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Foreword

Dr Zaniah Marshallsay
Foundation Director,
Centre of Malaysian Studies
Monash University

The pace of change in Malaysian society and in particular, the
phenomenal economic growth of the last two decades has made
Malaysia one of the most envied success stories of the region. This
remarkable economic success has been achieved against the backdrop
of Malaysia’s complex socio-political situation particularly the multi-
ethnic nature of the society with its attendant problematic inter-
ethnic relations and other social divisions generated by class, gender,
regionalism, religious and other factors. In addition, despite evidences
pointing to the emergence of authoritarian structures in Malaysian
politics, this has in no way been detrimental to political stability, and
has in fact assisted in the economic growth of the country.

Various attempts have been made at explaining the complexities in
Malaysia’s political and economic situations with some observers
preferring to argue from the ethnicity angle where Malaysian society
is viewed as essentially composed of ethnic divisions and inevitable
ethnic tensions and where the political future of the country is very
much tied up by crises in inter-ethnic relations. Another less prevalent
view is that of the ‘consensus’ approach, focussing on the process of
continuous negotiations and consensus between and among various
sections in efforts towards peaceful coexistence.

It is in utilising this second perspective that the author of this book
focuses on elites and regimes, arguing that it is accommodative
relations among elites which have ensured political stability for the
country and continuance of the governing body. In this volume, the
author offers a broad analytical framework which seeks to interpret
Malaysia’s political history and process, particularly the persistence
of accommodative relations among Malaysian elites and stable semi-
democracy right up to the current political situation. Some readers
might disagree with the author’s arguments particularly his utilising of
elites and regimes as his main analytical and not too much emphasis
on the role of structural and mass-level constraints on regime stability
and democracy. Nonetheless, in provoking further debates on the
study of Malaysia, this critical work is an important contribution to
our further understanding of how Malaysia, in spite of its problematic
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inter-ethnic relations which occasionally have erupted into open
conflicts, has managed to maintain its political stability and made it
possible to carry out economic development programs which have
contributed to the country’s continuous economic growth.



Preface

Comparative politics has long been concerned with democratic
preconditions, transitions, consolidation, and breakdown in developing
countries. During the 1950s, modernisation theorists tried to specify
the socioeconomic prerequisites for political democracy in a variety
of these settings. During the 1960s and 1970s, however,
comparativists were led to consider developmental pressures for rapid
industrialisation, ethnic pressures for preferentialist policies, and the
authoritarian regimes that usually resulted. Then, with the renewal of
democratising processes in the late 1970s and 1980s, comparative
politics returned to the analysis of regime openness. With each shift
in inquiry, though, some advances were made. The investigation of
authoritarianism increased understanding of structural constraints
upon the forms regimes take, while recent studies of democratisation
have highlighted the importance of elite interaction and choices.
Hence, in seeking to explain regime change and continuity, analysts
are now able to adopt a ‘complex’ approach which, while focusing
principally on elite behaviour, also gives weight to the structural
forces that in some degree circumscribe that behaviour.

Variable elite relations, mass attitudes, and structural forces
combine to produce different regime outcomes. In most developing
countries, elite factions compete ruthlessly, and, in undermining or
outflanking one another, they prompt uncontrolled regime
oscillations. In a much smaller number of developing countries,
however, elites enter into accommodative relations that enable them
to withstand or even contain structurally induced cleavages and divided
mass loyalties. This second pattern is the subject of this book. I want
to show that accommodation among national elites enables them to
transcend destabilising structural forces, thereby making democratic
stability possible.

To demonstrate this convincingly, I concentrate on a ‘hard’ case,
to wit, Peninsular Malaysia, wherein elite accommodation is subjected
to some formidable structural pressures. Malaysian society is sharply
divided between ethnic Malays and ‘non-Malays’ (principally
Chinese), a division reinforced by religious, linguistic, and cultural
divisions, as well as by historically separate roles in politics and
business. Moreover, Malaysia’s place in the world economy involves
its reliance upon high commodity prices abroad and sustained infusions
of foreign technology and investment. I attempt to show, however,
that despite Malaysia’s stark social pluralism and economic
dependence, its elites have generally remained autonomous and
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accommodative enough that they have been able to operate a stable
and at least semi-democratic regime.

Although this book involves a case study of elite relations as they
have played out in Peninsular Malaysia, it has larger theoretical
ambitions: many of the social cleavages and structural adversities
present there are experienced by other developing (and indeed,
developed) countries. Of course, Malaysia possesses some salutary,
countervailing advantages not seen in many comparable cases. One
thinks first of its ready availability of land, a generally quiescent rural
sector, and a relatively rich and diversified resource base. But these
features are often negated by a wide range of impediments to stable
democratic politics—volatile ethnic relations, a recent Islamic
‘resurgence’, increasingly restive labour organisations, and a drumbeat
of international criticism over the country’s environmental policies—
that display unusual range and severity. In other words, there is no
shortage of challenges in the Malaysian setting with which to illustrate
the thesis that elites may confront and purposively overcome deep
structural strains, an exercise that bears lessons for other plural
societies.

In this book, I do not seek to construct and test a falsifiable model
so much as offer a broad analytical framework with which to interpret
more than two centuries of Malaysian political history and processes.
In the first chapter, I present this framework, one that recognises the
importance of structural and mass-level constraints on regime stability
and democracy, but which nonetheless asserts the primacy of elite
relations for regime outcomes. In doing this, I discuss a variety of
Asian countries that display different elite configurations, societal
make-ups, and levels of economic development. Chapter Two suggests
that among the preconditions for favourable elite relations in plural
societies discussed by Arend Lijphart, a tradition of accommodation
born of colonial experience is in developing countries most
important. My interpretation of British colonial experience as
contributing to democratic stability in Malaysia offers a useful foil to
more common, highly critical assessments of colonialism’s impact.
Further, my attempt to show that Lijphart’s consociational model
still has considerable life in it helps to stake out one end of an
emerging debate over how best to understand Malaysian politics. In
Chapter Three, I recount the disintegrative pressures upon post-
colonial multiethnic elites that have been described by Alvin Rabushka
and Kenneth Shepsle, and I show how their ‘predictions’ of
democratic breakdown have been avoided in the Malaysian case. One
also notes that these several works, though put forth by Lijphart,
Rabushka, and Shepsle during the 1970s, have new relevance in the
1990s as scholars again grapple with issues of democracy and
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ethnicity. Finally, this book’s last three chapters present an extended
analysis of how accommodative relations among Malaysian elites and
stable, semi-democracy have basically persisted during ten years of
leadership by Mahathir Mohamad, a prime minister who has been
variously likened to an ‘Ataturk’ or a ‘refined Marcos’.

