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NEWS

providing other counterbalances to Japan's
economic presence in the region. And
Portugal, rather than acquiescing in
Indonesia’s actions, is now a leading critic
of the occupation and is calling for a military

withdrawal and a referendum in the
territory.
The only government remaining

supportive of Indonesia is Australia, whose
determination to exploit oil deposits in the
seas between East Timor and Australia has
overridden all other considerations.

Internationally, there is also a resurgence
of nationalism, an increasing importance
accorded to regional movements, and an
emphasis on aid and loans being conditional
on ‘good govermance’. In this changed
situation, governments such as those of the
United States, Japan and the European
Community have no need to remain so
supportive of the Indonesian project in East
Timor.

This does not mean to say that they will
not support it, of course. But the
international climate is such that these
govermnments are more likely to be more
responsive to pressure than in the 1970s.

Changes in Indonesia

Similarly — although this should not be
overstressed — conditions in Indonesia
have changed a little. Diplomatically, it is
conceded in private that the invasion was a
mistake. Politically, some non-govemn-
mental organisations, and even some
individuals within the army, are questioning
the benefits of a continued military
presence. For some, the occupation is
identified with a political regime whose
culture and organisation require major
changes if Indonesia is to industrialise with
the same speed and success as other
South-East Asian regimes.

Against this, of course, are the obvious
points that many of today’s prominent
generals earned their stripes in campaigns
in East Timor: that leading generals continue
to gain substantial wealth from companies
in East Timor; that withdrawal would
involve such a loss of face that it is
unthinkable. Such views are deeply
entrenched; but, unlike 1975, there are
differences over the need to continue the
military presence at its present level.

This limited questioning of the military
role, together with the reduced need for the
governments of the industrialised states to
support the Indonesian regime, have
created opportunities for international
pressure on Indonesia which were never
possible in earlier periods of the occupation.
This may explain why the criticisms of the
Indonesian military from within the
Indonesian government have been voiced
more openly in recent years.

Prospects
It should also give added impetus to groups
and organisations working on East Timor
internationally that their rigorous presen-
tations of human rights abuses will not fall
on such deaf ears as in the past. The
conditions for a resolution of the conflict in
East Timor now seem to be more favourable
than ever before.

Having said this, however, it should also

be remembered that these conclusions have
also been reached by Indonesia’s military
leaders who will try to repress the problem
before it develops into a more open issue.
So while, on the one hand, Indonesia’s
foreign minister travels the world claiming
that those who shot unarmed demonstrators
in the Santa Cruz cemetery on 12 November
1991 are to be punished, on the other hand,
a new commander is appointed with the aim
of introducing a more rigorous system of
control and eliminating the opposition as
quickly as possible.

In the short term it is likely that the
apparatus of internal repression will be

strengthened following the Santa Cruz
massacre. As with previous attempts,
however, this is unlikely to succeed and the
need for a resolution of the problem through
negotiation will re-emerge.

International pressure on the Indonesian
government must therefore maintain the
impressive momentum it has developed
since the Santa Cruz massacre, both to
publicise the undoubted increase in human
rights abuses in the coming months, and to
continue to press for a solution based on
military withdrawal and a referendum on
self-determination.

A sop to the world

KIRSTY SWORD criticises the advance
report of the Indonesian National
Commission of Inquiry (KPN), set up
by the Indonesian government to
provide an acceptable explanation to
Western governments of the Santa Cruz
massacre.

One of the most controversial findings of the
KPN’s nine-page preliminary report was that
‘about fifty’ civilians had been killed as a
result of a ‘spontaneous reaction by
soldiers... to protect themselves’.

The fact that the KPN found the official
military figure of ‘only 19’ to be inaccurate
was seen by several commentators,
including Amnesty International, as
evidence of the pressure exerted on
members of the Commission to produce a
report which would satisfy foreign aid
donors critical of the Indonesian military’s
version of events. There was no explanation
of how the figure of 50 had been arrived at:
eyewitnesses and other sources had put the
death toll closer to 200.

Another important discrepancy between
the report and eyewitness accounts related
to thé conduct of the demonstrators and the
response of the security forces to them. The
report described the demonstrators and
mourners as ‘savage and quite out -of
control’. This negative picture clashed with
both the testimonies of foreign eyewitnesses
and evidence recorded on video by a British
cameraman which clearly showed the
enthusiasm and emotion of the crowd being
kept in check by a number of young
organisers of the demonstration.

