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Abstract 
 

 
 
This thesis focuses on human rights in Australia’s foreign policy from 1991 to 2004 

taking East Timor and Papua as case studies. It encompasses the Paul Keating years 

(1991 to 1996) as well as John Howard’s three consecutive terms as Prime Minister 

(from 1996 to 2004). As a consequence of events unfolding in this period of time, the 

thesis does not consider Australian foreign policy towards East Timor beyond the 1999 

referendum that resulted in the separation of East Timor from Indonesia and focuses on 

Papua until 2004.  

 

The primary empirical aim of this thesis is to compare and contrast the two 

administrations’ approaches and responses to human rights abuses in East Timor and 

Papua. Drawing upon a variety of theoretical concepts in human rights and foreign 

policy, this thesis shows that incorporating a concern for human rights in the foreign 

policy making process is problematic because the promotion of human rights often 

comes into conflict with other foreign policy objectives. This brings into focus the 

continuing theoretical debate within the international relations literature between moral 

principles and national interests. The thesis draws on this theoretical debate to make 

assessments of the place of human rights in Australian foreign policy towards East 

Timor and Papua. Human rights abuses in these two territories posed different kinds of 

tests for Australian foreign policy, and presented challenges to its human rights 

commitment – which at least rhetorically, proclaimed the principles of universality and 

consistency. 

 

My analysis of both the Keating and Howard administrations reveals that even though 

both governments had a strong rhetorical commitment to human rights, the case studies 

presented show that there was a serious contradiction between the rhetoric of human 

rights in Australian foreign policy and its subsequent practice. For the sake of 

maintaining bilateral relations with Indonesia, Australian foreign policy effectively 

subordinated any concerns it may have had about human rights violations in East Timor 

and Papua. However, Australia’s involvement in the 1999 East Timor humanitarian 

crisis was an exception to this pattern. Australian public pressure, the abrupt political 

change in Indonesia and a humanitarian crisis in East Timor, forced the Australian 

government to put into practice the principled foreign policy that it initially promoted. 
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Since the East Timor case was an exception to this pattern, it was understandable that 

the old style of pragmatism in Australian policy on human rights continued in Papua in 

the aftermath of 1999.  

 

The two case studies on human rights abuses in East Timor and Papua reflect the 

tensions between concepts of realism and idealism in Australian foreign policy. 

However, the situation of East Timor shows that public pressure is required to balance 

the disparity of national interest and human rights. The role of public pressure has been 

largely absent in debates on human rights and foreign policy. While this study focuses 

on East Timor and Papua as case studies, the discussion of the findings has far reaching 

implications for Australian foreign policy and international relations, especially 

concerning the scholarly debate over the place of human rights in foreign policy.  
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Chapter One 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
Australia insists that human rights know no boundaries…Australia also recognizes that all countries must 
be answerable to the nations of the world on these issues – and we are willing, ourselves, to answer to the 
nations of the world for Australian policies and actions. 
 

                    Gareth Evans, Australian Foreign 
Minister1

 
 
The Government [of Australia] has marginalized the human rights process, undermining efforts to shape a 
safer and more just world…[I]n a region that is weak on commitment to the ideals expressed in the 
Universal Declaration, promoting, upholding and implementing international human rights should be the 
foundation of our national interests. 
 

                       James Dunn, former Australian diplomat2

 
 

Why Australia and human rights in East Timor and Papua? 

 

I would like to start by explaining why this study deals with Australian foreign policy. 

The path that eventually led me to research this topic originated in Jakarta in 2001, 

when I was doing my intensive English course after being accepted for a scholarship to 

do a PhD. During the course, I started to brainstorm and formulate a potential research 

topic research which I was quite sure would focus on Australian foreign policy. As a 

researcher for Indonesian government think-tanks, I had been engaged in doing research 

about this subject for a significant portion of my career and it has remained a subject of 

passionate interest to me.  

A brief look at a world map leads one quickly to recognize that Australia, after Papua 

New Guinea (PNG), is Indonesia’s nearest southern neighbour. But they are unusual 

neighbouring countries. With the exception of sharing the same part of the world, 

Australia and Indonesia do not have much in common in most areas. Some scholars 

claim that the nations are entirely different in terms of their respective languages, 

culture, religions, history, ethnicity, economic development, and political and social 

                                                           
1 Gareth Evans, ‘Australia and the United Nations’, address to the 43rd General Assembly of the United 
Nations, New York, 4 October 1988, as quoted by Ian Russell, Peter Van Ness and Beng-Huat Chua, 
Australia’s Human Rights Diplomacy, Canberra, The Australian National University, 1992, p. 33. 
2 Cited by Oxfam Community Aid Abroad, An Agenda for Human Rights, Briefing Paper, 1998, p. 1. 
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values.3 These vast differences have often been the catalyst for disputes and 

misunderstandings and have undoubtedly complicated their bilateral relationship.4 From 

the moment of Indonesian independence in 1945 to the present, their bilateral 

relationship has been precarious. This unique relationship between Australia and 

Indonesia is well characterised by Colin Brown, when he described it as a “roller 

coaster: any improvement seems inevitably to be followed by a decline.”5  

This unique relationship is made considerably more difficult by the lack of interest 

shown in the subject thus far in Indonesia. Australia, in particular its politics/foreign 

policy, has attracted considerably less academic interest in Indonesia than the study of 

Indonesia in Australia. Compared to the ‘Indonesianists’ in Australia, the 

‘Australianists’ in Indonesia are very thin on the ground. To the best of my knowledge, 

there are fewer than five scholars who have seriously focused their studies and research 

on Australian politics/foreign policy. As of the middle of the first decade of the 21st 

century little was known about Australian politics/foreign policy. Indonesia’s disdain 

for Australia is perhaps reflected in the defining joke about its southern neighbour. Ali 

Alatas, a former Indonesian foreign minister likened Australia to an “appendix” which 

Indonesians only thought about when it hurt.6 Like all jokes, there was an element of 

truth in this view, but the disdain is unwarranted. More understanding about Australia 

would offer benefits for Indonesia. There is much more to the country than its painful 

appendix analogy. Australia, as Hill and Manning suggest, can be “a valuable partner 

through its considerable knowledge of and interest in Indonesia (and Southeast Asia), 

and the density of people-to-people relations, which are greater than with any western 

country.”7   

                                                           
3 See Soedjati J. Djiwandono, “Indonesia’s Relations with Australia and Papua New Guinea: An 
Overview”, The Indonesian Quarterly, Vol. XIV, No.3, 1986, p. 356; Gareth Evans and Bruce Grant, 
Australia’s Foreign Relations: In the World of the 1990s, Carlton, Melbourne University Press, 1991, 
pp.184-5; and Hal Hill and Chris Manning, “RI-Australia Ties: What Went Wrong?,” The Indonesian 
Quarterly, Vol. XXVII, No.4, 1999, pp. 285-7. 
4 Some scholars seek to explain difficulties relations between Australia and Indonesia. For instance, 
Eldridge argues that differences in political culture are important factors causing their turbulent 
relationship. Others, such as MacIntyre and Hill, respectively point out a lingering security suspicion and 
lack of economic ties between Canberra and Jakarta as major reason for their fragility. See Philip 
Eldridge, “Getting on with Indonesia”, Inside Indonesia, No.11, 1987, p. 3; Andrew MacIntyre, 
“Australia-Indonesia Relations”,  in Desmond Ball and Helen Wilson (eds.), Strange Neighbours: The 
Australia-Indonesia Relationship, North Sydney, Allen & Unwin Australia Pty Ltd, 1991,  p. 145; and 
Hal Hill, “Australia-Indonesia Economic Relations: Challenges and Opportunities in a ‘Small’ 
Relationship”,  in Ball and Wilson, Ibid, p. 235. 
5 Colin Brown as cited by MacIntyre in Ball and Wilson, Ibid, p. 145. 
6 Graeme Dobell, “Australia – more than just Asia’s appendix?”, Correspondent’s Notebook, ABC Radio 
Australia, 13 April 2005, in http://www.radioaustralia.net.au/notebook/stories/s1344530.htm, accessed on 
15 August 2005. 
7 Hill and Manning, “RI-Australia Ties: What …?”,  p. 288. 
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Although apprehensive about the history of misunderstanding and indifference, I came 

to realize that they seemingly provided an entry point for me as an ‘outsider’ to 

commence a study of Australian foreign policy. In contrast to most previous studies in 

this area, this thesis is carried out by an Indonesian who is examining on the topic not 

from an Indonesian perspective but from an Australian perspective. This thesis, 

therefore, not only sheds new light on a key issue in Australia’s foreign policy, it fills 

some gaps especially in Indonesian academics’ knowledge about Australian foreign 

policy. A better knowledge about this subject will substantially enrich Indonesian 

understanding of its democratic, more developed and affluent southern neighbour. 

Though focused on Australian foreign policy, this study is neither a diplomatic history 

of Australian policies toward Indonesia nor a history of Australia-Indonesian relations 

generally.8 Instead, its focus is narrower. It is about human rights in Australia’s foreign 

policy and takes East Timor and Papua as case studies.9 The reason for this choice is 

mainly because human rights have always been a major issue between Australia and 

Indonesia. Above all, human rights abuses in East Timor and Papua have been a major 

irritant in their bilateral relationship.  

With its focus on human rights, the purpose of this work is to compare and contrast 

Australia’s human rights policy in the period of Paul Keating (1991-1996) and John 

Howard (1996-2004 inclusive)10 administrations in their approaches and responses to 

human rights violations in East Timor and Papua in the context of their policies towards 

Indonesia and the region. In particular, it aims to assess the Australian government’s 

commitment to human rights in foreign policy decision making. Given the period 

selected for closer examination (1991-2004), this study therefore takes a close look at 

the implementation of Australian policy towards East Timor until the 1999 referendum 

                                                           
8 For a review of the relevant diplomatic events see for instance a study taken by Margaret Haupt, 
“Australian Policy towards the West New Guinea disputes 1945-1962”, Doctoral Dissertation, Fletcher 
School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, 1970; J. R. Verrier,  “Australia, Papua New Guinea and 
the West New Guinea Questions 1949-1969”, Doctoral Dissertation, Monash University, Clayton, 1976. 
For a more detailed about the history of Australia-Indonesia relations, see Margaret George, Australia 
and the Indonesian Revolution, Carlton, Melbourne University Press in association with Australian 
Institute of International Affairs, 1980; Hilman Adil, Australia’s Policy Towards Indonesia During 
Confrontation, 1962-66, Singapore, Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 1977; Hilman Adil, Hubungan 
Australia dengan Indonesia, 1945-1962, Jakarta, Djambatan, 1993. 
9 To be impartial, I will use the term ‘Papua’ throughout this thesis, except when reporting specific events 
or discussions in which one of the other names was used, such as Netherlands New Guinea, West New 
Guinea, West Papua’, West Irian (Irian Barat), Irian Jaya. For more detail on the historical name of Papua 
see Appendix 6. 
10 Whist recognising Howard’s fourth term as Prime Minister, time constraints required me to cover the 
period to set the end of 2004 as a cut off date. 
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that resulted in its separation from Indonesia. It examines developments with regard to 

Papua until late 2004.   

Whilst acknowledging that periodisation is a relatively subjective matter,11 the time 

frame of this study is designed to elucidate the significant growth of human rights issues 

in the context of Australia-Indonesia relations. Indeed, human rights was not a new 

issue in Australian involvement with Indonesia. Australian interest in this issue was 

longstanding.12 Nevertheless, it was not until the beginning of the 1990s that these 

issues became conspicuous features in Australian foreign policy.13  

 

One factor apparently gave impetus to the increasing profile of human rights, which was 

the end of the Cold War. The end of the Cold War brought with it the possibility of new 

issues onto the international stage. In addition to the traditional preoccupation with 

security issues, human rights, along with economic and environmental issues, were 

becoming an “inescapable part of the language and practice” in world affairs.14 The 

ending of the Cold War gave an impetus for Australian foreign policy makers to 

reevaluate Australia’s role in the new world order. Australia, according to Minister for 

Foreign Affairs and Trade, Gareth Evans, should play a more active role in this new 

order. In his words, "nations which are not quick on their feet in finding a place in the 

new order are going to find themselves faltering alarmingly, both politically and 

economically.”15  

 

To this extent, Australia's emerging role in world affairs came to be translated into a 

more active involvement in some international issues, especially in those areas where 

Australia had some interests, such as human rights. It was therefore understood when 

Paul Keating became Prime Minister in 1991, that he would continue his predecessor 

Bob Hawke’s policy of making human rights one of the goals of Australian foreign 

                                                           
11 Robert Clyde Toenniessen, “An Analysis of Changing Bases of Australian Foreign Policy”, PhD 
Thesis, The American University, Washington D.C., 1971, p. 10. 
12 See for instance the 1983 Senate Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence Report on East 
Timor, in The Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, The Human Rights and Conditions of the 
People of East Timor, Canberra, Australian Government Publishing Service, September 1983. 
13 Russell, Van Ness and Chua, Australia’s Human Rights …, p. 3; Ann Kent, “Human Rights in 
Australia-China Relations, 1989-95”, in Colin Mackeras (ed.), Australia and China: Partners in Asia, 
South Melbourne, Macmillan Education Australia, 1996, p. 57. 
14 David P. Forsythe, "Human Rights and International Conflict", in Merry M. Merryfield and Richard C. 
Remy (eds.), Teaching About International Conflict and Peace, State University of New York Press, 
Albany, 1995, p.260; Jack Donnelly, "Human rights: a new standard of civilization", International 
Affairs, Vol. 74,  No. I, 1998, p. 20.  
15 Gareth Evans, "Australia's Foreign Relations in the World of the 1990s", speech to the National Press 
Club, Canberra on 4 November 1991, p. 1, see it in http://members.aol.com/merranev/FORRELS.htm. 
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policy. The Keating Labor government was active in campaigning on human rights 

issues both multilaterally and bilaterally.  

 

Nevertheless, the Australian government’s commitment to human rights increasingly 

became problematic. There was within Australia, growing debate about the way and the 

extent to which this policy should be implemented.16 This debate arose because 

Australia was indeed not a single purpose institution. It was bound to pursue many 

objectives in its foreign policy, and human rights was only one of several foreign policy 

objectives. A policy of upholding human rights, therefore, entailed a choice among 

Australian national policy priorities.17 In this regard, often other goals of foreign policy, 

such as national security, foreign trade, and maintaining a good relationship with other 

countries, required policies which conflicted with those derived from the government’s 

commitment to human rights. These points brought to the fore controversial and 

complex questions about the political tension between “pragmatism” and “principle” in 

the conduct of Australia’s foreign policy.18  

 

Human rights in Australia-Indonesia relations, with special reference to East Timor and 

Papua, put this theoretical debate to the test. These difficulties became even more acute 

during the 1990s, as Australia intensively moved to integrate itself into the region in 

general, and in Indonesia in particular. It encountered a serious dilemma over how to 

respond to its neigbours, some of whose governmental approaches to human rights 

differed from that of Australia, while on the other hand Australia’s economic 

relationship with the region significantly developed. Should Australian policy makers 

therefore have to differentiate its response by moderating criticism of governments who 

violate human rights in the region, and by distinguishing between those Asian states that 

matter to Australia economically and politically, and those that do not?   

 

An illustration of this dilemma is found in the example of Australian responses toward 

East Timor and Papua where many believe there have been massive human rights 

violations by the Indonesian military. The Australian government had difficulties 

formulating a consistent Australian human rights policy vis a vis Indonesia. In 

                                                           
16 See Gareth Evans, “Human Rights and Australian Foreign Policy”, keynote address to the National 
Annual General Meeting of Amnesty International Australia, Sydney, 19 May 1989, p. 5, available from 
http://www.crisisgroup.org/home/index.cfm?id=25818&J=1, accessed 12 June 2005. 
17 Peter R. Baehr, The Role of Human Rights in Foreign Policy, New York, St.Martin’s Press, 1994, p. 23. 
18 Jamie Mackie, “Australia and Indonesia”, Australian Journal of International Affairs, Vol.55, No.1, 
2001, p. 133. 
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Canberra’s view, too much was at stake strategically and commercially to risk upsetting 

the Indonesians in a situation where official protests from Canberra would achieve 

nothing practical for the people of these regions. As a result, it carefully managed its 

response and attempted to avoid the human rights issues in the territories in order to 

maintain its smooth working relationship with the Indonesian government. 

 

Sometimes, however, the issue became too blatant to ignore. One such instance was on 

12 November 1991 when Indonesian troops opened fire on a large crowd attending a 

memorial service at Santa Cruz cemetery and pro-independence rally in the East 

Timorese capital of Dili. The massacre, which was captured in video footage by Max 

Stahl of British Yorkshire Television and widely replayed on television screens around 

the globe, had great impact. It brought widespread international attention, particularly in 

Australia. The extensively televised footage of the massacre as well as the circulation of 

photographs appearing to represent the Dili massacre helped create a direct image of 

Indonesian oppression and violation of human rights in East Timor. The violent incident 

at the Santa Cruz cemetery marked a real break with the past of Australia’s dealing with 

human rights violations in Indonesia.19 Whilst recognizing the past efforts that were 

made by Australian officials to cautiously raise human rights abuses with the 

Indonesian government, the issue did not appear to be emphasised in Australia’s foreign 

policy. Yet the year 1991 altered that with the Indonesian military crack down on the 

Dili demonstration. The issue of human rights was increasingly becoming crucial in 

Australia and Indonesia relations. It was from then onwards that Canberra realised that 

for all its sensitivity, the issue of human rights had become an inescapable item on the 

agenda of their bilateral relationship. Although the Keating and the Howard 

governments attempted to carefully manage this issue by making minimalist responses 

and actions, it evidently showed little success. Throughout 1991 and up to the end of 

2004, this issue seemingly had its own dynamic and was beyond the control of 

Australian political leaders. It continued to be a sensitive issue and major irritant in 

Australia-Indonesia bilateral relations as evidenced in their tenuous relations in the 

wake of John Howard’s unexpected decision to intervene in the 1999 East Timor 

humanitarian crisis.  