I should also state at the outset that I have not scoured primary
Malay and Chinese-language sources, government documents, or
British colonial archives. I have instead relied essentially on secondary
books, articles, and journalistic accounts in an attempt to reconstruct
and reinterpret the Malaysian political record. Throughout my three
years of research, I have been less interested to gather new
information (especially ‘scoops’ like the reasons behind Musa Hitam’s
resignation) than to offer a new analysis. However, I gained valuable
personal experience and insight into the Malaysian scene while
lecturing in American politics at the Institut Teknologi MARA-Texas
International Educational Consortium (TIEC) program in Shah Alam
between September 1987 and December 1988. Moreover, after
receiving a fellowship from the University of Texas, I was able to
return to Malaysia in October 1989 in order to conduct a relatively
extensive series of interviews with many organisational leaders during
a four-month period.

These interviews were with more than fifty top position holders in
a wide variety of party, bureaucratic, military, business, media,
educational, public interest, cultural, and religious organisations. My
aim was to assess the strength of elite-level commitment to overall
accommodation, particularly during and after the critical period in
which numerous opposition leaders were arrested in October 1987. In
conducting these elite interviews, I agreed that any material quoted
would not be directly attributed to the respondents, and this may
detract somewhat from the authoritativeness of many of the
statements that 1 present. Nevertheless, the interviews were
extremely useful in terms of gaining orientation and forming
impressions. Indeed, after interviewing powerful state decision makers
in often lavish offices, official residences, or, in one instance, in a
chauffeured German sedan while en route to lunch at the Kuala
Lumpur Regent, I came away with a clear sense of why elites strive to
remain elites, and why others aspire to replace them.

I would thus like to thank the University of Texas for awarding me
the Bess Heflin University Fellowship that funded my travel and stay
in Malaysia, the Australian National University for providing a post-
doctoral fellowship enabling me to rewrite the original manuscript,
and the Australian Defence Force Academy and Griffith University
for allowing me the time between teaching duties to make final
revisions. I would also like to thank Malaysian officials in the Social
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and Economic Research Unit (SERU) in the Prime Minister’s
Department for giving me permission to carry out interviews, the
dean of the Faculty of Economics and Administration at the
University of Malaya, Mokhtar Tamin, for arranging staff support
and office space and offering general encouragement, and to all those
who consented to meetings or helped me to schedule them. Though
political culture in Malaysia must be described as guarded, and while
elites undertake certain risks in sharing their views and information
with foreign researchers, much reticence was offset by the generosity
that continues to mark private life in the country.

I would like to acknowledge my indebtedness to my dissertation
adviser, Professor John Higley, for having shared a theoretical
outlook, as well as for wrestling tirelessly with my prose in an effort
to render it more readable. I also thank Dr Harold Crouch at the ANU
for scrutinising an early version of the manuscript, my colleagues, Jim
Henson and Bill Nichols, for perusing a draft of the theory chapter,
and Alison Ley for her very dedicated proof-reading. And I want
finally to thank those who saw me through my field research in Kuala
Lumpur, Selangor, and Johor, especially my wife, Rebecca, my son,
John Stamford, and my good friends, Encik Kirby Ng, Donald
Pharamond, Rosli, Kumar, Tango, and Chai Leng—and indeed, the
entire chapter of the Petaling Hash House Harriers (PHHH).

William Case
Brisbane 1996



CHAPTER ONE

Elites and Regimes

This book is an effort to unravel the highly complex, often opaque
political record of Peninsular or West Malaysia. As we will see, this
region’s political, economic, and social features often elude easy
classification and defy causal statements. As one example, does
societal pluralism require an authoritarian state in order to contain
social conflict? Or does such pluralism lead to democratic politics,
effectively preventing the state from consolidating its grip over
diverse mass constituencies? Does multiethnicity perhaps cut both
ways at once? If so, does this elicit complementary strands of
authoritarian and democratic state response? Or does it inject
competing imperatives and deep tensions into political life? Or are
these tendencies even mutually negating such that on balance
multiethnicity has little direct, defining impact on politics—instead
lending itself to varying interpretations by opinion leaders? These
kinds of conundrums appear at every turn in analyses of politics in
Peninsular Malaysia, hampering our understanding of ethnicity and
ethnic cultures, socioeconomic classes, regionalism, Islamic
resurgence, development strategies, and the sundry cleavages that
these phenomena may produce. Indeed, because the Peninsula’s
political record can by itself support a challenging study, no attempt is
made to go still further afield to include the eastern states of Sabah and
Sarawak.

In my own effort to understand Malaysian experience, 1 focus on
elites and regimes, treating them as analytical tools and the primary
objects of inquiry. Elites and regimes lie at the core of political life,
and they guide one in posing and researching central questions, as well
as probing a variety of contiguous issue areas. Adopting this approach
to Malaysia is very much in the ‘consociationalist’, elite-centred
tradition of Stanley Bedlington, Stephen Chee, Milton Esman, Bruce
Gale, John Gullick, Arend Lijphart, Diane K. Mauzy, Gordon Means,
R.S. Milne, Eric Nordlinger, K.J. Ratnam, and Karl Von Vorys.l At

1 See Stanley S. Bedlington, Malaysia and Singapore: The Building of New
States (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1978), pp.141-71; Stephen Chee,
‘Consociational Political Leadership and Conflict Regulation in Malaysia’, in
Leadership and Security in Southeast Asia: Institutional Aspects, edited by
Stephen Chee (Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 1991), pp.53-
86; Milton Esman, Administration and Development in Malaysia: Institution-
Building and Reform in a Plural Society (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1972), and ‘Malaysia: Communal Coexistence and Mutual Deterrence’, in
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base, it asserts that despite deep structural constraints and mass
tensions, elites have been able to maintain (or recover) their
accommodation across ethnic lines, enabling them to operate a stable,
even semi-democratic regime. It says nothing, necessarily, about the
inherent altruism or self-interest that mark elite calculations.

Further, in extending, or updating this tradition, one can challenge
some new, sometimes ‘radical’ works that doubt the capacity of elites
to shape their relations in important ways. For example, James V.
Jesudason, in his highly regarded study, suggests that Malay state elites
have been beholden to mass constituents, forcing them in recent
decades to cease their cooperation with Chinese business elites. This
has inhibited any formation of a ‘state-capital alliance’, thereby
denying Malaysia the rapid economic growth enjoyed by other late-
developing countries in the region.2 Alasdair Bowie contends that the

Racial Tensions and National Identity, edited by Ernest Q. Campbell
(Nashville: Vanderbilt University Press, 1972), pp.227-43; John Gullick and
Bruce Gale, Malaysia: Its Political and Economic Development (Petaling
Jaya, Malaysia: Pelanduk, 1986); Arend Lijphart, Democracy in Plural
Societies: A Comparative Exploration (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1977); Diane K. Mauzy, Barisan Nasional: Coalition Government in
Malaysia (Petaling Jaya, Malaysia: Marican and Sons, 1983), pp.136-50;
Gordon P. Means, Malaysian Politics, 2nd ed. (London,: Hodder and
Stoughton, 1976), pp.440-49, and Malaysian Politics: The Second Generation
(Singapore: Oxford University Press, 1991), pp.10-13; R.S. Milne and Diane K.
Mauzy, Politics and Government in Malaysia (Singapore: Federal
Publications, 1978), pp.352-56; Eric A. Nordlinger, Conflict Regulation in
Divided Societies (Cambridge MA: Harvard University, 1972), p.11; K.k
Ratnam, Communalism and the Political Process in Malaya (Kuala Lumpur:
University of Malaya Press, 1965), pp.209-16; K.J. Ratnam and R.S. Milne, The
Malayan Parliamentary Election of 1964 (Singapore: University of Malaya
Press, 1967), pp.31-59; and Karl Von Vorys, Democracy Without Consensus:
Communalism and Political Stability in Malaysia (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1975).