The report however, devoted consider-
able space to what it described as the
demonstrators’ ‘premeditated provocation’
of the security forces. It repeatedly
described their use of ‘anti-integrationist’
flags and slogans, as if to prove that the

demonstrators were themselves to blame for
the slaughter and that, by extension, the
security forces were justified in their use of
lethal force.

Although the report acknowledged that,
in addition to the shootings, demonstrators
were subjected to stabbings and beatings
by the security forces, it ignored substantive
evidence showing that the military’s
violence was perpetrated in a systematic and
premeditated fashion. Instead, a group of
Yirregular members of the security forces
acting outside the command structure’ were
blamed for the worst of the security forces’
excesses.

As the International Commission of Jurists
noted in ‘Blaming the Victims’, which it
presented to the UN Commission on Human
Rights in 21 February, the reports of
eyewitnesses contradicted the KPN report
on every major point. The ICJ’s evidence
showed that the killings were not the result
of provocation but a premeditated use of
force against peaceful demonstrators.

The ICJ report found that the Indonesian
report failed to meet internationally
recognised standards of impartiality,
credibility and technical competence, noting
that the KPN made no attempt to interview
non-Timorese eyewitnesses ‘who could
testify without fear and whose accounts
contradict the findings of the advance report
on every key issue’,

Military discomfort

Furthermore, it is clear from the tightly
controlled visit of Amos Wako, the special
envoy of the UN secretary-general, to East
Timor in early February 1992, that the
Indonesian military was unhappy with the
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EAST TIMOR:

A forgotten issue

Timor, area 7,400 square miles, is one of the
easternmost islands of the Indonesian
archipelago and lies 300 miles north of
Australia, its nearest neighbour. The western
part of the island, formerly a Dutch colony,
belongs to Indonesia, whereas East Timor
was for more than 400 years a Portuguese
colony.

In 1974 Portugal decolonised East Timor
and the territory’s newly formed political
parties began discussing options for the

future — federation with Portugal,
independence, or integration  with
Indonesia.

The Timorese Democratic Union (UDT)
initially favoured the first option but then
joined a coalition with the nationalist
liberation movement, Fretilin to demand
independence and call for a rejection of
colonialism and racial discrimination. A third
party, Apodeti, with a small political base
in the country, was used as a vehicle for
Indonesian propaganda and pressure in
favour of integration.

On 11 August 1975 the UDT staged a
coup to pre-empt Indonesian threats to
intervene if Fretilin came to power. In the
ensuing civil war, 1,500 people lost their
lives. By September 1975, however, Fretilin
was in control of virtually all of Portuguese
Timor, following defection of Timorese
colonial troops to the liberation movement’s
side.

Indonesia, like the United States, was
worried by the proximity of an independent

state with radical policies and continued to
threaten East Timor, despite previous
assurances that Jakarta would respect the
right of the East Timorese to independence.

In September 1975 Indonesia closed West |

Timor to journalists and on 7 December it
launched a full-scale invasion of East Timor
with the knowledge of the United States and
the encouragement of Australia. East Timor
was proclaimed the 27th province’ of
Indonesia.

The invasion and annexation of East
Timor has been brutal: up to 200,000
people, a third of the population, have died
as a result of Indonesian rule. But the
majority of Timorese have not accepted
subjugation; Indonesia has been unable to
eliminate the desire of the East Timorese for
self-determination and an armed resistance
movement still remains in the hills, albeit
in dwindling numbers.

Although the invasion has been
condemned by successive United Nations
resolutions, the international community has
done little or nothing to implement them,
given the major economic and geopolitical
interests of the United States, Japan and
particularly Australia in the region.
Indonesia’s crucial strategic location and
regional status — it has the world’s fifth
largest population, and large reserves of oil
and other natural resources — have all
encouraged the world to downplay East
Timor's agony.

WEST TIMOR
(Indonesia)
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NEWS

changes made by the KPN to their original
version of the events.

The Indonesian armed forces (ABRD are
rarely criticised in Indonesia and are not
used to being dictated to. It is said that
ABRI's chiefs are particularly disgruntled
with the blame laid at the feet of General
Warouw, the sacked East Timor military
commander.  General Theo  Syafei,
Warouw’s replacement, is known to have a
more confrontational approach, and it is
understood that the military presence in Dili
has been increased in recent months.

