one-off experiences. A human-made disaster such
as war, most cases of flood, or human-started forest fires often go on long-term, and
frequently, to the extent that it becomes normalised, especially when they happen
in so-called ‘third-world countries’ (Harding, 2007). The pre-disaster state of
vulnerability of such nations thus gets desensitised and perpetuated. Psychology
often views that the paths to disaster recovery have to lead to a matter of individual
well-being and functioning, often failing to consider the collective or community
(Schwarz, 2014). Indonesian mainstream psycho-religious ideas and orientations,
such as surrender, acceptance, and gratitude are commonly viewed as “effective,
indirect ways of healing distress of the heart” when an Indonesian community faces
natural disasters (Indrajaja & Zaumseil, 2014). However, Indonesian communities,
especially in Java, often generalise the psycho-religious values as equally

applicable to human-made disasters (Ahmady & Wahana Lingkungan Hidup, 2010).

The psychology of human-made disaster

The works mentioned above mostly address one-off natural disasters where
communities affected are given a significant amount of time to recover. The case
of the Indonesia forest fires is distinctive in that they are human-made and have
struck the same groups of people and communities in the same regions for decades.
The result is much more insidious, devastating and political. Local communities
might not fully recover, and so their resilience is severely undermined in the face
of new and ongoing disasters. Distrust, anger and blame of untrustworthy
government and corrupt stakeholders along with the anxiety and fear of remaining
vulnerable to future disasters can further emasculate the ability of a community to
recover. The impact is even starker when the affected communities are poor and
marginalised, as they are socially and economically vulnerable before the disaster
and even more in the aftermath. Thus, disasters and unequal responses to disasters
often aggravate existing racial, gender, and class inequalities (Elliott & Pais, 2006;

Ferris, 2013).

There has been remarkably little attention to human-caused disasters in both

research and relief efforts. Harding (2007) suggests that a sense of urgency



associated with natural disasters mobilises public attention and action, while long-
term, human-caused disasters often do not elicit the same responses. A study about
donations to disaster victims by Zagefka, Noor, Brown, de Moura, and Hopthrow
(2011) found that victims of natural disasters were perceived to be innocent in their
suffering and that they made more effort to help themselves. However, when it
comes to the victims of human-made disasters, they tend to be prejudiced as
lethargic and passive. As a result, more donations and interventions were made

toward the victims of the natural disasters compared to the human-caused ones.

The conclusions of Zagefka et al. (2011) are further supported by Cox, Long, Jones,
and Handler (2008). Cox et al. (2008) highlight the significance of how the media
influences public opinion and the meaning of a disaster and societal evaluations
toward the official responses to the catastrophe and the preferred responses of those,
directly and indirectly, affected. For example, in colonial societies such as New
Zealand, the dominant group’s cultural assumptions in the media have influenced
collective attitudes toward the health-related behaviours and concerns regarding the
health of indigenous Maori communities (Hodgetts, Masters, & Robertson, 2004).
In Canada, neoliberal discursive framing and male and authoritative voices have
been found to define post-disaster recovery processes, with specific emphasis on
the return to ‘normal’ economic functioning and dependence on ‘experts’.
Consequently, the ‘experts’ dominated the society’s constructions of disasters,
while local voices were marginalised and authentic emotions associated with
suffering were discouraged and often silenced (Cox et al., 2008). In the cases when
a human-caused disaster happens in developing countries, Harding (2007) sees a
normalisation of sufferings, that the developed world expects developing countries
to experience human-made disasters regularly. Similarly, the effect can happen

between the more developed regions and the less developed within a country.

Media discourse of disasters

Television has a very significant role in educating the Indonesian public and
capturing their attention. In times of crisis and disasters, the saturated coverage
mainly by the news channel of MetroTV and TVOne prominently influence the
public’s political awareness and responses (Bintang, 2015). This is strengthened by

the Indonesian oral tradition and the availability of television broadcasts throughout



the archipelagos. Even more in rural Indonesia where political education is a luxury,
television programs, especially prime-time talk shows, have become the people’s
chief source of political knowledge (Wibowo, 2015). As shown in Table 1 below,
the exposure of both urban and rural Indonesian people to television broadcasts is
far greater than that of the internet, newspaper or radio.

Table 1. Proportion of residents above ten-year-old who are exposed to forms of mass media in

Indonesia according to Badan Pusat Statistik Indonesia (2012)

Category % of urban % of rural % of total
population population population

Internet (Badan Pusat Statistik 23.56 7.19 15.36
Indonesia, 2012a)

Newspaper/ magazine readership 26.11 9.2 17.66
(Badan Pusat Statistik Indonesia,

2012b)

Radio (Badan Pusat Statistik 21.48 15.61 18.55
Indonesia, 2012c¢)

Television (Badan Pusat Statistik 95.83 87.26 91.55
Indonesia, 2012d)

When a disaster takes place, weeks or even months of spectacular news attention
on Indonesian television ensue, regardless of whether it is human caused or natural
(Bintang, 2015). The actuality, depth and emotional content of disaster reporting
encourage attention and responses from both national and international
communities. Television stations themselves often use the weeks of saturated day
and night disaster reporting to muster donations and thus increase the channels’
popularity. Such was the case during the forest fire events. Indonesian television
networks were saturated with news reports and talk shows about the thick haze that
resulted. Across October 2015, the living rooms of Indonesian were bombarded by
the images of roads enclosed by white smoke, people wearing masks, the fires, and
firefighting in Sumatera and Kalimantan. During prime-time in the evenings, NGO
activists and politicians appeared on TV talk shows and interviews. Such media
coverage tended to focus on times of immediate risk rather than on the systematic
causes or the longer aftermath of the event. Most media focused on firefighting
reports rather than preventive measures that educate the public as to how to respond

and act to reduce possible future fires (Paveglio, Norton, & Carroll, 2011). At these



times, residents are often portrayed as victims of a normal process that is inherent

to their place of living.

When the disaster is publicly viewed as human-caused, Indonesian television
coverage becomes divided, often conflicting in their reports. The multitudes of
private television networks which were established after the resignation of former
President Soecharto (1966-1998) are controlled only by a dozen elites, most of
whom are linked to various businesses outside the media including natural
resources management. An example of how the people close to political power
influence the images of human-caused disasters is that of the Lapindo (or Sidoarjo)

mudflow eruption in 2006.

The case of Lapindo Mudflow

On 29 May 2006, residents of the district of Sidoarjo, East Java, Indonesia stared
at a boiling mudflow which erupted in the proximity of the Lapindo Brantas, Ltd.",
a gas exploration company. To everyone’s amazement, the mudflow spread rapidly,
covering 350 hectares of land at the end of 2006 and 800 hectares by 2014 with a
20-meter-deep giant pool of mud. Eventually, twelve entire villages were drowned
in toxic mud, while nine others were declared prone to danger. Paddy fields and
farmlands, as well as parts of the main provincial highway, were consumed by mud
and caused a downturn in the local livelihoods and the national economy (Bosnak,
2015). Ten years from the mud flow’s first occurrence, and despite soil
embankments built by the government to contain the mud, mud continues to spring
as do associated diseases and environmental damage. In the wake of the mud flow,
40,000-50,000 residents have been displaced and dozens of residents and response
workers have since died (Drake, 2013). The Sidoarjo Mudflow has become one of
the world’s largest mud volcanoes and the most expensive and controversial

environmental disaster in Indonesian history (Drake, 2016).

The event incited heated debates from both national and international media and

researchers alike. Like the Indonesian forest fire and haze, the Sidoarjo Mudflow

1 At the time the company was a joint venture between Energi Mega Persada (50%), Santos
Australia (18%), and Medco Energi (32%). The last is also suspected to be involved in the
land conflicts between Merauke indigenous people of West Papua, Indonesia regarding the
destruction of customary forests.
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has become a sustained source of news on Indonesian television, internet and radio
which frame it in a primarily negative perspective. Bosnak (2015) offers an
overview of the heated debates and proposes that all can be associated with one
question: Is the mudflow natural or is it human-made? As of the second half of 2006
onwards, the public naming of the mudflow has evolved from ‘Lumpur Sidoarjo’
(the Mud of Sidoarjo) which emphasizes the geographical location of the disaster,
to ‘Lumpur Lapindo’ (The Mud of Lapindo), which links the mudflow to the

associated company, Lapindo Brantas, Ltd.

The mud becomes an arena for the struggle of power. The owner of Lapindo Brantas,
Ltd., Bakrie & Brothers conglomerate, is involved in a broad range of industries,
news, and entertainment, in which it is one of the twelve conglomerates in control
of Indonesian private TV stations (Bosnak, 2015). Its chairman Aburizal Bakrie
was a coordinating minister for people's welfare during the governance of
Yudhoyono (2005-2009) and remains a powerful politician under the current
government. Moreover, the conglomerates tried to steer mass media and academic
discourses to influence the outcome of investigations surrounding the Lapindo case
to mediate damages to its image. For example, a Javanese language soap opera
portrayed the disaster as natural, an act of the divine, and thus ‘acceptance’ is
championed as a morally proper response (Bosnak, 2015). On the other side,
victims of the disaster have been staging various mass demonstrations, road blocks,
and strikes in both the site of the mudflow and the capital Jakarta, demanding
attention from both Lapindo and the government (Bosnak, 2015). The people and
children also wrote short stories and books containing testimonies of their lives
impacted by the catastrophe, while various artists staged art installations in May

each year during the commemorations of the disaster (Batubara, 2013; Drake, 2013).

Meyer and Hinchman (2002) postulate that much of the problem of inequalities can
be related to colonisation by a media discourse, or “mediocracy” or “media
democracy”. With limited time and resources, the media must decide, select and
present a newsworthy narrative leaving aside other perspectives and details. A
consequence of this pragmatic circumstance is that disaster and human sufferings
may become distorted and simplified by how the media chooses to represent the
disaster in its discourse. Wibowo (2015, p. 106), citing the Indonesian media

context, argues that hard news thus is “coded” to be pleasant to the viewers, in
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which important issues are re-packaged to be as “dramatic” as reality shows or soap
operas. Broadcasted dialogues in Indonesian media, as Wibowo (2015) critiques,
do not seek rational deliberation, but theatrical drama inciting emotional affections.
This ‘drama’ is most prominently blatant in the prime-time political talk shows than

anywhere else.

Talk show

Television talk shows have recently gained research attention as a social and
political practice co-constructed between the media, the host, and the participant
(Ilie, 2001; McKenzie, 2000). Often talk shows represent the discussions of the lay
public reflecting a range of issues by involving lay participants, whose roles are to
present their narratives on a topic to elicit the production of opposing opinions and
stances in the dialogues (Thornborrow, 2007). Talk shows “fill a timeless need for

human beings to feel involved in civic discourse” (McKenzie, 2000, p. 190).

Talk shows are where some semi-institutional discourses happen. It is a host-
controlled, participant-shaped and audience-evaluated speech event, which has both
the characteristics of casual conversations and institutional discourse regarding
discursive configuration and goal, unequal status, speaking rights, and
asymmetrical role distributions of participants (Ilie, 2001). In the talk show, the
host facilitates arguments to make the show entertaining by “performing the
argument”, while participants use arguments to detract from their opponent’s image
and to enhance their own (van Rees, 2007, pp. 1456-1457). Lauerbach, Aijmer, and
Lauerbach (2007, p. 1389) see talk show interviews as a “more relaxed and ‘feel
good’ alternative to the traditional ‘heavyweight’ adversarial news or current affairs

interview””.

There are three reasons why television talk shows are so common on television
nowadays, as argued by van Rees (2007). Firstly, the production of a talk show is
not as resource demanding as purchasing a pre-produced program or scripted local
program. Secondly, the talk show genre incorporates interactive discussions, which
give the audiences a sense of participation. Thirdly, talk shows formats, compared
to other plot-driven programs, allow the viewers to browse a show while it is

already underway and still make sense of the show.
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The talk show is also seen as a form of epideictic, ceremonial discourse, which has
three theoretical principles as introduced by Aristotle (McKenzie, 2000). First is
the overarching presence of praising or blaming a person. Regardless of the topic,
talk shows would predictably turn into blaming or praising someone. Wibowo
(2015) suggests that talk shows, the political ones, in particular, do not seek rational
deliberation, but theatrical drama and inciting emotional affections. The second is
the principle of display, in which intellectuality of truth and falsehood is not the
main aim of participants in a talk show, but the affectivity of good and evil. This is
manifested in the exchange of praise and blame during the show and the way the
hosts conclude the talk show with a statement of what is right and wrong. Therefore,
a speaker’s “performative display”, as McKenzie (2000) calls it, is more important
than the substance of the speaker’s argument. As for the audience, while they are
predisposed principally to the general nature of praise or blame, the speaker’s

performance will influence their conviction about their judgment.

The third principle is the talk show’s focus on morality by amplifying the good and
bad features of a person’s action. The last principle is that the audience is treated as
a spectator observing and judging the speaker’s performance. Also, because talk
shows are typically scheduled regularly with the same host and format, the viewing
experience becomes ritualistic, in which the audience expects the participants to
behave in a standard way. Finally, the anticipation, reflection and reaction of the
viewing audience of talk shows in the era of technological and social media
interactivity transcend the spectators of the discourse into the potential participants
in the discourse. This is where viewers listen, consider and react to the statements
in the talk shows, which creates the sense of involvement in the civic affairs of the
people. However, as McKenzie (2000) warns, this pseudo-feeling may threaten the
real participation in civic discourse, such as attending village council meetings,

contacting or protesting officials, or discussing issues with a neighbour.

I portray talk shows as an arena where different layers of community understanding
of issues are represented by various participants who ‘perform’ their personae in
their interactions with one another. Talk shows provide an opportunity to examine
how different layers of communities carry out their arguments to commend or
denounce one another, while simultaneously defending and bolstering their

identities in attempts to be the ‘good guys’. The tension and conflict in talk shows
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provide the opportunity to deconstruct and reconstitute the representations of
injustice and thus disrupt the dominant relationship to power. In such understanding,
a critical investigation into the discourse of Indonesian talk shows surrounding the
annual forest fires and Indonesian smoke haze is expected to address the power
relationships that make the fires seemingly inexorable and hopefully helps to

develop possible strategies to transform this reality (Markova, 2003).
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CHAPTER 3: METHOD

This chapter discusses the methods and steps taken to guide this study and critically
outlines my experiences when utilising the methods. My aim is to recognize the
discursive processes that contribute to the status quo of the annual forest fires in
Indonesia and suggests possible interventions instrumental to creating a counter
knowledge and praxis. It uses critical discourse analysis to explore the processes of
victimhood, blame, and justification in two prime-time talk shows hosted by two
national, private television broadcasters. The recordings analysed in this research
are available in Indonesian for public online access through the YouTube platform.
Indonesian and English transcripts of the recordings are included in the Appendices.
Additionally, I included my commentaries toward the data set in Appendix 1C &
2C. Some of the commentaries are translated into the body of work of this thesis,

while some may point to possible research in the future.

In addition to the analysis into the primary dataset outlined above, I include a short
field reflection into a summary and postscript section (p. 82) in Chapter 4. The
section outlines my field experience to Pontianak city, Kalimantan Barat, my direct
observation into the livelihood in the region prone to forest fires and haze, and how

the visit supported my study conclusions.

Data resource and collection method

I chose two prime-time talk shows to reflect national discourses in Indonesian
society”. They were hosted by two of the largest and most influential media
networks in Indonesia. The networks are controlled by leading politicians and
multi-millionaire business tycoons (CDAC Network, 2012). Komisi Penyiaran
Indonesia (Indonesia Commission of Broadcasting) ranked both talk shows as the

second and third highest quality TV shows in 2015.

2 Initial research proposal included an additional prime-time talk show recording held in
2014, the “I am Angry” video message published on YouTube by French-born environment
campaigner Chanee Kalaweit, and three televised personal interviews with Kalaweit, as well
as the online viewer commentaries. The recordings had been transcribed and translated into
English, and prepared for analysis. However, after a more thorough examination into the key
themes and in consideration of the time constraint, I decided to limit the current research into
only two most recent prime-time television talk shows held in 2015.
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All the data was drawn from the YouTube video hosting platform. Indonesian users
have a habit of recording and uploading television talk shows and news reports that
are interesting to them, and so the data set is readily available on the internet.
However, to make a clearer reading, the authors of the YouTube videos would not
be used as citations in Chapter 4: Results and Discussion but changed instead into
the name of the talk shows. Table 2 lists the original sources of the dataset and how

they will be referred to in Chapter 4.

Table 2. Research dataset

No. | Title URL Video | Cited
length  as

1.  Indonesia Lawyers Club www.youtube.com/watch?v=ob 3 hours @ (ILC,

22 September 2015: Ck2cGkEKA 2015)

Siapa Pembakar Hutan
Kita? (Who is/are the
Arsonist/s of  Our
Forest?)

2. | Mata Najwa (The Eye of = www.youtube.com/watch?v=gO | 1 hour  (Mata

Najwa) 14 October 2015:  eV8oDvMK4 Najwa,
Melawan Asap (Fighting 2015)
the Smoke)

I have taken a bilingual approach in the data production, transcription, and analysis.
The videos were fully transcribed in their original Indonesian (see Appendix 1A
and 2A) and then translated into English (Appendix 1B and 2B). To avoid some
meanings and contexts being lost in the translation, some original Indonesian terms
and interpretations of the sentences addressed are added in the form of brackets and
footnotes accompanying the quote. Explored below are the backgrounds of the two

talk shows analysed.

Indonesia Lawyers Club’s “Who is to Blame”

Ladies and gentlemen, who burn (the forests)? Last year a debate arose.
Said the palm corporations, it was the farmers who were the arsonists. The
traditional farmers. Meaning the commoners who dwell near the
plantation areas. Said the commoners, the big companies. However, who
really did it? This was not exposed last year. (I) hope in today’s discussion
we can expose (them) (Karni llyas, ILC September 22, 2015, 00:16:35,
English translation with my additions).
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Indonesia Lawyers Club (acronym ILC) is a three-hour prime time Indonesian talk
show broadcasted by TVOne. The channel is owned by Aburizal Bakrie, a
conglomerate and Chief Director of Golongan Karya (Golkar) Party. The party is a
member of the current majority in the Congress and was a member of Merah-Putih
coalition which fought against the winning coalition of the 2014 presidential
election. The status of its owner as a member of the opposition to the current

president is apparent in the TVOne’s critical attitude toward the current government.

Initially debuted as Jakarta Lawyers Club, ILC presents dialogues and debates
about various trending hot topics in Indonesia. It is hosted by Karni Ilyas (63, male),
a senior journalist with specialisation in law and political issues. In its introductions

and mid-show breaks, relevant news editorials are presented.

ILC is attended by
approximately 30 people
who sit on round tables
arranged in a studio hall.
Despite the name, the
Lawyers Club’s attendees

come from various

backgrounds, including
community Figure 3. A poster of Indonesia Lawyers Club prime-time talk
representatives or victims show, hosted by senior journalist Karni Ilyas (TVOne, 2017).

of the case being addressed, community leaders, non-government campaigners,
members of Congress, law enforcement representatives, ministry staff, mayors, and
governors. The controversial nature of ILC’s chosen topics and the round table
setting of the show expose different discourses among the attendees, who are often

observed competing with the others for the domination of the hall.

ILC broadcasts weekly on Tuesdays and is re-broadcasted on the following
Sundays. Because of internet/ YouTube uploads by viewers, the show has further
influence in social media, albeit sometimes in an altered form. Some Indonesian
YouTube users have recorded and uploaded the television’s shows, some in its
totality, but most trimmed, sometimes with altered titles by their interests and

meanings.
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My study focuses on an ILC talk show originally titled “Siapa Pembakar Hutan
Kita?” (“Who is/are the Arsonist/s of Our Forest?”’). It was hosted in September
2015 at the peak of the Southeast Asian Haze and just three months before the
nationwide district head elections. The talk show can be considered as a would-be
annual series that ILC has produced in the recent two years. The earlier 2014
discussion was titled “Malapetaka Asap Riau Salah Siapa?” (“The Riau’s Smoke
Disaster: Who is to Blame?”’), hosted in March 2014, just weeks before the national

parliamentary election and five months before the Indonesian presidential election.

Provided below is the list of the speaking participants presented on Indonesia

Lawyers Club, September 22, 2015, by order of appearance.

Table 3. List of speaking participants presented on ILC September 22, 2015

No. | Name Position

1. Karni Ilyas Host, senior journalist

2. Melayu performers Performers in the intro

3. Mukhlis Resident of Tenayan Raya, Riau, Sumatera; father
of the claimed child victim of the Haze

4. Azlaini Agus Riau community figure

5. Al-Azhar Head of the Customary Institute of Melayu, Riau

6. Basrizal Koto Riau community figure

7. Dharmawi Aris Representative of the Agency of Melayu Riau

8. Sutopo Purwonugroho Representative of BNPB (The National Agency for
Disaster Response)

9. Doni Aprialdi Head of Riau Government’s Liaison Agency in
Jakarta

10. Made Ali Forest Rescue  Network  (JIKALAHARI)
campaigner

11. Munhur Satyahaprabu Law & Policy Manager, WALHI — Forum for
Environment Indonesia

12. Susanto Secretary General of the Association of Physicians
Pulmonary Indonesia

13. | Anton Charliyan Police Engineer General, Head of Public Relations

18
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14. Purwadi Supriyanto Representative of the Association for Indonesian
Forest Concessionaires

15. Martono Chairman of the Agricultural Sector and Spatial
Planning of the Indonesian Palm Oil Association
(GAPKI)

16. Fadrizal Labay Head of the Riau Provincial Forestry Office

17. Andra Sjafril Chief Medical Officer of the Government of Riau

18.  Utomo Director of Dispute Resolution of the Ministry of
Forestry and Environment

19. Ratna Sarumpaet ‘Social media activist’

20. Soeparto Widjojo A professor

21. Gabriel A professor

Mata Najwa'’s “Fighting the Haze”

“Swallowing the pride the government finally gave up. What can we do,
dear brothers? For two months (we) have been living besieged by the thick
smoke strangling lungs. (...) (in the past) the fire was for agriculture; now
it is widespread in the industrial concession areas. The thick darkness soars
from the thousands of hotspots; the smoke is almost uncontainable.
Sluggish intervention makes the condition worse; the disaster recurs just
like a tradition” (Najwa Shihab, Mata Najwa October 14, 2015, 00:01:19,
English translation with my additions).