2 Jesudason suggests that ‘state elites play a central role in the economy,
sometimes to lay the basis for growth, but often to ensure that the course of
development takes place along lines that bring support for the regime’. Hence,
Malay state elites, in seeking this support, drew away from Chinese business
leaders and caused the economy to decline over time. Jesudason writes:

Irememberas a young boy in the 1960s how frequently Malaysia
was praised as an economic and political success in Asia.
Economically it was ahead (in per capita GDP terms) of Taiwan and
South Korea, the present ‘economic miracles’.... Yet by the early
1980s, as I embarked on this study, it was apparent that the country
was experiencing a relative decline within the East Asian region.... I
wanted to study the relative decline of the Malaysian economy giving
due recognition to internal secial-structural arrangements, and, in
particular, to the role of ethnic structures.

James V. Jesudason, Ethnicity and the Economy: The State Chinese Business,
and Multinationals in Malaysia (Singapore: Oxford University Press, 1989),



Elites and Regimes 3

shifting terms of a ‘communal settlement’ have driven the
development strategies of elites, propelling them in lockstep along a
trajectory of import substitution, export orientation, and heavy
industrialisation.? These analyses, however, give us only part of the
picture. Jesudason’s study, undertaken during the mid-1980s, is thus
unable to account for Malaysia’s economic recovery and high growth
rates during the last part of the decade and into the 1990s. Such
growth is made all the more remarkable by the adverse global
conditions in which it has occurred. Bowie underestimates the agility
with which elites have synthesised different economic policy
approaches throughout Malaysia’s progress, and he misses the
significant privatisation and trade liberalisation that are currently
under way. And both authors, finally, must be taken aback by the
extent to which Malays and Chinese have promoted, and benefited
from, this rapid economic growth, forging the collaborative
relationships that mark today’s business scene.

Francis Loh Kok Wah and Joel Kahn identify another kind of
constraint upon state elite action. In criticising elite-centred
consociational models, they advise us that ethnic identities and
cultures are not ‘givens’ which elites in Malaysia have sought
altruistically to manage. Rather, ethnic cultures have been steadily
reinvented, even fragmented by a new middle class, enabling that class
now to evade a malicious elite hegemony.* But here a problem crops
up. Apart from mixing explanatory and normative concerns, Loh and
Kahn are unable to show that this reinvention of culture necessarily
disadvantages elites. Indeed, because it generally celebrates ‘feudal’
Malay customs and preserves many ethnic differences at the societal
level, Malay state elites may be encouraged if not to initiate this
process, at least to remain congruent with it. If it is true, as many
observers contend, that state elites in Malaysia are dedicated now to
relentless economic growth, it is difficult to see how they might more
efficiently socialise and discipline their work force, as well as interdict

p.vi. Jesudason later describes how high commodity prices masked the
inefficiencies of the state’s pro-Malay redistributive policies during the 1970s,
but then fell during the 1980s, plunging the state into ‘a serious financial
position’ (p.76).

3 Alasdair Bowie, Crossing the Industrial Divide: State, Society, and the
Politics of Economic Transformation in Malaysia (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1991).

4 Loh and Kahn write that ‘we hope to address not only academic but political
concerns as well, for example: how can we best understand, and hence combat,
the increasingly authoritarian actions of the current regime?” Francis Loh Kok
Wah and Joe! S. Kahn, ‘Introduction: Fragmented Vision’, in Fragmented
Vision: Culture and Politics in Contemporary Malaysia, edited by Joel S.
Kahn and Francis Loh Kok Wah (Sydney: Allen and Unwin, 1992), p.8.
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cross-ethnic labour organising. In short, while elite motivations and
mass attitudes may change, and the terms of elite-mass relations may
be in consequence renegotiated, one should not lose sight of the
primacy and adaptability of elites.

Loh and Kahn might also argue that in focusing on cumbrous
variables like elites and regimes, one is unable to grasp the peculiarities
of Malaysian politics. But what might be lost in precision is perhaps
gained in wider relevance. In short, my intention is to analyse along a
baseline of broad commonality, producing a work that is generalisable
and accessible. Put simply, a treatment of Malaysian politics should
enable specialists from other geographic areas easily to enter and
compare: my aim is to speak with more than the world’s several dozen
Malaysianists. Hence, in this first chapter, I will define and explore
some prominent variables, disaggregating them into types and patterns
that enhance their dynamism and explanatory power. In doing this, I
will refer regularly to contemporary Asian settings in order to develop
and illustrate different contentions. And in the next chapters, [ will
apply the integrated framework that results to Peninsular Malaysia,
offering a new—or at least revised and updated—interpretation of its
politics.

Regime Forms

I want mainly to account for the forms which political regimes
take, that is, the extent to which they are stable or unstable and
democratic or authoritarian. Regimes can be thought of as ‘basic
patterns in the organisation, exercise, and transfer’ of state positions
and power.> As such, they are operated by state elites who head key
governing, bureaucratic, and military organisations. Insofar as
competitions between these elites, or struggles between them and the
leaders of mass constituencies do not result in ‘forcible seizures’ of
state power, regimes can be considered stable.® And to the extent that
state elites heading governing organisations are politically responsive
to, and consent electorally to be replaced by, the leaders of mass
constituencies, regimes can be considered democratic. Let us consider
these dimensions more closely.

Turning first to regimes’ underlying dimension of stability or
instability, one notes that while forcible seizures of state power may
occur in many ways, they usually involve in reasonably developed
settings some degree of support, initiative, or acquiescence from the

5 John Higley and Michael G. Burton, ‘The Elite Variable in Democratic
Transitions and Breakdowns’, American Sociological Review 54(1), (February
1989), p.18.