 

                                                           
19 Russell, Van Ness and Chua, Australia’s Human Rights …, p. 39. See also Rodney Tiffen, Diplomatic 
Deceits: Government, Media and East Timor, Sydney, The University of New South Wales Press, 2001, 
p. 49.  
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In contrast to the Keating government, Howard made a significant shift in Australian 

policy to East Timor in 1999.20 He was aware that the new policy would cause severe 

strains in relations with Indonesia. However, massive violence by the Indonesian 

military and the pro-integrationist militias in the aftermath of ballot in East Timor which 

were extensively covered by Australian public and media, influenced to the Australian 

decision to intervene in this territory, under the United Nation Security Council’s 

mandate, on 15 September 1999.21 The government claimed humanitarian concerns as 

the main driving force for its decision to involve itself in the East Timor crisis.22  

 

However, Australia leading role in the international response in East Timor in 1999 

significantly affected the political relationship between the two countries. Not only did 

it cause bilateral strain with Indonesia, it has also sparked a growing anxiety in 

Indonesia about Australia’s backing for independence in Papua. One of the speculative 

arguments frequently leveled by Indonesia is that Australia could use the same rationale 

to intervene in Papua where massive human rights violations have also taken place by 

the Indonesian military as it did in East Timor.23 This charge came from various circles 

in Indonesia, including some elements in the foreign affairs community, members of the 

military, members of parliament and intellectuals. In a speech at an international 

conference in Jakarta on 7 June 2000, for instance, the Indonesian President, 

Abdurrahman Wahid bluntly said: “Many people in Indonesia object to my visit to 

Australia, because there are Australians who aided the creation of independence for 

Papuan people”.24 Some even think that Australia plans a military operation to take over 

this territory.25 But, both the Australian Government and the Opposition Leader denied 

these allegations and unambiguously reaffirmed its strong support for Indonesian 

                                                           
20 In late 1999, former Australian Prime Minister, Paul Keating, attacked the Howard government’s 
handling of the East Timor crisis, arguing that John Howard had neglected the most important priority in 
the management of Australia’s relationship Indonesia. See Simon Philpott, “Fear of the Dark: Indonesia 
and the Australian National Imagination”, Australian Journal of International Affairs, Vo.55, No.3, 2001, 
p. 371. 
21 Frank Frost and Adam Cobb, “The Future of East Timor: Major Current Issues”, in Department of the 
Parliamentary Library, Australia’s Asia-Pacific Neighbourhood-Challenge and Change: Papers on 
Indonesia, Papua New Guinea and the Koreas, Information and Research Services Subject Collection 
No.12, Canberra, Commonwealth of Australia, 1999, p. 128; Stephen Sherlock, “Indonesia’s New 
President: Continuity, Change and the Problems Ahead”, in Department of the Parliamentary Library, 
Ibid, p. 222. 
22Alexander Downer, “East Timor-Looking Back on 1999”, Australian Journal of International Affairs, 
Vol.54, No.1, 2000, p. 8.   
23 Tom Hyland, “Why West Papua terrifies Australia’s politicians”, The Age, 28 December 2000, p. 13.  
24 Abdurrahman Wahid cited by Baladas Ghoshal, “Australia’s Peacekeeping Role in East Timor and its 
Implications for Relations with Indonesia”, in D. Gopal, Australia in the Emerging Global Order, Delhi, 
Shipra Publications, 2002, p. 176.   
25 The Australian, “West Papuan ‘plot’”, 23 September 2000. 
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sovereignty over Papua.26 In 2000, John Howard firmly argued that East Timor and 

Papua were incomparable. In his words,   
West Papua is an integral part of the Indonesian republic. We have never advocated anything to 
the contrary and we won’t because the circumstances…and the history [are] quite different from 
the history of East Timor.27  

 

Notwithstanding the difference in its colonial past and history of how it became part of 

Indonesia, other parallels between East Timor and Papua were still alarmingly similar, 

especially in terms of human rights violations. For many years, the people of East 

Timor and Papua suffered abuse at the hands of the Indonesian military. Between 1991 

and 2004, activists, journalists, non-governmental organizations, such as Amnesty 

International, Human Rights Watch, Australian Council for Overseas Aid (ACFOA) 

and the United Nations repeatedly reported the considerable levels of violence in both 

territories, including murders, enforced disappearance, arbitrary arrests, imprisonment 

without trial, torture, forced displacement, sexual violence and violations of the rights to 

self-determination. Despite the prevalence of such abuses, cases of human rights abuse 

in East Timor evidently received greater Australian concern and attention than Papua. 

Australian government, which was rhetorically so passionate in the call for intervention 

in East Timor on humanitarian grounds due to Indonesian abusive military behaviour, 

did not apply same response for the people in Papua who also had very similar 

experience of human rights violations. The Howard government appeared keen to 

downplay human rights abuses in Papua. Just as both the Keating and the Howard 

governments had done in relation to both East Timor and Papua pre 1999. 

 

The different Australian policy on East Timor and Papua has led me to hypothesize that 

there is still a considerable contradiction between declaratory and operational policy in 

Australian human rights policy. Based on Australian rhetoric on the human rights issue, 

the Australian government should follow the same policy with respect to human rights 

abuses, regardless how cold or warm the existing relation between the Australian 

government and those countries who allegedly violated human rights. There was 

                                                           
26 Chris Wilson, “Internal Conflict in Indonesia: Causes, Symptoms and Sustainable Resolution”, 
Department of the Parliamentary Library, Parliament of Australia, Research Paper 1 2001-02, 7 August 
2001, p. 21, available from http://www.aph.gov.au/library/pubs/rp/2001-02/02RP01.htm. See also, P. 
Hartcher, “West Papua Shaping as Howard’s Next East Timor”, Australian Financial Review, 10 June 
2000; Nic Maclellan, “Self-determination or territorial integrity?”, Inside Indonesia, July-September 
2001, p. 27. 
27 See John Howard, Transcript of the Prime Minister The Hon John Howard MP Doorstop Interview At 
Kiribati. 28 October 2000, from http://www.pm.gov.au/news/interviews/2000/interview517.htm, 
retrieved 12 March 2004. See also Meg Gurry, “Perspective on Australian foreign policy 2000”, 
Australian Journal of International Affairs, Vol.55, No.1, 2001, p. 8. 
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certainly no obvious justification for the Australian government to regard East Timor 

and Papua differently.  

 

Many questions raced to my mind: Why were human rights abuses in Papua not given 

the same attention by either side of politics in Australia? Did the answer lie in any 

fundamental difference in the scale of human rights abuses in East Timor and Papua, or 

was the Australian government's relative silence on Papua motivated by more pragmatic 

considerations? If so, what factors decide how Australian governments make foreign 

policy? Was it to do with community pressure and the media? If so, what would it take 

to change Australia's long held position on Papua? This last question comes up because 

there is a significant body of opinion, especially within Indonesia, that in the wake of 

the East Timor experience, Australia might be drawn to intervene in Papua on 

humanitarian grounds. But, how realistic are these worries?  

 

After the East Timor episode, it seems realistic for Indonesia to believe that Australian 

involvement in East Timor presages further possible interventions in Papua. Jakarta 

seemingly finds it difficult to reconcile the words of reassurance from the Australian 

government over Indonesian sovereignty in Papua, while at the same time also being 

faced with politicians from opposite sides of Australian politics (such as Bob Brown 

from Australian Greens Party), activists  and Australian NGOs expressing their support 

for Papuan independence. Indonesian skepticism over Australia’s word was also 

reinforced by its belief that Australian government funded NGOs actively supported the 

independence of Papua. Deputy Speaker of the Indonesian Parliament, Soetardjo 

Soerjogoeritno accused that “Australia was helping fund NGOs that backed 

independence for Papua”.28 Indonesian suspicion about Australia’s intention on Papua 

may have a strong base of arguments to support it, as evidently represented in its 1999 

unexpected involvement in the East Timor crisis. However, this study argues that it 

would be a mistake to overestimate the potential of Australian support for the self-

determination in Papua. 

 

                                                           
28 Some Indonesian powerful parliamentary speaker, such as Amien Rais and Soetardjo Soerjogoeritno 
have alleged that Australia was helping fund NGOs that backed independence for Papua and Aceh. See 
Don D'Cruz, "Foreign aid bodies need closer scrutiny", The Australian, 13 May 2002.  
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Significance of the study 

 

Many serious studies have dealt with Australian foreign policy and human rights in this 

region. Some are works published about Australian human rights policy towards 

Cambodia, Myanmar, China, South Korea, Taiwan, Thailand, the Philippines and 

Malaysia.29 There is also a growing literature on Australia’s response to human rights 

issues in Indonesia. Information concerning this subject is found, for instance, in 

Russell, Van Ness and Chua (1992), Jones (1992), Roff (1992), Jolliffe (1978), Dunn 

(1983), Taylor (1991), Gunn (1994) and Ball and McDonald (2001). Russell, Van Ness 

and Chua’s book and Jones’s article, entitled Australia’s Human Rights Diplomacy and 

“Human Rights and Security” respectively, have a similar broad theme. These authors 

focus on the role of human rights in Australia’s diplomacy in the region, including in 

Indonesia. In their respective works, the authors explain the difficulty in Australia 

endorsing universal human rights, especially when it is contested by some countries in 

the region and clashes with its security interests.30 Meanwhile, Jolliffe, Roff, Dunn and 

Taylor’s books on East Timor are probably the most quoted academic texts on the 

history of conflict (including human rights problem), the political-military dimension of 

the conflict and Australia’s complicity in this territory from 1974 till 1980s. Discussions 

of the events surrounding the Indonesian occupation of East Timor were also a focus of 

Gunn’s book entitled A Critical View of Western Journalism and Scholarship on East 

Timor. As the title suggests, it provides valuable analysis of how the news media 

represented Indonesia’s action and Australia’s response to it.31 Another book which 

explores Australia’s human rights policy in Indonesia is written by Ball and McDonald. 

In their book Death in Balibo, Lies in Canberra, they provide a detailed account of how 

                                                           
29 See for instance Garry Woodard, Human Rights in Australian Foreign Policy with Special Reference to 
Cambodia, Burma and China, Occasional Paper No.11, Geelong, The Australian Institute of International 
Affairs and the School of Australian and International Studies, Deakin University, 1991; Russell, Van 
Ness and Chua, Australia’s Human Rights…, 1992; Ann Kent, Human Rights in  the People’s Republic of 
China, Discussion Paper No.3, Legislative Research Service, Department of the Parliamentary Library, 
Canberra, 1989; and David Dutton, “Human Rights Diplomacy”, in Peter Edwards and David 
Goldsworthy (eds.), Facing North: A Century of Australian Engagement with Asia, Vol 2: 1970s to 2000, 
Carlton, Melbourne University Press, 2003. 
30 Russell, Van Ness and Chua, Australia’s Human Rights…, 1992; Peter D. Jones, “Human rights and 
security”, in Gary Smith and St.John Kettle (eds.), Threats Without Enemies: Rethinking Australia’s 
Security, Leichhardt (NSW), Pluto Press Australia Limited, 1992, pp. 113-130. 
31 Jill Jolliffe, East Timor: Nationalism & Colonialism, St. Lucia, the University of Queensland Press, 
1978, pp. 1-362; Sue Rabbit Roff, Timor’s Anschluss, Indonesia and Australia Policy in East Timor 
1974-1976, Lewiston,  E. Mellen Press, 1992, pp.1-128; James Dunn, Timor: a People Betrayed, Milton 
(Qld), Jacaranda, 1983, pp. 1-402; John G. Taylor, Indonesia’s Forgotten War: The hidden history of 
East Timor, Leichhardt (NSW), Pluto Press Australia, 1991, pp. 1-230; Geoffrey C.Gunn,  A Critical 
View of Western Journalism and Scholarship on East Timor,  Manila, Journal of Contemporary Asia 
Publishers, 1994. 
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and why the Australian intelligence community conspired to cover up the truth about 

the deaths of five journalists, who worked for Australian television networks, in the East 

Timorese village of Balibo on 16 October 1975.32 This brief survey of books reveals 

that most research predates the historic shift in Australia’s foreign policy under the 

Howard administration that saw it reverse its long held policy of accommodation with 

Indonesia in favour of a more interventionist approach highlighting human rights. 

 

Other recent studies have focused on Australia’s handling of human rights issues in East 

Timor before and in the wake of its 1999 intervention. For instance, in East Timor and 

Australia, Cotton provides some more detailed attention to Australia’s handling of 

human rights abuses in this region.33 He argues that Australia’s East Timor policy was 

the most contested foreign-policy issue in Australia’s history and that it polarised 

debates on foreign policy for a quarter of a century following Indonesia’s occupation of 

the territory in 1975. This prolonged debate ended with Australia’s decision to 

participate in multinational forces to curb the 1999 violence in East Timor. The detailed 

events surrounding this shift and East Timor’s subsequent transition to independence 

has been investigated comprehensively by Greenlees and Garran, and Goldsworthy.34 

Other writers such as Fernandes, Birmingham and Haigh produced a frank and critical 

assessments of Australia's foreign policy shift towards to East Timor.35 For instance, in 

his 2004 book, Reluctant Saviors: Australia, East Timor and Indonesia, Fernandes 

deconstructs a popular myth about Australia and East Timor. Contrary to a widely held 

belief, he argues that instead of supporting self-determination for the East Timorese in 

1999, for most of 1999 the Howard government assisted Indonesia to retain East Timor 

as part of its territory.     

 

In addition to these studies, there is also some research which has been concerned with 

examining Australia’s human rights policy in relation to security and defence policies in 

                                                           
32 Desmond Ball and Hamish McDonald, Death in Balibo, Lies in Canberra: Blood on Whose Hands?, 
St.Leonard, Allen & Unwin, 2000. 
33 James Cotton (ed.), East Timor and Australia: AIIA Contributions to the Policy Debate, Canberra, 
Australian Defence Studies Centre, Australian Defence Force Academy in association with Australia 
Institute of International Affairs, 1999. 
34 Don Greenlees and Robert Garran, Deliverance: The Inside Story of East Timor’s Fight for Freedom, 
Allen & Unwin, 2003; David Goldsworthy, “East Timor”, in Peter Edwards and David Goldsworthy 
(eds.), Facing North A Century of Australian Engagement with Asia: Volume 2: 1970s to 2000, Carlton, 
Melbourne University Press, 2003, pp. 216-257. 
35 Clinton Fernandes, Reluctant Saviour: Australia, Indonesia and the Independence of East Timor, 
Melbourne, Scribe Publications, 2004; John Birmingham, Appeasing Jakarta: Australia’s complicity in 
the East Timor tragedy, Melbourne, Schwartz Publishing, 2001; Bruce Haigh, The Great Australian 
Blight: Losing the plot in Australian foreign policy, Sydney, Otford, 2001. 
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the region. Two good examples of this kind of study are Ball and Chalk.36 In his 2001 

article “Silent Witness: Australian Intelligence and East Timor”, Ball gives specific 

attention to the issue of competition within the Australian intelligence community in the 

wake of Australia’s intervention in East Timor. With a similar focus on security, Chalk 

addresses the impact of Australia’s humanitarian intervention in East Timor on 

Australia’s defence policy.  

 

Security and defence issues have also characterised much Australian writing about 

Papua. Such literature can be found, for instance, in Harris and Brown.  They examine 

the relationship between Australia, Papua New Guinea (PNG) and Indonesia, raising the 

possibility of Australian intervention in the event of large scale Indonesian incursion 

into PNG in pursuit of members of the Free Papua Movement (Organisasi Papua 

Merdeka, or OPM).37 Problems on the border between Indonesia and PNG caused by 

Papuan nationalism was also one of the subjects of a book by May. May’s book entitled 

Between Two Nations: The Indonesia-Papua New Guinea border and West Papua 

Nationalism is a collection of articles which attempts to achieve a balance by presenting 

all the issues involved in the conflict from its socio-economic aspect to the external 

factors involved in this conflict, and it also provides an analysis for a brighter future for 

Papua.38  

 

In a more recent article Australia’s Strategic Environment: The Problem of Papua 

(2004), Chauvel discusses the ongoing Australian security problems in its attempt to 

deal with the problem of Papua.39 The study is framed within the period from 1962 

when Australia finally accepted Indonesian sovereignty over Papua to 2004. His main 

contribution to the discourse on Australia-Indonesia security relations lies in his 

discussion on the impact of the 1999 Australian intervention in East Timor on 

Australia’s bilateral relations with Indonesia, especially with respect to Papua. Relying 

primarily on Australian and Indonesian sources, the study concludes that there has not 

                                                           
36 Desmond Ball, “Silent Witness: Australian Intelligence and East Timor”, The Pacific Review, Vol. 14, 
No.1, 2001, Peter Chalk, Australian foreign and defense policy in the wake of the 1999/2000 East Timor 
Intervention, Santa Monica, Rand Publications, 2001. 
37 Stephen V. Harris and Collin Brown, Indonesia, Papua New Guinea and Australia: The Irian Jaya 
Problem of 84, Brisbane, Centre for the Study of Australian-Asian Relations, School of Modern Asian 
Studies, Griffith University, 1985. 
38 R.J. May (ed.), Between Two Nations: The Indonesia- Papua New Guinea Border and West Papua 
Nationalism, Bathurst (NSW), Robert Brown and Associates Australia) Pty. Ltd, 1986. 
39 Richard Chauvel, “Australia’s Strategic Environment: The Problem of Papua”,  Agenda, Vol.11, No. 
1, 2004, pp. 37-49. 
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been much change in Australian policy towards Papua, i.e. its policy is largely shaped 

by security considerations.  