Mata Najwa (Translation: The Eye of Najwa) is a one-hour prime time Indonesian
talk show hosted by MetroTV since 20009. It is from this show that my second data
set is selected. The television channel is led by Surya Dharma Paloh, a former
member of the Golkar Party and the current Chief Director of the Nasional-
Demokrat (Nasdem) Party. Nasdem is a member of the winning coalition in the
2014 presidential election, as such, it can be suggested that MetroTV emphasizes
the successes of the current governance of President Joko Widodo. Mata Najwa is
hosted by a senior journalist, Najwa Shihab (38, female) who is a various awards
winner, including the Young Global Leader (YGL) 2011 sponsored by the World
Economic Forum (WEF). In its introductions and middle breaks, relevant news
reports are shown for subsequent discussion. Mata Najwa then invites up to 6
speakers from various backgrounds who sit on a stage with the host. Sometimes the

appearance of speakers occurs in turns, sometimes one by one, other times two by
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two. Mata Najwa’s guests include high ranking government officials as well as

common citizens. In the epilogues of the show, Najwa Shihab sometimes invites

one or some of the well-known audience members to express their views on the

topic, including singers, poets, or NGO campaigners. This show reveals various

discourses coming from the
different backgrounds of its
speakers.

Mata Najwa is broadcasted weekly
on Wednesdays. In YouTube, the
official account of Metro TV has
created a Mata Najwa channel and
uploaded the videos of the show
weekly. Other Indonesian YouTube
users accounts had either recorded
the show from their television set or
re-uploaded Mata Najwa shows,
altered the titles and trimmed the
videos accordingly to convey their

own messages.

On 14 October 2015, Najwa Shihab
talk
“Melawan Asap” (“Fighting the

hosted a show entitled

Smoke”). Listed below is the
speaking participants presented on

the talk show.

2+ Follow

g Mata Najwa

Mukhlis, warga Riau, anaknya meninggal akibat
radang pernapasan. [IMELAWAN ASAP|Bsk
20:05WIB @Metro_TV

oB&00D&H2eD «

a4 15

L4l CholinaEmé & & M1 1
1 @MataNajwa @Metro_TV siap streaming

. hendy arfyansjah
@MataNajwa @Metro_TV Mm tdk ada ortu yg mohon spt itu terlebih dirix..tp
rahasia Yg Kuasa..ambil saja hikmah dibalik fenomena itu....

Figure 4. Official Twitter post of Mata Najwa, showing
Mukhlis, whose daughter has passed away, allegedly
dueto the Haze. A user is seen commenting, "No parent
wants that, especially him. Such is the mystery of God.
Just take the lesson” (Mata Najwa, 2015).

Table 4. List of speaking participants in Mata Najwa October 14, 2015

No. Name

1. Najwa Shihab
2. Mukhlis

Position

Host, senior journalist

Resident of Tenayan Raya, Riau, Sumatera; father

of the claimed child victim of the Haze

3. Nurhadi

Resident of Mantangai Hulu, District Mantangai,

Central Kalimantan
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4. Muhammad Former arsonist, now farmer in Ogan Komering
Ilir, South Sumatera

S. Zenzi Suhadi WALHI campaigner
6. Siti Nurbaya Bakar The Minister of Forestry and Environment
7. Pasludin Member of the Standing Committee for the Haze,

the House of Representatives

8. Agustinus Gusti “Nugie”  WWF-WALHI ambassador, singer
Nugroho

Analysis and the development of Discussion

I used several theoretical and content-based approaches to aid framing and
organising my analysis, that is, my analytical framework, interrogative questions
and critical discourse analysis and content-based sequencing of the discussion.

These are described below.

Positioning the data set within the analytical framework

There are four key considerations in the analytical approach toward the data. This
study positions the media, particularly talk shows and YouTube videos, firstly, as
a platform, a context in which various political, economic and cultural forces
interact with each other. Here the social actors represent (or try to represent)
different communities in their audio-visual performance when interacting with
other actors. I am also aware that the media as a platform is itself a product,
contextualised by the world (Silverstone, 2007). This recognition is even more
needed when looking at how the Indonesian television channels are led by only
twelve powerful politicians and multi-millionaire business tycoons (CDAC
Network, 2012). Thirdly, this research also takes into consideration that the
participants presented by the media are a ‘double’ (Silverstone, 2007) or ‘triple’,
that is, participants act for themselves, while at the same time represent and speak
on behalf of others, despite also being represented on the media themselves. Lastly,
the research also positions the truth as the translated, cultured truth, the truth

meaningful to the speakers (Silverstone, 2007).

Content and critical discourse analysis
After repeated viewings of the talk shows, their transcription and translation to

English, I developed five interrogative questions (see Table 5), the intention being
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that the questions would guide my analysis and identification of arising themes.
Attribution theory was helpful in this regard. Attribution theory is concerned about
the ways people make causal explanations of social actions or events. The focus is
on the cognitive and perceptual, in which the attributions represent how people
perceive and interpret their social world (Wooffitt, 2005). In this research, the 2015
Haze functions as a vignette: A narrative in which a set of events and relationships
are being discussed. The speakers’ responses in the vignette reveal how they
understand, make meaning of and relate to the wider web of events and social actors
in the disaster, in which the discursive activities such as blaming, accusations and

rebuttals are presented.

Table 5. Interrogative questions

No. Question Rationale

1. Who is being blamed? Almost every answer to the questions asked
by the hosts of the talk show implies blaming
somebody for the Haze or the sufferings.

2. Who suffers according to the = The representations of victimhood implied by
subject? the participant

3. How the subject reacts to the The emotional or rational contents of their
Haze? statements when prompted to talk about what

the subjects have done in response to the Haze
or illness ensued.

4. How does the speaker make @ The attribution can be seen through keywords

sense of the Haze? and the moral content of the subject’s
narrative.

5. How does the speaker describe There are times when the subject states their

how others react or make sense = understanding about what the Haze or

of the Haze? sufferings mean for the other people/
communities/ institutions, e.g. the benefit
gained, disadvantages.

The five questions became a guide to breaking the data set into five workable
themes. This study then attempts to critically analyse the discourses in the
Indonesian talk shows surrounding the annual forest fires and South East Asian
Haze. The purpose is to address the power relationships that make the fires
seemingly inexorable, while the study attempts to invite practical public
engagement and intervention to transform the reality. To achieve these objectives,

I employed critical discourse analysis (CDA) as an analytic paradigm. CDA is
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concerned with the way social power abuse, dominance, and inequality are
presented, reproduced, and challenged by text and talk in the social and political
context. It addresses discourses as a form of social action, in which social problems
and power relationships are represented. It rejects the possibility of a value-free
science and pays attention to how ideologies are always embedded in discourses.
Thus, discourse analysts take an explicit socio-political standpoint in their efforts
to understand, expose, and ultimately resist social inequality (van Dijk, 2008). In
doing so, I also acknowledge what Huckin (2002, p. 356) referred to as ‘textual
silences,' the themes that could have been mentioned in the discussions, but were

not mentioned due to an underlying ideological leanings governed by the interests.

The organisation of Chapter 4 and 5

I used content-based sequencing found in the talk shows to organise Chapter 4. An
initial read of the talk shows finds that different actors are presented in a sequence
that resembles their degree of innocence, power, and responsibilities. Both ILC and
Mata Najwa began their shows with a short editorial video made from a montage
of videos. It functions to provide direction to the talk in the show and to frame the
issue according to the media’s expectations. Chapter 4 in this thesis is constructed

per the sequence and themes extracted from both the ILC and Mata Najwa editorials.
ILC’s sequence is as follows:

1. The introduction of the problem: The Haze and its victims

2. The introduction of those who were allegedly at the centre of the
responsibility

3. The introduction of the people who have the power to solve the problem

4. The conclusion

Firstly, ILC introduces the Haze as an “annual routine that has never been broken,”
and which has grown worse in 2015. The impact is firstly on education — “schools
were forced to dismiss teaching and learning activities” indefinitely. The second is
the “disruption” to the economy. As an example, ILC showed that some flights had
been cancelled because of the poor visibility. “Health problems experienced by

many citizens” came last.

After outlining the harms that the Haze has done to people, ILC proceeds to

introduce the perpetrators in the issue. It shows a clip of an interview with Roichatul
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Aswidah, the Commissioner of the National Commission of Human Rights
Indonesia, which put the State as the “fundamental” offender. However, it is not
only the State who is held responsible but also the corporations. They are narrated
as the “major contributor to the environmental destruction,” but some of them

“deny it and blame the peasants.”

ILC proceeded to introduce the people who have the power to solve the problem. It
started with an interview with the President Joko Widodo, who was seen ordering
the Chief of the Police “to take the firmest, most ruthless action” towards the
“irresponsible companies.” Then the scene changed to the press conference held on
behalf of Police Chief Baharudin Haiti, where he announced seven corporations
and persons responsible for forest burning only by initials. In addition, the Minister
of Environment and Forestry Siti Nurbaya Bakar was shown on the screen,
explaining the planned punishment toward the companies responsible. As a closing
remark, the editorial states that the “urge to immediately solve the problem” comes
from the neighbouring citizens of Singapore and Malaysia through “sarcastic
commentaries and images,” before ending it with a recent news item:

A 7.9 trillion rupiah civil claims against the companies found guilty may

have been a shock therapy for this moment. However, if supervision is not

enforced consistently, the government will be the most likely to return to its
role as a firefighter in the future.

Mata Najwa’s sequence is similar, but focusing on the victims instead of the people
responsible or in power. The host Najwa Shihab narrates the editorial herself. While
ILC has “Who burns our forest” as the title of the show, Mata Najwa chooses
“Against the smoke” as its title. Firstly, like the ILC editorial, Shihab also puts the
responsibility on the ‘“concession industry” and that the government has
“succumbed” to the situation. A video montage of Riau, a province in Sumatera,
covered in fire and smoke, street protests, sickness and death, children with
vaporisers, as well as photos of the youths and children expressing their demise
through a sheet of paper. The rest of the prologue is filled by a video montage of
sick children with child-voiced narration. The Haze is described as “robbing our
health” and “claiming our precious time.” The child’s narration becomes a proper

clue for Shihab’s introduction of the first speakers of the Haze: The victims.

24



The sequence and themes on ILC and Mata Najwa’s editorial prologue set a
foundation for the presentation of my analysis in Chapter 4. Part 1 of Chapter 4
introduces my four classifications of participants in the talk shows. Part 2
introduces the Victims designated by the media and how they and the media co-
constructed the victimhood discourse. Part 3 discusses the perceived perpetrators
and how they were identified, defended, and challenged. Part 4 of Chapter 4
specifically addresses the government and its discourse of heroism, as they were
the ones perceived as having the power to solve the problem. Chapter 4 ends with
a short postscript derived from my experience in West Kalimantan during the initial

stage of this thesis.

The findings described in Chapter 4 are brought further in Chapter 5. In Chapter 5
Part 1, I describe the main findings of Chapter 4. In Chapter 5 Part 2, I turn my
attention to potential intervention strategies based on the values of liberation
psychologies. In the next part, I describe the challenges faced in Merauke, a West
Papuan district in the Eastern Indonesia to communicate the urgency for the
development of intervention strategies. Limitations and future research directions

close Chapter 5 and this study.

Note on writing style

I used a set of identifiers in forms of specific terms and writing style to better
articulate the contexts and meanings of my ideas and data. Firstly, a glossary of
terms is used to set apart specific referrals to the context of 2015 Indonesian Forest
Fires or 2015 South-east Asian Haze. “The Haze” (with capitalised “H”) refers
specifically to the Indonesian smoke blanket resulting from the forest fires in
Sumatera and Kalimantan during the year 2015, or particularly during June-
November 2015. “The Haze” is chosen as a simplified translation to many
Indonesian terms used by the speakers to describe the event, including “asap”
(smoke), “kabut asap” (smoke haze, or smoke blanket). The term “haze” (without

capital “H”) will be used to refer to a general sense of the event.

Moreover, the word “Victim(s)” (with capitalised “V”) relates to the specific
speaker(s) who attend the talk shows as “korban,” the victim(s) of the Haze. They
were introduced as members of the public who live in the areas directly affected by

the Haze. They were implied by the hosts as innocent because they did not take part

25



in the forest-burning and were deemed to have little or no social or political power
to change their realities. The Victims are always the first participants to be
introduced and to speak during the talk shows analysed. The term “victim(s)”
(without capital “V”) will be used to refer to a general sense of a victimised

individual or group of people.

I also used certain font styles in my direct quotes of the participants’ accounts.
Capitalization on phrases or sentences represent the significant rise in volume, tone,
and emphasis as the participant spoke. Furthermore, bold font-styling on direct
quotes is used to highlight key phrases or sentences that are referred to in the

analysis.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

I have divided this chapter into four parts. Part 1 introduces the different groups of
people presented in the talk shows. The rest of the discussion is dedicated to

addressing the discourse of victimhood, blame, and the State’s response.

Part 1: The classifications of participants

I identify four main classifications of participants based on keywords used to refer
to specific roles attributed to the talk show participants. They were “masyarakat”
(the people), the advocates who include “tokoh masyarakat” (community leaders or
figures) and “aktivis” (the activist), “perusahaan” (the corporates), and “pemerintah”
(the government). The key arguments of each group of participants are listed in

Table 6 (p. 30), 7 (p. 31), 8 (p. 61), and 9 (p. 79).

The people

The word “masyarakat” (translated in this thesis as “the people”) was used liberally
and has multiple meanings. The word “masyarakat” in bahasa Indonesia commonly
refers to society, community, or just a collective of people. However, on the talk
shows and the context of forest fires, it could have a very wide range of definitions,
from the local indigenous communities, a collective of local indigenous people plus
local non-indigenous people, local farmers or smallholders, or all the people of
Indonesia. The three Victims of the Haze, who were all male, are cast as
representing the public. One participant, Mukhlis, was presented in both the ILC
and Mata Najwa shows. I list the key arguments presented by the members of the
people in both ILC and Mata Najwa in Table 6 (p. 30), including the arguments
submitted by the Melayu vocal groups who featured in the ILC opening.

The advocates

The advocates are used in this thesis to classify “tokoh masyarakat” (community
leaders, figures), “aktivis” (activist), and academics. In the talk show, the roles of
community leaders were exclusive to ones of Riau, Melayu communities, as they
were the only four representatives of local communities presented in ILC. TVOne
and MetroTV used the term “activist” to represent the attending members of

environmental non-government organisations, whose organisations were named.
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ILC presented two of them, while Mata Najwa presented one. Additionally, ILC
also identifies Ratna Sarumpaet as a “social media activist,” a title that was
seemingly given based on her role in the discussion and not on the organisation she
was representing. Finally, two academics were invited to comment and conclude
the talk. Their universities or faculties of origin were not identified. It is worth
noticing that among the 11 members of the advocate group, only Azlaini Agus and
Ratna Sarumpaet are females. The key arguments of the advocates in both ILC and

Mata Najwa are presented in Table 7.

The corporations

In the talk shows, the word “perusahaan,” when unaccompanied by a name, was
used presumptively to represent the company(ies) or its (their) staff who were
involved in the forest fires. It was commonly used in a general sense. For example,
the phrase “the companies were arrested” should be interpreted as “the staff of the
companies were arrested.” Furthermore, while the businesses that were involved in
forest fires could have been working on all kinds of land resource production, the
talk shows were almost exclusively focused on the palm oil corporations. For
instance, ILC invited a chairman from the association of palm oil companies, but
there was no representation for say, the logging or pulp concessionaires. It should
also be noted that the local small business owners, even though they could be
concessionaires who were involved in forest fires, were not classified as the
“companies,” but “masyarakat” instead. Finally, “perusahaan” was often pitted
against “masyarakat lokal” (the locals), even though the companies being referred
to could be founded and managed by the locals. The key arguments presented by

the corporate representatives are presented below in Part 3.1, Table 8 (p. 61).

The government

The word “pemerintah” (the government) was used liberally in the talk shows
studied and often has ambiguous meaning. “Pemerintah” could refer to the
individual or collective of the president, minister(s), ministry(ies), governor(s),
mayor(s), and/or regent(s). The first three were often further grouped into the
“central government” or just the “Central,” while the latter three grouped as the

“local government” or the “Local.” Transcripts of the talks show that no specific
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keyword differentiates whether the “government” mentioned was an individual or
an institution except when the agents were clearly named. This means that the
“government” could refer to any scope or level of the governing collective of
institutions or people in Indonesia. For instance, in Mata Najwa, congressman
Pasludin “hoped” that the “government” enforce the law, despite his obvious role
in the government legislative wing. Another example is when the “government”
was alleged to conspire with the corporations. There was no clear definition whether
the “government” refers to the “central government,” the “local government,” the
Police, the Army, or all of them. Furthermore, sometimes the participants would
categorise the Police and the Army separately from the government, and thus in this
thesis, they were grouped as the “aparat pemerintah” (government or State

apparatus).

There were also some unique examples where a hierarchical title was used to refer
to a specific individual instead of the numerous persons who hold the same title.
For instance, “Ibu Menteri” (Madam Minister) was used to refer to Siti Nurbaya,
the Madam Minister of Forestry and Environment because there was no other
female member of the cabinet who was associated with the handling of forest fires.
“Gubernur” (governor) or “Bapak Gubernur” (Mr Governor) commonly referred to
Arsyadjuliandi Rachman, the acting governor (Pelaksana Tugas Gubernur) of Riau.
This is because ILC only presented government officials and community leaders
from Riau, who only talked within their context. Key arguments presented by the
government officials in both ILC and Mata Najwa can be found in Part 4.2, Table
9.
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Table 6. Key points of testimonies of the Victims

No.

30

Name, residential area;
introduced as

Mukhlis, Tenayan Raya,
Pekanbaru, Riau; the father of
a daughter who passed away
due to the Haze (ILC, 2105)

Mukhlis, Tenayan Raya,
Pekanbaru, Riau; the father of
a daughter who passed away
due to the Haze (Mata Najwa,
2105)

Nurhadi, Mantangai Hulu,
District Mantangai, Central
Kalimantan; a victim who
rode for hours to attend Mata
Najwa

Key points of testimony

When being introduced: Chronology leading to the death of Anggriawati, Mukhlis’ late daughter:
Concerned with the daughter’s condition after a week, daughter’s breathing difficulty in the hospital,
loss of consciousness, and death due to mucus in the lungs; “breathing failure” as the cause of death.

When confronting a government official’s interpretation about his daughter’s death: “I am the parent

99 ¢

of the victim;” “try to open the hearts (...) to bear with me who has lost a child,” “I have forgiven, but
(...) has been opened again;” “by the name of Allah and Rasul, I am a religious person and have been
religiously educated;” “My late daughter in the grave, why had you talk like that?;” “I have forgiven in

the newspaper;” “thank the government (...) Health Insurance;” “I pray that it won’t touch your
families.”

“The trigger was the smoke, but (...) it is a destiny that I have to accept”; chronology of the sickness
leading to the death of Anggriawati; “finally Allah called her”; “Her full name is Muhanum
Anggriawati (...) 12 years old;” showing Anggriawati’s 5 years old photograph; telling good memories

29 <.

of his daughter, ; “all is respective to the will of Allah, and we can only pasrah (submit);” “we do not
need to grieve deeper, but (...) support the government, the volunteers);” “if we always blame, the
problem will never end. But let them work (...) Insha Allah (If Allah is willing);” children still go to
school; the smoke still goes inside the house; “kindly give us your attention, (...) support, voice for our

concerns who are exposed to the haze.”

The story of a seven hours motorcycle ride from Mantangai Hulu to Palangkaraya and the flight to
Jakarta; “never wore a mask™ in the Haze; “the mask has never been aided, (...) so people are just
pasrah (submit);” “just enjoy (the heavy smoke);” “we do not have oxygen tanks like the people in
urban areas;” showing his Facebook video clips reporting his situation in the Haze; family is sick;
“sincerely hope with the government (...) to attend to the condition of the people (...), health centres
(...) with no cost;” “high expenses to cure the family, (...) life in the village is tough nowadays”



Muhammad, Ogan Komering = The modus operandi of the land-clearing by fire; “if we are farmers, do not dare to burn;” following

Ilir, South Sumatera; former the order of the supervisor at the plantation; law enforcement and the army only “inspecting-ish” at the
arsonist turned farmer

Melayu performers, Riau;

vocal group

Table 7. Key arguments of the advocates

No.