6 Ibid.
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military. In one familiar pattern, elected governing elites, having at
least the implicit support of the armed forces, abrogate established
power-sharing arrangements and manipulate the constitution in order
to prolong their tenure. Inasmuch as this closes off opportunities for
competing parties who had anticipated coming to office electorally, it
invites their retaliation, paving the way to eventual regime instability.
A recent case involves Sri Lanka where the governing Freedom Party
(SLFP) imposed a new constitution in 1972 in order to lengthen its
term in office to seven years. In response, the United National Party
(UNP), after winning elections in 1977, also altered the constitution,
removing power to the presidency and monopolising that office until
1989.7 A local observer identifies the difficulty precisely: ‘The flaw is
that successive [parties] have viewed the constitution not as a
consensual arrangement, embodying enduring values and principles of
governance, but as an instrument to consolidate power. This led to
disillusionment with constitutional means of resolving Sri Lanka’s
national question, and eventually to armed conflict with the Tamils’.8

In partial contrast, a more purposive executive coup involves an
incumbent head of government entrenching his rule forcibly through
active support from at least some military elites. We find this pattern
in the Philippines where President Marcos, after his election in 1965,
steadily limited access to state power enjoyed by traditional elite
families.” When Marcos later found himself barred by the constitution
from serving a third term, he sought first to install his wife, Imelda, as
president. Then, with military assistance, he simply invoked martial
law in 1972, jailing 30,000 opposition members. Larry Diamond
observes that ‘no instance of democratic breakdown better illustrates
the personal desire to retain and expand power at all costs than the
executive coup by Philippine President Ferdinand Marcos’.!0

Another pattern of regime instability unfolds when the head of
government or governing party is overthrown through a military

7 Urmila Phadnis, ‘Sri Lanka: Crises of Legitimacy and Integration’, in
Democracy in Developing Countries: Asia, edited by Larry Diamond, Juan J.
Linz, and Seymour Martin Lipset (Boulder CO: Lynne Rienner, 1989), p.166-
67.

8 Neelan Tiruchelvam, ‘Sri Lanka’s Two Rebellions’, Asian Wall Street Journal
(hereafter cited as AWSJ), 7 October 1991.

9 Karl D. Jackson, ‘The Philippines: The Search for a Suitable Democratic
Solution, 1946-86°, in Democracy in Developing Countries: Asia, edited by
Larry Diamond, Juan J. Linz, and Seymour Martin Lipset (Boulder CO: Lynne
Rienner, 1989), p.241.

10 Larry Diamond, ‘Introduction: Persistence, Erosion, Breakdown, and
Renewal’, in Democracy in Developing Countries: Asia, edited by Larry
Diamond, Juan J. Linz, and Seymour Martin Lipset (Boulder CO: Lynne
Rienner, 1989), p.5.
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coup. In these circumstances, military elites may act on their own
initiative or in conjunction with other elites or organised mass
constituencies. In addition, after seizing state power, military elites
may be forcibly replaced by other military factions, thereby
perpetuating regime instability. In contemporary Southeast Asia,
Thailand appears to have been particularly susceptible to such
upheavals, witnessing between 1932—-87 16 coups, 13 constitutions,
and 43 cabinets.!l These actions have resulted in periods of direct
military rule or the imposition of a civilian leader in order to mask de
facto military preeminence.

Lastly, governing elites may be brought down as the military abets,
or acquiesces in, mass uprisings. In Iran during 1979, for example,
demoralised military elites stood aside as followers of the Ayatollah
Khomeini rose up and seized state power.!? Similarly, in the
Philippines in 1986, key military elites refused to intervene as
factions in the Kilusang Bagong Lipunan (New Society Movement,
KBL), the Makati business elite, the Catholic Church, and mass
constituents combined to oust President Marcos in the ‘miracle at
Edsa’.13. And in Bangladesh during 1990, the military remained neutral
as students mobilised bureaucrats and professional groups and forced
President H.M. Ershad from power. Bangladesh also illustrates how the
military may itself be seriously divided, fomenting counter-coups, civil
wars, and wars of secession. During 1971, when the Pakistani army
moved to suppress the secessionist movement in East Bengal, some
Bengali officers joined with the independeunce leaders. Subsequently,
within the new army of Bangladesh, divisions emerged between those
officers who had fought actively for a separate country and those who
had remained in (West) Pakistan during the conflict. The Far Eastern
Economic Review observed that ‘both these hotheads and the
repatriates hankered after political power ... and this led to the many
coups in the 1970s.14

A regime’s second dimension, its democratic or authoritarian
character, is indicated by the extent to which governing elites consult
with, respond to, and are electorally replaced by the leaders of

11 Chai-Anan Samudavanija, ‘Thailand: A Stable Semi-Democracy’, in
Democracy in Developing Countries: Asia, edited by Larry Diamond, Juan J.
Linz, and Seymour Martin Lipset (Boulder CO: Lynne Rienner, 1989), p.320.

12 Robin Wright. In the Name of God: The Khomeini Decade (New York:
Touchstone, 1989), p.25.

13 Jackson, op. cit., 254.

14 The Far Eastern Economic Review (hereafter cited as FEER), 27 December
1990, p.15. For background on the Bangladesh conflict, see Talukder
Maniruzzaman, Bangladesh Revolution and its Aftermath (Dacca: Bangladesh
Books International, 1980).
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organised segments of civil society. It is important to point out that
democracy is best understood in these procedural, electoral terms. At
base, this involves meaningful, regularly held elections, the right freely
to organise in order to contest those elections, and a broadly
enfranchised population of voters—in short, the ‘polyarchy’
conceptualised by Robert Dahl.!5 Burton, Gunther, and Higley show
that to go further and refer to ‘economic’ or ‘social’ democracy
confuses procedural and substantive variables, thereby losing analytical
power.!6 They note that the former German Democratic Republic
(GDR), for example, while distributing wealth relatively equitably and
maintaining an official commitment to social justice, could hardly be
considered a democracy. Moreover, if these procedural and substantive
variables are separable, ‘one may be temporally and perhaps causally
prior to the other’.}7 In other words, some level of economic
development and equality may be a precondition for, or an outcome
of, democratic procedures.

But even within this narrow categorisation of procedural
democracy, the degree and mechanisms of consultation and
representativeness vary greatly. Alfred Stepan sketches the range of
possibilities in terms of ‘exclusionary’ and ‘inclusionary’ corporatism,
variants which, while falling short of democracy, respectively offer
limited and broad avenues for societal representation.!® Similarly,
James Malloy writes of clientelist, populist, and corporatist strategies
for controlling access to state power.!? As an example, Chai-Anan
describes the incorporating approach adopted by Thai bureaucratic
elites.

The privileged organised groups, such as the Banker’s
Association, the Association of Industries, and the Chamber of
Commerce, have been given access to the decision-making process
in economic spheres, but their participation is of a consultative
nature rather than as an equal partner, Likewise, labour unions have

15 Robert A. Dahl. Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition (New Haven, Yale
University Press, 1971).

16 Michael Burton, Richard Gunther, and John Higley, ‘Introduction: Elite
Transformations and Democratic Regimes’, in Elites and Democratic
Consolidation in Latin America and Southern Furope, edited by John Higley

17 and Richard Gunther (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p.2.
Ibid.

18 Alfred Stepan, The State and Society in Peru: Peru in Comparative
Perspective (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978).