Wako’s visit was heavily supervised by
the military, which surrounded the airport
in wait of his plane. Several days before his
arrival, security forces blanketed the entire
city, according to a Dili policeman, and

arrests were made to  pre-empt
demonstrations.
Visit of UN envoy

In the wake of the KPN’s report, a special
envoy of UN secretary-general, Kenyan
attorney-general Amos Wako, visited
Indonesia and East Timor for six days in
early February 1992. He was granted entry
by the Indonesian government on the
understanding that his visit would be
clarificatory rather than investigative in
nature.

Although his plane landed safely in Dili,
a plane carrying scores of journalists to Dili
was unable to land ‘because of bad
weather’.

Prior to his visit to East Timor on 12
February, Wako met Indonesian Foreign
Minister Ali Alatas, Indonesian Attorney-
General Singgih and State Secretary
Murdiono, having examined the contents
of the advance report on the Santa Cruz
massacre. He also met members of the KPN.

On arrival in East Timor, Wako held a
meeting with East Timor’s governor, Mario
Carrascalao, accompanied by UN officials,
the military commander of Udayana Region,
Major-General HBL Mantiri, and Hadi
Wayarabi, a member of the KPN. They
discussed what measures the Indonesian
government had taken over the Santa Cruz
killings.

Wako also had a private meeting with
Bishop Carlos Belo, the Apostolic
Administrator of Dili, and Dili Diocese Vicar
General Father Alberto Ricardo.

Wako followed the route of the fateful
funeral procession which led to massacre
in the Santa Cruz cemetery (held for a youth
shot dead earlier by Indonesian troops). He
was accompanied by Major-General Mantiri,
but did not leave his vehicle.

Questioned by journalists at the end of
his trip, Wako said that he had been assured
by President Suharto that the troops found
to have been involved in the killings will
be prosecuted.

Among the issues raised by Wako were
the prosecution of military personnel,
identification of the dead and missing, the
establishment of the number, location and
identity of bodies, and general questions
about East Timor’s development. Further
conclusions and recommendations would,
he said, be included in his report to UN
Secretary-General Boutros Boutros Ghali.









INTERNATIONAL

Movement in
the US?

ARNOLD KOHEN discusses whether the
attitude of the United States has
changed in the wake of the Santa Cruz
massacre, looking at reactions to the
US tour of the Indonesian foreign
minister and the Indonesia
government's official report on the
killings.

On release of the report of the Indonesian
government-appointed Commission  of
Inquiry (KPN) on 26 December, some
members of Congress issued letters and
statements challenging the validity of the
commission’s findings and expressing
concern over continuing human rights
violations. They also suggested that US aid
to Indonesia could be reduced or eliminated
entirely,

Despite sharp criticism of the KPN report
in Congress and by the press, however, the
US State Department stuck to its initial
characterisation of the report as ‘serious and
responsible’; some sources close to the US
government insist that it was heavy pressure
from US officials, anxious to dampen
criticism of Indonesia, which brought about
the minor concessions in the commission’s
report in the first place (see p.4).

Damage limitation?

In February Indonesian Foreign Minister Ali
Alatas travelled to Washington in an effort
to defuse congressional protests and press
criticism over the massacre and Indonesian
policies in East Timor. Criticism focused not
only on human rights abuses and other
atrocities but also the fundamental fact of

Indonesia’s illegal occupation of the
territory.,
While Alatas certainly received a

sympathetic  hearing at the State
Department, his audience in Congress was
far less receptive. A senior senator began
one meeting by bluntly telling Alatas that
after everything he had heard about East
Timor over the past 15 years, the events of
12 November came as no surprise. The
reaction to Alatas’ message was no better
among the main congressional activists on
East Timor,

As for the media, it was rough going for
Alatas in a press lunch at the National Press
Club. Much of the question and answer
session was taken by sharp exchanges with
journalists Allan Nairn and Amy Goodman,
the American witnesses to the Santa Cruz
massacre who were badly beaten by
Indonesian troops.

Other questioners focused on Indonesia's
long history of atrocities in East Timor, the
murder of five Australian television
journalists by Indonesian troops in East
Timor in 1975, the barring of several
journalists from a press conference given
by Alatas in London during his tour, and the
tight restrictions on foreign press reporting.

Alatas’ efforts with the media fared no
better elswhere. As one senior journalist for
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a major paper put it: ‘Why did he even
bother? Indeed, a Boston Globe editorial on
21 February sharply attacked the Indonesian
damage control campaign, noting that there
was ‘macabre irony’ even in the location of
Alatas’ National Press Club briefing, situated
as it was in a room dedicated to the First
Amendment to the US Constitution, which
guarantees freedom of the press.