Name, agency/
represented

Azlaini Agus,
community figure

office

Riau

proximity of the fires; the cases are quick to be dismissed even though there were arrests; “no response
(to reports), maybe because we are just farmers (...), only the officials get addressed;” “we also burn,
but not as large as the company;” the current difficult livelihood as a conventional farmer and rubber-
tapper

“We have failed to keep them (the children) safe”; the blood of generations contaminated; “do not point
the fingers” because “we” all the adults are responsible, “Disaster is not a discourse!”

Key arguments

Introduction: The timeline of the Haze appearance and the air index measurement; “I evacuated my two
grandchildren with their mother to Jakarta, (...) but how many people of Riau have the ability to flee to
Jakarta?;” “millions of us are exposed to the Haze day and night; public figures met with the governor
and had dialogues; the Minister of Health stated that “the evacuation should be carefully considered as
they would cost a lot;” “as if we were not a part of NKRI;” the Haze has been disrupting since 1997,
“there has never been a systematic effort to eradicate the fires;” “we are extinguishing the fruit of the
labour of the businessmen (...) and the government cash out the people’s money to extinguish it;”
“Regents and mayors were too busy (...) with the elections, so they forgot about the smoke;” the criteria
for the local government to declare the state of emergency included total paralysis of flights, where in fact

the flights never ceased even in the thick haze.

Challenging Charliyan from the Police: “Riau in 2007-2008 had zero (hotspot)” because of the

I3

“assertiveness” of the then Riau Chief of Police;” “regional police chief should not be sitting close to the
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2.

32

Al-Azhar, the Chief of the
Customary Association for
Melayu

Basrizal Koto, Riau public
figure

Dharmawi Aris, the Chief of
the Institute for Melayu Riau

.99

businessmen (...) treating them as golden children;” “the people know it is the companies who burn the
land and loot the timber;” “there are police oknum (individuals) who are verdicted (...) no need for Bapak
to get offended, it is a fact.”

Introduction: The fire has been predicted since 70s, when the government defined Riau as an area of
natural resource exploitation; from 8 million ha of Riau land, 5 million ha is owned by 200-300 individuals
while the rest is for 6 million of Riau residents; “Riau is no land for the people, (...) (but) only as a natural
try to imagine” the customary land of Melayu getting claimed by communities

LIS

resource supplier;
without consent; there is the issue of land conflict between the indigenous communities and corporations;
mismanagement of peatland causes the disaster; what happens in Riau is now spreading to neighbouring
provinces;” discussion about plasma farming program which exchanges money for land instead of land

ownership sharing; “we don’t do nothing, we complaint;
been acknowledged by the Indonesian government”.

our customary land in all history has never

After two hours into the show: Previous speakers spoke as if the smoke will be no more; “are we
thinking solely for the economy or also about the humanitarian issues?;” “where is the State’s
responsibility for the civilization?”

Introduced Al-Azhar as “the president of the Free Riau;” “we do not want to separate from the NKRI, but
over the despair of the way the central government treats Riau, which is very unacceptable;” 2.7 million
ha of Riau is covered by palm oil, while the smoke “reaps a soul of a child, one person, and 43,000 others
got respiratory disease;” “the corporate owners have never cared about them;” there has been little change
from the government; “alhamdullilah (...) our president went to Riau only briefly, never been staying

99 ¢

overnight;” “we wish the central government to feel what we feel in Riau”.

29 <

Introduction: “I base my speech on the true facts;” “the governor has got no brain, (...) so is Madam
Minister;” in the election, the governor did not think about the “future,” and so did the congressmen who
travelled overseas; “there are many sons and daughters of Riau who can lead Riau,” but the bureaucracies
deny them because they do not have any money; “80% of plantations in Riau do not have permit (...), tax
is not paid;” all regents in Riau are corrupt; “Ade Plantation” has not been arrested; “I sent away 7
grandchildren (...), how much did it cost?;” the Minister of Health forbade people to go to work, but



Made Ali, Forest Rescue
Network  (JIKALAHARI)
(ILC 2015)

Munhur Satyahaprabu,
Forum for Environment
Indonesia (WALHI) (ILC,
2015)

provided no solution to sustain the livelihood of the people; the BNPB tricked the people into believing
that the government is doing something; “if we are trampled on, we will no longer be respectful with the
Central;” Ade Plantation won in court because “he has a lot of money;” “peatland forests should not be
surrounded by canal, but the permit was given by the government;” the Minister of Forestry and

Environment “rambles around,” and so is the president, who only “came to the airstrip and did not do
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anything;” “one investor (...) went home by pompong to Malaysia;
Riau was fooled around by the central government”.

the local economy of the people of

Upon hearing the defense from the corporate associations: “The forest release for plantation is not
clear (...) 80% has no release at all;” “(palm oil plantation) is the ATM for the regents, (...) including the
military officials in Jakarta;” “Riau is very sad looking, (...) discriminated (treated as step-child) by the
Central;” the government officials and congressmen have neglected the permit giving and the people’s
protest.

Introduction: BNPB and the local government “have forgotten the people, too busy putting the fire out;”
“the ultimate arsonists of the land is cukong (financiers, often associated with Chinese-descent financiers)
(...) who may be the police, the Army, or councilors;” the companies said that they lost their land, but a
report from Serapu village shows that the burnt land has already been planted; “Ade Plantation” ordered
its employees to burn; “the government allows the smoke to keep on recurring (...), after the rain came,
they forgot and keep on silent;” 17 companies repeatedly offend the law by burning, but the government
was silent.

Responding to the defense of the corporate association: The companies do not need to obtain a permit
to burn from the government officials because they can certify it themselves; “we found a fact that in
2014” that a concession was on fire. The same concession was found to be readied for planting in 2015.

Introduction: At the peak fire in 1997-1998, WALHI and fellows mobilized all abilities to put out fires;
realization that firefighting does not address the structural problems, which are the policy and law
enforcement; of almost 9 million ha of Riau, 6.8 million is owned by corporations, 1 million is national
park, and only 1 million left for the people; there is no single aid from the central government in Central
Kalimantan; no audit to industrial permit; the ones responsible are the owners of concessions; the
government are too busy creating the discourse of looking for perpetrators and redirect the blame to the
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34

Zenzi  Suhadi,
campaigner (Mata
2015)

Agustinus  Gusti
Nugroho, WWE-
ambassador, singer
Najwa, 2015)

Ratna Sarumpaet,
media activist.'

WALHI
Najwa,

‘GNugie”
WALHI
(Mata

‘social

farmers and communities; 117 corporations involved in 2013 including “Ade Plantation;” WALHI
demands permit revocation, and the land returned to the State for recovery.

Responding to the defense of the corporate associations: Open access area is the responsibility of the
permit holder, thus the misuse of it “should not create a stigma that the people are the ones burning the
open access lands;” “the denial that no company burns” should be countered by cases of court verdicts,
i.e. Kalwista Nature company; the cost to clear the land depends on the type (peatland or mineral) and is
not as cheap as the corporate association said; “80%"” of hotspots happen in peatland.

The burning is a collaborative effort of damaging the forest or peat; the people are only operators
following the order of companies; a huge percentage of burnt concessions are owned by individuals, but
they have never been arrested; two scenarios of burning: Getting permit then burn the forest, or burn so
it’s declared critical and legal to be owned; by burning, companies force local communities to exodus;
critical land should be restored; the government legitimizes and protects the crime; the government’s
neglect to citizen reports has been found in 28 provinces that are covered by WALHI; “the police and
soldiers become the vanguard to beat up the people who oppose the companies”; the Haze is secondary,
the real issue is the struggle for space; the voice of the people must be considered in the implementation
of Act 32 about concession permit; the permit issuance is usually booming close to elections; WALHI is
setting lawsuit and hoping to win “if the judge is objective”.

The smoke disaster has emerged in 1999 and still has been a problem until now; “there are the politics,

RN LR N3

we don’t
need to blame someone, it’s tiring, but do it from yourself(...) (by using) hashtags fight against the smoke,

businesses, interest;” “all nature exploitations are done for the fulfilment of the consumers;

(...) buy what is fair;” “if the consumers are against buying (the unfair products), the companies would
be closed”.

Inviting “all the people of Indonesia to see this smoke problem (...) with humility, sympathy, willingness
to introspect;” the government officials are complaining, and proud of the firefighting program, but no
result; the State is the one burning the forest because it has no action and not present; “the duty of the
State is to protect the entire nation;” spreading the investment opportunities to the private (corporations),
especially foreigners, should give a blessing to the people;” question about where the tax has gone; people
as victims; “what are the congressmen doing;” “do not talk about headache because (you) cannot (sleep);”



10.

11.

Widjojo, a professor

Gabriel, a professor

the development of the Constitution is wrong, it should have favored the people by Pancasila, but was
politicized by the parliament

“The arsonists are humans;” definition of lawful state; the State has failed to provide a good and healthy
environment to the people in accordance with the constitution; “(Indonesia as) a lawful state has been
transforming into a grocery market state, (...) like no man's land;” the haze is a state-sponsored crime of
terrorism due to its characteristics, but in fact never been seen as so; “26 million people become victims”
of the haze; we have not seen the heads of regions or offices that reflect poor environmental performance
to be fired even when it’s legal; inviting customary leaders to file a lawsuit representing the victims, and
request help from other NGOs; the disaster has been felt by neighboring countries but has not been
declared as national disaster; the disaster “is actually the State’s thanksgiving (syukuran);” the State has
all means to eradicate the fire, but it just chooses not to do that; “this is the international conspiracy;”
challenging Singapore and Malaysia to file a lawsuit against Indonesia at the international court, but
believing that they would not dare due to their own involvements; challenging the ministries to announce
the names of the companies and the products, so that the people can boycott them

The smoke problem in Riau is more serious than the smoke from cigarettes; it needs more attention from
the government; the public has rights to the forests and rivers and giving the power to the State to manage
them for their welfare — therefore “the repeated incidents of forest fires (...) show the State’s failure to be
faithful;” the government must do license audit, spatial planning, and land use reviews; the government
needs to pay “real attention to the rights of the indigenous peoples in every place”
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The attributions

Initial analysis of the key statements throughout the dataset reveals that there were
two types of attributions of roles commonly found throughout the two talk shows.
One is the assigning of roles based on a binary, that is, the moral terms of victim
and perpetrator. The other is the attribution of perceived hierarchical credibility that
can be seen by how the participants’ opportunities to talk were ordered, that is, from

the representatives of the ‘common people’ to the government and academics.

The binary nature of how groups in conflict frame their own and others were also
evident throughout the talk shows studied. Noor et al. (2009) argues,
Members of the groups involved in a conflict are likely to perceive the victim
identity as dichotomous and nondivisible. Only one group—either the in-
group or the out-group—can be the “real” victim of the conflict (Noor,
Brown, & Prentice, 2008a, 2008b). Furthermore, given their general
motivation to maintain a positive in-group identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1979),

group members are likely to cast their in-group in the role of the victim and
their out-group in the role of the perpetrator (p. 354).

Likewise, the media and most of the participants defined a collective of people or
people groups as the “real” victims and the other collective as the perpetrators. In
the case of the 2015 Indonesian Haze, the first group included a Victim from Riau,
a Victim from Pekanbaru, and an ex-arsonist from Sumatera. The second group to
whom the participants attributed the role of perpetrators included the corporations,
the government, and its apparatus. Furthermore, the community leaders and
activists of non-government environmental organisations took the role as the

advocates for the victims and the challenger for the perpetrators.

In Part 1, I have outlined the classification of participants found on the initial
analysis, as well as the attributions the media and participants gave to their in-group
and out-group. The following three parts present how victimhood, blame, and

defence is discussed throughout the talk shows.
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Part 2: The discourse of victimhood

Consistent throughout the talk shows is the view that humans are the victims of the
Haze, as well its perpetrators and heroes. This first section is dedicated to exploring
the co-constructed Victims, the victimhood of non-Victims, and how they were
claimed, disputed, and defended. Also, this section explores how diverse groups of

participants portray their sufferings as directly or indirectly present within the Haze.

In identifying the victims, Zur (2008, p. 6) explains that people who designate
themselves as victims have some common psychological characteristics:

Victims are likely to attribute the outcome of their behaviour to situational

or external forces rather than to dispositional forces within themselves.

Low self-esteem, a sense of shame, guilt, helplessness, hopelessness, and an

internal sense of badness are integral elements in the psychology of those
who perceive themselves as victims.

Zur (2008) continues to argue that the behaviour of victims is enacted, consciously
or unconsciously, to get the benefits that come with the status of being the victims.
While the sufferings of the victims are apparent, the benefits are often subtle and
implicit, including the right to empathy and pity, lack of responsibility and
accountability, and moral righteousness. Lindorfer (2009) echoes that the aid
industry works based on this logic, giving priorities of help to the representations

of innocence, generally women, children, and the elderly.

In Part 2.1 below, I discuss how the media allows victimhood to be co-constructed
as a social and political practice by the media, the host, and the participants. It is
organised in three sub-sections according to how the media, through the hosts,
structured, albeit implicitly, the participants based on the degree of moral innocence

and the level of social hierarchy:

1. The “Victims’ who were seen as the innocent and had no control over their
suffering;

2. the ex-perpetrator turned ‘Victim,' who was once an active participant who
caused the fires; and

3. the ‘non-Victims,' who were seen as having some degree of control toward
the structural pre-conditions that allow the fires to happen at the first place,
including the community leaders, representatives of environmental non-

government organisations, and the government officials and apparatus.
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Part 2.1: The Victims

The “Victim(s)’ (with capital “V’) refers to the specific speaker(s) who attend the
talk shows as the victims of the Haze. They were introduced as members of the
public who live in the areas directly affected by the Haze. Their identities were co-
constructed by the media, themselves, and the other participants as the people who
attribute their sufferings and behaviours to the external forces and those who narrate
their experiences with a sense of helplessness, hopelessness, and dependency on
others, especially the State agencies. They were implied by the hosts as the innocent
because they did not take part in the forest-burning and were deemed to have little
or no social or political power to change their realities. The Victims were always
the first participants to be introduced and to speak at the beginning of the talk shows
analysed. Based on the order of introduction, the Victims of the Haze were the

children, the local men, and the ex-arsonist.

The children

The first Victims who were introduced in both ILC and Mata Najwa were the
children. They were expectedly seen as the idealised victims and thus set a proper
stage for the proceeding discourse of victimhood. A group of Melayu poets and
singers showed a photo of a toddler in a hospital bed as “one of the thousands of
children who are on the verge of death” (ILC, 2015, 00:07:30) then proceeded to
emphasise the victimhood of the children as they sang. Mata Najwa chose to present
a video montage of sick children at the beginning of the show (Mata Najwa, 2015,
00:02:07). Mukhlis, one of the “victims’ spoke in Mata Najwa, showed the audience
his five years old daughter’s photograph, even though the late daughter passed away
at the age of 12 (Mata Najwa, 2015, 00:05:31).

The men

Despite the glorification of their victimhood, however, the children were never
present in the talk shows. Instead, they were discussed and represented by the adults
who spoke on their behalf. Specifically, the media summoned males with families,
aged 30s-40s to represent the Victims of the Haze, and thus positioned them as the

main co-creators of the discourse of victimhood.

Both shows presented Mukhlis, a local journalist from the urban Tenayan Raya,

Pekanbaru, Riau as the first participant to speak. While ILC only introduced the
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Riau resident Mukhlis as the sole representation of the Victims, Mata Najwa
introduces the second Victim from Kalimantan: Nurhadi, a rural Palangkarayan
resident. Mata Najwa also invited Muhammad (nickname “Mat”) to share his

experience as a then-arsonist and now a farmer and a Victim of the Haze.

Mukhlis

Mukhlis (presented only by his first name) is introduced in ILC and Mata Najwa
firstly as the father of a daughter who died, and secondly as a resident of Riau. The
girl’s name is Muhanum Anggriawati, a 12-year-old “Elementary student” who
passed away in Arifin Ahmad Hospital, Pekanbaru, on 10 September 2015 due to
“breathing failure” (Mukhlis in ILC, 2015). Mukhlis was only ever given an oral
explanation of his daughter’s symptoms which led to her death. He has never
received any formal medical record from the hospital (Syukur, 2016). Despite the
lack of medical explanation, Mukhlis firmly believed that the Haze was the single
trigger leading to Anggriawati’s death. This belief is shared by the mainstream
media, which introduced Mukhlis as the father of a child victim of the Haze.

In 2015, Indonesian Lawyers Club and Mata Najwa invited Mukhlis to the show as
the first speaker on September 22 and October 14 respectively. Both Ilyas’ and
Shihab’s first invitation as the host was to ask Mukhlis to tell a chronological story
of his daughter’s death.

Shihab: I want ... | want to go to Pak Mukhlis first. Pak Mukhlis, err / your

first daughter ... died?

Mukhlis: Right.

Shihab: Um / can we know the chronology and whether they are related to
this dense smoke, Pak? (Mata Najwa, 2015)

Now [ am addressing you Mukhlis. Mukhlis, who’s being said that his
daughter died due to the smoke in Riau. When did it happen? (ILC, 2015)

Mukhlis proceeds to tell the story in chronological order, starting with the showing
of symptoms which included breathing difficulties, the seven days of
hospitalisation, to the death of Anggriawati. To end his story, Mukhlis had different
conclusion remarks in ILC compared to Mata Najwa. In ILC, Mukhlis ended his
story with a medical diagnosis given by the doctor in the hospital, which was

“breathing failure” and “lungs covered by mucus”. In Mata Najwa, which was
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hosted three weeks later, Mukhlis stated “breathing difficulties” as the cause of
death, then proceeded to conclude that the daughter was “called by Allah” and that
the death was “the will of Allah”. In responding to Mukhlis’ different conclusive
remarks, Ilyas and Shihab took a different route to explore Mukhlis' story further.

In ILC, the host Karni Ilyas tried to keep the following conversation focused on the
medical explanation of Mukhlis’ daughter’s death and how Mukhlis could be
certain that the Haze really caused the death. Ilyas did not ask the name of the
daughter and referred to her as only “anaknya” (his child). Consequently, when
Mukhlis was inquired about the girl’s age, he felt the need to introduce Muhanum
Anggriawati as a “6"™-grade elementary student at 171 Primary School, the City of
Pekanbaru, Tenayan Raya.” Mukhlis then once again re-told the chronological story
of his daughter’s sickness and death, before Ilyas asked him to confirm his belief:

Ilyas: How do you give assurance that/ or doctor give certainty that the

cause of her cough was the smoke blanket and not the others/ for example,

it might be the lungs ... (she) contracted a lung disease. How can it be
assured by the doctor that it was (caused) by the smoke blanket?

Mukhlis: Err ... In principle, it was not ... It was not [inaudible], but
regardless, the situation at that time when my daughter was coughing was
certainly (because of) the smoke blanket Pak. I noticed it. Moreover, on the
normal days when there was no/ alhamdulillah, she was very healthy.
Almarhummabh (the late daughter) was very healthy.

Ilyas: No, the doctor, what did the doctor say?/

Mukhlis: The doctor’s explanation at that time was indeed he said breathing
failure.

Ilyas: Breathing failure, just that.
Mukhlis: Yes. Medical [inaudible]

Ilyas: And caused by the smoke blanket? Or is it you who conclude that the
smoke caused it?

Mukhlis: Probably (it was) the trigger, Pak. (...)
As evident in the quoted transcript above, Ilyas thrice pressed Mukhlis to give a
scientific and expert-based confirmation to the direct cause of death. Mukhlis gave
his understanding based on the doctor’s vague statement about the symptoms and
not the cause, in addition to his observation of the environment at the time of his

daughter’s showing of symptoms. Ilyas failed to find the expert opinion that he was
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seeking and did not ask further questions but immediately moved away to Azlaini

Agus, a Riau female community figure to give further context to the Riau’s Haze.

Three weeks after his presence in ILC, Mukhlis attended the Mata Najwa talk show.
This time, Mukhlis brought with him a childhood photograph of his late daughter
and introduced her as “pretty smart”, “an inspiration to do better and better”, and
an anti-smoking advocate since young. Interestingly, while Anggriawati was a 12-
years-old teenager when she passed away, the photo shown by Mukhlis was of her
at the very early age of 5. The father could have brought the most recent passport
photograph of Muhanum, from her recent academic report sheet if he had wanted

to.

In contrast to the ILC’s focus on hard facts, Mata Najwa host Najwa Shihab
enquired of Mukhlis about how he gave meaning to the Haze. Mukhlis sees the
death as the inevitable “will of Allah”, which he can only “pasrah” to and “ikhlas”
with (submit oneself and give it up). He sees grief and blaming as inappropriate,
and that the proper response to his loss is to “support the government and volunteers”
and to “let them work™.

Mukhlis: Ifyou want to make sense of it, all is respective to the will of Allah ...

and we can only pasrah. But if the trigger is smoke, I invite ... representing

all,. parents ... who dwell in this Indonesia ... Especially the ones affected by

the smog ... If there happens .,. we do not need to gri... er ... grieve deeper.
However, let us support the government, the ... volunteers /

Shihab: You are not blaming .,. not blaming others, not blaming the local
government, not blaming the ones / the ones... er / the ones causing this
haze?

Mukhlis: If we always blame, Mbak, the problem will never end. But let them
work ... and Insha Allah if Allah is ridho (if Allah’s willing and let it happen)

Shihab: You surrender it up (ikhlas)?

Mukhlis: Insha Allah, remain surrendering it up (ikhlas). Anything. Because
we are only waiting as well when we are going to [inaudible].