19 James Malloy, ‘The Politics of Transition in Latin America’, in Authoritarians
and Democrats: Regime Transition in Latin America, edited by James M.
Malloy and Mitchell A. Seligson (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press,
1987), pp.235-58.
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also been given a limited consultative role in labour relations,
while the bureaucracy still firmly maintains its control over
farmers’ groups through the ministries of Interior and Agriculture.
Although there were general elections again in 1983 and 1986,
popular participation remains relatively low. Where turnouts were
high the successes were due to active mobilisation by officials of
the interior ministry rather than to voters’ interest in political
issues.20

In other settings, elites heading state organisations may
collectively initiate or perpetuate greater regime opening, moving
from a category of ‘semi-’, ‘limited’, or ‘quasi-> democracy to fully
democratic procedures.2! This is signalled when incumbent elites are
held more directly or widely accountable for their rule, to the point
where they can be electorally turned out by mass constituents in
favour of competing elites. The electoral replacement of the Congress
government by a Janata Dal-dominated coalition during 1989, and the
replacement of this coalition in the following year’s elections,
reaffirmed that India, despite its epic leadership failings, is probably
the best overall example of procedural democracy in Asia.

The two dimensions that make up political regimes intersect to
produce four basic forms: unstable authoritarianism, unstable
democracy, stable authoritarian-ism, and stable democracy. These
classifications represent, of course, ideal types that rarely occur in a
real world of continuums and fence-sitters. Indeed, the Malaysian
regime, while stable, straddles the authoritarian and democratic
quadrants to yield what is best understood as a semi-democracy. But
however stable or unstable, democratic or authoritarian, these several
regime forms are driven by prior sets of elite dynamics.

Elites, Supporters, and National Leaders

Analysts increasingly agree that regime forms are distinct from,
and in large part the product of, elite attitudes, choices, and relations.
In examining regime opening, Samuel Huntington writes, for example,
that ‘democracies are created not by causes but by causers. Political
leaders and publics have to act’.22 At the same time, William Welsh

20 Chai-Anan, op. cit., pp.338-39.

21 For a useful discussion of ‘soft’ authoritarianism and ‘hard’ democracy, see
Guillermo O’Donnell and Philippe C. Schmitter, ‘Defining Some Concepts
(and Exposing Some Assumptions)’, in Transitions from Authoritarian Rule:
Prospects for Democracy, edited by Guillermo O’Donnell, Philippe C.
Schmitter, and Laurence Whitehead (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1986), vol. 4, pp.6-14.

Samuel Huntington, The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twentieth
Century (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1991), p.107. See also Robert

22
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cautions that ‘elite decision-making behaviour does not take place in a
vacuum. It is conditioned by numerous factors of social, economic,
and cultural context that must be analysed in conjunction with the
behaviours of elites if those behaviours are to be fully understood’.23
We must therefore adopt a ‘complex’ framework that locates
explanatory primacy in elite relations, yet one which is sensitive to
the structural sources of social or socioeconomic cleavage (eg., ethnic,
linguistic, or religious segmentation and class stratification) that may
impact upon elite autonomy and strategies. In brief, interactive elites
must mobilise (or demobilise) support by accurately gauging and
appealing to mass attitudes which, 1 will argue, have been shaped
strongly by structural forces. Let us consider interelite and elite-mass
relations more fully, as well as take account of subelites and national
leaders.

National Elites

A national elite consists of ‘persons who are able, by virtue of their
strategic positions in powerful organisations, to affect national
outcomes regularly and substantially’.2* A central contention of this
book is that elite unity or disunity is the main determinant of the
forms regimes take. Putnam observes that while ‘the classical elite
theorists, Mosca, Pareto, and Michels, treated the unity of the ruling
elite as axiomatic, [this] should be a matter for empirical investigation
rather than definitional fiat’.25 Thus, elites who are ‘consensually
unified’?6 display a ‘restrained partisanship’,2’ synthesising and
adhering to procedural ‘rules of the game’. This configuration makes
in turn for a stable regime and, if these elites permit, democratic
politics. I have suggested that India’s stable democracy, operated by
consensually unified elites in often fragmented social and economic
circumstances, is a foremost example in Asia. Conversely, the absence
of elite consensus about rules leads to unrestrained competitions,
efforts to exclude important factions, and hence, an unstable regime.
Any democratisation carried out in this latter situation is imperilled by
continuing elite struggles and is probably short-lived. As an example,
in Thailand’s ‘October Revolution’ of 1973, student leaders succeeded

D. Putnam, The Comparative Study of Political Elites (Englewood Cliffs NJ:
Prentice Hall, 1976), pp.124 and 128.

23 William A. Welsh, Leaders and Elites (New York: Holt, Rinchart, and
Winston, 1979), p.45.

24 Burton, Gunther, and Higley, op. cit., p.8.

25 Putnam, op. cit., p.107.

26 Burton, Gunther, and Higley, op. cit., p.11.

27 Guiseppe Di Palma, The Study of Conflict in Western Societies: A Critique of
the End of Ideology (Morristown NJ: General Learning Press, 1973).
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in inducing democratic regime change while the military was distracted
with internal factionalism. Girling records, however, that three years
later, a newly ascendant military faction gained ‘approval by the king
[for a] rightist offensive ... and the feeble structure of democracy
began to break under the weight of steadily increasing military probes
and pressures’.28

The existence and importance of game rules for consensual elite
unity is well-established by elite theorists.?? Rules specify the
fundamental propriety of different political behaviours. They are
quietly manifested in ‘tacit understandings’ and ‘operational codes’,30
garantismo,3! pacts,3? and settlements,33 and they may be formally
recorded in organisational by-laws and national constitutions. Further,
while informal rules generally precede and are more meaningful than
formal rules and institutions, they may feed into and reinforce one
another. Finally, with respect to their origins, game rules may be
derived from some combination of cultural norms, colonial
experience, precedents set by elites at important historical junctures,
and broadly recognised notions of fair play. But while these early
events and contexts are strongly formative, they do not produce rules
that are so rigid as to bar necessary adjustments.34

Hence, while consensually unified elites compete strongly for state
positions and power, mutually acceptable—and adaptable—rules of the
game contain their competitiveness, dissuading them from undertaking
divisive strategies and actions. Simply put, rule-bound elites do not

28 Jyohn Girling, Thailand: Society and Politics (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1981), pp.208-9.

29 See, for example, Kenneth Prewitt and Alan Stone, The Ruling FElites: Elite

Theory, Power, and American Democracy (New York: Harper and Row, 1973);

and Putnam, op. cit.

Giovanni Sartori, The Theory of Democracy Revisited, Part One: The

Contemporary Debate (Chatham NJ: Chatham House, 1987), p.229.

31 Giuseppe Di Palma, To Craft Democracies (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1990), pp.50-61.

32 See Terry Lynn Karl, ‘Petroleum and Political Pacts: The Transition to
Democracy in Venezuela’, in Transitions from Authoritarian Rule: Prospects
Jor Democracy, edited by Guillermo O’Donnell, Philippe C. Schmitter, and
Laurence Whitehead (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986), vol.
2, pp.196-219; and Guillermo O’Donnell and Philippe C. Schmitter,
‘Negotiating (and Renegotiating) Pacts’, in Transitions from Authoritarian
Rule: Prospects for Democracy, edited by Guillermo O’Donnell, Philippe C.
Schmitter, and Laurence Whitehead (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1986), vol. 4, pp.37-47.