 

In addition to security and defence, the development of Papuan nationalist sentiment has 

also been of major interest to some scholars. If ever there is a national archive in Papua, 

the important research by Lipjhart, Hasting, Garnaut and Manning, Lagerberg, and 

Osborne will be perceived as ‘academic authorities’ for understanding the history of the 

Papuan secessionist conflict.40

 

Up-to-date accounts of the Papuan conflict, though less extensive compared to the East 

Timorese, are also available in the form of these, journals, periodicals and articles. For 

instance, in her 2001/2002 thesis entitled Revisiting Conflict in Papua: Causes, 

Catalysts and Consequences, Kim, as the title suggests, explores the root causes of the 

conflict, its catalysts and consequences in order to understand the complexities of the 

Post Soeharto Papuan secessionist movement.41 In contrast to Kim’s study on the 

history of the Papuan conflict generally, McLeod focuses more narrowly on the conflict. 

In his 2002 Honours thesis, he concentrates on nonviolent struggle for self 

determination in Papua.42 A central argument in his thesis is that solidarity action inside 

Indonesia and internationally would maximize the effectiveness of the struggle. To 

demonstrate how an international solidarity campaign could support this strategy, he 

looks at how solidarity actions in Australia could affect the outcome. Meanwhile, 

Chauvel and Bhakti in their recent book The Papua Conflict: Jakarta’s Perceptions and 

Policies, as the title suggests, focuses on the conflict from an Indonesian perspective.43 

It examines the development of Indonesian attitudes and policies toward Papua from 

mid 1945 to 2004.  

 

Despite the fact that all these studies on Australia, East Timor and Papua address some 

elements of the relationship, it is reasonable to conclude that no previous work has 
                                                           
40 Arend Lijphart, The Trauma of Decolonization: The Dutch and West New Guinea, London, Yale 
University Press, 1966; Peter Hastings, New Guinea: Problems and Prospects, Melbourne, Australian 
Institute of International Affairs, 1969; Ross Garnaut and Chris Mannings, Irian Jaya: the 
Transformation of a Melanesian Economy, Canberra, Australia National University, 1974; Kees 
Lagerberg, West Irian and Jakarta Imperialism, London, C. Hurst and Company, 1979; Robin Osborne, 
Indonesia’s Secret War: The Guerilla struggle in Irian Jaya, Sydney, Allen & Unwin, 1984.  
41 Angie Ng Siew Kim, “Revisiting The Conflict in Papua: Causes, Catalysts and Consequences”, An 
Honours Thesis, Department of Political Science, National University of Singapore, 2001/2002. 
42 Jason McLeod, “Morning Star Rising: Maximising the Effectiveness of the Nonviolent Struggle in 
West Papua”, Honours Thesis, Discipline of Politics, La Trobe University, June 2002. 
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concentrated on human rights in Australian foreign policy with specific reference to 

East Timor and Papua. There has been no analysis made of the intricate relationship 

between the human rights situation in these territories and the Australian response with 

a specific and comprehensive focus on the administrations of Paul Keating and John 

Howard. This contemporary study of human rights in Australian foreign policy during 

the Keating and Howard administrations is innovative not only in its scope but also with 

regard to the period under examination. The place of human rights in Australian foreign 

policy has evolved in the course of the thirteen years between 1991 and 2004. It 

therefore becomes the primary aim of this project to analyse the topic in an attempt to 

better understand the dynamics of Australian foreign policy both in the past and in the 

future.   

 

In contrast to most previous studies in these areas, this thesis is also unique in its scope 

because it takes both East Timor and Papua as case studies. While there have been 

significant volumes of literature on East Timor, there is considerably less academic 

work being done on Papua.44 In addition to this, Australia’s response to human rights 

violations in this territory is rarely mentioned. Much of the scholarly attention has 

tended to focus on security and defence, economic aspects as well as the development 

of the conflict on this territory. There has been little attempt to examine human rights in 

Papua. It is hoped that this thesis will make a contribution toward filling this void. 

 

Methodology and the research process 

 

As this study focuses on Australian foreign policy, primary Australian sources including 

public official and unofficial documents have been extensively used. One of the official 

documentation extensively employed in this thesis is Senate Hansard from 1991 to 

2004.45 The reason for this choice is because the issue of human rights in East Timor 

and Papua had been brought up more often than in the House of Representatives as 

                                                                                                                                                                          
43 Richard Chauvel and Ikrar Nusa Bhakti, The Papua’s Conflict: Jakarta’s Perception and Policy, 
Hawaii, East West Center, 2004. 
44 Whilst recognizing relatively small number of academic texts, journals and articles about Papua in 
relation to issues of Australian foreign policy, there are indeed many academic texts, journals and articles 
available about this remote Indonesian province in the areas of botany, geography, geology, arts, 
sociology and anthropology. Its uniqueness leads Robert Milton to call the territory as “close to Paradise 
as one could get”. See Robert Milton, The Lost World of Irian Jaya, Melbourne, Oxford University Press, 
1983, p. 7. 
45 Hansard is a colloquial name for the report of debates in the House of Representatives or Senate or any 
state parliament in Australia. See P.J. Boyce, R.K. Forward, M.N.B. Cribb, K.W. Wiltshire and D.E. 
Drinkwater, Dictionary of Australian Politics, Melbourne, Longman Cheshire Pty Limited, 1980, p. 123. 
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indicated in the House Hansard. In addition to these primary sources, secondary 

materials including books, journals, papers, articles and monographs, which interrogate 

Australian human rights policy, the Keating government, the Howard government, 

human rights, foreign policy, Indonesian internal conflict, East Timor and Papua have 

also been used in this thesis. 

 

While this study on Australia’s current foreign policy stances, a number of critical 

methodological limitations of this thesis also need to be acknowledged. Research into 

contemporary Australian foreign policy presents a special difficulty in that most of the 

necessary documentation is still buried in the archives and unavailable to the public. As 

a result of the thirty-year confidentiality rule on the declassification of the Australian 

official papers,46 most of the relevant files dealing with Australian foreign policy on 

East Timor and Papua (1991 – 2004) have not been released for public perusal. The 

large collection of cabinet records, diplomatic cables and official letters remains 

unavailable, as are intelligence assessments.  

 

In preparing this present study, this difficulty has been partially overcome by 

conducting in-depth individual interviews with some prominent Australian and 

Indonesian scholars, politicians, journalists, activists, religious leaders, military elites 

and others with information and opinions on the research topic. Intensive interviews 

with these various individuals should help to bridge any gaps present.  

 

In conducting these in-depth interviews, I used open ended questions and informal 

probing techniques to facilitate a discussion of the research topic with the interviewee.47 

This technique gave my interviewees the opportunity to talk freely and provide their 

interpretation of particular events and topics relevant to this study, as well as allowing 

me to ask them to elaborate on what they had said. 

 

This qualitative method was mostly exercised when I did my fieldwork in both 

Australia and Indonesia. Fieldwork for this thesis was carried out intermittently from 

2003 to 2005. In Australia, I spent several weeks doing fieldwork in Canberra in 2003. 

A broad range of in-depth interviews were also carried out when I made a short visit to 

                                                           
46 Richard Woolcott, The Hot Seat: Reflections on Diplomacy from Stalin’s Death to the Bali Bombings, 
Sydney, HarperCollinsPublishers Pty Limited, 2003, p. 169. 
47 See Fiona Devine, “Qualitative Methods”, in David Marsh and Gerry Stoker (eds.), Theory and 
Methods in Political Science, New York, Palgrave, 1995, p. 138.  
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Melbourne in mid 2004. Of course, I did not miss the opportunity to occasionally 

conduct in-depth interviews and informal discussions with various people familiar with 

my research topic in Perth during the whole period of my study at the University of 

Western Australia.  

 

Even though this research focuses mainly on Australia’s policies and attitudes, the field 

research in Indonesia was equally important to gain primary information about 

Indonesian responses toward human rights abuses in East Timor and Papua and towards 

Australia. For that reason, I went to Jakarta, the centre of the Indonesian political 

process, to conduct some interviews, and also to Jayapura in order to get insights into 

the real human rights situation in this troubled province in 2003 and 2004. Although I 

did not carry out any field research to East Timor due to financial factors, this was not 

as much of a problem since I could be reliant on written sources for materials about the 

human rights situation in this territory. There were indeed more than adequate amounts 

of secondary sources, such as books and articles, available on East Timor compared to 

Papua. Furthermore, I also conducted in-depth interviews with some prominent 

Indonesian decision makers who were directly involved in Indonesian policy on East 

Timor, and also East Timorese in Jakarta. 

 

Conducting the above interviews, some of information was certainly off the record. 

While some of this material has influenced my analysis, none of it has been directly 

cited in the text. The list of interviews in this study is attached in Appendix 6. Where 

such information from the interviewee is used in the text, a reference marked by an 

asterisk indicates that the item is identified in a confidential appendix for the use of 

examiners, not bound in this thesis.  

 

Scope and Structure of the study 

 

This thesis is an attempt to examine the implementation of Australian human rights 

policy in the period of the Keating and Howard Governments (1991-2004 inclusive). 

The primary aim of this thesis is to demonstrate whether Australian human rights 

policies do adhere to their policy guidelines or are merely rhetoric, and to focus on the 

example of East Timor and Papua as case studies. To achieve this objective, this thesis 

is divided into six chapters.  
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Following on from the general introduction in this chapter, Chapter Two seeks to define 

the meaning of human rights. It investigates the literature on the origin of human rights 

ideas. This is not intended to be a comprehensive discussion on human rights as such, 

but as a matter of understanding basic ideas of human rights. The chapter then looks at 

the discourse of human rights in international relations, as well as dilemmas in the 

implementation of the concept of human rights in foreign policy. These discussions 

establish the theoretical foundations of the thesis. 

 

Chapter Three assesses the direction of Australian human rights policy under the 

Keating Labor Government (1991-1996) and the Howard Liberal-National Coalition 

Government (1996 – 2004 inclusive). Here the focus is to comprehend its objectives, 

approaches, the strategies and its place in Australian foreign policy. This is the basic 

explanation of Australian human rights policies towards other countries. As this chapter 

focuses on Australian human rights policy, the discussion of these subjects are largely 

descriptive in which primary Australian sources including public official and unofficial 

documents and the press have been used extensively. 

 

Chapter Four takes a close look at the specific instance of Australia’s human rights 

policies in the period of the Keating and the Howard administrations, especially in their 

responses towards human rights violations in East Timor. While the time frame for this 

analysis is from 1991 up to the 1999 referendum that resulted in the separation of East 

Timor from Indonesia, it should be understood that Australia’s policy responses during 

this time can only be understood in the light of the past. Thus, discussion on the 

historical context which gave rise to human rights problems in East Timor and 

Australian involvement in this territory is necessary and justified. The first part of this 

chapter, therefore, discusses these subjects, and the second part analyses Australian 

responses. This chapter is crucial because from here we see Australian human rights 

policy in practice. 

 

Chapter Five is devoted to examining the implementation of Australian human rights 

policy in the period of the Keating and the Howard administrations with relation to 

Papua. This chapter proceeds along similar lines to the previous chapter on East Timor. 

Before looking more closely at the Keating and Howard governments' responses, this 

chapter describes the background to the emergence of the human rights problems in 

Papua and traces the origins of Australian interest and the evolution of its policy toward 
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this territory. The focus of this study is mainly confined to the period of the Keating and 

Howard administrations from 1991 to 2004. 

 

Chapter Six opens with an examination of the main empirical question of the thesis; 

whether there are any differences and similarities between the two administrations, 

namely the Keating Labor and the Howard Liberal governments, in their human rights 

policy over this whole period of study (1991-2004). To analyse this matter, this chapter 

brings together all of the findings made in previous chapters and argues that there were 

no substantial differences between the two governments. It draws attention to the 

constraints that inhibit Australian governments from making human rights the defining 

basis of its relationship with Indonesia. The chapter ends with a discussion of the 

implications of the study and in particular the question of whether Australia is likely to 

alter its position on Papua. While this study focuses on East Timor and Papua as case 

studies, the broader implications for Australian foreign policy and international relations 

in general are included in the scope of this study.  
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Chapter Two 

 

HUMAN RIGHTS: 

THE CONCEPT AND ITS ROLE IN FOREIGN POLICY 
 

 

Introduction 

 

The aim of this chapter is to define the meanings of human rights. It is certainly not 

meant to be a comprehensive discussion the long and complex history of human rights 

as such, but as a matter of understanding basic ideas of human rights. It must also be 

emphasized that this study is not going to engage in polemics for or against any 

particular theory of human rights, but rather, to analyze them in order to help create a 

clear intellectual map of the concept.   

 

This chapter will concentrate mostly on natural rights theory since it is this concept of 

human rights that was largely adopted by the United Nations (UN). It is also a fact that 

although the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) proclaimed in 1948 is not 

legally binding, over the years its main principles have become a common reference in 

human rights for many nations.1 Notable among its strong supporters was Australia's 

wartime foreign minister, H.V. Evatt, who contributed significantly to formulate these 

basic principles of human rights. The declaration has subsequently continued to have 

bipartisan support in Australia.2 In order to provide a fuller understanding of human 

rights, this chapter will briefly discuss other theories as well. Cognizance of the basic 

idea of human rights will assist in comprehending the contemporary debate on human 

rights and the problems of enforcement in foreign policy. 

 

Concepts of Human Rights 

 

Concepts of human rights have generated heated academic debates over the centuries. In 

spite of a widespread endorsement of the general principles of human rights, there have 

                                                           
1 Leah Levin, Human Rights: Questions and Answers, 3rd Edition, Paris, the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization, 1996, p. 22. 
2 Stuart Harris, "Human Rights and Australia's Foreign Policy", in John Girling (ed.), Human Rights in 
the Asia-Pacific Region,  Canberra, The Australian National University, 1991, p. 93. 
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in fact been certain divergences of opinion and discord over the specific interpretations 

of these issues. This is simply a result of the multi-variant nature of the concepts 

themselves.3 Generally, concepts of human rights tend to range between the opposing 

poles of natural rights and cultural relativism, with theories based on Positivism, 

Marxism and other perspectives situated in between.4   

  

Natural Rights Theory 

 

The principle of human rights that predominantly shaped the formulation of the United 

Nations Universal Declaration stems from natural rights theory.5 According to this 

tradition, human rights can be defined simply as those rights that belong to human 

beings "at all times and all by virtue of being born as human beings".6 They are 

different from many other types of rights, in that they are held to be an “inherent” 

possession of each member of the human race by virtue of his or her humanity. They are 

also God given and are therefore “inalienable” - that is, they can not be taken away or 

relinquished.7 Among these fundamental rights are the right to life, liberty and property 

as envisaged by John Locke.8 In this regard, no recognition is needed for these rights, 

either from government or any legal system, because they are, by their nature, 

“universal”.9 Thus, they apply to all persons regardless of their nationality, status, sex 

and race. Therefore, a violation of them is meant to "deny one's humanity", since these 

rights are held simply by virtue of being human.10  

                                                           
3Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Human Rights Manual 1998, Canberra, 1998, p. 2, available 
from http://www.dfat.gov.au/hr_manual/chp1.html, accessed 10 August 2002. 
4 Todung Mulya Lubis, In Search of Human Rights: Legal-Political Dilemmas of Indonesia New Order, 
1966-1990, Jakarta, P.T. Gramedia Pustaka Utama and SPES Foundation,  1994, p. 15. 
5Alan S. Rosenbaum (ed.), The Philosophy of Human Rights International Perspectives, Connecticut, 
Greenwood Press, 1980, p. 9. The expression of "human rights" is relatively new, having come into 
everyday articulation only after the end of World War II. Prior to the use of the term human rights, such 
rights were typically called "the right of man" or "natural rights" which popularly occupied in the Age of 
Enlightenment. Its name was changed as suggested by Eleanor Roosevelt in 1947 and subsequently 
adopted in the United Nations' Universal Declaration of Human Rights. For this historical background of 
definition, see E.Shobirin Nadj and Naning Mardiniah (eds.), Diseminasi Hak Asasi Manusia: Perspektif 
dan Aksi,Jakarta,  CESDA-LP3ES, 2000, p. 3. 
6Tim Dunne and Nicholas J.Wheeler (eds.), Human Rights in Global Politics, Cambridge, Cambridge 
University Press, 1999, p. 80. See also A. J. M.Milne, Human Rights and Human Diversity, Albany, State 
University of New York Press, 1986, p. 1. 
7Ian Russell, Peter Van Ness and Beng - Huat Chua, Australia's Human Rights Diplomacy, Canberra, The 
Australian National University,  1992, p. 5.  
8 Maurice Cranston, What are Human Rights?, London, The Bodley Head, 1973, p. 1.  
9 Dennis Rumley, The Geopolitics of Australia's Regional Relations, Dordrecht (Netherlands), Kluwer 
Academic Publisher, 1999, p. 87. See also Jack Donnelly and Rhoda E. Howard (eds.), International 
Handbook of Human Rights, New York, Greenwood, 1987, p. 3. 
10 Jack Donnelly, Universal Human Rights in Theory and Practice, Ithaca, Cornell University Press, 
1989, p. 16.  
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The philosophy which underpins these ideas has a long history. Natural rights theory 

was developed as an academic paradigm after the twelfth century by prominent social 

philosophers, including St.Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274), Hugo Grotius (1585-1645), 

John Locke (1632-1704), Montesquieu (1689-1755) and Jean Jacques Rousseau (1712-

1778).11 Natural rights theory rests on the idea of natural law. Each of those figures 

defined natural law in their own way, yet, the idea of natural law as a universal moral 

standard transcending the law of states, was one on which they all agreed.12  

 

Natural law can be traced back to the classical Greeks and Romans, where it was closely 

tied to the doctrines developed by the Stoics. The idea of stoicism began with the 

concept that human action should be judged according to and brought into harmony 

with "the law of nature".13 A simple example of this can be seen in the play Antigone, 

written by Sophocles in the fifth century B.C. For Sophocles, natural law was 

theological. Above the rules promulgated by the kings, there existed certain immutable 

law. As the play showed, the King, Creon, commanded that his enemy Polynices, who 

had been killed in battle, should be left unburied. Yet, Antigone, a sister of Polynices, 

defied his order and argued that her brother had natural rights to a dignified burial - a 

right which was believed to belong to every human being. This resistance, according to 

her belief, was in accordance with the eternal law of God.14  

 