This section about Mukhlis observes a contrast between the co-construction of the
victimhood of Mukhlis in ILC and Mata Najwa. In ILC, the dialogue between Ilyas
and Mukhlis was focused on the hard, expert-based facts surrounding the daughter’s
cause of death. The theme was intended to prompt the responses of other high-
profile participants sharing the table, which included community figures, NGO

representatives, government officials, medical officers, and academics.
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Consequently, Ilyas framed Mukhlis’ grief and suffering to fit the expectations of
the experts present. This prompted Mukhlis to try to reclaim the humanity of his
late daughter by stating her name and who she is. However, after his first speaking
opportunit, the host Karni Ilyas did not give Mukhlis any further opportunity to
comment or respond to the other speakers’ comments. However, the repression of
Mukhlis’ personal narrative was observed to take a toll when a chief medical officer
of Riau tried to give another interpretation to Anggriawati’s cause of death. This

will be the focus of the next section.

In Mata Najwa, the conversation explores more of Mukhlis’ personal perceptions
as a victim and how he copes with the death of his daughter. Mukhlis shared the
table only with other Victims from Kalimantan besides the host herself, creating a
more secure space for him to explore his perspective as a grieving father. By
framing his experience religiously, showing his support instead of blame,
introducing his happier memories of his daughter, and showing the daughter’s
photograph at a very young age, Mukhlis co-constructed a memory in accordance
with how he wants him and his daughter to be seen and remembered by the media

and society, that is, as a morally good and innocent Victim of the Haze.

During the time discussed above, Mukhlis enjoyed a space as the first speaker on
both ILC and Mata Najwa, and as the presumably innocent Victim, he enjoyed the
relative convenience of not having to answer, clarify or challenge the statements of
other guests of the shows. It is the other participants who were obliged to give
answers to his victimisation. In ILC, a community representative and some
government officials acknowledged Mukhlis’ victimhood by offering Mukhlis their

condolences.

However, both ILC and Mata Najwa limited Mukhlis’ participation as a victim to
his initial appearance only. The next hours were given to high-profile guests who
would exchange expertise-based facts and interpretations with each other in an
increasingly heated discourse. In ILC, as other experts and government officials
started to cut across each other and speak without being invited, Mukhlis the Victim

sat silently as a recipient and listener.

Two hours into the show, Riau’s Chief Medical Officer Andra Sjafril told the show

about his interpretation of Anggriawati’s cause of death:
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I immediately contacted the president director of Arifin Ahmad Public
Hospital (...). The information was found that this beloved daughter was
indeed suffered from respiratory failure due to comorbidity, which is TB
meningitis. TB meningitis with body weight, so there was malnutrition as
well.

In a similar manner, as he did to Mukhlis, Ilyas asked Sjafril if the trigger of the
symptom “may be” the smoke, of which Sjafril twice confirmed. Here Sjafril did
not deny the possibility that Anggriawati’s death was caused by a respiratory failure
led by the smoke, but did give another interpretation he claimed to be officially
sourced: A comorbidity of Tuberculosis Meningitis and malnutrition. The diagnosis
is important because it disputed Mukhlis’ claim and the media’s belief about the

cause of Anggriawati’s death.

Tuberculosis Meningitis is not a disease of the respiratory system and thus cannot
be due to the breathing of toxic air. It is caused by a bacterial infection in the central
nervous system. Ramachandran (2014) argues that the disease is common amid
poverty, lack of public health infrastructure, lack of medical research to prevent and
cure, and the co-epidemic of HIV. The indication of malnutrition could have
prompted further critical questions about the contribution of the poor socio-
economic environment to the death of Anggriawati. However, the talk show quickly

dismissed this issue, never to be mentioned anymore.

Sjafril’s second confirmation satisfied Ilyas, who then moved on to other
participants. However, Ilyas’ decision was found to be highly partial. While Ilyas
normally gave opportunities to the other high-profile speakers to reply to each other,
he gave no chance to Mukhlis, the Victim, to respond in the light of Sjafril’s new
interpretation. Mukhlis sat silent for 20 minutes and two speakers after Sjafril’s

remarks.

However, thirty minutes before the closing of the show, Mukhlis cut into Ilyas’

schedule. After apologising for the interruption, Mukhlis spoke:

I am the parent of the victim ... to Mr Andra yeah ... Try to open the hearts ...
of us all ... If it was [vibrating voice] my daughter that was convicted as
TBCmitis, try to feel / feel me who has lost a child, please. And this has also
spread in the media the statements of doctor Zeli (?) and Mr. Andra, as the
Chief Medical Officer of Riau Province ... I have forgiven, but tonight it (the
matter forgiven) has been opened once again. The SOCIAL IMPACT to my
life in Riau. Please help me Pak. I beg you, I be/ ... This is the voice of my
heart/ BY THE NAME OF ALLAH AND RASUL! I am a religious person and ...
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have been religiously educated. I beg you, DO NOT say it. Time and time
again ... My late daughter in the grave, why had you talked like that? I have
forgiven it in the newspaper/ I have ...

Two questions arise from this statement. Firstly, why was Mukhlis offended that
Sjafril “talked like that,” which required him to “forgive” Sjafril and urge (the
audience) to “open their hearts”? Secondly, what was the significance of Mukhlis’
religious declaration in his response to Sjafril? My answer to the first question is
that Sjafril has unwittingly given Mukhlis’ daughter’s death a new name and
meaning implying that her parents were irresponsible in the face of an
understandable and preventable death. This in turn created a disequilibrium in
Mukhlis’ worldview of his daughter’s death as caused by an unknown power, which
was the “breathing problems.” Mukhlis interpreted Sjafril’s diagnosis as a

challenge toward his accountability as a parent.

The second question can be addressed as to how Mukhlis chose to represent himself
as a counter to the media’s representation. Interestingly, Mukhlis’ response was not
constructed to justify the legitimacy to his claim about the cause of his daughter’s
death. Instead, Mukhlis tried to legitimate his identity as a victim and defend his
interpretation toward his daughter’s death. First, he called to the “hearts of us all”
as the one “who has lost a child”. Mukhlis used the social resources available to
him, which was the moral reasoning. Secondly, Mukhlis used the metaphor of a
grave. Mukhlis has “buried” his late daughter, both literally and psychologically. A
grave is a sacred place in Indonesian and Islamic traditions. The grave “has been
opened once again” because of Sjafril’s interpretation. Mukhlis was offended by
what he believed to be the desecration of his daughter’s grave, urging Sjafril, “Do
not say it.” Thirdly, he announced himself as “a religious person” who “have been
religiously educated.” Mukhlis named “Allah and Rasul” as his witnesses to further
justify his position religiously. In addition to “Allah and Rasul”, the media itself
also becomes his defence. A quick electronic search on Google search engine with
keywords Mukhlis OR asap (smoke) OR Riau shows that mainstream media
maintain legitimation to Mukhlis’ belief of his daughter’s innocent death due to the

Haze.

Through this second series of the statement, Mukhlis claimed his rights to be

perceived as morally right. He interpreted Sjafril’s diagnosis of his daughter’s death
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as a threat to his moral image and accountability. In response, he defended it
religiously and sent a veiled curse before closing his remarks:

Do not be pleased with, with what you have said. Do not. Dear Allah, I pray

that it will not touch your families. I cannot even imagine, please.
Apparently, Mukhlis’ defence and his prayer were deemed uninvited by the other
participants in the forum. Ilyas gave no response to Mukhlis defence and provided
no time for Andra to respond to it. Ilyas saw Mukhlis’ response as unnecessary,
saying. “I think you can understand,” and immediately moved to another speaker
without another word. Furthermore, Mukhlis’ decision to speak for himself seems
to have changed how the other participants viewed him. Before he spoke up, he
received condolences and expressions of sympathy from the other speakers.

However, after the incident, they were no more.

Nurhadi

In addition to Mukhlis, Mata Najwa invited a second Victim, Nurhadi, a resident of
Mantangai Hulu, Kapuas, Central Kalimantan to speak as a representation of the
Haze Victims in Kalimantan. His presence and Mukhlis completed the portrayal of
Sumatera and Kalimantan as the most affected areas by the Haze. Nurhadi was
introduced as a member of the public who had undergone arduous travel from his
village in Kalimantan to be able to speak on the Mata Najwa show in Jakarta. He
rode for 7 hours in the middle of thick haze before boarding a flight to Jakarta.
Nurhadi had seemingly attracted the attention of Mata Najwa through his
participation in citizen journalism. Mata Najwa showed Nurhadi’s Facebook videos
of the everyday situation in his village in the rural Palangkaraya during the Haze.
Nurhadi’s voice narrated them, reporting on the atmospheric conditions and

showing images of the people affected by sickness.

When Shihab asked if Nurhadi and his community wear masks in their daily life
during the Haze, Nurhadi answered that they “never wear a mask, because the mask

has never been aided.” He proceeded:

“So, the people are just pasrah (resigned to the higher power), yeah. Every
year there would be fire, which makes the heavy smoke like this. Just enjoy
it.
Nurhadi’s statement was unexpected by Shihab, prompting her to probe into it.

Nurhadi answered:
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Well... what else can we do, isn’t that so? Because the people do not have (...)
masks, and do not have oxygen (tanks), like what people have in the urban
areas, right? Still, good for them if they could buy. (...) However, when it
comes to us in the village ... say we imagine ... want to buy, buy where? Don’t
even talk about oxygen, yeah? Even the masks we want to buy, buy where?
So yeah, pray it’s like, a habit (normalcy) all right, for the people to breathe
the air of a smoke haze like that.

What does this statement imply about how Nurhadi sees suffering? Firstly, Nurhadi
“enjoys” the Haze because it is something that is inevitable and cannot be changed,
something that has been normalised by the people because of its recurrence. Shihab
understood this answer. The host had no further question about what Nurhadi as the
Victim does about the unavailability of masks in the village, or why he felt that he
should wait for them to be helped. By her silence, she has agreed to the claim of

innocence and the non-responsibility of the Victim.

Secondly, Nurhadi also interpreted the suffering as a sign of social and economic
inequality. The community is forced to breathe toxic air without defence because
they live in rural areas with limited access to breathing aids such as masks and
oxygen tanks. Beyond what is said, Nurhadi expressed a sense of alienation he felt
when the poorer and more remote villagers did not get the same attention and

protection as the people who live in richer urban areas.

The references to social and economic inequality were unfortunately left
unexplored. In Nurhadi’s next comments, he expected practical, remedial economic
solutions towards the health problems he sees. Nurhadi’s five family members had
been sick because of the smoke. Instead of something preventive, he felt an urgency
for both the local and central government to alleviate the immediate burden of
health cost and attend to his loss of livelihood:

(...) at least can attend to the condition of the people ... so (they) can build

health centres, that can serve (the people) at no cost. (...) honestly, I feel

that burden. (...) I feel the weight of the cost, because (1) have to spend high

expenses, to be able to heal the family. Meanwhile, the life in the village is

tough nowadays. Because there are many plantations of rubber, then the
rattan plantation, which is now on fire.

Nurhadi has used his social media account and his exposure on Mata Najwa to show
the reality of his suffering. However, as a representative of the communities in rural
Kalimantan, he perceived the Haze as something unalterable. This belief

disempowers him and, according to his testimony, his community, to provide self-
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help as simple as providing masks in the village. In addition, Nurhadi raised the
issue of alienation and social inequality between the urban and rural citizens, which
contributes to the poorer health of the rural communities. Nonetheless, the
resignation to his unchangeable condition makes him no longer hope for any fire
prevention measures, but instead for the government to give immediate remedial

assistances in forms of free health care and economic aid.

Part 2.2: Muhammad, the former perpetrator turned
Victim

The third participant to speak at Mata Najwa was Muhammad (only stated by his
first name). Muhammad was introduced as a “former land arsonist” who resides in
Ogan Komering Ilir, South Sumatera, a district which had contributed the highest
number of fire alerts in 2015 (Global Forest Watch, 2015). He was a farmer at the
time of the show but worked for a company in 2007. Shihab was interested in

learning from Muhammad how the burning was done.

Shihab: Okay. What's the story? How is the burning done?

Muhammad: (...) the burning was at noon. Ah, at noon (we were), escorted
by... a kind of firefighters... So that it did not spread to another place, is not
it? [Shihab: mm-hmm.] So it could be bitten by bit. However, now not
anymore. Since there... there is... regulation... err.. Who burns ... is fined five
million to 15 million, yeah? Well if we are farmers ... do not dare, Mbak, to
burn that...

Shihab probed further and asked about “the order”:

Shihab: Pak Mat at that time / m / the ... who ordered to burn?

Mohammed: Well it was our boss, Sindar...

Shihab: The Supervisor at the plantation?

Muhammad: Yes.

Shihab: How large was the burnt area, Pak?
Two points can be observed from this short passage. First, both Shihab and
Muhammad describe the burning as something being “done” and “ordered.” Both
used passive verbs to detach Muhammad, as the then-arsonist, from his
responsibility and active participation in the event. The activity of setting the fires
was merely following the order of the “management of the plantation.” Secondly,

Shihab could have asked further questions about Muhammad’s motive at the time.
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It could have shed some insights into the social and psychological circumstances
that allowed the active participation of local farmers in the company’s burning
activities. Instead, the conversation quickly moved on to the statistics of the burnt
area and how the soldiers and the police protected the activities. These two insights
aim to attribute the responsibility and blame for Muhammad’s past activity as solely

the responsibility of the company and the protective State apparatus.

Consistent with the analysis of Zur (2008) toward the psychology of the victims,
Muhammad also believed that he was voiceless, unheard, and thus, helpless. This
was shown when Shihab interviewed him about the Police’s treatment towards

“Sindar” (Muhammad’s boss) and the management of his former workplace:

Mohammed: Yes both of them were taken to the local police ... but not/
Shihab: However only a few days there?

Mohammed: Just a few days.

Shihab: The case then has no follow-up?

Mohammed: No follow-up.

Shihab: The people ever / ever reported, Pak Mat and the other farmers
ever / ever reported officially, never complained, this burning ... is blatantly
done under the daylight?

Mohammed: There had also been a report, Mbak. Just ... there was also no
response ... Maybe we ... because we are just farmers, perhaps? Would it ever
be addressed when (we are) just farmers? Only the officials get addressed,
Mbak... When it comes to us, we would not.

Shihab: So never been responded?

Mohammed: Never been responded.
After a period of dialoguing with Suhadi of WALHI, Shihab returned to
Muhammad to ask about his current livelihood. Muhammad is now working on his
land, tapping rubber and planting potatoes. Shihab asked Muhammad, “Now (are
you) still able to work the field even in a situation like this, or is it already hard
again?” Muhammad told Shihab that the work was somewhat “stagnant” and while
the farming activity was still being done, there was no production from the land
except rubber tapping. Muhammad’s gross income in such a situation was Rp
200,000 (NZD 21.5) weekly. On hearing that, Shihab responded:

Shihab: To live like that yeah, 200,000 per week. So indeed, this smoke
makes Pak Mat difficult to... to earn isn’t it Pak?
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Muhammad: Yes.

Shihab: The impact has been so great. Are there any of your plantation
which is affected by the fire Pak?

Mohammed: For now there is not...
Then after a brief exchange about how Muhammad had to watch over his land to

prevent wildfires, the conversation was ended.

In this second section of the Shihab-Muhammad conversation, Shihab tried to
establish the victimhood identity of Muhammad and empathised with Muhammad’s
current situation. She described Muhammad’s life as a small farmer as “hard”
(susah), and that the Haze made it “difficult to earn.” “The impact” of the fire “has
been so great,” however for Muhammad, the former arsonist; the impact was not so
much on his health or families as it was for Mukhlis and Nurhadi, but upon his

source of income.

Muhammad was firstly introduced as a former perpetrator who took part in a
company’s slash-and-burn practices in 2007. He was expected to testify about how
the burning was done and protected. However, throughout the conversation,
Muhammad maintained his innocence by underplaying his role as merely following
the order of the company. His motive of obedience, unfortunately, remained
unaddressed. In the later part of the conversation, Muhammad’s took the role as one
of the Victims. Muhammad believed that he was powerless to change his
circumstances. He and Shihab then tell his story as a traditional farmer who suffered
due to the Haze. However, unlike the other Victims, Shihab focused on the former

arsonist’s current financial situation rather than his health and family.

Part 2.3: The victimhood of the community leaders

Victimhood gives the claimant entitlements to empathy, pity, non-responsibility
and moral innocence. The talk shows had defined and introduced the Victims of the
Haze, giving them the first opportunities to speak about their victimhood and for
all other participants to respond. However, in the case of the Haze, victimhood was

claimed by almost all participants.

This section discusses the discourse of victimhood framed by the community
leaders. The representatives of the corporate associations and State agencies

claimed victimhood too, but because of the defensive nature of the claim, it will be
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addressed in Part 3: The discourse of blame and Part 4: The State’s answer. Also,
dealt with in Part 3 is how the representatives of non-government organisations
defended the victim status of “masyarakat” (the people) and put the responsibility

solely on the corporations and the State.

ILC invited four community leaders to speak on behalf of the indigenous
communities, all of them representing Riau’s Melayu communities. There was no
community leader from Kalimantan invited to be on ILC or Mata Najwa. The first
three speakers expressed the sense of alienation felt by the people regarding the
Haze. The key arguments of the Riau community figures presented in ILC are

included in Chapter 4, Part 1, Table 7.

The first speaker after Mukhlis’ interview as Victim was Azlaini Agus, a female
community leader. Agus questioned the government’s response to the haze when it
was asked to evacuate the vulnerable communities. She quoted the statement of the
Minister of Health: “The evacuation has to be thought carefully because it takes a
price.” Agus expressed her “deep grief” after the Minister of Health comment:
As if we (the people of Riau) who are exposed to the hazardous smoke for
weeks were not a part of this nation. As if we were not a part of the One
Republic of Indonesia. (...), we feel like we are no one. What [ meant is that

if the government cannot help us, at least please empathise with our fate. If
we are really a part of this nation.

At the end of her statement, the audience applauded her.

Agus’ nationhood rhetoric signifies the sense of alienation and exploitation she felt
toward the government’s perceived neglect of the welfare of the people of Riau.

Ilyas further strengthened this relationship:

Ilyas: “Madam, are you native to Riau or a descendant3”
Agus: “Native, Sir.”

Ilyas: “What are you getting from the palm oil?’

Agus: “Nothing, Sir.”

Ilyas: “Nothing? [audience laughing] No, I asked this because Riau is pitiful.
The funding for Five Repelita (Five Years National Plan of Development) (...)
comes from Riau’s oil. Riau got nothing.”

3 Indonesian: “Keturunan”. In the context of this conversation, it refers to the descendant of
migrants.
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Agus: “Got the smoke.”
Similarly, Al-Azhar, the Chief of the Customary Association for Melayu, and
Dharmawi Aris, the Chief of the Institute for Melayu Riau also discussed the

alienation theme:

Our land, the customary land, in all history has never been acknowledged,
the customary land in Riau, by the Indonesian government to this day, Bang
Karni (Al-Azhar in ILC 2015).

So Riau is somber looking. Indeed, from the beginning, until now, truly
being dianaktirikan (treated as if it is a step-child) by the Central (Aris in
ILC 2015).

Al-Azhar saw that ultimately the fires were rooted in the advent of corporations and
concessions to land and resources, and the influx of migrant workers that they
attract to Riau. The ‘outsiders’ were deemed incapable of stewarding the peatland

and combined with careless licensing; they were the ones to blame for the fires.

Try to imagine the adat community, by the next week there would be
signposts on their house yard, that the A Corporation owned this now, the
B Corporation owned that, and they have never been asked to discuss their
own adat forest and land. (...) tenurial imbalance (...) causes what is called
as the conflicts of trimatra (the Indonesian term for the three spheres of
earth, sky, and water) (..) especially in the surrounding areas of
corporation activities (...). The conflicts of trimatra between (...) the adat
people who feel that it is their traditional rights (...). Now the second, the
migrants, the migration, the people who came from outside Riau coming
there and see the opportunities given by the forest and land (...) Well, the
peatland in Riau is vast, and she needs special handling, but in the permits,
she was seen as the same with mineral land ... For the adat communities,
the peatland is not a choice to be worked on.

In response to Al-Azhar’s statement, Basrizal Koto, a Riau public figure jokingly
named Al-Azhar the “President of Free Riau” (President Riau Merdeka). Ilyas
responded, “Free how? Want to rebel?” Koto then gave his clarification after a
laugh with the audience:

So merdeka (freedom) means this Bang Karni: We do not want to separate

from the Republic and NKRI (Unitary State of the Republic of Indonesia),

but over the despair, the despair (because of) the way the central

government treats Riau, which for us is very unacceptable to the

communities in Riau.
Koto’s statement was very short, but there are some keywords worth exploring.

“Merdeka” roughly means “free.” It is a slogan used in Indonesia’s fight for
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independence against colonial powers in the 1940s. On the other hand, “NKRI” (the
Unitary State of the Republic of Indonesia) is a popular nationalist slogan
commonly used in conjunction with “harga mati.” The whole slogan translates as
“the Unitary State of the Republic of Indonesia is the price of death,” or “at any
cost.” Historically, the cost is usually violence, as seen in Aceh, East Timor, South
Maluku and Papua (Hobson, Bacon, & Cameron, 2014). It is commonly used by
the military to signify territorial commands and nationhood identity and to fight the
acts of territorial division and separation (“memecah belah) (Bunte & Ufen, 2008).
Furthermore, Koto also discussed the dyadic relationship between the “central
government” and Riau, with the “central government” portrayed as “treating” Riau

in a “very unacceptable” way.