For its part, the Washington Post of 29
February reiterated its earlier calls for
self-determination in East Timor (see Timor
Link, Febuary 1992) and refuted the
arguments made by Alatas during his visit.

Senate hearings

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee
held two hearings, entitled ‘Crisis in East
Timor and US Policy Toward Indonesia’,
on 27 February and 6 March — the first to
be devoted exclusively to East Timor by the
body. The stated aim of the hearings was
to place the issue of self-determination for
East Timor on Washington’s political
agenda.

Witnesses on 27 February included Allan
Nairn; the Rt Rev Paul Moore Jr, the former
Anglican Bishop of New York (who visited
East Timor in late 1989 and who had warned
in January 1991 in a letter published in the
New York Times of the danger of a
Tiananmen-style massacre in East Timor);
Geoffrey Robinson of Amnesty
International; and Sidney Jones of Asia
Watch, who visited East Timor in early
February and came away shocked at the
repressive atmosphere there.

Nairn strongly attacked the KPN’s report
and called for a cut-off of all US military aid
and sales of military equipment to Jakarta,
Both Nairn and Moore made stirring appeals
for US pressure to bring about authentic
self-determination for East Timor. Amnesty
and Asia Watch supplied detailed reports
on human rights violations in the territory
and cast doubt on Indonesian claims.

On the morning of the 27 February
hearing, perhaps not coincidentally, the
Indonesian government announced that
eight officers and enlisted men would be
court-martialled.

On 6 March Deputy Assistant Secretary
of State Kenneth Quinn testified.
Contradicting  numerous reports  of
Indonesian repression after 12 November,
he was supportive of most official
Indonesian claims about recent events and
reiterated earlier US statements in favour of
continued US military training to Jakarta. ‘It
seems evident that continuing co-operative
engagement, not retribution, best serves the
human rights goals we all seek’ Quinn
claimed.

Regarding the political status of East
Timor, the State Department representative
broke no new ground. ‘We support the 1982
UN declaration to promote an Indonesian-
Portuguese dialogue under the auspices of
the UN secretary-general to resolve the East
Timor jssue’,

At a further hearing on 31 March on
unrelated matters, Senate Foreign Relations
Committee chairman Claiborne Pell asked
Assistant Secretary of State Richard Solomon
several questions on East Timor. Although
in previous testimony the State Department

had taken pains to downplay the
seriousness of the human rights situation in
East Timor in the months after 12 November,
Solomon described it as ‘serious, if not
explosive’.

Britain
cautions
Alatas, but

arms sales
continue

The British Government has largely,
though not unreservedly, accepted the
results of the advance report of the
Indonesian Commission of Inquiry
(KPN). But aid and arms sales look set
to continue.

The Foreign and Commonwealth Office
issued a statement on 28 January, urging the
Indonesian government to end human
rights abuses in East Timor and to permit a
special envoy from the United Nations to
visit the territory and report on the situation
there.

It also urged Indonesia to ‘pursue a just,
comprehensive and internationally
acceptable settlement of the East Timor
issue’, welcomed the sacking of two
generals over the Santa Cruz massacre,
called for others responsible in the armed
forces to be punished, and called on the
Indonesian authorities to investigate the
‘continuing discrepancies in the number
killed’ and the many unaccounted for.

The statement was made in advance of
the visit to London of Indonesian Foreign
Minister Ali Alatas who assured his British
counterpart, Douglas Hurd, on 5 February
that action would be taken against all those
who had broken the law in East Timor,
including members of the armed forces, and
that a full review of policies would be
carried out.

No comfort

But if those concerned with human rights
in East Timor had taken comfort in the
British government’s seemingly tougher
line, this was quickly offset by the
announcement on 15 February that Britain
is to sell a Royal Navy supply ship to
Indonesia for £11 million.

The government was forced to wait
several weeks before its announcement,
following the screening of the First Tuesday
documentary ‘Cold Blood' on 7 January,
which provided the British public with
horrific on-screen evidence of the Santa
Cruz massacre. The ship, Green Rover,
began its refurbishment by the Swan Hunter
Ship Yard on Tyneside in April. The Ministry
of Defence, which confirmed the sale,
insisted that human rights considerations
had been considered during the sale
negotiations.

During Alatas’s visit the Labour Party