The Stoic’s idea of natural law was accepted in Rome. Roman law acknowledged the 

concept of natural law by stressing the origin of a superior form of law, and this led to 

jus gentium, or "the law of people".15 In its practical definition, this notion recognized 

that there were rights inherent in nature that could be universally claimed by all human 

beings. These rights were extended beyond the rights of national citizenship. It was 

believed that all persons were members of the world community, and  as a consequence,  

                                                           
11 For further detailed on their main ideas can be seen in Ryszard Piotrowicz and Stuart Kaye, Human 
Rights in International and Australian Law, Chatswood (NSW), Butterworths, 2000,  pp. 11-12;  Alice 
Erh-Soon Tay, "Human Rights Problems: Moral, Political, Philosophical", in Brian Galligan and Charles 
Sampford (eds.), Rethinking Human Rights, Annandale (NSW), The Federation Press, 1997, p. 29; 
Miriam Budiardjo, Demokrasi di Indonesia: Demokrasi Parlementer dan Demokrasi Pancasila, Jakarta, 
P.T. Gramedia Pustaka Utama, 1994, p. 142. 
12 Cranston, What Are…, p. 11. 
13 Burns H. Weston, Encyclopedia Britannica: Human Rights, Center for Human Rights, The University 
of Iowa, p. 1, available from http://www.uichr.org/features/eb/weston1.shtml, accessed 28 September 
2002. 
14 See Michael Palumbo, Human Rights: Meaning and History, Malabar (Florida), Robert E. Krieger 
Publishing Company, 1982, p. 15. 
15 Ibid, p. 16.  
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they also acquired equal status. This concept of "universalistic equality" as the Romans 

defined natural law, became significantly important to the later development of human 

rights.16

 

It was not until after the Middle Ages that the doctrine of natural law eventually became 

associated with natural rights. In the Greek-Roman tradition and medieval period, 

natural rights doctrines predominantly concerned the "duties", rather than "the rights of 

Man". As a consequence, it repudiated one aspect of human rights that is known today 

as “freedom (liberty)”.17 Nonetheless, the commitment to individual liberty had 

gradually grown with the decline of European feudalism from about the 13th century and 

continuing through the period of Renaissance. During this period, the terrible 

experiences of religious intolerance and the dissatisfaction with the rulers were perhaps 

among the factors that contributed to shift the idea of natural law to be more secularized 

from "duties" to "rights".18 There was a power struggle between the prerogatives of the 

Crown and its citizens, which led to the increasing development of civil rights. Through 

this period, natural law eventually came to be understood as protective of the rights of 

the individual.19 This new significant interpretation of natural law can be found, for 

example, in the Magna Carta and the writings of Hugo Grotius on the "law of nations" 

as illustrative of the secularization of natural law.20  

 

The modern concept of natural law which gave more emphasis to individual rights was 

also strikingly articulated in the writings of John Locke. Drawing on previous notions of 

natural law, Locke promulgated a theory of the "rights of man".21 According to Locke, 

human beings live in “a state of nature”. In that state of nature, human beings are in a 

state of freedom, able to determine their actions and also in a state of equality in the 

sense that no one was subjected to the will or authority of another. However, human 

beings with their gift of rationality, subsequently arrive at the conclusion that in order to 

halt the possible hazards of the state of nature, they and their rulers accede to develop 

the notion of the “social contract”. In this regard, they are both in agreement to set up a 

                                                           
16 Rosenbaum, The Philosophy of Human…., p. 10; Palumbo, Ibid,  pp. 16-7. 
17 Weston, Encyclopedia Britannica…, p. 1. 
18 Ibid, p. 2. 
19 Rosenbaum, The Philosophy of Human…, p. 12. 
20 In 1215, a group of English nobles forced King John to sign the Magna Carta. This agreement 
advanced human rights, since it commanded the protection of individual rights from the arbitrary action 
by the crown. For example, it guaranteed some basic political and civil rights, such as the prevention 
imprisonment without trial and the prohibition of torture.  See Palumbo, Human Rights: Meaning…., p. 
25. For the full text of the Magna Charta, see Ibid, pp. 132-134. 
21 Ibid. 
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government. However, in forming that government, individuals still retain their natural 

rights of life, liberty and property. The government is obliged to respect these rights as a 

first condition of its own legitimacy and cannot take them away. Ultimately, the 

legitimacy of all governments must therefore derive their authority from the consent of 

the governed.22  

 

The effect of this natural rights theory was significant and this idea became the impetus 

for the wave of revolt against absolutism during the late seventeenth century. It inspired 

the English Revolution (1689), the American Revolution (1776) and the Great 

Revolution in France (1789). These revolutionary movements, based on the spirit of 

individual rights and triggered by the dissatisfaction with the manner of the rulers, had 

the objective to protect individual rights from the arbitrary actions of the rulers by 

writing basic human rights into their respective constitutions, which were later called 

the British Bill of Rights, the United States Declaration of Independence and the French 

Declaration of the Rights of Man.23 Interestingly for more than a century and half, 

natural rights theory continued to flourish, especially in the aftermath of World War II. 

One primary legacy of the natural rights theory can be found in the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights (1948).24  

 

Much of the content of these declarations, such as the right to life, liberty and property 

as the kernel of the Lockean theory of ‘inalienable’ rights have been adapted, modified 

or expanded.25 From these fundamental rights, for instance, they have generated into 

twenty articles in the Universal Declarations of Human Rights, which among other 

things are the rights to assembly, the rights to free speech, the rights to religion, the 

rights to freedom of movement, the right to own property and other kinds of rights.26 

                                                           
22 See Chris Brown, "Human Rights", in John Baylis and Steve Smith (eds.), The Globalization of World 
Politics: An Introduction to International Relations, 2nd Edition, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2001, 
pp. 602-604; Rosenbaum, The Philosophy of Human …, pp. 12-3;  Budiardjo, Demokrasi di …., p. 142-
43; Piotrowicz and Kaye, Human Rights in…., p. 12; Jerome J. Shestack, "The Philosophical Foundations 
of Human Rights", in Janusz Symonides (ed.), Human Rights: Concept and Standards, Hants (England), 
Ashgate Publishing Limited, 2000,   p. 37.  
23 David G. Ritchie, Natural Rights: A Criticism of Some Political and Ethical Conceptions, London, 
George Allen & Unwin Ltd, 1952, p. 11. And for the specific rights contained in each of these Bill of 
Rights, see more closely at Piotrowicz and Kaye, Human Rights in…, pp. 13-15. 
24Shestack , “The Philosophical Foundation of…", p. 37; Cranston, What Are Human…, p. 33.  
25 Rosenbaum, The Philosophy of Human …, p. 12.  
26 Cranston, What are Human …, p. 53. 
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These rights are the genesis of those values associated with what we have come to know 

today as civil and political rights or first generation rights.27  

 

Although natural rights theory evidently inspired many declarations of rights, there are 

indeed criticisms of this theory. The natural rights theorists’ opinion that man is 

essentially an “autonomous individual” possessing certain inalienable rights, 28 which is 

central to the cognitive framework of western liberal thought, is countered by other 

theories, such as Positivist, Marxist and Cultural Relativist theories, which are based on 

an emphasis on group identity. 

 

Positivist Theory 

 

The positivist objection to the idea of human rights derived from natural law was best 

expounded by an influential British philosopher, Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832). In his 

well-known writing of "Natural Rights A Fallacy", he asserts his belief that the basis of 

any right is its utility to society and not its dependence on natural law. For Bentham, 

natural rights is "simple nonsense: natural and imprescriptible rights, rhetorical 

nonsense, -nonsense upon stilts".29 He presented this critique simply because he denied 

the existence of the doctrine of inherent human rights. Under positivist theory, the 

source of human rights is to be found in the enactments of a system of law with 

sanctions attached to it.30 Here, Bentham emphasized that positive law alone is a real 

law which can accomplish positive changes in society. On the other hand, natural rights 

are only “a poor substitute” for "real laws". In this sense, therefore, this view certainly 

negates the moral philosophical basis of human rights as proclaimed by natural rights 

theory. 31

 

                                                           
27 The rights of life, liberty and property are in fact spelled out in twenty articles in the UNDHR. But, this 
Declaration also cover another set of articles which is called “rights of another kind”, such as the rights to 
social security, the universal rights for education, the right to equal pay for equal work, the rights to 
leisure. The rights named in the first twenty articles are called “political and civil rights”, while the new 
rights are called “economic and social rights”. Cranston argues that these later rights cannot be considered 
as universal human rights. They were unknown to Locke’s inalienable rights. See Cranston, Ibid, p. 54.  
28 Peter Schwab and Adamantia Pollis (eds.), Towards a Human Rights Framework, New York, Praeger, 
1982, p. 4. 
29 Bentham’s article could be found out at Palumbo, Human Rights: Meaning…,  p.122. 
30 Bamidele A. Ojo, Human Rights and the New World Order: Universality, Acceptability and Human 
Diversity, Commack (New York), Nova Science Publishers, Inc, 1997, p. 9; Jack Donnelly, "Human 
Rights: A New Standard of Civilization?", International Affairs, Vol. 74, No. 1, 1998,  p. 6. 
31Cranston, What Are Human…, p. 13; Palumbo, Human Rights: Meaning…, p. 11. 

 24



Clearly, not all agree with the basic tenets of positivist theory. One criticism of this 

theory is that under positivism the law is no better than the source of its authority; an 

authority which might have repressive characteristics and which denies the possibility 

for human rights.32 By philosophically divorcing a legal system from the ethical 

foundations of society, positive law also encourages the belief that the law must be 

obeyed, no matter how immoral it might be or if it disregards individual rights.33 A 

perfect example of the consequences of this line of thinking is Germany under Hitler 

and his Nazi regime. Here, an authoritarian and fascist state was seen to abuse and 

manipulate the concept of positive rights. The fact that positivist philosophy was used to 

justify obedience to unjust laws became a central focus for much of the criticism of 

National Socialism. 34   

 

Marxist Theory 

 

Another, equally powerful criticism of natural rights theory came from Karl Marx 

(1818-1883). Marx was certainly concerned with the nature of human beings. However, 

in the Marxist perspective, men and women are not autonomous individuals with rights 

developed either by a divine or inherent nature, but rather “social beings”.35  

 

Marx criticized the law of nature approach to human rights as idealistic. He saw nothing 

natural or inalienable about human rights. In a society in which capitalists monopolize 

the means of production, he deemed the notion of individual rights to be a "bourgeois" 

illusion.36 Natural rights, he argued, are merely an ideological attempt by the rich to 

make their wealth and privileges acceptable to the poor. Marx conceived social change 

as a continuing class struggle, and he called this “the bourgeois revolution”.37 This 

revolution ended up producing the liberation of the working class from capitalist 

exploitation through the abolition of individual rights of property. For Marx, it was only 

in this Communist society where the means of production was publicly owned that 

human rights could attain self realisation.38 However, until that stage was accomplished, 

the state was a social collectivity and the only vehicle for social change. Such 

                                                           
32 Todung,  In Search of Human…., p. 18. 
33 Shestack, “The Philosophy Foundation of…”, p. 39; Cranston, What are Human…, p. 16. 
34 Cranston, What Are Human…, p. 5. 
35 Rosenbaum, The Philosophy of Human …, p. 20; Shestack, “The Philosophy Foundation of…,” p. 40. 
36 Palumbo, Human Rights: Meaning …, p. 11. 
37 Alice Erh-Soon Tay, "Marxism, Socialism and Human Rights", in Eugene Kamenka and Alice Erh - 
Soon Tay (eds.), Human Rights, Port Melbourne, Edward Arnold, 1978, p. 105. 
38 Ojo, Human Rights …, p. 9. 
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conceptualization of the nature of society negates the existence of individual rights 

originated in the state of nature. The State effectively becomes the repository of all 

rights and individual rights are only recognized to the extent allowed by the state. 39 The 

unlimited role of the state to decide what is good for its people has attracted criticism of 

this theory. This allegation may subsequently contribute to the decline of the influence 

of Marxism on human rights concepts. 40

 

Cultural Relativist Theory 

 
Another aggressive challenge to the natural rights approach has come from cultural 

relativist theory. The central claim of cultural relativism is that there are no such 

universal rights. It asserts that natural rights theory, which claims that human rights are 

the birthright of every human being and are immutable in time and place, ignores the 

social basis of an individual's identity as a human being. Human beings are in fact 

always the product of their social, historical and cultural environment.41 As a 

consequence, rules of morality vary from place to place.42 In other words, what is 

morally right within one particular nation might not be right within another nation. It is 

because different states, by virtue of their different cultural experiences, have different 

views on the nature of their obligations in relation to the same human rights norms.43 

The attempt of natural rights theory to assert the universality of rights is therefore 

alleged by cultural relativists as merely part of Western cultural imperialism which 

attempts to impose its values on non-Western cultures.44  

 

Another criticism from the cultural relativist camp is directed at the core idea of 

individualism, which is held by natural rights theory. Supporters of cultural relativism 

emphasise the importance of group identity. Humans are socialized beings, which mean 

that they require community as the essence of their existence.45 Put bluntly, some 

                                                           
39 Shestack, “The Philosophy Foundation of…”, p. 40.  
40 Ibid, p. 41. 
41 See Dunne and  Wheeler (eds.), Human Rights in…., p. 8; and Stewart Firth, Australia  in International 
Politics: An Introduction to Australian Foreign Policy, St Leonard (NSW), Allen & Unwin, 1999, p. 215. 
42 R.J. Vincent, Human Rights and International Relations, Cambridge, The Royal Institute of 
International Affairs in association with Cambridge University Press, 1986, p. 37. 
43F. R. Teson, "International Human Rights and Cultural Relativism", Virginia Journal of International 
Law, Vol. 25, 1985, p. 867. See also Piotrowicz and Kaye, Human Rights…, p. 10. 
44Shelley Wright, International Human Rights,Decolonisation and Globalisation: Becoming Human, 
London, Routledge, 2001, p. 15; Alison Dundes Renteln, “The Unanswered Challenge of Relativism and 
the Consequences for Human Rights”, Human Rights Quarterly, Vol. 7, No. 4, November 1985, p. 514.  
45 Schwab and Pollis , Towards a Human Rights …, p. 7. 
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relativists believe that moral status belongs to collective entities rather than to 

individuals. This approach is clearly highlighted by Asmarom Legesse who says, 
[A]critical difference between African and Western traditions concerns the importance of 
individual. In the liberal democracies of the Western world the ultimate repository of rights is 
the human person. The individual is held in a virtually sacralized position. There is a perpetual, 
and in our view obsessive, concern with the dignity of the individual, his worth, personal 
autonomy and property…If Africans were the sole authors of the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights, they might have ranked the rights of communities above those of individuals, 
and they might have used a cultural idiom fundamentally different from the language in which 
the ideas are now formulated.46  

 

Such an approach to human rights, which puts the importance of group rights rather 

than individual rights are in fact not a modern development. This perspective goes back 

the ancient Greeks. This discourse is found notably in Aristotle’s treatise called the 

Politics. In this work, Aristotle (384-322 BC) argued that “every city-state is a sort of 

community and that every community is established for the sake of some good”.47 

Within this notion, there is an assumption that a nation or city-state is not just composed 

of individual citizens, but is rather an integrated community where individual citizens 

find their existence. In this city-state, in Aristotle’s view, a social order could be 

obtained only if there is a willingness to sacrifice one’s private interests for the sake of 

the city-state’s common good. This is summed up by Aristotle who declared that  
Even if the end is the same for an individual and for a city-state, that of the city-state seems at 
any rate greater and more complete to attain and preserve. For although it is worthy to attain it 
for only an individual, it is nobler and more divine to do so for a nation or city-state. 48

 
 

German Romantic thought in the early eighteenth century also had an influence on the 

development of cultural relativism. This in many respects developed as part of its 

opposition to the cataclysmic events in the French Revolution. The Revolution which 

resulted in anarchy and German’s disgrace after losing its battles with the Napoleon’s 

armies in Valmy (1792) and Jena (1806) influenced the German romantic thinkers to 

uphold the idea of ‘positive freedom’, as part of new German nationalism. They 

criticised the extreme individualism and negativism of the French Enlightenment  

rooted in the doctrine of natural rights49. In contrast with this Enlightenment view of the 

                                                           
46 Cited by Jack Donnelly, Universal Human Rights …,  pp. 57-8. 
47 Fred D. Miller, Jr., “Aristotle’s Political Theory”, Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, available from 
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/aristotle-politics, last substantive content change on 19 July 2002, 
accessed 12 October 2005. 
48 Ibid. 
49 See Vincent, Human Rights and International …, p. 27; Frederic C.Beiser, Enlightenment, Revolution, 
& Romanticism: The Genesis of Modern German Political Thought 1790-1800, Cambridge, Harvard 
University Press, 1992, pp. 363-364. 
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nature of man and the universalism associated with it, the progressive German thinkers 

emphasised on the importance of group rights and the uniqueness of every culture. 