Ilyas treated Koto’s statement as a very delicate matter, although, Ilyas, half-

jokingly, interpreted Koto’s discourse as separatism, a “rebellion.” He tabooed

merdeka, not because of its irrelevance in the issue, but because it is impossible to

overcome the power of the State. As argued by Hobson et al. (2014), Ilyas implied

that any threat to the territorial integrity of NKRI would be answered by violence:
The KPRI Riau also involved [Koto laughs]. Ismail Lengah was the name of

the commander at the time. (...) (He) was only bombed once then lost. So
never rebel.

Dharmawi Aris, on the other hand, views the smoke as economically costly. He
asked the audience to “imagine” how much the cost was to send away “seven
grandchildren” from Riau during the Haze. He criticised the Ministry of Health’s
advice to not do “outdoor activities” as nonsense, because:
If the people cannot do activities, (they) cannot eat. Where can they get
money from?
Aris closed his remarks by telling the audience the story of Suryanto Bakrie, a
Malaysian “investor” who went back home by pompong (a small passenger wooden
boat carrying around 20 people on board). Twice he emphasized the “going home
by pompong” to signify the humiliation this foreign “investor” had to bear in the
smoke. His ultimate concerns are indeed the foreign “investor” and the “local

economy of the people of Riau.”
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Aris, like the three other community figures, put the blame on the government and
companies but distance the responsibility of change from both themselves and the
communities they represent.

Aris: Yes/ At that time (the smoke) had started (to spread) at the time he

was elected, with Andreas Makmur/ in the smoke blanket (...). He should

have thought about the future. How the smoke in Riau could have been

prevented .... (...) The members of the legislative did the same. At the time

of the smoke blanket like this, they go abroad. Also idiots (brainless).
[audience clapping hands]

Ilyas: How could the people of Riau vote for the idiots, then? [audience
laughing hard]

Aris: There are still many sons and daughters of Riau who can lead Riau,
Pak. However, the bureaucracies in the leadership itself make those who are
still good get denied as leaders. Perhaps they have better track records, but
they do not have money, they cannot be leaders... This, what you (Mr Ilyas)
should highlight.

Ilyas: Well, then... err your people prefer to vote for the rich, is that what
you said?

Aris, or other community leaders, might have taken up Ilyas’ challenge to the
people’s participation in the government and policies. However, until the end of the
talk show, the question was left unaddressed as the talk becomes more and more

constitution and expert-based.

Throughout the statements of the community leaders of Riau, the fatalistic and non-
responsible victimhood discourse was maintained. The community leaders offered
no guidance for the locals nor the broader national audience to navigate the disaster
other than claiming victimhood. The “good” people of Riau whom the speakers
were representing were described as innocent, passive objects, unjustly neglected,
alienated, even denied by the government and the rest of the nation. All the

responsibilities then were attributed to the government and the corporations.

Part 2.4. Discussing the victimhood discourse of the Haze

The introduction of the Victims as the first speakers in talk shows is purposefully
structured to provide a connection with the audience at home. The media portrayed
them as ordinary people, fathers in their middle adulthood who were concerned
with their families’ health and cost of living. They took the role of what Silverstone

(2007) called ‘a doubling;’ they spoke for and represented themselves, but also on
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behalf of the others. Through them, the media gave the Victims a space to speak, to
connect or to be denied by the targeted audience who sat in front of their television

Screen.

Throughout both talk shows, the Victims self-portrayed themselves and were
represented as passive, accepting, dependent, and cannot be held responsible for
predicting, preventing, and liberating themselves from their sufferings. The Haze
was represented as something beyond human control and as divinely-ordained.
Consequently, menerima (accepting) and pasrah (submitting oneself) were
promoted as a proper response to the suffering. Moreover, even when one of them
was responsible for the fires, the activity was seen as merely following orders.
Similar to the findings of Milgram (2004) about the agentic state, the participant
and the media shifted responsibility for Muhammad’s actions onto an entity of
authority, placing the burden entirely on the company. None of the victims tried to
prevent the fires in their communities, and neither did they report or organise a
community defence. The media also participated in the discourse, asking none of
the Victims about their response toward the comments of other expert participants,
or how they would proceed to act on their suffering post-talk. Separating the victims
from the historical, socio-economic, and structural context of their anguish, the
media fixate the victims into the past and strip them of the agency, eventually
turning them into therapeutic patients (Weinstein, 2014). This has become apparent
when the Victims were given a chance to influence the response of broader public
and policy makers. They chose to give “support” to the other experts and expected

economic relief from the government.

Departing from the discussion about the Victims, I moved to focus on the
community leaders as representations of affected communities. Interestingly, while
fires were raging in Sumatera and Kalimantan®, only community leaders of Riau
were presented. Themes of nationhood, alienation, and marginalisation of
indigenous communities were prominent in the discourse, as well as the economic

impact on local livelihood. These themes could have demanded a closer

4 Forest fires also raged in Merauke, West Papua at the time the talk shows were broadcasted,
but were not mentioned at all throughout the talk shows. The issue is addressed on Chapter 5
Part 3.
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examination of the broader contexts that allow the fires to keep propagating, and
how the indigenous communities make sense of the fires. Unfortunately, they were
quick to be dismissed as ILC host Karni Ilyas directed the show toward the

discourse of blame.

The only interventions mentioned by the community leaders were “menuntut”
(demanding) and bringing the issue to the government, as was told by Azhar and
Agus in ILC. They were postulated simply as the experts who vouched for the
communities. There was no mention of any of them organising the local
communities to voice themselves or to protect themselves from the disaster, nor any
effort to empower or educate the communities they claimed to represent. There was
no evaluation of the factors that would motivate some members of the communities
to be involved as the arsonists. All in all, while sitting as the experts and
representations of Riau communities, the community leaders portrayed themselves
and were perceived as the blameless representatives of the innocent victims of the
Haze, while the responsibility of change rested fully on the State and the

corporations.
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Part 3: The discourse of blame

The discourse of victimhood and harm set the introductory phase of the talk shows.
This provides a series of expositions build toward a point of the greatest interest
defined by the talk shows’ main questions. For Indonesian Lawyer’s Club, the
interest was evident in the title: “Who burns our forest?”” For Mata Najwa, the main
topic was subtle, as the issue was framed as a “Fight,” even though it was not
against someone, but against the “Haze.” Either way, the initial discourse of the
‘good’ victims demanded a discourse of evil and blame. The following sub-sections

discuss the discourse of blame and perpetratorhood and how the perpetrators were

identified, challenged, and defended.

The discourse of victimhood and harm set the introductory phase of the talk shows.
This provides a series of expositions building toward a point of the greatest interest
defined by the talk shows’ main questions. For Indonesian Lawyer’s Club, the
interest was evident in the title: “Who burns our forest?”” For Mata Najwa, the main
topic was subtle, as the issue was framed as a “Fight,” even though it was not
against someone, but against the “Haze”. Either way, the initial discourse of the
‘good’ victims demanded a discourse of evil and blame. The following sub-sections
discuss the discourse of blame and perpetratorhood and how the perpetrators were

identified, challenged, and defended.

Part 3.1. The companies

Most participants agreed that “corporations” are the main culprit behind the Haze
occurrence. The word “perusahaan” combined with "korporasi" (both roughly
translates to corporation or company) are mentioned 44 times in Mata Najwa and
109 times in ILC, most in the context of corporations being the perceived
perpetrator. In fact, both TVOne’s and MetroTV’s editorials framed the Haze as
being motivated by “corporate greed.” This theme of corporate evil has become the
primary frame of the talk shows, an arena in which the values of “humanity” are
pitched against the “financiers,” as expressed many times by the hosts and

participants.

Addressed in the literature review were a handful of studies that pointed out that
the forest burning activities were done by a collective of corporations and the

“ordinary people” (Center for International Forestry Research, 2015; Guciano,
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2015; Liljas, 2016; Nairn, 2015). However, talk show participants were found to be
focused solely on the first, while dismissing the possibility of the involvement of
the latter. In fact, the ILC framed the corporations in this way in their introductory
editorial, in which President Joko Widodo spoke:

I have sent for and bestowed to the Chief of Police to take the firmest, the

most ruthless action against the companies that fail to comply ... Once or

twice we have sent the message. // Because in fact they must also be

responsible for their right and left, honouring the rights that we have given
to them.

The partial blame was found throughout most of the statements where the
“companies” were mentioned, except when the corporate associations were talking.
Perhaps it was the most evident in Mata Najwa, when the host Shihab interviewed
the former arsonist Muhammad, then turned to WALHI representative Suhadi for
confirmation. Here Muhammad had named “Sindar,” his former supervisor, as the
one who “ordered” him to burn. However, when Shihab asked whether the farmers
themselves burned the land, he countered by saying “there is, of course, the burning

b 2

(activities) but not as large as the company’s.” He continued to explain:

Muhammad: When it comes to the fellow farmers the largest they would
burn would only be two hectares. However, since there is this new rule
earlier ... until now many fellow farmers have not burned any, Mbak ... Do
not dare to.

Shihab: Do not dare to.

Muhammad: Do not dare to. Who is willing to shell out five million to fifteen
million, Mbak?

Shihab: The company, they still dare to?

Muhammad: They do ... when it comes to that, nothing’s changed... With ...
the rule. Hence they burn at night...

To this answer, Shihab asked Suhadi from WALHI to confirm if “most of the
arsonists” were farmers or the companies.
Suhadi: If we look at the process of burning that was one part of the

collaborative effort (...) even when the people do the burning, these people
are only the operators.

Shihab: Operators? Like Pak Mat and friends back then, operators?
Suhadi: Operators. Acting operators.

Shihab: The ones following the order of the company?

Suhadi: Yeah, the ones following the order. (...)
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Indeed, both Muhammad and Suhadi did not deny the fact that local farmers were
involved in the burning activities. However, they described the farmers as “do not
dare” and merely “following the order,” thus presumed as innocent. Consequently,
the potential discourse of the farmers as the active participants in the burning was
suppressed, leaving the discourse of perpetratorhood exclusively focused on the
companies (and the State). In fact, Riau community figure Agus thought it was a
“public knowledge” that “it is the companies that burn the land and looting timber.”
This pattern would be repeated throughout the discussion in both Mata Najwa and
ILC.

The identification
Besides the pattern of selective perpetratorhood above, there were further
interesting patterns found from how the corporations were identified as perpetrators.
The first was discovered among the community leaders and NGO representatives.
In ILC, when asked to give an example of the names of the companies allegedly
responsible, a community leader and two environment campaigners were quick to
identify, first of all, a foreign corporation rather than the national ones, in particular,
the Malaysia’s Ade Plantation, Ltd. This company was not amongst the highest
contributors to the fire alerts in the year (Global Forest Watch, 2015). In fact, the
calling for “Ade Plantation” was always followed by the phrase “a Malaysian
company,” signifying the foreign origin and thus adding the rhetoric of
“international conspiracy” to the discourse. As Widjojo, a professor and participant
of ILC conclusively remarked:

This (the Haze) is an international conspiracy that I've observed. Therefore

I challenge the fellows in Singapore that Pak Karni had just me (...) You

don’t need to complain about Indonesia, about the smoke. But DO FILE AN

INTERNATIONAL LAWSUIT against Indonesia. At the international COURT.

I am sure Singapore and Malaysia do not want that. Why? If they want it,

EVERYTHING WOULD BE REVEALED. I've studied since 2003 that ALL

CORPORATIONS involve those countries. Hence the ones arrested, punished,

in the history THERE HAVE NEVER BEEN their major shareholders and the
major directors who LIVE in the countries that love to complain.

The second pattern in the identification of the companies allegedly responsible was
found among the representatives of the Indonesian Police. They constantly follow

what they call “public disclosure regulations.” The regulations allow the Police to
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state the companies responsible only by their initials. For example, in a press
conference, the Indonesian Police Chief Baharudin Haiti stated:
Seven of them include PT (Ltd.) BMH in Kabutan ... South Sumatera and the
suspect is named JLE. And the second is PT Roselin/ ... PT RPP in South
Sumatera, with suspect P. And PT RPS in South Sumatera, the suspect is S.
And PT LIH in Riau, the suspect is FK. And the fifth PT GAP in Sampit, Central
Kalimantan, the suspect is S. And the sixth is PT MBA in Kapuas, the suspect

is GRN. And the seventh is PT ASP in Central Kalimantan, the suspect is WD
(ILC 2015).

The principle of non-disclosure was critiqued as a form of the Police’s protection
toward the companies. The Police defended it as they were “only the implementers

of the legislation.”

Ilyas: If I may know, who are the companies alleged?

Charliyan: O, lots bang Karni, the companies / like what was delivered by
Pak Chief of Kapolri, have been announced /

Ilyas: Yes but (...) that was only the initials

Charliyan: Excuse me Bang Karni, because we have regulations about the
public disclosure, where there are things that need to be kept confidential,
including about the suspects so that POLRI should use initials. (...)

Ilyas: I think of the whole world no suspect is described only by initials.
Charliyan: There is Pak, in the public disclosure regulations.

Ilyas: No, in all / in the world / in any country in the world the suspects /
Charliyan: But in / in Indonesia that is so, the legislations.

Ilyas: Yes it makes (you) being picky Pak [audience laughing hard in the
background]

Charliyan: We're (only) the implementers of the legislation so / [while
laughing]

Ilyas: There are some who are named, there are some who are only in
initials.
The identification by initials, interestingly, is unique to the Police institution. Other
government representatives, such as Kemal Anas, a representative of the Ministry
of Environment and Forestry, were open to disclosing the full names of the
companies whose permits had been revoked, including Hutani Sola Lestari,
Langgam Inti Hibrida, Waringin Agro Jaya, and Tempirai Palm Resources.

Consequently, Ilyas’ response to Charliyan’s non-disclosure was not unexpected.
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Still, the quotations included above were the only times the “corporations” were
identified as individuals. Ultimately, the corporations were named only in a general
sense, a collective “perusahaan” (corporation, company). There was also almost
non-existent discussion about what kind of “companies” did the burning, but there

was seemingly a general understanding that they were palm oil companies.

The companies’ defence

To give an answer to the attributions of blame to the corporations, ILC invited two
representatives from the association of corporations: Purwadi Supriyanto, the
Executive Director of the Association of Indonesian Forest Concessionaires, and
Eddy Martono, the Chairman of the Agricultural Sector and Spatial Planning of the
Indonesian Palm Oil Association (GAPKI). Their comments were almost
immediately moderated by the comments by NGO representatives Made Ali of
JIKALAHARI and Munhur Satyahaprabu from WALHI, respectively (see Table 7).
Unfortunately, there was no parallel data from Mata Najwa, which did not present

any representative from the corporations on stage.
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Table 8. Key arguments of the representatives of the corporate associations

Name, corporate association

represented

Purwadi Supriyanto, the Executive
Director of the Association of
Indonesian Forest Concessionaires
(ILC 2015)

Eddy Martono, the Chairman of the
Agricultural Sector and Spatial
Planning of the Indonesian Palm Oil
Association (GAPKI) (ILC 2015)

Points of arguments

“Hope you still remember (about our similar discussion last year);” open access area, not
the tenurial imbalance, is the problem because it has no designation of use and thus is
used for “illegal activities;” the spatial planning in Riau “is still messy;” “we should sit
down together (...) we are equally responsible;” “this issue of fire cannot be fully
burdened to the corporations;” challenging Ali of JIKALAHARI to check the annual
work plan of the company to prove that the burning done by companies is according to

the permit given by the government officials.

Expressing sympathy and condolences to Mukhlis; “We have branches in 12 provinces
with total acreage of 3.9 million ha, and 663 corporate members (...) so GAPKI members

ER N3

have 35% of total area of palm oil plantations in Indonesia;” “the palm oil industry in
Indonesia annually contributes 20 billion USD;” only 14 areas of GAPKI members were
on fire; “is it true that the palm oil companies burn their own assets (...) because
obviously that is a production machine;” only IDR 6 million is needed to mechanically
clear the land; corporate burning would not be done without permit and is impossible
because the risk is too high; Global Forest Watch shows that “67%” of fires happen
outside concessions; “it is unlikely that the farmers or the public flock to plant palm oil if

it is not profitable.

So, who’s
fault is this?

The
activities
(allegedly
done by non-
corporations),
the
government

illegal

(Allegedly)
the farmers
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Supriyanto and Ali

Supriyanto’s response could be summarised in one sentence: The issue of fire
“cannot be fully burdened to the corporations” because “we are equally responsible
in there.” Supriyanto pointed at the “open access area” as the “source of the problem”
and “illegal activities.” He blamed the “messy” and “unresolved” “spatial plan in
Riau.” He also challenged the “friends from JIKALAHARI” to proof allegations of
burning activities based on the alleged companies’ Annual Work Plan (AWP).

The proceeding debate was as quoted:

Ali: There is what is called a self-profile in the annual work plan, it was
certified by besides/ if the office chief would not certify, the company can
certify the AWP themselves. We found a fact that in 2013 the company /
2014 was on fire. It is sizeable / within the concession. Well, it is sure to be
in the concession. In the AWP. Because the company is responsible for the
concession.

Supri: Hold on, hold on a minute, Pak. In the concession or in the AWP.
Ali: In the concession and the AWP.
Supri: Well, HOLD ON

Ali: Yes I have not finished, I have not done, you asked me for clarification
before. Yes, you / listen first. Well on the year 2014 it was burnt
immensely. On 2015 August we went there, it was already covered / covered
yeah / by plants / we have the drone Pak Karni / if (you) want to see it now
Iwill show you. If we want to display it on / on / on the television, yeah, well,
the / land burnt was already grown. There were shrubs; there were trees. It
was cleared, land-cleared. It was about to be planted by the Industrial
Plantation Forest (company). Of course, it was in the AWP. The end.

Martono and Satyahaprabu

Martono, the Chairman of the Agricultural Sector and Spatial Planning of the
Indonesian Palm Oil Association (GAPKI), offered his condolences and proceeded
to defend the companies. He firstly expressed his “sympathy and condolences to
the daughter of Bapak Mukhlis upon her passing,” but abruptly moved on to an
“explanation” to respond to the “noise” about “the palm oil plantation companies”
who had become “the accused.” Martono then presented his arguments. Firstly, he
clarified that GAPKI represented only 35% of the concessionaires.

We need to say first that we have branches in 12 provinces, Pak, with a total

acreage of our branches of 3.9 million hectares, with the members
numbering to 663 companies. All palm oil plantations in Indonesia cover
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10.9 million hectares. Err so the members GAPKI has about 35% of the total
area of palm oil plantations in Indonesia.

Secondly, he emphasised, “We also need to know, that until now, the palm oil
industry in Indonesia, it annually contributes, 20 billion US Dollar.” In response,
Ilyas retorted that “it is not our focus” and that the focus was on “who burns our

forests”.

Martono further defended his and the associations’ position with two arguments
that saw the company-sponsored burning activities as “ridiculous.” First, he
questioned whether it was “true” that “the palm oil companies burn their own assets.”
The plantations were seen as the companies’ “machines of production” and
therefore were irrational to be self-burnt. Secondly, he argued that the cost of the
mechanical land clearing was cheap, “6 million per hectare”, which was only “10%

of the total cost from the start of planting until the harvest.” Therefore, he concluded

that it was unlikely that the companies would burn their assets to save cost at the

N
‘/ 13%

'\ 6%

risk of termination and “tens to hundreds of billions” in fines.

Furthermore, Martono also claimed that the 17%

3

palm oil companies were “unlikely to be

operational” if there was no permit to

operate. He believed that the Chief of the 3%

Forest Service would agree to the reasoning.

He furthered his defence by referring to data

@ Pulpwood Plantations
from the Global Forest Watch, that 67% of ® Paim Oil Concessions

@ Logging Concessions

the fires were outside the concessions, and Outside Concessions

that only 8% happened inside the palm oil Figure 5. Fire alerts by land use area (Global
concessions (compare with the more recent Forest Watch, 2016)

statistic on Figure 5).
Martono then proceeded to talk about “the problem of plasma farmers”.

So, err... I am sure that the plasma farmers are not / meaning this Pak / it
is unlikely that the farmers or the public flock to plant palm oil if it is not
profitable. So, what happens now, the current situation, the price is
dropping Pak. However, if it is normal, it can be up to 2 to 3 million or 4
million per month. For 2 hectares, especially if the price, conditions are
right.
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Martono’s statement was interesting as there was no apparent reason behind the
unprompted comment about the economic profit of plasma farmers. Why did
Martono need to point out that the “public flock to plant palm oil if it is not
profitable?” One possible explanation is that Martono tried to subtly deflect the
“accusations” from the palm oil companies toward the farmers and the public
because the business is “profitable”. This explanation is supported when Ilyas
rephrased Martono’s (and Supriyanto’s) statement in a response to another
participant, that according to Martono, it is “not the companies who burn, which

means, the people (masyarakat) outside the corporations.”

Satyahaprabu from WALHI made three arguments in response to Martono’s
comments. First, he asked the audience to not be “distorted” by what was called
“open access”. He pointed out the open access areas could be within or outside the
licensed areas, and that the open access area inside the concessions was the
responsibility of the permit holders. He called the “open access” status as the
“creation” of the permit holders, and that it “should not create a stigma that the
people are the ones burning on the open access lands”. Secondly, Satyahaprabu
challenged “the denial of GAPKI” that “no company burns” by pointing out the Rp
300 billion verdicts toward PT Kalwista Nature in Aceh as proof that the companies
were involved in burning activities. Finally, he disputed the 6-million price that was
quoted by Martono as the price of mechanic-based land-clearing. He called for
clarification over the type of land and said that the price to ready the peatlands for
plantations should have been much higher. In fact, Satyahaprabu argued, “80%" of

the fires and hotspots were found in the peatlands.