33 See Michael Burton and John Higley, °‘Elite Settlements’, American
Sociological Review 52, no. 3 (June 1987), pp.295-307; and Burton, Gunther,
and Higley, op. cit., pp.13-24.

34 Dj Palma, To Craft Democracies, p.109.

30
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strive to win at all costs. First, game rules order elite bargaining in
innermost decisional ‘committees’—in Sartori’s phrase, the ‘real
stuff® of politics’>—herein preventing factions from creating
confrontations and forcing crippling deadlocks. Second, in wider
arenas, game rules discourage elites from mobilising mass constituents
in ways that would seriously threaten other elites and provoke
retaliatory violence. In short, game rules may be culled from a variety
of traditions and events to regulate the committee behaviours and
mobilising strategies of elites. They then reflect and extend consensual
elite unity, thus laying the basis for a stable and possibly democratic
regime,

National elites in most developing countries are disunified, failing
to adopt or consistently to observe procedural game rules. A disunified
elite thus contains persons and factions who deeply distrust one
another, and who compete for state power and supporters in
unregulated, often ruthless and violent ways. In these circumstances, a
competing elite faction which moderates its drive for power in order
to forge accommodative attitudes and procedures risks its own
destruction. Sung-joo Han describes this configuration in South Korea.

In the Korean political culture and under the existing rules of
the game, compromise is not seen as a sign of rationality and good
will but as a signal of weakness and lack of resolve not only by
one’s adversaries, but by one’s allies as well... Any gesture toward
compromise is likely to be met by further demands by the
adversary, which tries to take advantage of the opponent’s
perceived feebleness. Politics in Korea usually take the form of a
zero-sum game in which winning is more important than keeping
the game playable and productive.36

A comprehensive shift in attitudes is therefore necessary to
transform elite disunity into consensually unified behaviours (and
thereby to bring about regime change from instability to stability).
Elites must at some level acknowledge the worth of their rivals,
respect the legitimacy of their claims, then collectively seek an
allocative, rule-guided formula for accommodative interactions. I am
concerned in the next chapter with one way in which this historically
rare set of elite practices has been instituted, that is, through British
colonial experience. Here, I will contend that once consensual elite
unity is established, it tends strongly to persist, weathering the

35 Sartori, op. cit.

36 Sung-joo Han, ‘South Korea: Politics in Transition’, in Democracy in
Developing Countries: Asia, edited by Larry Diamond, Juan J. Linz, and
Seymour Martin Lipset (Boulder CO: Lynne Rienner, 1989), p.285.
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defections and disruptions that periodically provoke crises. This is
because cooperative attitudes and behaviour reliably produce
benefits—or ‘side payments’3’—for most elite groups over time,
making it in their collective, long-term interest to moderate their
competitions and see crises through.

Subelites and Mass Constituents

In addition to exploring the origins of consensual elite unity, I want
to investigate pressures that test that unity and in some instances,
seriously erode it. In creating and sustaining their accommodation
through compromises and trade-offs, elites risk alienating constituents
who shore up their elite statuses. An elite person’s constituency
consist of (1) pivotal ‘subelites’3® who hold mid-level organisational
positions and (2) more distant and diffuse mass followings. By skilfully
dispensing organisational positions and resources, elites ensure that
subelites assist them in implementing projects and maintaining mass
support. But if elites make too many costly concessions to each other,
and/or they become too removed from their followings, ‘subelite
political activists’3® may emerge who are more committed to their
own advancement than to the retention of interelite accommodation.
Putnam emphasises the ‘tendency for party activists and middle-level
elites to disagree more sharply and to support the amicable give-and-
take of practical politics less wholeheartedly than do the top national
leaders’.40 Hence, when opportunities arise, activist subelites may
arouse mass grievances against their own leaders by portraying them as
too conciliatory; they may additionally denounce other organisational
elites as rapacious.

It is important to recognise, however, that elite and subelite
influence is not unlimited with regard to mass attitudes and behaviour,
that elites and subelites operate mainly as ‘clarifiers of choices’.4!
Elites, whether unified or disunified, and subelites, whether allegiant or
activist, can only present to mass constituents certain options for

37 Sartori, op. cit., pp.231-32.

38 The ‘subelite’ concept is Mosca’s. William Welsh writes that ‘Mosca believed

that there existed in most societies a ‘subelite’ that served both as a channel of

contact and communication between the elite and nonelites, and as a potential

tool for the recruitment, sometimes on a relatively large scale, of new members

into the elite’. Welsh, op. cit., p.5.

Lijphart, op. cit., p.53.

Putnam, op. cit., p.120.

41 Clarence Stone, ‘Transactional and Transforming Leadership: A Re-
examination’, paper presented at the Annual General Meeting of the American
Political Science Association, San Francisco California, 31 August 1990.

39
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action (or conversely, for demobilising inaction).*> Mass constituents,
in turn—their outlooks shaped strongly by structural forces—must
select or decline to select among the appeals and choices that are
made available to them. But while mass constituents are thus exposed
to a range of elite and subelite-sanctioned options, they are unable to
move outside these options to initiate and sustain their own complex
political undertakings. That is, in the absence of elite and subelite
power and mobilising, mass constituents can do no more than join in
spontaneous protests (eg., ‘race’ and food riots) that either fizzle
quickly or are easily suppressed. As an example, consider the following
observation made by Scott in his study of rice growers on the Muda
Plain in Malaysia:

If there were a national or even regional political vehicle that
gave effective voice to the class interest of the poor on such issues
as land reform, mechanisation, and employment, it would
undoubtedly find a large following. But Partai Islam is not that
vehicle, dominated as it is by large landowners, and the socialist
party (Partai Rakyat), for reasons of repression and communalism,
has never established a real foothold in Kedah.43

This illustrates clearly that while objective inequalities and
structural misfortunes may be manifested in severe mass discontents,
they do not of their own well up in meaningful political outcomes. In
sum, elites and subelites exercise only limited control over mass
constituents, offering them a selection of appeals and choices. But
mass constituents find that if they freely reject these choices, their
grievances remain unrepresented and inadequately organised, and their
emotive and material needs go largely unmet.

Let us now consider the ways in which these dynamics might play
out to undermine a configuration of consensual elite unity. Activist
subelites, aspiring to full elite status, can make appeals aimed at
wresting mass constituents away from compromising elites. These
subelites understand that mass constituents possess a reactive
autonomy by being able to withhold or withdraw their support from

42 David Brown writes that elites are unlikely to be able to get away with

inventing a crisis, or merely asserting an internal political cleavage where none
exists.... [Elites are] constrained in [their] choice of legitimatory symbols by the
social and political realities; but this may be restated in the reverse form, that it
is the social and political realities which provide [elites] with the symbols
which [they] may then manipulate. David Brown, The Legitimacy of
Governments in Plural Societies, Occasional Paper No. 43 (Singapore:
University of Singapore Press, 1984), p.8.

James C. Scott, Weapons of the Weak: Everyday Forms of Peasant Resistance
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1985), pp.244-45n.