 

This reactive aspect is clearly evident in the works of German romantic thinkers such as 

Johann Gottfried Herder (1744-1803). As a philosopher Herder challenged 

Enlightenment epistemology, especially in respect of human nature. He profoundly 

rejected the idea of universal standard of behaviour and developed a notion that human 

thoughts and actions were the products of particular cultures with their own unique, 

historically evolved languages and customs.50 As Herder contends, “the universal dress 

of philosophy and philanthropy can conceal repression, violations of the true personal, 

human, local, civil, and national freedom, much as Cesare Borgia would have liked 

it”.51 By this stance, Herder subsequently formulated the extremely influential concept 

that each national culture had the right to develop in its own way.52  

 

In political terms, these ideas, reinforced by other relativists such as Edmund Burke 

(1729-1797) and Michael Oakeshott (1901-1990), provide a positive contribution to the 

discourse about the need to understand the status of human rights in each specific 

context.53 However, the argument that all moral claims are bound to local and particular 

traditions has attracted some serious concern. Many fear that this claim will undermine 

the entire human rights movement. This is because cultural relativism’s claims about the 

specificity of morality could make it impossible to understand or criticize other peoples 

and cultures except according to their own standards. As a result, it would delegitimise 

criticism of practices elsewhere which are obviously intolerable, such as arbitrary 

killings, torture, female genital mutilation and so forth, because they are not part of our 

customs.54 As Laqueur and Rubin rightly put it, 
And however backward a country, there is no convincing argument in favor of torture, of 
arbitrary execution, of keeping sections of a population or a whole people in a state of slavery. 
Seen in this light, the case for human rights is unassailable.55

                                                           
50 F.M. Barnard, “National Culture and Political Legitimacy: Herder and Rousseau”, Journal of the 
History of Ideas, Vol. 44, No. 2, April – June 1983, pp. 233-244. 
51 Cited in Beiser, Enlightenment, Revolution  & Romanticism:…, pp. 206-207. 
52 Ibid, p. 206; Ian Adams and R. W. Dyson, Fifty Major Political Thinkers, London and New York, 
Routledge, 2003,  p. 97. 
53 For further analyses about Burke and Oakeshott see at Adams and Dyson, Ibid, pp. 88-91 and pp. 203-
205. 
54Steven B.Smith, Hegel’s Critique of Rights in Context Liberalism, Chicago and London, The University 
of Chicago Press, 1989, p. 103; Renteln, “The Unanswered Challenge of Relativism …”, p. 514.  
55Walter Laqueur and Barry Rubin (eds.), The Human Rights Reader, New York, New American Library, 
1979, p. 2. 
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The Revival of Natural Rights Concepts  

 

Interestingly, even though natural rights theory has been subjected to a number of 

critiques, most notably from the Positivist, Marxist and Cultural Relativist perspectives 

as we have just discussed, the popularity of natural rights theory has seemingly not 

diminished. It was very evident in the decades following the Second World War, in 

which leading international human rights instruments embodied the core ideas of natural 

rights approach to human rights. The gross violations of human rights committed by 

Nazi Germany in World War II fostered a revival of human rights doctrine. Its 

inhumane practices consequently convinced many people that human rights had to be 

established on a firm foundation, to prevent further crimes against humanity.56  

 

The first major milestone in the attempt to establish international human rights 

standards in the wake of World War II was the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 

(UDHR), adopted by the General Assembly of United Nations in its resolution 217 A 

(III) of 10 December 1948. This declaration consisted of a Preamble and thirty articles, 

which set out human rights and the fundamental freedoms of all people everywhere.57 

The Preamble begins with the following premise: 

Preamble  
Whereas recognition of the inherent dignity and of the equal and inalienable rights of all 
members of the human family is the foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the world.58

 

In a similar vein,  

Article 1   
All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights. They are endowed with reason 
and conscience and should act towards one another in a spirit of brotherhood.59

 
Article 2 

Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, without 
distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, 
national or social origin, property, birth or other status.60

 

                                                           
56 Wilson, Human Rights…, p. 2; Shestack, “The Philosophy Foundation of…", p. 43; Palumbo, Human 
Rights: Meaning…, p. 11.  
57 Australian Department of Foreign affairs and Trade, “Chapter 3: The Major International Human 
Rights Instruments”, in Human Rights Manual …,  p. 1.  
58 See Appendix 1, Text of The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, in Joint Standing Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, The Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, Australia's 
Relations with Indonesia, Canberra, Australia Government Publishing Service, 1993, p. 285. 
59 Ibid, p. 286. 
60 Ibid. 
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The above declaration proclaims that all human beings possess an “inherent dignity” 

and “inalienable rights” and it clearly reflects the moral universality that underpins 

natural law theory. Moreover the title of the declaration, that is the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights, obviously reflects a belief in the universality of human 

rights within the world community.  

 

With specific regard to these rights, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights does 

not explicitly differentiate between the civil and political rights, economic and social 

rights, and development rights. Yet, its articles articulate clearly some rights which can 

be categorized as the civil and political rights, economic and social rights, and 

development rights.61 Although this declaration is not a legally binding document, it 

later came to serve as the foundation for two distinct legally-binding international 

agreements: the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights known as first 

generation rights, and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural 

Rights known as second generation rights. These three documents on human rights later 

called the International Bill of Human Rights, recognizes thirty-eight rights. Details of 

each of these rights specified in this Bill can be seen in Table 1.  

 

Table 1 

Internationally recognized human rights 
 
No Rights International Bill of Rights 

 
   
1 Equality of rights without discrimination  D1, D2, E2, E3, C2, C3 
2 Life D3, C6 
3 Liberty and security of person D3, C9 
4 Protection against slavery D4, C8 
5 Protection against torture and cruel and 

inhuman punishment  
D5, C7 

6 Recognition as a person before the law  D6, C16 
7 Equal protection of the law D7, C14, C26 
8 Access to legal remedies for rights violations D8, C2 
9 Protection against arbitrary arrest or detention  D9, C9 
10 Hearing before an independent and impartial 

judiciary  
D10, C14 

11 Presumption of innocence  D11, C14 
12 Protection against ex post facto Laws  D11, C15 
13 Protection of privacy, family and home  D12, C17 
14 Freedom of movement and residence  D13, C12 
15 Seek asylum from prosecution  D14 

                                                           
61See Martin Griffiths and Terry O'Callaghan, International Relations: Key Concepts, London, Routledge, 
2002, pp. 142-43. For the full text of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights can be found in Arvind 
Kumar (ed.), Human Rights and Social Movements, New Delhi, Anmol Publications PVT.LTD, 1999, pp. 
9-14. 
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16 Nationality  D15 
17 Marry and found a family  D16, E10, C23 
18 Own property  D17 
19 Freedom of thought, conscience and religion  D18, C18 
20 Freedom of opinion, expression and the Press  D19, C19 
21 Freedom of assembly and association  D20, C21, C22  
22 Political participation  D21, C25 
23 Social security  D22, E9 
24 Work under favourable conditions  D23, E6, E7 
25 Free trade unions  D23, E8, C22 
26 Rest and leisure  D24, E7 
27 Food, clothing and housing  D25, E11 
28 Healthcare and social services D25, E12 
29 Special protection for children  D25, E10, C24 
30 Education  D26, E13, E14 
31 Participation in cultural life  D27, E15 
32 A social and international order needed to 

realize rights  
D28 

33 Self-determination  E1, C1 
34 Humane treatment when detained or imprisoned C10 
35 Protection against debtor's prison  C11 
36 Protection against arbitrary expulsion of aliens  C13 
37 Protection against advocacy of racial or 

religious hatred  
C20 

38 Protection of minority culture C27 
 
Note: Each right is indicated in parentheses, by document and article number: D= Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights; E= International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural 
Rights; and C= International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. This table is modified from 
Jack Donnelly, "The Social Construction of International Human Rights", in Tim Dunne and 
Nicholas J. Wheeler (eds.), Human Rights in Global Politics, Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press, 1999, p.74. 
 

The legacy of this natural rights approach can also be found in the UN's Vienna 

Declaration and Program of Action.  In the second World Conference on Human Rights 

in 14-25 June 1993, one hundred and seventeen countries reaffirmed the universality, 

indivisibility and interdependence of all human rights.62 As stated in the Paragraph 5 of 

that instrument: 
All human rights are universal, indivisible and interdependent and interrelated. The international 
community must treat human rights globally in a fair and equal manner, on the same footing, and 
with the same emphasis. While the significance of national and regional particularities and 
various historical, cultural and religious backgrounds must be borne in mind, it is the duty of 
States, regardless of their political, economic and cultural systems, to promote and protect all 
human rights and fundamental freedoms.63

                                                           
62Thomas Buergenthal, "International Human Rights in an Historical Perspective", in Symonides (ed.), 
Human Rights…,  p. 16.  See also Levin, Human Rights: Questions…, p. 22. 
63Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, "Vienna Declaration and Programmed of Action", in 
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Human Rights Manual, Canberra, Australian Government 
Publishing Service, 1993, paragraph 5. See also Michael Jacobsen, Human Rights and Cultural 
Specificity: The Case of Papua New Guinea, Working Paper 1994/8, Research School of Pacific Studies, 
The Australian National University, Canberra, 1994, p. 1. 
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Significant Controversies 

 

Notwithstanding the fact that many nations voted for the UN's Vienna Declaration and 

Program of Action which perhaps portrays a surprising number of supporter among a 

range of different political and cultural traditions, there are still serious disagreements 

within and between nations.64 Their disagreements mainly revolve around the idea of 

the universal application of human rights within the world community, the focus on 

individualism and the prioritization of rights or the notion of the interdependency and 

indivisibility of rights.  

 

First and foremost is the concept of the universality of human rights. This concept 

provides a context within which rights can operate. It means that human rights belong to 

all human beings in all places at all times. Some argue, however, that the concept of 

universality is “culturally constructed”. Contrary to the universalist view of human 

rights, the critics argue that human rights represent “the particular belief systems of 

some cultures and societies rather than those of all cultures and societies”.65 This 

particularist rights discourse has attracted the support of some Asian governments and 

political leaders, such as Mahathir Mohamad, the former Prime Minister of Malaysia, 

and the former Singaporean Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew.66 For them, rights only 

make sense in the context of a particular kind of society. These concerns, for instance, 

were also articulated in meetings of the forty Asian states in Bangkok on 22 April 1993 

which proclaimed the Bangkok Declaration of Human Rights. According to these forty 

Asian states, including Indonesia, the observance and promotion of human rights should 

consider an individual state's unique tradition, historical and cultural background. As 

stated in article 8 of the Declaration:  
…while human rights are universal in nature, they must be considered in the context of a 
dynamic and evolving process of international norm-setting, bearing in mind the significance of 
national and regional particularities and various historical, cultural and religious backgrounds.67

 

                                                           
64 Jacobsen, Ibid. 
65 Australian Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission, “Section 4: The Global View of Human 
Rights”, 2001, available from http://www.hreoc.gov.au/hr_explained/global_view.html, last updated 1 
December 2001, accessed on 16 March 2006. See also Philip J. Eldridge, The Politics of Human Rights in 
Southeast Asia, London, Routledge, 2002, p. 1. 
66 For more detail about these leaders’ arguments, for instance, see Errol P. Mendes, “Asian values and 
human rights: Letting the tigers free”, Human Rights Research and Education Centre Bulletin, University 
of Ottawa, Ottawa, last updated 22 June 2005, available from http://www.cdp-
hrc.uottawa.ca/publicat/asian_values.html, accessed 13 March 2006, pp. 1-15. 
67See Appendix 7, The Text of the Bangkok Declaration, April 1993, in Joint Standing Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, The Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, Australia's 
Relations…, p. 299. 
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This debate on the universalism presupposed by the human rights doctrine and the 

claims of particularism expressed by some of the Asian countries became more and 

more vigorous especially when they also claimed in their declaration the necessity to 

respect the principles of national sovereignty as well as non-interference in the internal 

affairs of States.68  At the Second World Conference on Human Rights at Vienna, June 

1993, for example, Liu Haiqiu on behalf of People's Republic of China, stated that "the 

rights of each country to formulate its own human rights protection in light of its own 

conditions should …be respected and guaranteed".69  

 

These above arguments advocating respect for cultural differences and sovereignty, 

have been vigorously countered by some liberal democratic countries, including 

Australia. They claim that raising "cultural values" is merely an attempt by authoritarian 

regimes to prevent external criticism of their lack of human rights policies. Contrary to 

those defending non-intervention principles, most liberal democratic countries claim 

that human rights are not solely the internal affair of any country.70 In a similar vein, 

Rhonda Howard says “many human rights-abusive practices that do exist are not 

intrinsic to the culture; rather they are consequences of economic and political interest”, 

and that “constant references to communal society can be, and are, used to mask 

systematic violations of human rights in the interests of ruling elites”.71

 

Another common criticism of the so-called Western approach to human rights, as 

represented in the UDHR, relates to the different perception of the prioritization of 

human rights. Some liberal-democratic countries tend to acknowledge a hierarchy of 

rights in which the fulfillment of the civil and political rights is seen as more important 

than economic, social and cultural rights. With very few exceptions, developing country 

governments tend to emphasize the second category of social, cultural rights over civil 

and political rights.72 They argue that they focus on the desire to attain these "social" 

                                                           
68 As asserted in The Bangkok Declaration, it reaffirms "the principles of respect for national sovereignty, 
territorial integrity and non-interference in the internal affairs of States". See Ibid, p. 297. 
69 Joanne R. Bauer and Daniel A. Bell, The East Asian Challenge For Human Rights, Cambridge, 
Cambridge University Press, 1999, p. 70. 
70 Parliament of Commonwealth of Australia, Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and 
Trade, Improving but…: Australia's Regional Dialogue on Human Rights, Canberra, Australia 
Government Publishing Service, June 1998, p. 6;  Firth, Australia in International …,  p. 228. 
71Cited by Rein Mullerson, International Law, Rights and Politics: Developments in Eastern Europe and 
the CIS, London, Routledge, 1994, p. 189. 
72Jack Donnelly and Rhonda Howard (eds.), International Handbook of Human Rights, New York, 
Greenwood, 1987, p. 6. See also David P. Forsythe, “Human Rights in International Perspectives”, in 
Merry M. Merryfield and Richard C. Remy (eds.), Teaching About International Conflict and Peace, 
Albany, State University of New York Press, 1995, p. 256. 
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rights because of the commonalities of their countries, namely common economic 

underdevelopment and their struggle to attain nationhood and economic 

modernisation.73 Consequently, economic development must have priority. And 

therefore all actions should be undertaken to make economic development successful.74 

Implicit in this thinking; shared for many years by Indonesia, is that civil and political 

rights can be set aside where they are incompatible with the strong central control and 

direction of political and economic activity needed for rapid economic development.75 

For Indonesia, the necessity of this hierarchy of rights is clearly stated by Sabana 

Kartasasmita, a former Indonesian Ambassador to Belgium and Luxembourg (1994-

1997) in his book East Timor: The Quest for a Solution, that  
The promotion of human rights should take into account the different level of a country’s 
development. The Indonesian position is that the situational uniqueness of each country may, to 
a certain extent, necessitate the sequential ordering of rights.76

 

However, we need to be skeptical of the particularist and developmentalist argument on 

human rights. The above views on human rights are not truly representative of all 

developing countries. Many other prominent leaders and organizations in the third 

world, such as Korea's Kim Dae Jung, Myanmar's Nobel Prize-winning pro-democracy 

activist Aung San Suu Kyi, Anwar Ibrahim from Malaysia and Asian human rights non-

governmental organizations (NGOs)  questioned  the  notion  that  human  rights  are 

inherently   western   values  and   inappropriate  for  developing  nations.77  The best 

illustration in this regard, is a conference which was held by one hundred and ten NGOs 

from the Asia-Pacific region in Bangkok, shortly before the Asian leaders meeting on 

human rights in 1993. In their declaration, they strongly supported the universality of 

                                                           
73 Peterson, "Whose Rights? …", p. 15. See also Jusuf Wanandi, Human Rights and Democracy in the 
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74 Kenneth Christie and Dennis Roy, The Politics of Human Rights in East Asia, London, Pluto Press, 
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human rights and attacked the notion that human rights encroached on national 

sovereignty.78  

 

In sum, the above analysis attempt has been made to illustrate that human rights remain 

a contested issue internationally. While human rights is formally stated to be universal 

as affirmed by the UN in its Universal Declaration of Human Rights, its acceptance in 

practice is not. There are still disagreements and tensions, especially to those who have 

an interest in human rights, whether as governments or individuals. They seek to 

interpret it as confirming their different theoretical positions which are based on 

individualism vs. communitarianism, liberal democracy vs. developmentalism, and 

universalism vs. patricularism. 

 

Human Rights and Its Role in Foreign Policy 

 

A place for human rights in foreign policy 

 

In the light of the discourse on human rights in international relations theory, it is worth 

acknowledging the complex problem of the relationship between ethical issues and the 

conduct of politics in the international arena.79 In this regard, Hedley Bull’s view is 

interesting, as he asserts that modern “international society continues to provide a 

framework of international politics that is basically inhospitable to the idea of human 

rights, or   at  least  to  the  idea  that   they   should  be  internationally  recognized  and 

protected."80 This view, which is articulated in 1979, might be seen merely as a 

confirmation of the realists’ ‘anarchic’ model of international relations in which all 

states are ultimately motivated by their self-interest.81 In the condition of international 

anarchy, where there is no central authority to impose order above the state, the primary 

                                                           
78Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence 
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national interest of each state is to survive in a world in which states are prone to use 

force against each other.  

 

By assuming anarchy in the state system, realists are consequently very skeptical of the 

possibility of moral action in the conduct of relations among states. Policy-makers tend 

to give priority to national security over moral considerations in their foreign policies. 