The exchanges quoted within this sub-section were only a glimpse of the debates
between the ‘defenders’ of the victims and the representatives of the companies as
the perceived ‘perpetrators’ in the discussion. For example, between these
exchanges, there was Aris, a Melayu community figure who tried to show evidence
of the involvement of corporations in the forest fires, and Al-Azhar, also a Melayu
community figure who critiqued Martono’s focus on material gains instead of the

human cost.

Nevertheless, there were critical insights gained from the exchanges. The
representatives of the associations defended the corporations by using three

rhetorical strategies: 1) Pointing out the financial benefit that the companies have
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given; (2) being silent toward the corporate involvement in the forest fires; and 3)
deflecting the blame toward the government’s poor “spatial planning” and the
“farmers or public’s” pursuit of profit. Indeed, Martono quoted that “8%” of fire
alerts were inside the palm oil concessions. However, it was only half of the facts:
The same report from Global Forest Watch (2015) reveals that the palm oil,
pulpwood, and logging concessionaires as a collective have contributed 37% of the
fire alerts during 2015. That fact should not have been dismissed as insignificant

and instead was used to redirect the blame toward the non-corporations.

In contrast, NGO representatives objected against the associations’ defence by
referring to legal principles and two proofs of corporate burning activities.
Nonetheless, the NGO representatives were silent toward the possibility that the
public could be involved in the burning activities and were quick to dispute the
“stigma”. Despite their efforts to prove the “evil” of the companies, we should
critically ask the NGOs: Why avoid discussing the involvement of the smallholders
and farmers in the forest fires? An exploration of Martono’s referral to the (Global
Forest Watch, 2016) data could have revealed the facts that smallholders were also
involved in the forest fires. In addition, reports by the government officials in the
talk shows showed that the number of arson suspects from non-corporations was
towering. In ILC 2015, Charliyan from the Police indicated that from 78 suspects
detained; there were only nine suspects who were members of corporations.
Likewise, Labay from the Riau Provincial Forestry Office reported only one
corporation among 48 suspects identified by the local police. These reports could
have been used as a base to address broader structural and social issues. They could
also have prompted an evaluation of the factors that motivate members of the public
outside the companies, like Muhammad, to participate in burning activities. Instead,
the campaigners quickly dismissed these possibilities as an effort to “stigmatise”

the “people” (masyarakat).

The selective attention practised by the campaigners in the talk shows often happens
when there is conflict. Lindorfer (2009) argues that non-government interventions
are often driven by ideologies, which define the Victims and their priorities, that is,
children, women, and indigenous communities. Similarly, I agree that the same set
of ideologies might define certain kinds of groups as perpetrators, for example,

multinational corporations, or the government of developing countries. According
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to Lindorfer (2009), these ideologies are highly influenced by the Western aid
industry which provides significant donations to champion causes of interest.
Therefore, he calls for “a constant re-viewing of ourselves, our tools and methods,
our implicit ideologies and our legitimising role of international power structures”

(p. 365).

Part 3.2. The government and its apparatus

The second collective that was perceived as the perpetrator in the discourse is the
State and its apparatus. While the corporations were viewed as the one’s directly
causing the fires, the government was identified as letting the perpetration happened

at the first place and then protecting it.

The government was accused of many things. Local government officials were seen
as “amnesiac,” as they were too focused on the elections and firefighting instead of

taking care of the people’s welfare:

“In Riau, the governor and the mayor are too occupied with their
preparations for the regional elections in the coming December. So pretty
amnesiac they are with the smoke, Sir, even in amidst the haze they are
campaigning. That is one of the terrible things with us” (Azlaini Agus, Riau
community leader, ILC 2015).

The Local Government has forgotten the people Mr Karni. The governors,
regents, including BNPB, they have forgotten the people. They are too busy
putting out the fire (Made Ali, Forest Rescue Network, ILC 2015).

The State was also seen as failing the trust of the people:

(...) A trust from the public, which gives power to the state, to manage all
the land and water including the forests in Riau's for its people’s welfare.
The repeated incidents of forest fires in Riau, or anywhere else, show the
State’s failure to be faithful to the trust given by the people of Indonesia
(Gabriel, academician, ILC 2015)

The government was also seen as “forgetful” about their tasks and principles:

(...) The government allows the smoke to keep recurring. All right / allow
the smoke to keep recurring. After a season of smoke had passed, the
rain came, forgot, the government forgot, keep on silent. As if there was
no incident. Though the PRIMARY task of the local and national
governments is to fix the forestry management and repair the damaged
peatlands. It's their job / but it has never been worked on (...) (pay attention)
to the context of burning. That in the ACT 32 refers / whether it is deliberate
or negligence, it is obvious that the land may not be on fire / and the
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government ... neglects it. (...) This 17 companies, in the 2014-2015 they
burned again Mr Karni. The Government was again silent.

(...) we have to remind the PEOPLE in the House of Representatives
what are you doing after all this time, that is what we have to remind Jokowi,
and all his cabinet (..) look behind, what is actually wrong? The
development is in our Constitution, isn’t it? It should be favouring the people.
The original Constitution FAVOURS the people because there is Pancasila
there. / But it has already LOST because of the amendment, and to this day
all of you brothers and the brothers in the House, brothers who ARE SAYING
that they are leading the pol/ what / politics in this Republic they are
pretending to be idiots. Pretending to be idiots, that our Constitution
doesn’t favour the people. Doesn’t favour (Ratna Sarumpaet, social media
activist, ILC 2015).

The central government officials were seen as not being empathetic toward the
people due to their perceived distance and their neglect toward the spreading health

problems:

(...) even the Minister of Health stated that "the evacuations should be
carefully considered as they will cost a lot.” Well, we Riau people, Pak, were
very upset with that statement” (Agus, Riau community figure, ILC 2015)

(.-.) The central government does not think, especially Ibu Siti Nurbaya, how
many times I have expressed to Siti / Mrs. / Nurbaya. By email, by phone.
She still rambles. WHAT KIND OF Minister is she, rambling around
[audience laughing] ... That is not what'’s expected, she should have seen,
when the smoke was coming, she stood in the middle of the smoke. Pak
Jokowi did the same thing. Should not have just rambled around on the
television. (...) (he) came Pak only to the airstrip did not do anything /
better don'’t. (...) Go into the forests, only then he would know, how hard it
is for the people, who can, even to breathe in is difficult (Aris, Melayu
community leader, ILC 2015).

The respiratory tract infection has been... already more than 1,000. It is
about 1,500. Moreover, now it's been announced as a respiratory tract
infection emergency but has received no aid. (...) in Central Kalimantan /
Palangkaraya / there is no single aid from the central government (...)
(Satyahaprabu, WALHI, ILC 2015).

In addition, the government is also seen as a “land-grabber”:

(...) the customary land is counted as the customary (communities’)
investment to the companies/ but this is surely not in the viewpoint, in the
point of view of the land clearing in, err, in this/ because the land is shared
on the tables of the mayor, the governor, and the table of the central
government, that’s it. Our land, the customary land, in all history has
never been acknowledged, the customary land in Riau/ by the Indonesian
government to this day, Bang Karni (Azhar, ILC 2015).
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Supriyanto from the Association of Forest Concessionaires, while he did not
explicitly name the government in his defense, stated the government’s planning as

the root of “illegal activities”:

(...) the area of open access is the source of the problem. Because of what,
in the zone of open access there arise illegal activities there. lllegal
encroachment, illegal logging, fires etc. Because what / the motivation is
very clear. (...) last year I had reminded (you) about the spatial planning.
The area of open access, problem, yeah/ plus the spatial plan in Riau, which
is still messy / unresolved.

In Mata Najwa, Muhammad observed that despite the presence and knowledge of
the Police and the Army in the area of burning activities, they were “just inspecting-
ish”. Muhammad believed that they were being paid, as did Aris of ILC believe
about the regents of Riau:

There are many in Riau, Pak, 80% / 80% of the plantations in Riau do not

have IUP (Plantation Permit) [waving a piece of paper to the camera and

the audience]. Here, the authentic data. Inside, there is everything. TAX is

not paid ... It’s obvious, Pak. The ATM (automatic teller machine) of all
regents in Riau (...).

In ILC, Agus of Riau expressed a similar critique toward Charliyan from the Police,
calling for the “assertiveness” of the Police:

Riau in 2007-2008 had zero (fire), Pak Karni, [inaudible]. Because at that

time the police chief of Riau ... Sutjiptadi, he firmly told all corporations in

Riau, that if there is fire, he will not crack down the arsonists, but asked for

the responsibility of the corporations. It was calm, at that time. What does
it mean, the assertiveness of the regional police chief (...).

State officials were seen as working with the companies involved in burning, even

ordering the burning itself, as Ali of IKALAHARI argued in ILC:

The ultimate arsonists of the land are the cukong® (...) the financiers,
people who have a lot of money, the ones behind the screen (...) may take

> “Cukong” according to The Great Dictionary of Indonesian (KBBI) translates to “a capital owner”.
However, the history of the term is lost in the official definition. “Cukong” is derived from the
Chinese Hokkian word “3F 43” which originally means a leader, chief, owner, or a boss of a company.
However, since the former President Soeharto rose to power in 1960s, the word becomes loaded
with derogatory meaning. The Historical Dictionary of Indonesia (Cribb & Kahin, 2004, p. 98)
defines “Cukong” as “a Chinese businessman who receives protection and privilege from a powerful,
often military, patron in exchange for business assistance and/or share of the profits.” Cukong’s
successes are associated with the State’s patronage and it is said that “all or most successful Chinese
businessmen were cukong for some degree”. Historically, Cukong were a major target of racial-
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forms as ... the police. (...) The Army (...) the councillors, Pak Karni, these
cukong, then they pa/ pay the poor (...). There is one decision of the District
Court of Siak, that one of the perpetrators is the police / has been convicted,
yeah, well he started with the encroachment.

Ultimately, the ‘invisible’ and failed State was declared as the main perpetrator and

the most responsible, both by participants and the media.

The central government, provincial government and district governments,
they have the authority, and by their authority, they must take action.
However, this obligation has never been carried out. So the government has
done a very fundamental offense, which is not performing its obligation to
act. In human rights, this is called the obligation of conduct (Roichatul
Aswidah, Commissioner of Komnas HAM, ILC 2015)

Although technically it was carried out either the people, either by err what
/ corporations, either by cukong, by whoever it is, but it remains that the
one who has NO action, who makes the fire happens, it is because the State
is not present. The state is not present (Ratna Sarumpaet, social media
activist, ILC 2015)

If now we are asking the responsibility of WHOM primarily fails to provide
a GOOD and healthy environment, that is the STATE institution. Because
now the CONSTITUTION is not running, it means the government is
unconstitutional. (...) The environmental and humanitarian CRIME in this
smoke issue is A C-RIME of terrorism. This is an ecological TERROR allowed
by the STATE. Moreover, when THE INSTITUTION does not do that, then
our suffering is COMPLETE. (Widjojo, professor, ILC 2015)

The attributions of fault against the government were launched by not only the
participants from the non-government origin but also some of the government
officials themselves. For instance, Minister of Forestry and Environment Siti

Nurbaya recalled a story about her “encouragement” toward the governor of Jambi:

When I called the governor, I even got an answer that... this / do/ Bu,
according to / err ... staff, according to the offices, according to to.. our
bureaucracy .., This has not been in the emergency situation yet.. Then I say,
oy, Pak... Governor, you should know that this condition has already been
precarious, you do ... ess ... finish it, discuss it, and make a decision about this
emergency preparedness, OR I WILL DECLARE AN OBJECTION with your
performance as the governor, and [ will convey it to Bapak President.

based resentment and hostility in various riots in Indonesia both during and in post-Soeharto regime
(Cribb & Kahin, 2004, p. 98). For further reading on Cukong, see Choy (1993) p. 286-318.

Seeing that Ali had specifically used the term “cukong” instead of simply “pemilik modal” (financier,
capital owner) or other more neutral terms, one may ask: Why did he do it? Was Ali’s statement
racially prejudiced, albeit unconsciously so? If so, what would be the impact to the broader television
audience adopting the discourse?
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Toward the end of the session, Nurbaya compared the president and the governor
and regents and found the latter two disappointing.
(Bapak President] does impromptu visit (blusukan) and meets the people, |

had been thinking and dreaming that THEY WERE DONE BY THE
GOVERNOR AND the regents ...

There was also a tendency of several government officials to state problems or
weaknesses that they themselves are responsible for solving, in a way that shifts the
responsibility to the other government agencies. This is done by using sentences
without subjects as if the situation was seen through the third person point of view.
We found three examples to explain the case. Firstly, Charliyan from the Police
saw that the “sanction” and “regulations were not strict enough,” despite his
responsibility as a law enforcer. The uttered sentence had no subject, thus creating
an ambiguous referral to non-Police government agencies. The second example is
when Fadrizal Labay, Head of the Riau Provincial Forestry Office, said:

So we hope, the smoke that had been disruptive, which has / caused a

casualty for my good friend, Pak Mukhlis, it is an issue that must be

immediately resolved by the local government. And of course with the
support of the central government Bang.

At the time, Labay attended ILC to represent the governor of Riau. However, Labay
was found urging “local government” to solve the “disruption” despite his position

as a part of Riau’s local government.

The third example came from Pasludin, a parliamentary member the Standing
Committee for the Haze. He stated:
These fires ea / is .. a shared responsibility. Yeah? The joint responsibility of
all, so.. the House of Representatives encourages ... so that in the
upstream we create a change revision of ... our legislations like that.

We see that in the environmental legislation ... 32, 2009, there is an article
saying that people are allowed to burn two hectares of forest.

Consistent with the pattern from the other two examples above, Pasludin is
a member of the State’s legislative body, whose task is to amend legislations.
However, his only respond was to “encourage (...) the upstream.”

The participants on the talk shows, including some of the government officials,
perceive the government and its apparatus as the main perpetrator of the Haze. The

State was deemed as ‘amnesiac’, unfaithful of the people’s trust, distant, and even
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invisible. In addition, the government was seen as land-grabber, as well as

neglectful and protective of illegal activities.

Part 3.3. Discussing the discourse of blame

This chapter has discussed how the companies and the State were identified as the
‘perpetrators’ of the Haze, and how the companies defended themselves. While the
two were discussed as two separate entities, the wrongdoing of one always co-
existed with the others. In that light, the government is accused of acting as the
protector of the crime and the corporations as the criminals themselves. For
example, Azlaini Agus, a community figure of Riau accused the regional police
chief to be “sitting too close to the businessmen who burn the land” and “treating

the businessmen as golden children”.

Suhadi of WALHI named it as an “organised crime” by “a collaboration between
the government and the businessmen”. He explained the “scenario” of how the
companies and the “mainstream government” worked together to “get a
concession”. First, the corporations and the businessmen force a community to
move out from its living area by burning the area. The regulations of the Ministry
of Forestry would then designate the burnt forest area as a “critical land,” and thus
it would be allowed to be “forced into production’. The corporations proposed the
release of the burnt forest for its critical status and made the burnt area a concession.
This “crime,” told Suhadi, was not without opposition from the communities, but
the State helped to silence the efforts systematically. When “from 2005 to 2015,
734 people who want to save the forest ... fought against the companies,” they were
persecuted up to a rate of “20 people per day.” Suhadi summed:

(...) The government is the one legitimising the crime to be done, and there

is no law enforcement process against that offence. (...) When there is a

company who commit a crime, the police, the soldiers become the
vanguard ... to beat up the people who are against the company. (...)

The discourse of blame extends to include the neighbouring countries, as Widjojo

said in ILC

I've studied since 2003 that ALL CORPORATIONS involve those countries
(Singapore and Malaysia). Hence the ones arrested, punished, in the history
THERE HAVE NEVER BEEN their major shareholders and the major
directors who LIVE in the countries that love to complain ... then processed
by the law. Except for the staff and employees (...).
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My own field experience supports this conclusion. On March 2016, I travelled to
two cities in West Kalimantan to meet a group of academics and visit a WALHI
office. At the time, Police signposts were set around the cities to warn “masyarakat”
(the people) of the fines for land-burning. Adam, a WALHI campaigner, accused
the signposts as misleading and as an effort to “erase” the agricultural tradition of
the indigenous Dayakese communities. They argued that indigenous farmers if they
were burning, would only “do a measured burning” up to 2 ha in a “mineral land,”
a practice which has been done for “hundreds of years”. It is seen as
environmentally safe and does not involve peatland burning. Thus, Adam, a
WALHI activist argued that it was “impossible” that the “ritualised” agricultural
tradition caused the Haze, and that only the big corporations could create such

massive damage.

The blame toward the companies, however, was too limited in a presumption that
someone must have directly started the fire. This makes the case against the
companies too weak and easily countered by satellite surveillance data showing that
the majority of hotspots appeared outside the concessions. In fact, a short
documentary by Greenpeace indicates that peatland fires can be caused indirectly
by corporate activities (GreenpeaceVideo, 2014). Large enterprises have been
notorious for canal digging to drain water from peatlands and make it easier to be
planted on. However, the method has no way of containing the drained area only to
the companies’ concessions, and thus it can extend beyond the concessions and to
the land of the communities. Once dried, the peatland becomes very vulnerable to
the heat of dry seasons, making spontaneous ignition that much more possible.
When the land gets burnt, it also becomes more prone to recurrent fires in the future
and tough to extinguish. Without the protection of water, the flame could still be
alive undetected a few meters below the ground. Ironically, the State adopted the
same canalization method to limit the fire spread, which was criticised by
environmental conservationist Kalaweit (2015) as making the problem worse due

to water draining.

The allegations that the Haze is the fruit of the crime of the State and the
corporations were indeed supported by numerous researchers and press, as well as
the consensus of participants in both talk shows. It is curious that the victims and

advocates were quick to make “impossible” another potential contribution to the
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problem, the slash-and-burn practices by the farmers and smallholders. As revealed
in the findings, only 34% of fire alerts happened in the area of known corporations
(Global Forest Watch, 2015). While Suhadi from WALHI could have argued that
the fires outside concessionaires were started by the corporations to begin the
process of changing its status to critical, the possibility remains that the fires could
have been initiated by the traditional slash-and-burn practices by local communities.
Given these possibilities, discourses of blame and victimhood require interruption
and redirection toward introspection and responsibility-taking, and analysis of

broader structural and socio-economic interpretations.
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Part 4: The State’s answer
While participants of the talk shows concluded that the government is the primary
one to blame for the Haze, it is also trusted as the only one able to solve the problem.
This is evident through the last messages of Mukhlis and Nurhadi in Mata Najwa
and ILC. Mukhlis was thankful for the government’s “support” and encouraged the
audience to support the government (ILC, 2015). Nurhadi also hoped that the
government lowered the health cost for the areas affected by the Haze.
We also sincerely hope, yeah, with the government. Be it the regional
government or the central government... in this case, of... err/ this smoke
blanket, err/ at least can attend to... err... the condition of the people... so
(they) can build health centres, that can serve (the people) with no cost.

Because it does, honestly, I feel that weight. Five people have been... what/
err... sick because of of... this smoke (Mata Najwa, 2015).

NGO representatives and community representatives, on the other hand, put high
trust in State systems. They made lawsuits their first strategies, even when they
were not so trusting in the fairness of the process. It is from these groups that the
State received the most critiques as well as advice. The media followed and gave
government officials more screen time to give answers than that afforded the other

participants and the public.

How did the government representatives respond to the other participants’
expectations and critiques? In the next section, I explore how the State was

portrayed as both victim and problem solver.

Part 4.1 The government as the victim

As previously addressed in Part 1 of the Discussion, the claim of victimhood
garners responses of empathy and pity, freedom from responsibility and
accountability, and ultimately, a degree of moral righteousness. Consequently, the
rhetoric of victimhood is often used to justify and defend a moral position in the

discourse, even by people of power such as government officials.

The head of Riau Government’s Liaison Agency of Jakarta, whose name was not
shown on the screen, raised his voice to answer Aris’ statements. Aris had
previously stated that several government officials “have no brain”. It later became

known that the official's name was Doni Aprialdi. He countered Aris:
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Actually, at this event, we're looking for solutions are we not, Mr. Karni. It
is not for listening to useless rant. Telling people having no brain and so
on is not right Brother Karni. We know Mr Governor, Mr Danrem, Mr Police
Chief Mr Karni do not sleep, we know that. Likewise, the allegations that
had been accused by this brother of ours, that BNPB deceived the public, it's
incredible - the salt, the helicopter flew Bang Karni. So we wonder, in fact,
who is the one brainless Bang Karni. [audience laughing in the
background] Did he ever go to Riau during this haze. To my knowledge, he
resides in Jakarta. The same as me. | am the Head of Riau Government’s
Liaison Agency in Jakarta. Anytime Mr Governor went to Jakarta, I must
have certainly accompanied (him) for meetings anywhere. It includes the
last meeting led by the Coordinating Minister for Politics, Law and Security
in the Ministry of Madam Siti Nurbaya. So it's not true, Madam Minister
was awesomely not sleeping Pak Karni we know it. Every second, every
moment she was called by the President. The President is also concerned
about the Riau smoke.