43
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elites, greeting with profound indifference heavily brokered,
irrelevant, or clumsy appeals that do not mesh with their structurally
induced outlooks. In this situation, activist subelites give full vent to
mass sentiments rooted in ethnicity, class, or some other set of
divisive mass identities. And while overall game rules might permit
that, within limits, followings be built or reenergised in this way,
activist subelites disregard and push past these limits, seriously
challenging consensual elite unity and inflaming mass grievances.

For their part, national elites, though preferring to perpetuate their
consensual unity, might hereby be prevented by subelite activities
from reaching or sustaining it. Specifically, elites might lack the
capacity to resolve the contrary demands of fellow elites on one plane
and activist subelites on the other. In the end, such elites may be
forced to abandon their accommodative relations in order to outflank
subelites through partisan appeals aimed at recapturing their mass
support. As elite members cease to cooperate with fellow elites,
‘politics-as-bargaining’ becomes ‘politics-as-war’,** and regime
stability is put proportion-ately at risk.

The National Leader

In some countries, a paramount national leader, usually occupying a
formal position as president or prime minister, may operate above the
general level of elite and subelite interactions. The national leader is
distinguished by an extraordinary ruling capacity, and, through his or
her leadership ‘style’, he or she may display either a power-sharing or
power-monopolising orientation. Among Indian national leaders,
Diamond finds instances of both orientations, contrasting ‘Jawaharlal
Nehru’s decision to serve as prime minister in India’s first post-
independence government [that] set a trend toward democracy’, with
the ‘manipulative, coercive, suspicious, and self-serving character of
Indira Gandhi’s rule from 1966 to 1977’45 Furthermore, the national
leader may act upon these orientations to shore up or alter any
existing pattern of elite and subelite behaviour. In Malaysia during the
1960s, Prime Minister Tunku Abdul Rahman acted generally to
enforce a configuration of consensual elite unity. During the 1980s,
however, Prime Minister Mahathir, implementing high-speed growth
and new corporate ownership policies, disrupted elite relations and
provoked elite challenges that caused him forcefully to reimpose
consensual elite unity.46

44 Sartori, op. cit., p.224.

45 Diamond, op. cit., p.10.

46 See William Case, ‘Comparative Malaysian Leadership’, 4sian Survey 31, no. 5
(May 1991), pp.456-73; and John Funston, ‘Challenge and Response in
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Not all countries feature such national leaders, though certainly all
do have a formal chief executive. According to some accounts, Japan
at the start of the 1990s exemplified a leaderless condition. Its prime
minister, Toshiki Kaifu, functioned as Noburu Takeshita’s ‘puppet’,
while Takeshita and other Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) elites
remained locked in factional paralysis.*” In other cases, the status of
national leader may be held by a personalist ‘kingmaker’ or eminence
grise. A good example is Deng Xiaoping who, while operating as
chairman of the Central Military Commission of the People’s
Republic of China until 1989, and thereafter only as president of the
Chinese Bridge Association*8, installed and removed sundry prime
ministers and Communist Party chairmen. In short, paramount
national leaders sometimes wield considerable formal or de facto ruling
power, and they can augment or undermine consensual elite unity, as
well as contain or exacerbate elite disunity. Hence, in any elite-centred
analysis of regime continuity and change, a national leader, if present,
must be assigned an important, though variable, role.

Let me summarise the argument to this point. I am seeking to
account for differences in political regime forms, specifically, the
extent to which they are stable and democratic. I have suggested that
consensual elite unity, involving accommodative attitudes and the
common observance of game rules, is necessary for regime stability
and, further, lasting democratic politics. Moreover, while elite unity,
once established, persists in most cases, it may be challenged by
activist subelites who arouse and mobilise the structurally-induced
grievances of mass constituents. Finally, a paramount national leader
may exist who can further influence these patterns, reinforcing or
reordering either consensually unified or disunified patterns of elite
and subelite relations.

Components of Consensually Unified Elites

In order to develop more completely the configurations that I have
outlined—and to reduce the framework’s level of abstraction—it is
necessary to identify the discrete components that make up national
elites. Collectively, elites may be thought of as ‘the principal decision
makers in the largest or most resource-rich political, governmental,
economic, military, professional, communications, and cultural
organisations and movements in a society’.4? But because these elites
and the organisations they lead possess different amounts of resources

Malaysia: The UMNO Crisis and the Mahathir Style’, Pacific Review 1, no. 4
(1988), pp.363-73.

47 FEER, 24 January 1991, p.17.

48 4wsJ, 20-21 March 1992.

49 Burton, Gunther, and Higley, op. cit., p.8.
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and power, their contributions to overall consensual unity and regime
form are necessarily unequal. Thus, while risking caricature, it makes
analytical sense briefly to distinguish and rank order state elites,
economic elites, and civil elites, roughly approximating their relative
weightage and tasks. Further, elites at the state level can usefully (if
often artificially) be separated into governing elites, bureaucratic
elites, and military elites. Lastly, we recall that all powerful
organisations are inhabited at middle levels by subelites, and that the

entire scheme may be overseen by a national leader. These
distinctions are partly illustrated in Table 1.1.
Table 1.1: Components of National Elites
Elite Component Organisational Base
State Elites Governing Bureaucratic Military
ruling party, civil service, state | armed forces
coalition or enterprises, and police
movement judiciary

Economic Elites Industrial, Commercial, Financial & Landed

banks, agency houses, large business firms, trade &
employer associations

Civil Elites Opposition Occupational Voluntary
parties, small and ethnic,
coalitions & medium cultural,
movements business religious &

organisations; | public interest
professional associations &
groups; labour | movements

& peasant

organisations

State Elites and Regime Stability

Elites heading state organisations ostensibly possess an ultimate and
uniquely legitimate power to rule. Sartori records that state authority
is (1) ‘sovereign’ in that it can overrule any other rule; (2) ‘without
exit (in the Hirschmann sense)’ because it extends to the frontiers
that territorially define citizenship; and (3) ‘sanctionable’ because it is
sustained by the legal monopoly of force.5® But while state elites may
cumulatively enjoy supremacy, the complexity of state tasks in
reasonably developed settings requires their organisational
differentiation. Thus, building upon Mosca’s initial distinction between

50 Sartori, op. cit., p.215.
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‘political’ and ‘governing’ elites,>! we identify state elites directing
governing, bureaucratic, and military organisations. Governing elites,
then, lead a party, coalition, or movement holding state power,
perhaps in the context of an elected legislative assembly. Bureaucratic
elites head the civil service, public enterprises, ‘parastatals’, and the
judiciary. Military elites, finally, consisting of the high-ranking
officers in the military and police, are arrayed into various units and
services.