This skepticism, which stems from the assessment of human nature and international 

society, has subsequently become an important source for the realists' belief that 

international morality has no place in policy-making.82 This belief is well-supported by 

Jervis, who argues that:   
Morality applies only to individuals within domestic society. It neither has nor should have …a 
[decisive] role in relations between states. Instead the government of a state should seek at all 
times to promote what it perceives as the interests of that state. Its primary duty is regarded as 
being the protection of the citizens it governs, rather than the pursuit of some abstract principle 
meant to promote the good of the citizens of another state or mankind as a whole.83  
 

From this statement, it is clear that states, in the realist point of view, should not pursue 

moral value in international relations in most circumstances. It is because the moral 

relationships and responsibilities of states differ from the moral relationships and 

responsibilities between individuals. As Nicholas Spykman elucidated,   
International society is…a society without central authority to preserve law and order, and 
without an official agency to protect its members in the enjoyment of their rights. The result is 
that individual states must make the preservation and improvement of the power position a 
primary objective of their foreign policy.84

 

The realist account of international relations not only excludes values from the list of 

central considerations in foreign policy making, but also confines the interest of 

morality within the boundaries of particular states. Unlike the idealist tradition which 

supports the view that human rights consideration have a legitimate position on the 

foreign policy agenda; the realists deem that human rights, or other such ethical 

considerations, should not be the determinants of foreign policy-making.85 In his 

classical realist book Politics Among Nations, Morgenthau provides a neat synopsis of 
                                                           
82 Joel H. Rosenthal, "Rethinking the Moral Dimensions of Foreign Policy", in Charles W. Kegley, JR., 
Controversies in International Relations Theory: Realism and the Neo-liberal Challenge, New York, St. 
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83 Cited in Paul Keal (ed.), Ethics and Foreign Policy, St.Leonard (NSW), Allen & Unwin Pty.Ltd, 1992, 
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the problematic place of human rights in traditional realist thinking on international 

relations when he contends that morality and foreign policy do not easily coexist. In his 

words, “[u]niversal moral principles cannot be applied to the actions of states”.86  

 

Yet, this realist view on the exclusion of morality in international relations has been 

hotly contested. In his book Perpetual Peace, Immanuel Kant argued that realist 

amoralism does “not even deserve a hearing…since such a damaging theory may bring 

about the evil it prophesies”.87 Another of powerful critique comes from Donnelly, who 

asserted, “[t]o act as though there are no ethical restraints on the pursuit interest may 

ultimately help bring into being such a beastly world”.88 He further argued that realists’ 

view of international politics as autonomous cannot be sustained. It is impossible or 

very difficult, according to him, to keep international amoralism out of national 

politics.89 What this illustrates is that a state’s exclusion of morality in its international 

relations has been contested domestically. Domestic constituencies can force states to 

deal with ethical issue beyond national boundaries.   

 

Human rights and foreign policy: conflict of interest 

 

A central and continuing debate about the conduct of politics in the international arena 

concerns the relative weight that should be given to moral considerations and national 

interests. These problems prove even more difficult when including human rights in a 

nation’s foreign policy. According to Hoffman, the basic problem which confronts a 

human rights oriented foreign policy relates to acute clashes between “an ethics of 

imperative and an ethics of consequences.”90 It means that any moral policy maker 

should consider ethical consequences, in the sense of being concerned for the 

foreseeable effects. This does not necessarily mean that “whatever works is good”, but 

the criteria of moral imperative in upholding human rights issues to other countries need 

also to take into account how best to deliver an effective human rights policy.91  

 

                                                                                                                                                                          
http://www. Eliamep.gr/_admin/uphold_publication/181_1en_occ.PDF, accessed 8 June 2001. 
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88 Ibid. 
89 Ibid, pp. 188-189. 
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91 Ibid. 
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This debate arises because any government’s interests are multidimensional. This means 

that human rights must be integrated into a government broader foreign policy, since 

human rights are only one of several foreign policy objectives.92 A policy of human 

rights means a choice among national policy priorities. Not surprisingly, a government 

sometimes needs to decide whether and when it will give a higher priority to human 

rights over other foreign policy considerations, such as national security, foreign trade 

and development cooperation.  

 

In making such policy considerations, conflicts may develop between human rights and 

other foreign policy aims which could lead to a difficult process of weighting.93 Of 

course, balancing national interests is always difficult, even when the issues have 

nothing to do with ethics. Ensuring that short-term needs do not undermine important 

and long-standing elements of national interest, for example, has never been easy. When 

ethical considerations enter the equation, however, the choice becomes more difficult. 

Some questions need to be addressed. Should the duty to provide jobs at home override 

the responsibility to protect foreigners abroad? Should the donor government cut or 

suspend its development aid to the recipient repressive regime with the possibility of 

severe impact towards their bilateral relationship? These are some examples, which 

frequently confront foreign policy makers on how to choose between the pursuit of 

human rights considerations and other realpolitik foreign policy objectives. 
 

Against this background, Vincent interestingly argues that the decision of individual 

states to take a stand on human rights abuse elsewhere may depend very much on geo-

political or security and economic considerations.94 When strategic and economic 

considerations are given more weight than ethical arguments, this implies that moral or 

normative judgments can easily fall into the trap of double standards. The selectivity of 

human rights in practice is normally demonstrated in relation to the particular “choice of 

target”.95 In other words, states are less likely to complain about human rights 

violations in neighboring countries, those that matter to them economically or 

strategically, or those that are more powerful. This is the main and one of the most 

controversial issues in the public debate about human rights today. It seems that there is 
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no single standard of human rights and states tend to be selective in forming their 

human rights policies.  

 

In this light, examples of some western countries’ human rights policies to other 

countries indicate the practice of double standards. To countries in which they have only 

limited economic interests, they show a concerned face to the world on questions of 

human rights implementation. This is evident in the linkage of aid to the issue of human 

rights. In contrast, to countries in which they have major strategic and economic 

interests, they remain realist in their foreign policy.96 For example, because of other 

interests in the relationship between the United States and the Philippines, such as 

important geo-political or strategic considerations, not much was done about the 

Philippine's human rights violations under former President Marcos. Turkey is another 

example. Even though human rights violations have occurred in Turkey, as reported by 

many human rights organizations, western governments have been reluctant to put any 

pressure on the Turkish government. It appears that in the case of the 'staunch NATO 

ally', security interests have taken precedence over human rights considerations.97  

 

What we can see from the examples presented here is “the fragility” of the role of 

human rights in foreign policy decision making.98 Interestingly, not only it is difficult to 

decide beforehand, but governments, as pointed out by Stanley Hoffmann above, also 

find it hard to determine afterwards whether the policy instruments employed on human 

rights have been effective. In foreign policy practice, situations may not always be in 

accordance with the initial government objective on its human rights policy. A simple 

example of this complex problem can be found in the case of development assistance. 

To influence another government's human rights policy, the donor country often 

commands the cancellation or stoppage of aid programs.99 Yet such a course of action is 

fraught with ambiguities. There is a danger that such a measure may disadvantage the 

wrong people - the very poor people, for whom aid was set up in the first place. On the 
                                                                                                                                                                          
95 St.John Kettle (ed.), Threats Without Enemies, Leichhard (NSW), Pluto Press Australia Ltd, 1992, p. 
34. 
96 Jack Donnelly, Universal Human Rights in Theory and Practice, Ithaca, Cornell University Press, 
1989, p. 230; Vincent, "Human Rights and…", p.3. 
97 Baehr, The Role of Human …, p. 29. 
98 Jerome J. Shestack, "Human Rights, The National Interest and U.S. Foreign Policy", The Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social Science, No. 506, November 1989, p. 26. 
99 Despite this instrument, there are a great number of means for furthering human rights which are now 
well developed: disassociation from abuses; linkage in areas of security, military, and financing 
assistance; public and private diplomacy; pressure by multinational coalitions and regional bodies; 
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other hand, continuation of development assistance could also be assumed as a form of 

support to the government responsible for the violation of human rights.100 This 

dilemma on aid epitomizes a problem with which policy-makers often have to grapple: 

how to enforce their policy instruments on human rights. 

 

While having to make difficult choices is part of all policy making, human rights policy 

is more problematic than in other areas. Despite the possible conflicting interest with 

other foreign policy aims, government's desire to protect and to promote human rights 

policy may also be confronted with other significant foreign policy constraints. In this 

regard, Evan Luard, a former British diplomat and scholar, has identified several ways 

in which human rights can constrain diplomacy. Firstly, human rights policy may 

conflict with the maintenance of friendly relations with a foreign government. This is, 

of course, especially the case of a foreign government responsible for gross human 

rights violations. Attacking the human rights policies and practices of such 

governments, could cause a relationship to sour and may jeopardize other national 

interests, such as commerce and security. As a result, it could undermine political 

goodwill. Secondly, in some cases there may be special reasons why it is believed 

advisable not to oppose the human rights practice in other governments due to their 

strategic and economic importance. Thirdly, an active human rights policy is also 

deemed as having no influence on the government concerned for violating human 

rights. It is thus a waste of energy, resources and political capital. The fourth kind of 

argument often employed against governments taking an active role on human rights 

campaigning is that governments deal with human rights matters that other governments 

consider as their domestic affairs. This means that governments have often to deal with 

the question of sovereignty as a key principle in international relations, namely the 

obligation of non-interference in the internal affairs of state.101  

 

Human rights and Sovereignty: A Dilemma 

 

During the fifty years after the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, human rights 

have made their way into international law and international relations.102 In effect, 

                                                                                                                                                                          
marshaling public opinion; cooperation with non-governmental human rights organizations; and military 
intervention. See also Shestack, Ibid, p. 27; Baehr, The Role of Human…,  p. 26.   
100See Peter R. Baehr, “Problems of Aid Conditionality: The Netherlands and Indonesia”,Third World 
Quarterly, Vol.18, No.2, 1997, p. 363.  
101 Evan Luard, Human Rights and Foreign Policy, Oxford, Pergamon Press, 1981, pp. 4-6. 
102 R.J. Vincent, Human Rights and International …, p. 130. 
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human rights, as Jack Donnelly stated, have referred to as 'a new standard of 

civilization'.103 Although it is premature to draw the conclusion that human rights have 

been universally accepted, these issues have increasingly become a legitimate concern  

of the international community.  

 

In spite of this positive side of its development, it is ironic that the tension between the 

protection of human rights and non-intervention in other government domestic affairs 

also persists and continues to pose the hardest test for international society. The 

international political system, which is built on the very basic principle of sovereignty 

and non-interference, is still a major impediment to the successful implementation of an 

active human rights policy by individual states.104 The tradition that each state exercises 

full sovereignty within its own territory, and that other states therefore should not 

interfere in such matters is firmly established. Article 2(7) of the UN Charter clearly 

states that nothing in the Charter "shall authorise the United Nations to intervene in 

matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state".105 Thus, this 

article underlines prohibition of intervention and the obligation to respect territorial 

integrity as a key norm of international society. In terms of human rights, however, this 

article reflects the ambivalence of the UN in the debate on the issues. It is because this 

article diametrically opposes the UN acknowledgement of the universality of human 

rights.  

 

The traditional prohibition against external interference in the internal affairs of an 

established state has increasingly been challenged by the widespread occurrence of 

violations of human rights in many countries.106 There are numerous countries that have 

involved in, or contributed to atrocities, such as the Khmer Rouge's genocide against 

fellow Cambodians in the late 1970s, Iraq's use of gas during the 1980-1988 Iran-Iraq 

War, 1991-1994 attacks by Somali factions against civilians and international relief 

                                                           
103 Jack Donnelly, "Human rights: a new standard of civilization?", International Affairs, Vol.74, No.1, 
January 1998, p. 23. 
104 See Richard Falk, Human Rights and Sovereignty, New York, Holmes & Meier Publishers, Inc.,  1981, 
p. 2;  Smith and Light, “Introduction”, in Smith and Light (eds.), Ethics and Foreign…, p.3; The United 
Nations Secretary General Kofi Annan's also confirms that the old idea of sovereignty remain an 
"obstacle to effective action in humanitarian crises", as quoted by Nicholas J. Wheeler and Alex J. 
Bellamy, "Humanitarian intervention and world politics", in John Baylis and Steve Smith (eds.), The 
Globalization of World Politics: An introduction to International Relations, 2nd Edition, New York, 
Oxford University Press, 2001, p. 659. 
105 Cited in Baehr, "The Role of Human ….",p. 38. 
 
106 Ibid. See also Paul Keal, “An ‘International Society’?”, in Greg Fry and Jacinta O’Hagan (eds.), 
Contending Images of World Politics, London, Macmillan Press Ltd, 2000,  p. 73. 
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efforts, ethnic cleansing in Bosnia in the early 1990s, genocide in Rwanda, ethnic 

cleansing in Kosovo in 1998-1999, and the Indonesian military's 1999 attack against 

East Timor's independence movement, have raised international consciousness, 

particularly in reference to the almost sterile debate on the principle of sovereignty. In 

these cases, civilians have become the targets of overt oppression and violence by 

governments ostensibly committed to preserving law and order by peaceful means. The 

unprecedented level of violence directed at civilians precipitated a polarized debate on 

the strict adherence to the principle of sovereignty. Regardless of the fact that there is a 

general acceptance of the need to maintain the principle of sovereignty, there is also a 

growing view of the possibility that a foreign government or the UN could be entitled to 

resort to intervention to end such violations.107  As Martin Wight observed, ‘[o]ne of the 

most notable means of coercion for upholding standards and maintaining order in 

international society is intervention".108 This observation leads to a problematic 

question: should humanitarian intervention be legitimised in contravention of the 

sovereignty principle when governments massively violate the human rights of their 

citizens?109

 

Discussing this subject has proved to be very difficult. There is ongoing controversy 

over the collective use of force for the sake of protecting human rights. While some 

countries stress the duty  of  the international  community to react  when individuals are  

violated behind national borders, others loudly demand that states do not intervene in 

the internal affairs of other states.110 A good illustration of this painful dilemma for 

humanitarian intervention is the Kosovo conflict when, without the authority of the UN 

Security Council, on 29 March 1999 the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) 

unilaterally decided to launch military intervention in the Federal Republic of 

Yugoslavia.  

 
                                                           
107 With refer to social contract theory of John Locke, it asserts that humankind gave up to the state only 
the right to enforce natural rights, and not the rights themselves. Therefore, most Western views are that if 
a state is abusing its people's rights, then it is detaching itself from the basis from which it achieves its 
powers, which would consequently lead to a loss its legitimacy. It is because it would no longer represent 
its people nor express their will. See H.J. Steiner and P. Alston, International Human Rights in Context-
Law, Politics, Morals, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1996, pp. 167-8.  
108 Cited by Keal, “An ‘international ….", p. 73 
109 According to Bhiku Parekh, humanitarian intervention 'is an act wholly or primarily guided by the 
sentiment of humanity, compassion or fellow-feeling, and is in that sense disinterested'. See Bhiku 
Parekh, "Rethinking Humanitarian Intervention", International Political Science Review, Vol.18, No.1, 
1997, p. 54.  
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While NATO’s intervention was rhetorically justified on the grounds of humanitarian 

concerns to prevent a humanitarian catastrophe resulting from the war between 

Yugoslav and Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) fighters, its unilateral humanitarian 

intervention also attracted critical reactions from the international community. NATO’s 

intervention was flawed because of the forceful means it adopted. Traditionally, 

intervention has been defined as "activity undertaken by a state, a group within a state, a 

group of states or an international organization which interferes coercively in the 

domestic affairs of another state".111  

 

Opposition to NATO’s military intervention also developed on the ground that it 

violates the cardinal norm of sovereignty and non-intervention, which is enshrined in 

Article 2, paragraph 7, of the UN Charter. Its unilateral military intervention therefore 

endangered the prevailing norm of international relations which was constructed on the 

basis of the principle of sovereignty. This position was held by Russia and China during 

the crisis in Kosovo.112  

 

One lesson drawn from the Kosovo conflict was that even though NATO claimed that 

its intervention was motivated primarily by humanitarian considerations, it is still a 

matter of dispute particularly with reference to its legal status. The case of Kosovo 

illustrates the apparent discrepancy in the behaviour of its state elites at international 

levels on humanitarian intervention. It is still being argued as illegitimate in the society 

of states.  Some states in sub-Saharan Africa and China, for instance, have expressed 

their reluctance to accept this norm. In response to the work of the International 

Commission on Human Rights, the Chinese argued  
…the urgent issue is to remove as soon as possible the imposition of their own human rights 
concepts, values and ideology by a few countries who style themselves as ‘human rights judges’: 
and the interference in internal affairs of other countries by using human rights as a means of 
applying political pressure.113

                                                                                                                                                                          
110 Thomas Hammarberg, Human Rights in Foreign Policy: Current Dilemmas, The International Council 
on Human Rights Policy, Geneva, 10-12 January 2002, p.6, from http://www.ichrp.org/ac/experts/64.doc, 
accessed 19 May 2002.  
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Intervention ….", p. 472. 
112 Andrew Linklater, “The Good International Citizen and the Crisis of Kosovo”, in Albrecht Schnabel 
and Ramesh Thakur (eds.), Kosovo and The Challenge of Humanitarian Intervention: Selective  
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Programme, The United Nations University, 2000, pp. 48-49, available from 
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113 See China’s statement to the Economic and Social Council, UN Commission on Human Rights, 
Responses of Governments and Agencies to the Report of the UN Special Representative for Internally 
Displaced Persons, E/CN.4/1993/SR.40, as cited by Alhaji M.S. Bah, “The Intervention Dilemma: The 
Dynamic of Civilian Protection in the post-Cold War Era”, in Festus Aboagye and Alhaji Bah (eds.), A 
Tortuous Road To Peace: The Dynamics of Regional, UN and International Humanitarian Intervention in 
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Despite the problem of its legality, there are other objections to legitimizing a practice 

of humanitarian intervention. Those nations who are under scrutiny of human rights 

violations have expressed three main objections. Firstly, they allege that states never 

intervene purely for primarily humanitarian reasons. In their conduct of international 

relations, as the realists argue, states mainly pursue their national interests. 

Humanitarian intervention is therefore seen as masking other motives. Secondly, states 

have no moral duty to intervene even if they would be able to stop massive violations of 

human rights. The third objection to humanitarian intervention focuses on the absence 

of an international consensus on what principles are to count as humanitarian.114  
 

Given these controversies, the painful dilemma of intervention versus national 

sovereignty seems difficult to reconcile. Mervyn Frost, however, provides a moral 

justification for humanitarian intervention. According to Frost, when states do not 

respect human rights, the international norm of non-intervention cannot be held.115 A 

similar view is also expressed in the report of a study on Intervention and State 

Sovereignty conducted by the Canadian government. In this study, co-chaired by Gareth 

Evans and Mohammed Sahnoun, it is argued that: 
[S]tate sovereignty implies responsibility and that the prime responsibility is to protect people within 
the state itself. When the population is suffering serious harm and the authorities are unwilling or 
unable to remedy that, the principle of non-intervention yields to an international responsibility to 
protect.116

 

The thrust of the Canadian report is therefore to look deeply on the nature of the notion 

of the responsibility to protect and most importantly on how to go about it when the 

need arises. In spite of strong humanitarian arguments in favour of intervention, this 

report still recognizes sovereignty as a norm in the conduct of politics in international 

arenas. Nevertheless, it maintains a notion that sovereignty has to be conditional on 

respect for human rights. In other words, while state sovereignty remains protected, 

state authorities are also held internationally accountable for human rights violations. 