Three points of interest can be observed in Aprialdi’s defence: First, he framed the
discussion as an effort to look for “solutions” and not for “listening to useless rant”.
This response is similar to that of Charliyan of the Police, who saw the critiques
toward the government officials as “provocation” and “searching for a scapegoat’.
Like Aprialdi, Charliyan presented his argument by describing the “POLRI’s effort”
to fight the fires: “70 special investigators”, 700 mobile brigades, 4,512 “troops”,
and one 90-person unit. This description was also aimed to counter the opinions
that asserted that the President and the Chief of Police “do not care”. He then
proceeded to convey his defence:
There is a loss already, a loss, then fire, then err what else / there is
(someone) who burns the situation (make provocation, getting the
situation heated), then there is another, who burns hearts, what else,
opinions are burnt, eventually it would be inflamed right, so here eventually
pointing at each other, searching for a black goat (kambing hitam,

scapegoat in Indonesian). (..) Probably we should not look for a
scapegoat, let alone this smoke is so hard (making it all hard) (...)

Both Aprialdi and Charliyan saw that “searching for scapegoat” does not help to
find the “solutions”. They argued that the government officials have done all they
could to alleviate the problems. In addition, Charliyan also saw that both the
government and the people had become victims to the Haze. Aprialdi went further
to argue that the said government officials lacked sleep due to the hard work. The
Minister of Forestry and Environment Siti Nurbaya was described hyperbolically

as “awesomely not sleeping” because “every second, every moment she was called
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by the President”. Anas from the Ministry of Forestry and Environment later echoed
Aprialdi’s statement, explaining that the Minister has done a “marathon job”, even
having “discussions with the experts and so on” up to “half to three in the morning”.
Thus, they concluded that the government was “concerned” about the Riau smoke

despite the allegations otherwise.

The theme of sacrificial “sleeping” was also used by Fadrizal Labay, Head of Riau
Provincial Forestry Office, who was seen as representing the Riau governor who
could not be present in ILC. Labay praised the Riau Forestry Office task force who
held briefings “every day”, which were reported by the press, and

(...) have been working to the maximum, (...), day and night they have been

working, our officers in the field have also been sleeping in the meadow, in
plantations, on the soil, to improve the current situation.

Throughout his session, Labay praised the governor, the president, and the works
done by the Central government and Riau’s. Labay apologised for the absence of
the Riau governor, because “he still collaborates with the task force there in the
province of Riau, with Pak Danrem and fellows from BPPD of Riau province”.
Labay also explained the President’s actions in Riau during the forest fires, which
included daily travels and “giving birth” to canal blocking solutions. Furthermore,
Labay also described the hard work done by the government, including “water

bombing aircraft”, “weather modification technology”, and a “16-plan of actions”

implemented by Riau’s governor and the “48 suspects” who were identified.

Nevertheless, critiques can be made against the cases mounted by the three
government officials above. Firstly, the three only mentioned what the government
did to firefight affer the announcement of emergency status. They did not mention
any effort made by the government or its apparatus to prevent the emergency
happening in the first place. Secondly, their responses, despite the seeking-for-
solutions rhetoric, did not offer any solutions but instead centred on counter-
accusing the critics. Aprialdi questioned if Aris did “ever go to Riau” during the
Haze, and in response did exactly what Aris did: accused Aris of “brainless”.
Likewise, in Charliyan’s defence for the President and the Chief of POLRI, he
alleged that the critics were “someone who burns the situation (...), who burns
hearts”, a provocateur in short. Thirdly, by interpreting the ILC discussion as an

arena to “look for solutions” and prohibit pointing fingers at the government
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officials who had worked so hard, they misinterpreted the overarching question of
the ILC show itself. It was clear that the ILC was titled, provocatively, to find “who”
to blame. Lastly, the “looking for solutions” and anti-scapegoating rhetoric were
also only used as a means to defend themselves, but not to offer any real solution.
For example, they offered nothing to address the accusations that the government

has protected unethical corporations and detained activists who opposed them.

Part 4.2 The government as the expert and problem-solver
As the discourse of the Haze found itself relying heavily on the government to
provide answers, government officials were found throughout to assume the role of
problem-solver. Several examples have been discussed in Part 4.1, which show how
three government officials praised their superiors and institutions’ firefighting
efforts as a defensive response toward various allegations expressed by other
participants of ILC. In fact, the listing of firefighting and court processes was almost

a default answer chosen by government officials in the shows (see Table 9 below).

However, three critical observations can be made from these statements of
government officials. First, all participating agents of the state were focused on
remedial, curative interventions, which can be further classified into two: a)
firefighting and b) coercive, retributive law-based processes. These interventions
were chosen as a reactive response to the perceived immediate and directly visible
issue at hand, the fires, and the resulting Haze. The absence of fires and Haze were
seen as the only measure of success. Thus, the government used big figures and
stories of heroism to signify the scope of the government’s interventions. Also in
focus is administrative sanctions and lawsuits against the perceived perpetrators,

the “big companies”.

Nevertheless, many key concerns of the other participants were left unaddressed.
There was nothing said about the broader, structural issues raised by the community
leaders and NGO representatives, including systematic marginalisation of
indigenous communities and the covert corruption of government officials. There
was also no focus on the Victims’ concerns of the inflating health cost and loss of
livelihood. Government officials also failed to respond to the corporations’

critiques, including the “messy” spatial plan. Prevention of future fires was
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discussed only as ideas of legislative amendments, which were being “encouraged”

at the time.

Secondly, none of the government officials admitted any responsibility or
possibility of the Government contribution to perpetuating the fires and Haze. As
shown in Table 9, many central government officials preferred to redirect the blame
to the local government in addition to the companies. On the other hand, the local
government officials tended to be silent or, as Labay did comment on the case from
the third-person point of view. They were not adverse though to boasting about big

numbers and “first-time” achievements as a valid response to critiques.
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Table 9. Key points of the response of government officials

Name, agency/ office
represented

Purwonugroho,
National Agency for
Disaster

(ILC)

Response

Charliyan, the Police
(ILC)

Labay, Riau Provincial
Forestry Office (ILC)

Responding to the

critique about:

Slow response from the
government

“POLRI does not care”
about the fires

Complaint of Aris that
the
stayed
and

President never
in Pekanbaru
that the

government had “no
brain”

Points of defence

“Assisting local governments” in 6 provinces; water
bombing and weather modification, “17 helicopters, 6
aircraft”, hotspots had been decreasing in 2013-2014;
working together with “BPPD Scientific Biz” and NASA;
“we can be evaluated” by joining us in the weather
modification flights and GPS tracking; “2,909 military
personnel have been sent, also thousands of local army and
police”

Big figures of burnt area, hotspots, cases handled by the
Police in 2015, significant fines and penalties; “70 special
investigators”, “700 mobile brigades”, “4,512 other troops”
by the command of the President and Chief of POLRI

The President went to 3 different places and stayed
overnight; task forces held briefings “every day” and
worked “to the maximum” and slept on the field, led by a
military commander and “my good friend Edward Sanger”,
Chief of BPPD; “information is available to the public”;
“every day” there are press reportage; members of
parliament had joined weather modification flights; some
numbers of hotspots update; “16 action plan” of the
governor and “governor act no.
identified by law enforcement

15”; “48 suspects”

So, who’s fault is this?

BNPB was always ready to respond
The
governments were the ones late to
establish an emergency alert.

to an emergency. local

The
regulations; “non-availability of
ommissions” from the companies,

companies neglected

communities, and government;

excessive drought; “cultural

problems”; sanctions “not strict

enough”

“It is an issue that must be
immediately resolved by the local

government.”
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Anas, Ministry  of
Environment and
Forestry,
Administrative
Sanction (ILC)

Utomo, Ministry of
Environment and
Forestry, Dispute
Resolution (ILC)
Nurbaya, Minister of
Environment and
Forestry (Mata Najwa)

Pasludin, the House of
Representative,
standing committee for
the haze (Mata Najwa)

80

Absence of the Minister
of  Forestry and
Environment

The Minister of

Forestry and
Environment “does not

care”

“The government is too
late.”

The recurrence of the
Haze

The Minister was currently on a trip to Kalimantan and
Riau; “task force”; figures of hotspots, which shows that
2015 hotspots were fewer than 2014’s; law enforcement,
implementing Act 32; “the first time” termination of three
companies and their names; “marathon job” of the Minister,
discussions with the expert until 2.30 in the morning;
gathering data through “clarification, verification, ground
checking”; “190,000 ha” covered by the Ministry’s
intervention; some regulations about canals

Three law enforcements applied: Administrative sanctions,
criminal and civil lawsuits; “even on Sunday we are

99,

checking in”; “this is the very first time” that the Minister

suspended companies and terminated their permits

“Canal barriers”; “encouraging and reminding the local
government (...) and businesses”; story of a call of
“encouragement” with the governor of Jambi, Sumatera; “I
normally react immediately” to the critical air quality;
requested “a reformation of bureaucracy” to the “friends in
bureaucracy” to make regulations more “responsive”;
“second line enforcement” which gives the Minister the
right to intervene on the absence of the local government’s
response; “400-ish” companies investigated, with three
companies had been terminated and 23 others processed; the
administrative sanctions were the “FIRST TIME” done; Rp
7 trillion lawsuit

“Encouraging” a revision of legislations “in the upstream”

N/A

N/A

Local  government, including
regents, mayors, and agencies; legal

process or legal documentation

The big companies, the board of
directors



Perhaps the culmination of the government’s denial and silence toward corruption
took the stage when Agus of the Riau community confronted Charliyan of the
Police. Agus compared the current corrupt Police performance with an “assertive”
Riau Chief of Police who achieved “zero” forest fires during a short term of 2007-
2008. Charliyan then reacted to “defend” his institution “everywhere”. He
disagreed with the use of the term “the police” used by Agus, and emphasised
multiple times that the corrupt ones were “oknum” whom they “will surely fire”.,
Charliyan quickly argued that the Police as an institution could not be “accused” as
they “also fought for our freedom”. That being said, he failed to mention any data
about any of the Police member(s)’ involvement, did not admit the fact that
members of the institution were involved in the corruption until confronted, and
insisted on blaming the “oknum” instead of naming the perpetrator as within the

institution of the police.

Lastly, due to the very narrow and focused nature of hierarchic interventions, the
government officials failed to see local and national communities as partners.
“Masyarakat” (the people) were portrayed as the victims and occasional
perpetrators, and community leaders and NGO activists were marginalised, in
favour of State-employed meteorological experts and foreign agencies such as
NASA. Thus, the whole discourse of the State could be summed up as a heroic

narrative, where they are cast as heroic and superhuman in their efforts.

Part 4.3. Discussion of the State's discourse of the Haze

The State was seen as the ultimate perpetrator and resolver for most participants in
both talk shows. It is the most criticised, but also the only institution seen as capable
of striking a new direction beyond the Haze and into healthier environments and
lives. In their answers toward various accusations and challenges, government
officials have defended their moral innocence through enumerating the enormity of
their response, narratives of hard work and verbal refusal to lay blame other than

that mentioned above, of the “oknum.” Their discourse emphasised curative, post-

6 “Oknum” translates as an individual member of a collective or institution who is seen as an
outlier to the collective or institution. The term is commonly used by modern Indonesian to
distance the rest of the group from the rogue or shady person (Arnez & Sarnowsky, 2016), and
in doing so, maintain the good image of the collective.
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disaster firefighting and retributive justice narratives of “catching the bad guys”.
However, in doing so, they have been silent on deeper structural and societal issues
that concern the people the most, including corruption, the people’s welfare, the
marginalisation of indigenous communities, and mismanagement of forest areas.
These unaddressed concerns were in fact seen by other participants as the embers
which allow the fires to recur from time to time. Finally, the discourse was focused
solely on the official narrative of what the State has done, while effectively

excluding the people and their advocates from active multilevel partnerships.

Ironically, the problem of burning and the Haze and all that is implied therein

continues to remain. The embers are still alive.

A summary and postscript

On March 2016, in the early months of my thesis study, I returned from New
Zealand to Indonesia. I took a trip to Pontianak, Kalimantan Barat, to get a better
picture of the forest fires and the perspective of Dayakese communities in the city.
Although it was not a formal aspect of my study, it was informative to my thinking

about and analysis of the data collected.

It was my first time to Kalimantan. All my life I had imagined Kalimantan to be
lush and green, the last remaining native rainforest in the world, a picture formed
by encyclopaedias, documentaries, and my years of local education in Java.
However, as my plane touched down, I could see that the land had been covered by

palm trees.

It was clear that the fast-developing city of Pontianak had been built for the
economy, not for the environment or its 573,751 residents. Much of the city’s
original ground is peatland, which had been drained and burnt for residences and
infrastructure. The city is designed for vehicles, most of them are motorcycles, with
very few pedestrians and even less public parks. Except for the main streets where
government buildings and malls are located, smaller streets are broken and full of
holes with standing water. Every year the local government has a street repair
project, only to have the same problem the next year. Construction projects are ever-
present in the city. Every several kilometres, the government has installed banners

and signage telling the people to not set the land on fire, threatening offenders with
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jail time and fines. Even in the rainy month of March, tap water is scarce, brown
and has a distinct smell of iron. Rain is, therefore, a welcome relief which allows
families to reserve rainwater in tanks and cemented ponds built in their house yards.
Still, come the dry season, households must buy water in containers from the water

trader carts.

My visit to the Pontianak library in search of local material about the Haze was
unfruitful. Pontianak City Library, though crowded with students on laptops, did
not hold, in my view, adequate information to provide the public with the
knowledge they needed to know about their own location and environment. Ageing
local newspapers were piled tall in corners, still tied in plastic ropes. Librarians ate
snacks on working hours while chatting with friends. When I asked about materials
for the thesis, they just pointed me to a cabinet of random political magazines. Alas,
local reading material, albeit also ageing, could only be found in private home
libraries, such as that held by one of my hosts Albert, a Dayakese academic and

campaigner.

On March 13, 2016, I joined a small Dayakese intellectual community in a
discussion trip. They tried to help me make sense of the forest fires and how they
keep on repeating. Along with a WALHI campaigner whom I had met a few days
earlier, they defended the innocence of Dayakese communities, by stating that
Dayak customs for slash-and-burn practice is wildfire-proof due to its highly-
ritualised, controlled, and small-scale nature. While they argued that their
customary agricultural life was threatened due to the State’s sanctioned ban on
burning, they reached the conclusion that the forest fires were not the struggle of
indigenous communities per se, but a struggle of the classes, in this instance
benefiting the upper classes significantly more than the lower classes and those in
poverty. In the end, we suggested that the fires and haze would be an eternal
problem because they benefit many: The government would preserve their disaster
project and funds, local workers would get hired to firefight, companies would

continue in their profiting, and NGOs would keep the international aid industry
going.
On March 23, 2016, I joined along with Donatius Praptantya, a sociologist at the

University of Tanjungpura, Pontianak, in a two-hour focused group discussion

hosted by an NGO which advocates for good governance. The meeting aimed to
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help in producing a set of recommendations for the amendment of provincial
regulations regarding land and forest management. Ten academicians and
campaigners from diverse backgrounds were invited to speak, including law,
economics, socio-politics, and agriculture. However, the meeting gave the priority
and the largest portion of time to the participants with law backgrounds. Praptantya
suggested the forum to address the broader contexts such as the inclusion and
protection of local knowledge and communities in the land management. However,
similar to what happened in the talk shows, his ideas were thrown under the rug as
the forum preferred a top-down, State-managed, and regulatory approach, in which
the group would act as a critique and advisor. Finally, at the end of the discussion,
the host tried to give me an envelope containing a relatively large amount of money
as a token for my participation. When I refused and reasoned that I was a mere
observer in the meeting, they insisted, saying, “It is budgeted.” I only gave up when
a fellow participant persuaded me to receive the money so that the host could report
an efficiency in their financial report to their donor. He told me, “It is our custom

here.”

My trip was insightful, but a disconcerting one. It did not turn up what I would
identify as any optimistic progress for the better. I returned to New Zealand
overwhelmed and sceptical but recommitted to doing significant and meaningful

research in hope for change.

Kalimantan Barat was not the province with the highest number of hotspots in the
2015 Indonesian Haze. However, the city is a representation of the broader regional
and national discourse. This is a discourse where ‘“development” means
constructions and ‘facelift.” It is where the people were let to go on with their lives
deprived of their basic needs such as clean water and air. It is where the mainstream
and only solution was limited to the definitions of the State’s systems of law. It is
where the public’s access to local knowledge relevant to them could only be met
underground in private libraries and closed forums. Finally, it is where each group
of people fend for themselves: The people with their survival; the advocates with
their donors and critiques of the government and corporations; the corporations with
their businesses; and the government with their construction and firefighting

projects.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

There are several ways to analyse the discourse of the Haze critically; one is through
the lens of blame and justification, an approach to the analysis I used in this research.
In this respect, I identified in the two prime-time television talk shows the themes
of victimhood and moral innocence with a focus on perpetrators and blame. I
identified and discussed how these discourses became apparent, were challenged
and defended. In Part One below, I present the major findings of my study. In Part
Two, I turn my attention to possible intervention strategies that might disrupt the
cycle of fires and move beyond the identified discourses of the blame. In Part Three,
I describe the challenges faced in Merauke, a West Papuan district in the Eastern
Indonesia that was ignored throughout the talk shows studied, but in fact, has the
second highest hotspots reporting after South Sumatera. I use the case as a mean to
emphasis the fact that the problem of forest fires is still ongoing and serious, and to
communicate the urgency for the development of sophisticated intervention
strategies. In the final part of this section, I conclude by suggesting areas for future

research.

Part 1: Key findings

It was the dry season again in Indonesia in 2015. Residents of Sumatera,
Kalimantan, and Indonesia’s international neighbours such as Singapore and
Malaysia would expect their skies to be covered by a thick haze of pollution
originating from the forest fires in Indonesia, a repeat of years before. During the
Haze, two television channels decided to host one-off discussions about the Haze
in a talk show format. In the comfort of air-conditioned halls in Jakarta, far from
the polluted skies of Sumatera and Kalimantan, they talked for 90 to 180 minutes.
ILC on TVOne sought to identify “Who Burns Our Forest,” while Mata Najwa on
MetroTV wanted to tell stories about the “Fight against the Haze.” The findings of
my analysis of these two talk shows are visually depicted in Figure 6 below. At the
first glance, the drawing looks messy and complicated. That is because the situation
is exactly that, messy and complex. On the face of it, participants in the talk shows
all wanted to appear as if they had a desire to change the situation but their motives

and capacity for doing so varied.
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Figure 6. My illustration describing the main conclusions of the thesis




The Victims of the haze were situated as poor, innocent family men, who had lost
much and felt no power to overcome their suffering. Even when one had some
degree of responsibility in setting fires he portrayed himself as merely following
the orders of a corporation. Seeing no future without forest fires, the Victims
entrusted their fate to the government and experts, and at the same time, sought
financial aid and cheap or free health facilities to ease their sufferings. While largely
seeing themselves as powerless to do anything they were still able to situate their

needs in the discussion.

In the two talk shows, community leaders and environmental campaigners came to
the defence of the Victims. They held themselves and the people they claimed to
represent as having zero part in the recurrence of forest fires. Instead, they laid
blame on conspiracies between politicians and corporations, as well as the
ignorance of trans-migrants toward their land. They saw the government as being
too absorbed in maintaining their power rather than listening to and serving the
people. One by one the advocates identified a range of problems that extended
beyond the symptomatic reality of haze and fires, including the State’s protection
of corporate crimes, corruption, environmental destruction, and the ongoing
displacement of indigenous communities due to corporate activities. The advocates
believed that their role in the discourse was to point out problems and to build cases

for lawsuits.

Once a discourse of the poor, virtuous and victimised (“us”) was laid, a discourse
of blame against the malevolent, conspiratorial, and implacable (“them”) could
arise, in this case, against the big and often multi-national corporations and the State.
Community leaders and NGOs saw that a pursuit for retribution through State-
controlled court processes and lawsuits were the only options available to them.
The position was maintained even when they realised that the constitutions and the

justice system themselves might be corrupt.

Antagonised by the earlier participants in the talk show, representatives of corporate
associations prioritised their need to maintain innocence. Ironically, mimicking
what the advocates did, they admitted no participation in causing the forest fires.
One boasted the economic benefit that the palm oil industry brings to the country,

and the other tried to convince the audience that corporations were also the victims
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in the picture. They challenged the environmental campaigners to set their facts
straight by quoting the small percentage of hotspots located in corporate
concessions compared to those outside. Furthermore, they blamed the government
for permitting “illegal activities” by persons unknown. They saw the State as

culpable for mismanaging the situation.

Government officials in the discussions answered allegations by focusing on their
achievements. An extensive list of statistical figures, arrests, task forces, and
firefighting activities were described and included heroic sacrifices by government
officials who were portrayed as hard-working and went beyond the call of duty. A
claim of innocence, however, ensued within the institution itself. The central
government blamed local government officials. Local government officials refused
to acknowledge any responsibility and used ‘third-person’ speech to create and
maintain distance from the accusations. The main concerns of local people and
communities, such as corruption, loss of livelihood, the drive to conform to
corporate orders, and the marginalisation of indigenous communities were

dismissed as irrelevant and not worth talking about.