It is an empirical question which state elites—governing,
bureaucratic, or military—hold most ruling power in diverse settings.
In Malaysia, the United Malays National Organisation (UMNO), the
central party within the governing coalition, clearly prevails over (and
nearly subsumes) the bureaucracy and armed forces. In Japan, the
governing party is ‘infiltrated’ and checked by bureaucratic elites.
“The bureaucracy ... staffs the LDP with its own cadres to insure that
the party does what the bureaucracy thinks is good for the country as
a whole.... The elite bureaucracy of Japan makes most major decisions,
drafts virtually all legislation, controls the national budget, and is the
source of all major policy innovations in the system’.52 Alternatively,
an amalgam of bureaucratic and military elites may rule through an
‘electoral machine’ as in Indonesia under GOLKAR,?3 or the military
may rule essentially alone as in Burma (Myanmar) under the State Law
and Order Restoration Council (SLORC). In these latter -cases,
ornamental party elites, if they exist, may govern, even reign, but
they do not rule. But however state positions and power are organised
and exercised, my contention is that if all state elites have reached
consensual unity about their relative standings and procedures, they
are immune to forcible overthrows: refraining from seeking violently
to oust one another, and collectively resisting societal pressures, they
are able to operate a basically stable regime.

Economic Elites and Economic Growth

State elites, when consensually unified, can maintain by themselves
at least a basic level of regime stability, even while blocking economic
growth or regime openness. Burma in the early 1990s is a case in
point, its SLORC leaders holding state power and financially sustaining
themselves through rudimentary border trade, ‘the crash sell-off of
immediately available resources—timber, gems, and fish’ to business

51 gee Welsh, op. cit., pp.8-9.

52 Chalmers Johnson, MITI and the Japanese Miracle: The Growth of Industrial
Policy, 1925-1975 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1982), pp.20-21 and
50.

53 Harold Crouch, The Army and Politics in Indonesia, 2nd ed. (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1988), p.271.



18 Elites and Regimes in Malaysia

groups in neighbouring Thailand.>* Hence, despite Burma’s lack of
industrialising progress, the absence of economic elites, and the
impatience expressed by Burmese students, monks, and ethnic
secessionist groups, only disunity between the ruling military elites can
pave the way to their forcible removal.

At the same time, if it is true that a political motive underlies the
drive for economic growth, it follows that failure to grow may be
politically damaging over time. The reasoning here is that while a
subsistence economy can meet ordinary physical needs, some elites
and mass constituents aspire to ‘full human status’.>> The ‘inability to
take part in ... industrial civilisation ... makes a nation militarily
powerless against its neighbours, administratively unable to control its
own citizens, and culturally incapable of speaking the international
language’.5¢ Accordingly, failed or interrupted economic growth breeds
deep discontents that may gradually feed back on and strain relations
between state elites. More concretely, military elites who equate
growth with patriotic assertion or national security may reevaluate the
status of existing governing elites as suitable state partners.5’

Accordingly, state elites in many countries seek actively to
promote high-speed economic growth. Indeed, in late-developing
settings, it is probably only concerted state power that can extract and
organise capital resources for large-scale infrastructural projects and
technological innovation.’8 Private domestic capital, lacking ‘start-
up’ or ‘turn-key’ capacity, is generally weak and risk-averse.>® But
after state elites have formed public enterprises and made initial
industrialising gains, they may bog down in heavy-handed planning
processes which stifle competitiveness and continuous growth.
Examining Japan, Johnson details ‘the most obvious pitfalls of plan
rationality: corruption, bureaucratism, and ineffective monopolies’.60

54 FEER, 22 February 1990, p.17.

35 Johnson, MITI, pp.24-25.

56 Ernest Gellner, ‘Scale and Nation’, in Philosophy of the Social Sciences, vol.
3 (Aberdeen: Aberdeen University Press, 1973), pp.15-16, as quoted in
Johnson, ibid., p.25.

57 See Alfred Stepan, ‘The New Professionalism of Internal Warfare and Military
Role in Expansion’, in Authoritarian Brazil: Origins, Policies, and Future,
edited by Alfred Stepan (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1973) for an
extended discussion of these state-level tensions.

58  For a concise summary of the ‘theory of intentional economic development’
carried out by the ‘capitalist developmental state (CDS)’, see Chalmers
Johnson, ‘South Korean Democratization: The Role of Economic
Development’, Pacific Review 2, no. 1 (1989), pp.4-5.

59 Peter Evans, Dependent Development: The Alliance of Multinational, State,
and Local Capital in Brazil (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979).

60 johnson, MITI, p.23.
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In Malaysia, for example, state and economic elite statuses have
nearly merged in recent decades in the country’s unique practice of
‘money politics’. In Indonesia, the state persists as the principal
owner of banking, manufacturing and resource-based interests.6!
Consequently, growth programs begun during President Suharto’s New
Order administration brought early progress, but gradually slowed in a
notorious bureaucratic inefficiency and family corruption.62

These observations suggest that state elites committed to growth
must eventually nurture entrepreneurial and ‘agile’ economic elites—
owners and managers of private capital that can refine national
investment patterns and add value to production. Economic elites
head organisations that are commercial, financial, landed, or industrial
in character, specifically embodied in chambers of commerce,
employer associations, major banks and brokerages, trading agencies,
and large corporate firms. Further, economic elites seek support from
shareholders, employees, subsidiary businesses, suppliers, and
consumers. And if, then, state elites consensually unify with economic
elites—acknowledge them as partners in economy-building, provide
them with incentives, protections, labour discipline, and generally
balance their coordination with business competitiveness—economic
elites can reciprocate by infusing new dynamism into the growth
process.

In particular, as political trust filters into the outlooks of economic
elites, their penchant for concealing business profits and practices
attenuates. They then modify or abandon conservative rentier
activities and diffident commercial transactions featuring rapid
turnover and high liquidity in order to invest in more long-term and
productive undertakings.53 Hence, with respect to state and economic

61  yir Sundhaussen, ‘Indonesia: Past and Present Encounters with Democracy’,
in Democracy in Developing Countries: Asia, edited by Larry Diamond Juan J.
Linz, and Seymour Martin Lipset (Boulder CO: Lynne Rienner, 1989), p.463.

62 As an illustration, FEER records that three transnational corporations were
short-listed by the Indonesian government in 1989 to receive an important
contract to upgrade the country’s telephone system:

All three were teamed up with powerful local ‘sponsors’.
NEC/Sumitomo had formed a joint venture with Humpuss, a small but
growing conglomerate owned principally by Hutomo ‘Tommy’
Mandala Putra, Suharto’s youngest son. Fujitsu took as its agent
Elektrindo Nusantara, 45 per cent owned by Bimantara Group, which
in turn is controlled by Bambang Trihatmodjo, Subarto’s middle son.
And AT&T, sources say, was backed by Siti Hardijanti Rukmana,
Suharto’s eldest daughter, and Sujatim ‘Timmy’ Abdurachman
Habibie, the younger brother of Research and Technology Minister
B.J. Habibie. FEER, 24 January 1991, p.40

63 James C. Scott, Political Ideology in Malaysia: Reality and Benefits of an
Elite (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1968), p.248.
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elite relations in post-war Japan, Johnson writes that ‘cooperation can
be ... quite deliberately engineered by the government and others [in
order to produce] high-speed growth’.%* He describes the Enterprises
Bureau forming the Industrial R