                                                                                                                                                                          
Liberia, A Project of the Peace Programme at the Institute for Security Studies, funded by the Embassy of 
Findland in Pretoria, South Africa, Institute of Security Studies Publication, May 2005, p. 39, available 
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The norms of sovereignty and non-intervention should be overturned by the collectively 

of states in cases of exceptional human suffering.  

Although the study speaks of international responsibility to act, it is noteworthy to 

remember that it presents intervention as a last resort.  As clearly stated in the above 

statement, the international community can only intervene when a state is unwilling or 

unable to protect its own people. Thus, the report attempts to balance the need for 

individual protection and ensuring that sovereignty is not compromised. The latter is 

still considered to be an important element in preserving world order. In a world where 

history proves that the strong usually do what they will and the weak to do what they 

must, the principle of sovereignty might leave little room for the weak to ‘survive’. 

**** The US’s reactions to an attack by terrorists on the World Trade Centre in New 

York on 11 September 2001 by attacking Afghanistan, overthrowing the government 

that harboured Al-Qaeda and detaining large numbers suspected  of Al-Qaeda personnel 

and Taliban at Guantanamo Bay demonstrate clearly that political interest continues to 

play a significant role in contemporary intervention. In the current international 

situation, Bah rightly argues that “the principle of sovereignty is perhaps the strongest 

line of defence for small and weak members of the international community”.117 In 

other words, sovereignty is always going be a weapon to protect the weak states against 

for the possibility of the strong states’ abuse in exercising humanitarian intervention.  

 

Conclusion 

 

The theories and arguments in this chapter demonstrate that there are ongoing debates 

about the nature of human rights and confirm R.J. Vincent’s observation that there 

exists an “inescapable tension” between human rights and foreign policy.118 In the past 

World War II period and particularly in the past Cold War period, the perspective that 

governments have taken on the question of the universality of human rights and the 

legitimacy of humanitarian intervention have largely depended on their position in the 

international order. The critique of universalism has largely come from developing 

country governments which feel threatened by the concept of universal human rights or 

by the possibility that their sovereignty may be violated in the name of human rights.  

 

                                                           
117 Bah, “The Intervention Dilemma: The Dynamics…”, p. 43. 
118 R.J. Vincent, “Human rights in foreign policy”, in Dilys M. Hill, Human Rights and Foreign Policy: 
Principles and Practice, London, Macmillan Press, 1989,  p. 54. 
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The relevance of the issues discussed in this chapter for this thesis are clear, as Australia 

and Indonesia have tended to take quite disparate positions regularly human rights 

policy. Evaluation of Australian human rights policy, particularly in Papua and East 

Timor, will be explained in the following section. Before doing so, this essay will firstly 

outline Australian human rights policy under the Paul Keating and the John Howard 

Governments. 
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Chapter Three 
 

 

HUMAN RIGHTS IN AUSTRALIAN  

FOREIGN POLICY: 

FROM KEATING TO HOWARD 
 

 

Introduction 

 

In order to comprehend the direction of Australian human rights policy under the 

Keating Labor Government and the Howard Liberal-National Coalition Government (to 

the end of 2004), it is necessary in this section to raise a number of questions. Foremost 

amongst these are the objectives, the approaches and the strategies taken by these 

governments in upholding human rights issues in the international arena.  

 

This chapter will firstly outline human rights policies under the Keating Government 

and proceed to a discussion of similar issues in the period of Howard’s leadership. The 

discussion of these subjects is largely descriptive and draws primarily on government 

statements, speeches, reports and media releases as well as foreign policy and human 

rights documents and parliamentary debates. 

 

The Period of Labor Government 

 

A revival of human rights policy? 

 

On March 1996, the Australian Labor Party (ALP) completed thirteen years in office in 

Canberra, the longest period it had ever held government at the national level. Although 

the election of 2 March 1996 - three days before their 13th anniversary - saw the ALP 

lose power to the Liberal National Coalition, the Labor Government (1983-1996) 

helped pave the way for the first time toward a "comprehensive and coherent" 

Australian human rights policy.1 It was a period when the government participated in 

                                                 
1Stewart Firth, Australia in International Politics: An Introduction to Australian Foreign Policy, St. 
Leonard (NSW), Allen & Unwin, 1999,  p. 219. 
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numerous human rights activities, both bilaterally and multilaterally. This came about 

partly as result of the fact that both the Hawke and Keating administrations placed a 

great deal of importance on the issue of human rights in the context of their foreign 

policy objectives.2 Human rights was not merely rhetoric but was very much a live 

issue in Australia.  

 

This certainly did not mean that human rights was a new issue in Australian foreign 

policy. It is very interesting to trace the development of human rights policy in 

Australian foreign policy in the years immediately following the Second World War. 

Australian international human rights policy has its genesis in the vision and 

commitment of Dr. Herbert Vere Evatt, the Australian foreign minister in the immediate 

post-Second World War period. Australia participated actively in human rights issues in 

international fora, especially in the United Nations. Under Evatt's energetic leadership, 

Australia made a significant contribution to the United Nations (UN), especially in 

broadening the powers of the General Assembly, limiting the right of veto of the 'great 

powers' in the debates and resolutions of the Security Council and in proposing a series 

of amendments to the UN Charter.3 Evatt also ensured that Australia became a founding 

member of the UN Commission on Human Rights.4 In recognition of his valuable role, 

Evatt was subsequently elected to be the President of the UN General Assembly from 

1948-49, a period when the Declaration of Human Rights was adopted.  

 

Nonetheless, the early period of commitment to multilateral human rights activities was 

relatively short-lived. In the subsequent period of the 1950s and 1960s, when Liberal 

governments were in power5, there is little evidence that human rights issues were 

accorded a significant priority in Australian foreign policy. Australian foreign policy 

during the Cold War was preoccupied with the ideological conflicts and political power 

struggles between superpowers: the United States of America (USA), and the Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR). In confronting this bipolar power struggle, Australia 

                                                 
2Ian Russell, Peter Van Ness and Beng-Huat Chua, Australia's Human Rights Diplomacy, Canberra, The 
Australian National University, 1992, p. 27. 
3Gary Smith, David Cox and Scott Burchill, Australia in the World: An Introduction to Australian 
Foreign Policy, Melbourne, Oxford University Press, 1997,  p. 33.  
4 Russell,  Australia's Human Rights …, p. 19. 
5 From 1949 until 1972, Australia was ruled by the Liberal Government and under the leadership of  
Robert Menzies (1949-1966), Harold Holt (1966-1967), John McEwen (1967-1968), John Gorton (1968-
1971) and William McMahon (1971-1972). See Appendix 7 Australian Prime Ministers 1941-2004. 
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aligned itself clearly with the USA against the Soviet Union.6 As a consequence of this 

global bipolarity, Australian governments were largely preoccupied by security matters, 

providing little scope for the development of other international interests, such as 

human rights.7

 

However, the election of Gough Whitlam as Prime Minister in 1972 brought back 

Australian foreign policy to its initial commitment to human rights.8 The Whitlam 

administration restored credibility to Australia's human rights record, a record which 

had been tarnished by Australia's behaviour during the previous two decades of the Cold 

War. The Labor Government initiated the modern phase of implementing human rights 

law in Australia by accessing international human rights instruments and institutions. 

To integrate formally into the international human rights regime, the Whitlam 

government signed the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 

(ICESCR) on 18 December 1972. Whitlam was also keen to present Australian 

concerns on the question of racial discrimination, as shown in his ratification of the 

International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination 

(CERD) on 30 September 1975.9 In the period of Whitlam's leadership, he also enacted 

the Racial Discrimination Act to implement a UN treaty on the issue. Consonant with 

the Prime Minister’s concerns for social justice and worker's rights, the Whitlam 

government also passed two treaties on labour standards and refugees.10  

 

Similar attitudes, particularly in the area of racial discrimination, were subsequently 

continued through to the Fraser years. When the Fraser Liberal Government came to 

power on 11 November 1975, Fraser was no less a critic of racial discrimination than 

Whitlam had been, and in fact did more than Whitlam had to accept refugees.11 On the 

issue of apartheid, the Fraser government seemingly took a firm stance. He was active 

and outspoken on racial discrimination in South Africa. Australia under the Fraser 

government aligned itself with other African states to end this apartheid. Fraser's 

uncompromising line on white domination and discrimination was also reflected on his 

                                                 
6 Neville K. Meaney, Australia and the World: A Documentary History of Australia from the 1870s to the 
1970s, Melbourne, Longman Cheshire, 1985, p. 3. 
7 Russell, Ness and Chua, Australia's Human Rights …, p. 20. 
8 Ibid. 
9 See Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, International Human Rights Instruments, 
available from http://www.unhcr.ch/html/intlist.htm, accessed 7 May 2002. 
10Firth, Australia in International Politics …, p. 218.  
11Dean Jaensch and Max Teichmann, Australian Politics and Foreign Policy: An Introduction, 
Melbourne, Longman Cheshire Pty Limited, 1987, pp. 249-50. 
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strong support for the independence of Rhodesia from white British colonialism to 

produce the new state of Zimbabwe.12 It is also worth noting that during the period of 

Fraser's leadership, he succeeded in ratifying the International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights (ICCPR) (13 August 1980).13

 

Although both the Whitlam and the Fraser Governments afforded a high profile to 

human rights issues within their foreign policy, as reflected in both their ratification of 

several human rights conventions and their particular uses of diplomacy, their 

approaches on these matters have been argued by some as lacking in "clarity and 

coherence".14 Their approach was essentially legalistic, and the possibility of pursuing 

human rights objectives in the context of Australia’s bilateral relationships in particular 

was left largely unexplored.15  

 

In comparison to these two governments, the Hawke Labor Government, after coming 

to power in March 1983, embarked on a more "comprehensive and clearly articulated 

policy" with regard to human rights. 16  This feature of foreign policy was summed up 

by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Bill Hayden, in the following terms: 
[Human rights] have been given the highest possible priority by this government. Our policy is 
simply stated. We believe that the question of human rights is a legitimate international concern. 
We reject attempts to portray this concern as interference in the affairs of the other states. We 
deplore violations of human rights wherever they occur. We will oppose them whatever the 
ideology of those responsible for them.17

 

From this statement, two different features of the government's approach to 

international human rights can be identified. On the one hand, this statement 

acknowledged some of the impediments and complexities faced by governments 

seeking to promote human rights internationally, such as the tension between human 

rights and the doctrine of state sovereignty and cultural difference. On the other hand, 

this statement also depicted some important principles of human rights in foreign policy 

that would be sought by the Hawke Government. First, "comprehensiveness" or 

universality was expressed in their readiness to acknowledge that national sovereignty 

                                                 
12 Ibid, p. 249. 
13 See Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, International Human Rights ….  
14Joseph A. Camilleri, "The Emerging Human Rights Agenda: Australia's Response", Interdisciplinary 
Peace Research, Vol.1, No.1, May 1989,  p. 93. See also Russell, Ness and Chua, Australia's Human 
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15 Russell, Ness and Chua, Ibid. 
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was unacceptable as a justification for the violation of international human rights 

standards. Second, Australian human rights policy was developed more on the grounds 

of moral principles, and less on a focus on any one ideological or political system. 

Third, "efficacy" was reflected in a desire to strengthen the international machinery for 

the recognition and implementation of human rights. Finally, "domestic applicability" 

was suggested by agreeing to apply international legal standards to Australia's domestic 

situation.18

 

To underline its commitment on these principles, the Hawke Government made many 

efforts both domestically and multilaterally in order to promote human rights. Australia 

under the Hawke Government was more willing than ever before to agree to 

international human rights standards and to apply them to Australian legislation. Under 

the Labor Party, Australia had a government that took treaty obligations seriously by 

becoming party to almost all major international human rights instruments. Among the 

documents were the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination 

against Women (CEDAW) (28 July 1983), the Convention against Torture and Other 

Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CAT) (8 August 1989), the 

Second Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

Against the Death Penalty (2 October 1990), and, on 17 December 1990, the 

Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC).19 Another significant development in the 

government's overall human rights strategy was the establishment in 1986 of the Human 

Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission (HREOC), which succeeded the Human 

Rights Commission, established in 1981. As part of its mandate, this Commission has a 

legitimate power to investigate the human rights situation of Aboriginal and Torres 

Strait Islanders and other disadvantaged groups. Although the mandate of the HREOC 

did not extend outside Australia, the existence of the Commission, with its independent 

role in protecting human rights, helped the credibility of the Australian government 

internationally.20 In addition, a heightened attention to human rights issues was 

reflected in the establishment in 1984 of a special human rights section in the 

Department of Foreign Affairs.21 This new division may be seen as an indication that 

                                                 
18 Camilleri, "The Emerging Human Rights …", pp. 93-95. 
19 See Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, International Human Rights….. , in 
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21 Erika Feller, "Problems and Progress, the Role of the Department of Foreign Affairs", in Spender Lyne 
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human rights were for the first time institutionally becoming an integral part in 

Australian foreign policy. 

 

Hayden's prioritising of human rights in Australia's foreign relations was continued by 

his successor, Senator Gareth Evans.22 Evans became Minister for Foreign Affairs and 

Trade in September 1988, and continued in this position after Paul Keating became 

Prime Minister, from December 1991 to March 1996.  

 

The Keating government and human rights 

 

Under the Keating-Evans partnership, the Australian concern for advancing human 

rights issues proceeded steadily.23 The intensifying attention to human rights in 

Australian foreign policy did not appear surprising to many political observers. This 

was largely due to the strong personal commitment both of Keating and Evans. On his 

visit to Washington in 1993, Prime Minister Paul Keating clearly indicated that human 

rights issues would assume a prime position within Australian foreign policy. He 

declared that "government will not compromise on the question of democracy, our 

commitment to human rights and our respect for human rights values".24 This 

unambiguous call for commitment to human rights was fully supported by Keating's 

foreign minister, Gareth Evans. Evans' legal background in human rights enabled him to 

declare his strong personal commitment regarding these issues.25 This was shown 

clearly when, in an address to the United Nations soon after becoming foreign minister, 

Senator Evans said: 
Australia insists that human rights know no boundaries. Human rights must always be high on 
this organisation's agenda…Australia also recognises that all countries must be answerable to the 
nations of the world on these issues and we are willing, ourselves, to answer to the nations of the 
world for Australian policies and actions.26

 

Personal guarantees aside, the dramatic change in the international relations landscape 

due to the end of the Cold War was also an impetus for Keating's foreign policy to 

afford more attention to human rights issues.  This is because the end of the Cold War 

brought with it the possibility of a whole new set of issues to occupy the international 

                                                 
22 Russell, Ness and Chua, Australia's Human Rights …, p. 32. 
23 Ibid, p. 33. 
24 Paul Keating as quoted by Gareth Evans, in Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates 
Senate Weekly Hansard, Thirty Seventh Parliament, First session, Second period, 27-30 September 1993,  
pp. 1514-15. 
25 Russell, Australia's Human Rights …, p. 33. 
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agenda. In addition to the traditional preoccupations of politico-strategic and trade 

diplomacy, new issues like the international environment, unregulated refugee 

movements, narcotics trafficking and human rights came to acquire prominence in 

international relations between countries. All these developments, which emerged in 

1989, a year after Evans became Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade, put added 

pressure on Australia to re-evaluate its role in the new world order. Australia, according 

to Evans, should play a more active role in the new world order. He argued that "nations 

which are not quick on their feet in finding a place in the new order are going to find 

themselves faltering alarmingly, both politically and economically. It is a matter of not 

only grasping new opportunities for the advancement of national interests, but not being 

left behind in the rush”.27 In other words, rather than merely an object, Australian 

foreign policy, as Evans argued, should be a "subject" in the new world order.28

 

Accordingly, Australia's emerging role in world affairs came to be translated into a 

more active involvement in a wide range of transnational issues in which Australia had 

an immediate interest, including the environment, terrorism, narcotics, health and 

human rights. There were several steps taken by the Keating Labor Government to 

convey how crucial it was to promote and advance human rights issues in particular.  

 

First, Australia became a party to several new UN human rights treaties. Under the 

Keating Labor Government, Australia took international treaties seriously and legislated 

accordingly.29 The Labor Government acceded on 25 September 1991 to the First 

Optional Protocol of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR-

OP1), which allows individuals subject to Australian jurisdiction to make complaints to 

the Human Rights Committee alleging that the Australian Government has violated 

their rights under the ICCPR.30 By ratifying this protocol, Australia had now signed 

eight out of twelve of the principal international human rights treaties.31 These 

                                                                                                                                               
26 Gareth Evans, "Australia and the United Nations", address to the 43rd General Assembly of the United 
Nations, New York, 4 October 1988.  
27 Gareth Evans, "Australia's Foreign Relations in the World of the 1990s", speech to the National Press 
Club,  following the launch of Evans' and Grant's book, Australia's Foreign Relations in the World of the 
1990s, Canberra, 4 November 1991, p. 1,  available from  
http://members.aol.com/merranev/FORRELS.htm, accessed 14 May 2002. 
28 Ibid. 
29 Firth, Australia in International Politics…, p. 219. 
30 See Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, International Human Rights ….; see also 
National Action Plan, available from http://www.dfat.gov.au/hr/nap/natact_plan.html, accessed 16 May 
2002. 
31 The four  human rights conventions which had not been ratified were the Optional Protocol to the 
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW-OP), the 
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numerous ratifications can be interpreted as signifying some degree of commitment on 

the part of the Australian government to human rights. Additionally, the Keating 

Government also passed the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 to implement 

international instruments on human rights, such as the ICCPR, ICESC and ILO 

Convention no. III, Discrimination (Employment and Occupation) 1958.32

 

Second, the Keating Labor Government admitted that to be credible internationally in 

promoting human rights, Australia not only had to sign up to the relevant international 

legal instruments, but to also acknowledge  the deficiencies on its own human rights 

record, and open itself to outside observers.33 In this case, Australia did not mind 

having the tables turned. As Gareth Evans stated frankly, as follows: "…we readily 

admit the past wrongs done to the Aboriginal people and acknowledge that much more 

remains to be done before Aboriginal Australians can be truly said to be equal 

participants in the Australian community".34 By admitting its shortcomings and opening 

itself to international observers, Evans further argued that Australia could become 

engaged in a "healthy dialogue on human rights",35 at both the domestic and 

international levels.  