The common goal of the two talk shows was to identify “who burns the forest” in
an effort to “fight against the haze.” Much of the screen time was spent on the
competition for moral innocence and the laying of blame. This blame-and-claim
discourse did not present an optimistic resolution to the challenge of the Haze. In
the end, the talk shows neglected critical and life threatening issues and offered
little guidance on how to navigate the issue of human-made disasters other than

finger-pointing and glorifying experts and political elites.
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Part 2: Paths forward

I have attempted to examine the discursive processes that contribute to maintaining
the status quo with respect to the continuing annual Indonesian forest fires. I have
attended to the knowledge co-constructed by the participants in the talk shows, as
individuals, as members of collectives, and as represented by the media. This
knowledge is not explicit or formalised, but inherent in everyday praxis, much of
the talk show participants unconscious of the discourses they are perpetuating
(Martin-Bard, 1994). The discourses I identified in the findings section above have
structured and limited the way people, advocates, corporates, and government
officials relate to each other and their environments and presents a platform upon
from which arises non-accountability, fatalism, blame, and silence. By making the
discursive processes apparent, I aimed to achieve a critical understanding of the
reality of interactions between stakeholders in the forest fires and how they position
themselves. While this has been a useful learning experience for me as a student
researcher, the question that arises is, how is the emergent knowledge from this
thesis useful to the project of extinguishing fires, improving air quality, restoring
damaged ecologies and community, and improving people’s life chances and
livelihoods? How does it change the futures of indigenous peoples whose lands and
lives are significantly impacted? How does it call to account those who have been
complicit? To conclude this study on the point of just identifying patterns in
discourses is not enough and in my view irresponsible, particularly as to do so
would fail to recognize the power that I do have as an academic and researcher. In
this respect, below I turn my attention to considering how my work might shape a
meaningful contribution to future interventions that addresses fundamental

challenges to positive and enduring change.

Understanding the big picture

Mistry, Berardi, and McGregor (2009) suggest that historically, two opposing
discourses usually present when the environmental issues are a concern. The first
is a dominant global, or in regards to this study, a national one, characterised by
technical, 'scientific' expertise and hierarchical governance. Similar to the findings
of this thesis, the global environmental discourses often define poor and innocent

victims as evil or self-destructive villains, and the policy-making, scientific and
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institutional stakeholders as heroes. Consequently, experts assert their authority to
design interventions which are implemented through global and national
conventions and institutions. The problem with this approach, Mistry et al. (2009)
and Dryzek (2013) argue, is that the policies and interventions resulting often do
not incorporate local understanding and the context of the problem, and thus, are

prone to conflicts and to being short-lived.

The counter-discourse to the dominant global or national discourse is the ‘populist’
or ‘grassroots’ one (Mistry et al., 2009). The populist discourse reverses the
narrative of the dominant discourse. It portrays the heroes on the national discourse
as the villains who channel resources to the powerful groups. It then positions the
marginalised communities as the heroes. As a result, the solutions are bottom-up
and participatory engagements, including civil disobedience, boycott movements,
and direct actions such as class action lawsuits and street protests. It replaces the

reliance on experts with the lived daily experience of the local communities.

Within the talk shows, the WWF-WALHI ambassador Agustinus G. Nugroho and
academic Widjojo both advocated grassroots national resistance. They
recommended the publication of the names of the alleged palm oil companies, a
strategy of public shaming and boycott. They believed the strategy would return
some degree of coercive economic power to the people as consumers. While an

admirable objective, it is unlikely to work for a variety of reasons elaborated below.

Firstly, boycott and public shaming strategies underestimate the identification
process of the companies of origin. As palm oil goes through a long process of
production and to the hands of consumers, the source concessionaires are often
impossible to name and track. In fact, Al-Jazeera English (2011) documentary
channel recognized one method for the corporations to avoid identification, that is
by using front companies. Front companies are companies with clean track records
that act as the product-launderers for unethical products from other businesses.
Moreover, focussing on boycott strategies to companies does not address other
complicit entities like small landholders and farmers, the government, and law

enforcement agencies.

Secondly, it still does not address the structural and societal issues of corruption,

marginalization and loss, issues that are closer to the everyday lives of local
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communities. Strategies of public shaming and boycotting focus on interrupting
consumption with the intention of punishing retailers and producers. The success
of the intervention relies on the altruistic consciousness of individual consumers,
both local and international, to buy fair trade products. However, most consumers
live faraway from the direct impact of the Haze and would require significant

resource to educate and mobilise.

Finally, while public shaming and boycotting strategies are often seen as ways to
‘give power to the people’, its success is primarily dependent on a higher social
hierarchy rather than a lower one. Considering the hesitancy of the Police and their
apparent “principle of non-disclosure”, the identification of perpetrators falls to
other entities like the media, experts, and some government officials to investigate

and release the information to the public.

What the above discussion highlights is the need to be conscious of fundamental
drivers within the context of the Haze. It begs an analysis of ‘what perpetuates the

problem’ and looks for deeper and structural points for intervention.

Liberation psychologies and strategies for change

To break away from the current reality, change must involve “breaking the chains
of personal oppression as much as the chains of social oppression” (Martin-Bard,
1994, p. 27). Euro-American psychology has always been clear about the needs of
individuals to gain control over their own existence; and using Martin-Bar6’s words,
to liberate themselves from the unconscious and conscious mechanisms that hinder
them in the pursuit of a healthy and meaningful life. Martin-Bar6 (1994) believes
that a new reality of justice, participation and humanity can be achieved through
three processes: a) the recovery of historical memory, b) de-ideologization of
everyday experience and c) the utilization of the virtues of the people in popular
organisations and class practice. These processes are contextualised and illustrated

in Figure 7 below.
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The recovery of historical memory

The hard struggle of those affected by forest fires to meet their basic needs, to build
cases in court, or to firefight, forces them to stay in the here and now reality without
a before or after. They become stuck in a “permanent psychological present”
(Martin-Bard, 1994, p. 30), unable to imagine a future or remember a better past.
The effect of this, for example, on victims, is a feeling of helplessness, of not being
able to do anything to change their situation. Fatalism sets in and oppression
becomes internalized. People ‘forget’ their roots and the potentials for what they

could become as they continue in the struggle of everyday life.

A counter to ‘forgetting” is through processes of collective remembering. Collective
remembering involves reclaiming into present memory “those elements of the past
which have proved useful in the defence of the interests of exploited classes and
which may be applied to the present struggles to increase conscientization” (Borda
in Martin-Baro, 1994, p. 30). By tracing the workings of Indonesian history and
community context the causes of longstanding injustice that perpetuate the forest
fires might then be identified, returning a sense of one’s identity, pride of belonging
to a collective, and an admiration of tradition and culture. This process of recovery
needs to occur not in the distance from the people who suffer, but among others
who suffer similarly (Watkins & Shulman, 2008). Such processes of remembering
typically occur in contexts where people feel safe to talk and recount. This might
involve community meetings, quiet conversations, or active education programmes.
In Figure 7 I represent the process of collective remembering through the activity
of tree planting. I elaborate the rationale behind tree planting as an intervention in

a section below.

De-ideologizing the common sense

The dominant discourse about the forest fires acts to deny and disguise certain
aspects of reality. Martin-Bar6 (1994, p. 31) defines de-ideologizing the common
sense as a “means to retrieve the original experience of groups and persons and
return it to them as objective data”. This means that the public can utilize the data
to formally articulate a consciousness of their own lived experience, and by doing

so, verify the validity of ‘common sense’ knowledge.
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There are several ways to de-ideologize the common sense. Martin-Bar6 (1994)
suggests public opinion polls as a simple technique. Public opinion polls can help
to reduce the feeling of alienation within a community “by forging a connection
between what is lived and what is seen, what is felt as personal experience and what
is received as collective experience” (p. 196). It challenges the official
presumptions of reality propagated in the media and often in government statements.
Additionally, Watkins and Shulman (2008, pp. 266-298) dedicates a chapter
outlining critical participatory action research as a restorative act. Through dialogue,
empathic listening, and compassionate analysis and action, communities can begin

to reframe their experiences.

Public opinion polls and critical participatory action research together give voice to
an alternative historical reality that has been marginalized and silenced by the
dominant discourse. Martin-Bar6 (1994) told a story of Romero, the murdered
Archbishop of San Salvador, as a religious leader who reflected back the plain truth
about the daily experiences of the people in his weekly homilies. Through him,
Salvadorans heard a formal account of their own experiences and an objectification
of their consciousness, which then allowed them to muster strength to change their
reality. In Indonesia, religious leaders hold similar power waiting to be harnessed,
but so do psychologists, students, researchers, movie and art makers and as evident
in this study, television talk shows. Moreover, social media and video sharing
platforms such as YouTube may also be a viable platform to allow participatory

interaction for a broader audience.

Utilization of the virtues of the people in popular organizations and
class practice

The work of transformation is not completed without trusting that people will want
to be virtuous and willing to participate in the change. In popular organisations,
such as customary associations and resistance communities, people and
environmental groups, even business entities and government officials may
confront their situation in the strength of partnership rather than alone. In
partnership approaches, people and groups who desire change can emerge from
being side-lined in the history and represent their own interest simultaneously with
other groups in the broader society. To be successful, social movements have to be

embodied in class practices, that is, activities to benefit the poor and to break the
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cycle that keeps the poor marginalized and fatalistic. Ultimately, it requires political
and economic change to address the power inequities that persist in repressive

initiatives and maintaining the status quo.

Asosiasi Masyarakat Adat Nusantara (AMAN; Indonesian Association for
Customary Communities) is an example of a community of different marginalized
indigenous communities in Indonesia. It has grown into an independent non-
government organization with a specific mission to represent and advocate the
concerns of currently 2,304 customary communities throughout Indonesia. These
communities include 17 million people. Working with both national and
international communities, they regularly host congresses and meetings and share
experiences through websites, social media, printed media, and radio. Their website
features a list of customary leaders who are actively involved in indigenous
community resistances throughout Indonesia and their efforts to protect their human

and customary legacies, and to preserve their environment (AMAN, 2017a).

Indonesian communities are not adverse to protesting despite the talk shows
showing a docile image of them. One most recent example is the Meratus Dayakese
community in South Kalimantan, who organise street protests against the license
given by the government to Kodeco Timber Ltd. to operate within their customary
forest. Meratus Dayakese community leaders and members have long suffered
criminalization and intimidation from local police for their objections. However,
working in partnership with local NGOs, they have shown no sign of resignation
(AMAN, 2017b). Another example are the nine women of Rembang, Pati, and
Grobogan, Central Java, who staged a theatrical street protest in front of the
National Palace in Jakarta against the operation of cement companies in the
Kendeng Mountain area (Wulansari & Sigit, 2017). In April 2016, the nine women
cemented their feet in wooden blocks for two days as a critique against the
government-issued permit given to the cement companies. Defiant against
intimidations and counter lawsuits lodged by the local government, the resistance
efforts of the women of Kendeng gained media and the president’s attention, which
led to the revocation of the company’s permit by the High Court in October 2016.
Despite the decision, the government of Central Java re-issued the permit in
February 2017 which prompted the Kendeng community to stage another protest in

Jakarta on March 2017. This time, 50 male and female farmers were involved,
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supported by the presence of 20 members of FBTPI, a Jakarta-based Association

for Port Labourers (Koranperdjoeangan.com, 2017).

The support shown by the Jakarta-based Association for Port Labourers to the
indigenous Kendeng communities suggests that local community movements can
involve and embrace many potential allies including those that are not indigenous
or customary. Importantly, participation by people and organisations that are
migratory (eg, migrant workforce and trans-migrant organisations) is a vital step in
the process of moving them from the position of passive bystanders into the more
active role of critical witnessing. Here, transmigrants might engage in the recovery
of their own historical memory, to know their place in the environmental
destruction and the socio-economic injustice contributing to and arising from the
forest fires. As a part of national and international communities, they bring a form
of social capital that extends the reach of local communities and expands to a global
audience side-stepping the politics of mainstream television stations and media
outlets. With their inclusion in discussions about local community welfare and
partnering for change, transmigrants and international organisations can leverage
national and government change towards more transparent, sustainable and
mutually beneficial economic strategies and ventures. While these are some
activities that transmigrants and international organisations might engage in, the

critical key to such a strategy is that of performing partnerships for change.

Above I have reviewed Martin-Bard (1994) three processes towards emerging a
new reality of justice, participation and humanity. I have attempted to situate these
strategies to find an enduring solution to the Haze in Indonesia. Below, I present
the powerful example of the Green Belt movement that brings Martin-Bard's
strategies to life in a very real way, one that I believe might bring about hope if

applied in the Indonesian context.

The Green Belt Movement

The current endeavours of groups to put out fires and holding the government and
corporations accountable need to be complemented by local initiatives on restoring
and nurturing the environment. Currently, locals, such as Muhammad of South
Sumatera in Mata Najwa, have reported efforts to protect their private agricultural

land from the spreading fires, but their initiative in actively restoring the destroyed
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ecology remains to be seen. One potential example of such a restorative initiative
is the Green Belt Movement of Kenya, led by the Nobel Peace Prize winner Wanjira
Maathai (The Green Belt Movement, 2017). Maathai encouraged women to
respond to their drying streams, insecure food supply, and struggle to find firewood
by working together to grow seedlings and plant trees. The effect of this was that
the trees helped to bind the soil, to store and retain rainwater, nurture other plant
growth, and provide food and wood. In engaging in tree planting activities, the
women received a small monetary token for their work. The initiative is simple yet
effective grassroots movement that has gradually grown into a non-government
organisation that in turn attracts partnerships and gains access to public institutions
like faith-based groups, schools, the Kenyan Army, and private land owners. Since
its inception, the initial work has snowballed into community, civic and
environmental education about exploitation and injustice behind environmental
degradation. The Green Belt Movement has partnered with other national and
international communities to advocate against land grabbing, the destruction of

forest for agricultural development, and the release of political prisoners.

The widespread impact of the Green Belt Movement of Kenya could be attributed
to the inclusivity of the movement and partnership building with other institutions
and communities. Currently, the attitude of NGOs and community leaders on both
ILC and Mata Najwa talk shows demonstrates an oppositional attitude that
perpetuates a defensive attitude on the part of government officials and corporate
representatives. The development of potential partnerships, therefore, becomes
complicated. The only way to rewind from oppositional positions is to transition
the dominant discourse to one of mutuality, shared lives and collective
responsibility. However, for it to be achieved, it requires that interested
stakeholders and potential partners dialogue with, rather than talk at each other, to

find a synergistic way of moving forward.

Hope strategies

In the sections above I have reviewed strategies that might interrupt the
longstanding status quo and continuing forest fires in Indonesia. Whatever the
strategy, all must nurture a sense of hope and belief that change can happen, that
engaging in action is a worthwhile activity. Simply banning the lighting of fires to

burn land, intentionally or unintentionally, and criminalizing those who do, ignores
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the everyday life reality of abject poverty that many Indonesians live in. Fire is used
for warmth, cooking, purifying water and the like. These are fundamentally basic
human needs and the targeting thereof minimizes the value of lives in poverty. They
are not hopeful strategies. They do not speak to an optimistic future. These

approaches need to change.

In arriving at the final sections of this thesis [ am challenged by the question: Does
my work still have relevance and use in the present period? If it does, then can my
findings and suggestions be applied to other similar human-caused disasters in
Indonesia? In this section, I review the incidence of forest fires in Indonesia to see

if anything has really changed.

Compared with the dry season of 2015, 2016 saw a significant decrease in hotspots
and haze. Both ILC and Mata Najwa did not host any follow-up talk show
discussions. Perhaps the issue was not ‘hot’ enough. What did attract media
attention were stories of Indonesian authorities stepping up firefighting efforts
through banning the granting of new land and establishing agencies to restore the
destroyed peatlands (France-Presse, 2016). More recently in January 2017,
President Joko Widodo boasted an 83.2% reduction in forest fires (see Figure 8),
prompting more than 35,000 responses from Facebook users who thanked and
congratulated him. The public perceived a victory against the haze. Perhaps the
unseasonal rain in 2016, rather than State interventions, played a greater role

(Associated Press, 2016).
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Part 3: West Papua
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Figure 8. Infographic from the official Facebook page of Joko Widodo, President of Indonesia,
foregrounding an image of him and several high-ranking government officials walking in a forest
area. On 23 January 2017, Widodo boasted an 83.2% reduction of forest fires in 2016 thanks to a
Jjoint effort of various government institutions and officials “who want to work together to prevent

forest fires” (Widodo, 2016).

Far from the flames in Sumatera and Kalimantan, there is a never-seen-before
increase of forest fire incidents related to government projects and corporate
activities in the most eastern region of Indonesia, West Papua (see Figure 9). Distant
from the centre of Indonesian population and too politically sensitive for the eyes
of the international community, the fires of Papua are not only underreported but
absent in media reporting. The West Papua fires and haze were overshadowed by
the media noise in the western regions, especially Riau. Compared to the 11,590
hotspots found in Papua during August-October 2015, Riau only had 2,423 hot
spots in the same period. The island of Papua was the site of 10% of all hotspots in
Indonesia, with South Sumatera and Central Kalimantan having 22% and 25%
respectively. In West Papua, 92% of the fires were concentrated in an area
designated as the Merauke Integrated Food and Energy Estate (MIFEE), the latest
State-sponsored agricultural mega-project covering millions of hectares of land and

virgin forest (Jong, 2015).
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Figure 9. Districts with the highest number of hotspots, January 2014-October 2016 (Global Forest
Watch, 2016). Merauke, West Papua, shown in crimson at the southeast corner of the map, ranked

2nd of all Indonesian districts, only bested by Ogan Komering Ilir, South Sumatera.

Haryadi (2017) argues that the government has forced the Merauke Integrated Food
and Energy Estate upon the local communities for the sake of national and
international food and energy needs. The State is developing 1.2 million hectares
or a quarter of the Merauke district as a state-of-the-art rice estate by 2018, with
more areas planned to be sugar plantations and factories (500,000 ha) and again,
palm oil estates (200,000 ha). President Joko Widodo has projected that it is only
the first stage of a total 4.6 million ha development that would incorporate an area
larger than Switzerland, Denmark, or the Netherlands (AwasMIFEE, 2015).
Ironically, the Dutch colonials, whom Indonesians fought to gain freedom from,
adopted a similar approach to development work forcing Java and Sumatera to be
cleared and planted with export commodities such as sugarcane, coffee, and rubber

in 1840-1870 (Haryadi, 2017).

MIFEE is not only associated with massive deforestation, but also with the
marginalisation of West Papuan indigenous communities. The companies involved

in the project actively destroy sacred forests and food sources for communities.
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They block access to clean water, poison land and rivers, separate local
communities from each other, and facilitate the relocation of transmigrant workers
from overpopulated regions in Indonesia. MIFEE allows up to 49% foreign
investment in local plantations but has no measure to protect local livelihoods (Jong,
2015). Various English-narrated documentaries have focused on the dislocation
experienced by the hunter-gatherer Malind Anim tribe of Zanegi, Merauke (Sujana,
2012), and the Mahuze clan of Merauke (Haryadi, 2017; Watchdoc Image, 2015).
Despite that, we see no sign of the project slowing down. Ironically, while the
Minister of Forestry and Environment Siti Nurbaya Bakar boasted her crackdowns
in Riau and Kalimantan, she denied being associated with any destruction activities
in Papua. Instead, the minister blamed the hunting and foraging activities of the

indigenous Papuan “nomadic groups” for the fires (Jong, 2015).

The political context of West Papua

The rise of forest fires in West Papua is rooted in the State-sponsored structural
violence and division among West Papuans as a collective. In 1969, after a
referendum mediated by the UN and as an “Act of Free Choice”, Indonesia forcibly
annexed West Papua (Kirksey, 2012). Since then, there has been continued
bloodshed between the people and the State military. Political unity amongst the
West Papuan people themselves is a challenge as it comprises a complex people
group, divided by approximately 300 tribal identities each with their own sub-tribes,
clans and sub-clans (Sebastian & Syailendra, 2015). They live in remote areas that
often take days to reach, making inter-regional travel arduous and costly. The
isolation makes them easy to be divided in the contestations of land and resources.
Moreover, Astraatmadja (2015) allegedly claims that corruption among locals has
compromised the government fund allocated to help develop the region, in turn,

heightening distrust toward some indigenous leaders.

Transmigration policies cause further social troubles. Elmslie (2010) described the
demographic condition of the West Papuan peoples as “catastrophic”. Indonesian
state-sponsored transmigration policies will be responsible for the settlement of 5
million non-Papuan by 2020, comprised mostly of people from Java and Sulawesi.
West Papuan people were a 96.09% majority in 1971 but will only make up 28.99%
of the region’s target population in 2020 (Elmslie, 2010; see Figure 10). It is a
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policy of minoritisation similar to strategies employed in New Zealand by British
settlers, and in Tibet by China. As the government focuses development on urban
areas dominated by new migrants, little benefit is felt by indigenous communities
who inhabit inland areas. In addition, multinational companies prefer to employ

non-indigenous workers because of their perceived better educational backgrounds.
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Figure 10. The map of West Papua region, showing the demographic minoritisation (Stott, 2010)

Many West Papuan aboriginal leaders cry that they suffer from genocide under
Indonesian rule. Violence and death have been occurring daily, with 500,000 deaths
estimated since 1969. The presence of security forces can be found everywhere in
the region, often hired by multinational companies to protect their interests. The
troops are associated with “military business rackets, illegal logging, and human
rights violations, including violence against women and girls... extrajudicial
executions, enforced disappearances, torture and arbitrary detentions... with almost
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