 

Given this background, it was a natural step that the Human Rights Sub-Committee in 

the Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade was established in 

the Australian parliament in 1991. The sub-committee had several tasks, such as 

publishing human rights issues, conducting enquiries, and making recommendations to 

governments on human rights matters, and could thereby facilitate the government's 

promotion and advancement of human rights policy.36

 

                                                                                                                                               
Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Children (CRCOPAC), the Optional Protocol to 
the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC-OP-SC) on the sale of children, child prostitution and 
child pornography and the International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant 
Workers and Members of Their Families (MWC). However, CRCOPSC was subsequently ratified by the 
successive Howard government on 18 December 2001. See for example in Office of the High 
Commissioner for Human Rights, International Human Rights….. 
32 See Appendix G, "Major federal legislation based on international instruments on human rights", in  
National Action Plan. 
33 Gareth Evans, "Australia's Human Rights Diplomacy", address by Minister for Foreign Affairs, at 
Award of Human Rights Law Prize, Melbourne, 8 September 1994, p. 6, available from 
http://members.aol.com/Eamonev/HRDOC.htm, accessed 16 May 2002. 
34 Gareth Evans, "Human Rights and Foreign Policy", keynote address by Minister for Foreign Affairs 
and Trade to the National Annual General meeting of Amnesty International Australia, Sydney, 19 May 
1989,  in The Monthly Record, Vol. 60, No. 5, 1989, pp. 194-95. 
35 Evans, "Australia's Human Rights ….", p .6.   
36 Firth, Australia in International Politics…, p. 213. 

 54

http://members.aol.com/Eamonev/HRDOC.htm


Third, the Keating Labor Government engaged in cooperation with and between 

regional and international human rights organisations. In this regard, Australia's 

objectives, according to Senator Gareth Evans in his speech in 1992, were threefold: to 

encourage adherence to existing human rights instruments, to ensure the effective 

operation of the United Nations human rights monitoring machinery, and to expand the 

body of human rights treaties in specific areas.37 In order to fulfil the commitment to 

increase the effectiveness of United Nations machinery for the promotion and protection 

of human rights, for example, one government policy was to continue actively to 

promote and facilitate the establishment of national human rights institutions in the 

region. Over several years, the Australian Human Rights and Equal Opportunity 

Commission (HREOC), in cooperation with AusAID and the Department of Foreign 

Affairs and Trade (DFAT), assisted other governments, particularly within the Asia-

Pacific region, in establishing Human Rights Commissions.  Countries that received this 

assistance included Latvia (1994), Papua New Guinea (1994), Indonesia (1994), Russia 

(1994) and the Philippines (1995).38  

 

Other policies which were pursued to strengthen Australia's cooperation with regional 

and international human rights organisations included active attendance at regional and 

international conferences on human rights. At such conferences, the government often 

took the opportunity to proffer its new initiatives for upholding and protecting human 

rights. At the 1993 Vienna World Conference on Human Rights, for example, Evans 

proposed in his speech that each nation consider drawing up a National Action Plan 

(NAP) on human rights. The suggestion was subsequently adopted and included in one 

of the recommendations contained in the Vienna Declaration and Program of Action 

number 71.39 The Keating Government went further than simply adopting such 

initiatives as political rhetoric; it also consistently implemented them. In the following 

year, Australia became the first country to submit a comprehensive NAP to the UN 

Commission on Human Rights. This was subsequently updated in 1995 and 1996-97.40  

 

                                                 
37 Gareth Evans, "Human Rights in Australian Foreign Policy: Where to From Here?", address to the 
Centre for International and Public Law Conference on Human Rights, Canberra,  17 July 1992,  p.3, 
available from http://members.aol.com/merranev/HUMANRTS.html, accessed on 16 May 2002.  
38 See for example in  National Action Plan. 
39 The NAP is a human rights document which serves as a tool for evaluating a country's vision on human 
rights, for setting human rights goals and priorities, for planning the management of resources for the 
promotion and protection of human rights, and also serves as a record of a government's performance 
with regard to the promotion and protection of human rights. See National Action Plan. 
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Fourth, the Keating Government made efforts to uphold human rights issues by 

increasing emphasis on government-to-government human rights representations.41 

Australia expressed complaints to foreign governments over their treatment of 

individuals suffering torture, detention for political reasons, or other human rights 

violations. The Keating Labor Government was active in these areas, raising hundreds 

of cases a year while it held power in Canberra. In terms of bilateral representations, 

Australia may have been one of the most active states in the world. This is evident in 

the fact that Australia raised 460 human rights abuse cases in 1990 to 82 different 

countries, and 534 in 1993, while in 1994 and 1995, it raised 470 and 479 cases 

respectively. A detailed register presented by DFAT indicates that over the period July 

1987 to 1994, Australian Labor Governments made over 3000 bilateral 

representations.42  From this record, it is apparent that the importance of human rights 

as an issue was intensified and increased in the Australian Labor Government's foreign 

policy agenda.  

 

In making these representations, the influence of the Australian people and of media and 

pressure groups was pivotal. As admitted by Senator Evans, the catalyst for bilateral 

human rights activity came mostly from the Amnesty International Parliamentary 

Group, while many other cases were brought to the government's attention by its 

diplomatic and media reporting, as well as by concerned individuals and groups in the 

community.43 This collaborative aspect to the formation of bilateral representation, 

according to Stewart Firth, situated Australian human rights policy within a "unique" 

decision-making process. He made further claim that no other country had such a close 

connection between government and a major human rights organisation.44 Popular 

pressure played a decisive role in the formulation of Australian human rights policy 

during this period. But it does not necessarily mean that such pressure could control 

                                                                                                                                               
40 See National Action Plan Australia; National Action Plan Australia 1995 Update and also National 
Action Plan Australia 1996-97 Update, available from http://www.dfat.gov.au, accessed on 17 May 2002. 
41 Evans, "Human Rights and Foreign…",  p. 3; Evans, "Human Rights in Australian …",  pp. 2-4. 
42 Gareth Evans and Bruce Grant, Australia’s Foreign Relations In the World of the 1990s, 2nd ed., 
Melbourne, Melbourne University Press, 1995, p. 156. See also Firth, Australia in International 
Politics…, p. 220; and Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debate Senate Weekly Hansard, 
Thirty Sixth Parliament, First Session, Fifth Period, Canberra, 2 January and 25-27 February 1992, p. 
163. 
43 Evans, "Australia's Human Rights …", p. 4.  
44 Firth, Australia in International Politics…, p. 220. 
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overall Australian human rights policy. The government's primacy as the ultimate 

decision-maker in human rights policy remained uncontested.45

 

The above collaboration in the Australian human rights policy making process did not 

make it easier for the Australian government to advance human rights issues in day-by-

day dealings with other countries. Australian concern over human rights abuses 

practised by other nations also brought its own set of consequences. As history 

indicates, Australia's assertive concern about human rights abuses overseas frequently 

led to adverse reactions. In many cases, there were political costs to be paid. This was 

largely due to the fact that human rights issues were always sensitive in the target 

country. Occasional hiccups and recurrent tense relations between Australia and several 

of its Asian neighbours, such as Indonesia, Malaysia, Myanmar and China, as a result of 

Australia's human rights policy, illustrate this point well.46  

 

The formidable roadblocks to the advancement of human rights in the region were 

becoming even more acute during the 1990s as Australia developed a closer and more 

engaged relationship with its Asian neighbours. Australia confronted a serious dilemma 

over how to respond to its neighbours, some of whose governmental approaches to 

human rights differed from that of Australia, while on the other hand Australia's trade 

relations with the region grew significantly. Consequently, there was growing debate 

within Australia, about the way and the extent to which its human rights policy should 

be implemented. Should Australia have to differentiate its response by moderating 

criticism of governments who violate human rights in the region, and by distinguishing 

between those Asian states that matter to Australia economically and those that do 

not?47 Obviously, there are arguments for a muted rather than assertive approach to 

human rights in the region.48 However, Australian Prime Minister, Paul Keating 

                                                 
45 See for example Teuku Rezasyah, "Uncovering Australian Foreign Policy Making: The Prevalence of a 
Dominant Bureaucracy", The Indonesian Quarterly, Vol. 24, No. 4, 1996,  pp. 432-446. 
46See Gary Woodard, Human Rights in Australian Foreign Policy With Special Reference to Cambodia, 
Burma and China, Occasional Paper No.6, the Australian Institute of International Affairs and the School 
of Australian and International Studies, Deakin University, Geelong, 1991. For the case of Malaysia, see 
for example in Russell, Australia's Human Rights …, p. 32 and also James Chin, "Life After Mahathir", 
The Diplomat, August-September 2002, p. 8.   
47Firth, Australia in International Politics …, p. 221. 
48 There were a number of diplomats, key political figures and conservative journalists all eager to 
improve relations between Australia and Asian countries. Some prominent representatives in this group 
were ex-Governor-General Bill-Hayden, Greg Sheridan and ex-diplomats to Indonesia, such as Richard 
Woolcott. For a discussion of this, see Peter D. Jones, "Human Rights and Security", in Gary Smith and 
St.John Kettle (eds.), Threat Without Enemy: Rethinking Australia's Security, Leichhardt (NSW),  Pluto 
Press Australia Limited, 1992, p.122. Prof. Ross Garnaut was also included in this group as he suggested 
that Australia should be less active on human rights issues in Asia if it is to succeed in closer economic 
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responded to this complex dilemma in his address in Washington on 14 September 1993 

by rhetorically stating: 
[n]either the United States nor Australia will ever compromise its shared sense of democracy, its 
commitment to human rights and the respect of human values. And we put them forthrightly 
wherever we see those values under threat or seeking to be compromised.49  

 

A robust statement on Australia's human rights position in conjunction with its closer 

engagement to Asia was further highlighted by Senator Evans. Evans also strove to 

eradicate any ambiguity regarding the possibility of a double-standard approach toward 

Asian countries for the sake of commercial and security interests. Senator Evans 

referred to this anxiety in his foreign policy statement of October 1993 to the parliament 

as follows, “[w]e do, of course, regard trade and political relationships as 

important…But, at the end of the day, none of those concerns will stop us raising 

human rights issues …”.  50  

 

However, given the aforementioned complexities and constraints on the pursuit of 

human rights across cultural differences, there had to be good reasons for the Australian 

Labor Government playing a more active role in advancing and promoting human rights 

in the region as well as elsewhere. There were certainly compelling reasons to do so. 

The government's support for human rights concerns was motivated by widely diverse 

goals, including those of a moral, practical, social and political nature. 

 

In one sense, this commitment to human rights may be interpreted as arising largely due 

to moral obligation. This can be observed in Senator Evans's rhetoric. According to 

Evans, Australia's active attitude in human rights issues was certainly driven by a moral 

reason – recognition of the essential needs of freedoms and dignity of human beings 

regardless of their race and nationality.51 Evans argued further that Australia's 

                                                                                                                                               
ties with Asia. See Commonwealth of Australia, Parliament Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, Thirty 
Seventh Parliament, First Session, Second Period, 26-28 October 1993, p. 2469. 
49 Paul Keating, as quoted by Gareth Evans, "The Challenge of Asia For Australian Foreign Policy", the 
1993 Heindorff Memorial Lecture by the Minister for Foreign Affairs, to the Queensland Branch of the 
Australian Institute of International Affairs, Brisbane, 15 September 1993, p. 7, available from 
http://members.aol.com/Eamonev/HEINDORF.htm, accessed 12 October 2001. See also Gareth Evans, 
1992, "Australia in Asia", address to the Foreign Correspondents Club of Thailand, Bangkok, 9 
September, p. 6, available from http://members.aol.com/merranev/FORCORRO.html., accessed 20 
February 2002. 
50Commonwealth of Australia, Parliament Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, Thirty Seventh Parliament, 
First Session, Second Period,  26-28 October 1993,  p. 2470. 
51 Gareth Evans, "Right Machinery is Key to Success", Insight, July 1993, p. 5. 
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commitment to a "good international citizenship" demanded the Australian government 

facilitate secure universal adherence to universal human rights.52  

 

Evans’s above statements underlined a moral reason for Australian engagement in 

human rights. However, bringing ethical considerations in the conduct of politics in the 

international arena posed a real and complex problem. Human rights are after all only 

one of several foreign policy objectives. As admitted by Senator Evans, there were 

possibly difficult conflicts of interest between conducting human rights policy and other 

Australian national objectives.53

 

Nonetheless, it was not only for ethical reasons that Australia sought to reflect the moral 

values of its society in its human rights policy; pragmatism was also a factor. In the 

Australian Labor vision, the establishment and protection of the rights of the individual 

in the global context were key elements for a better world. This point of view was based 

on the perception that "the evolution of just and tolerant societies brings its own returns 

in higher standards of international behaviour, and in the contribution that internal 

stability makes to regional and ultimately global, peace and security".54 This was 

certainly in accordance with the desire of Australia for a more secure environment in 

which Australia, in the Labor government’s view, could more easily pursue its own 

interests.55 In other words, the furthering of human rights policy would actively serve 

Australian national security interests.  

 

Finally, it was also in the Australian national interest to have a foreign policy that 

commanded popular support because such a foreign policy would reflect the 

fundamental values of Australian people. As Senator Evans put it, Australia actively 

upheld human rights elsewhere because human rights policy for Australia was an 

extension of the basic values of the Australian community, "values which are the cores 

of our sense of self and which a democratic community expects its government to 

pursue". 56 Therefore, the conduct of human rights became an Australian foreign policy 

concern since the treatment of individual human beings the world over was itself of 

concern to the Australian people. 

                                                 
52 Evans, "Human Rights and Foreign …", p. 1. Also see Evans, "Australia's Human Rights …", p. 2. 
53 Gareth Evans, "Human Rights in Australian Foreign …”, p. 3.   
54 Evans, "Right Machinery is…", p. 5. 
55 Gareth Evans, "Dealing with Asia: National Interest and Democratic Rights", address to the Asia 
Society, New York, 26 September 1991, pp. 2-3. 
56 Evans and Grant, Australia's Foreign Relations…, p.154. Evans, "Australia's Human Rights...”, p. 2.  
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This commitment to human rights in the Australian community may also stem from the 

fact that its dominant political and cultural inheritance is from England with its long 

tradition of concern for individual rights.57 This, and its role as a member of the western 

alliance, makes it unsurprising that Australia shares with its western allies a 

commitment to similar ideas of human rights. This can be seen in a statement which 

Senator Gareth Evans reiterated on several occasions. At the World Conference on 

Human Rights in Vienna on June 1993, for example, he argued that human rights were 

universal.58 It meant that the rights contained in the Universal Declaration were closely 

interrelated and that there must be no preconditions for observing fundamental civil and 

political rights; nor should civil and political rights be accorded less priority than 

economic and social rights.59 On the other hand, he also fully acknowledged that there 

were different perspectives on human rights in the world. Nevertheless, he asserted that 

some rights were more or less universally agreed, and ought to be respected and 

protected. As Evans stated in his speech in 1993,  
Throughout all, there is recognition that in human relations, some things are always rights, and it 
is from this common ground that we can agree on minimum standards of behaviour. No state 
can, or is ever likely to publicly try to justify such things as torture, slavery, arbitrary killings, 
disappearance or detentions.60  

 

This belief stems from the wording of the United Nations documents on human rights 

which have been overwhelmingly endorsed by the international community as a whole. 

The acceptance of these International Bills of Rights (the Universal Declaration of 1948 

and the two International Covenants of 1966) by most countries in the world, according 

to Senator Gareth Evans, clearly indicates that the will of the people in the world should 

be protected, respected and supported.61 As a consequence of this agreement, Evans 

further said that human rights issues for Australia were "indivisible". It meant that the 

promotion and protection of these rights were a responsibility for all states and that 

those individual states could no longer credibly raise barriers to scrutiny.62 Thus, the 

principle of non-interference with the essential domestic jurisdiction of states could not 

                                                 
57Jones, “Human Rights and …", p.123. 
58 Gareth Evans, "Human Rights and The New World Order", speech by the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
to the World Conference on Human Rights, Vienna, 15 June 1993, p. 1, available from 
http://members.aol.com/Eamonev/VIENNA.htm, accessed 27 April 2001. 
59 Gareth Evans, "Human Rights in the 1990s", speech to Amnesty International Australia, on the 
occasion of  Amnesty International's 30th Anniversary, Sydney, 26 August 1991, p. 2, available from 
http://members.aol.com/merranev/HUMRIGHT.htm, accessed 8 October 2001.  
60 Evans, "Human Rights and The New ..", p. 1.  
61 Evans, "Dealing with Asia:…", pp. 5-6. Gareth Evans, "Human Rights in the 1990s: Australia's 
Approach", The Monthly Record, August 1991, p. 446. 
62Evans, "Human Rights and The New  …", p. 1.  
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be regarded as a barrier behind which human rights could be violated with impunity. By 

adopting this policy, Australia is able to justify its eagerness to promote human rights to 

other countries. 

 

From various statements expressed by Senator Gareth Evans, it became obvious that the 

Australian Labor government's human rights representations to other countries were 

characterised by a number of features. Firstly, the principle that human rights policy 

was "consistent and non-discriminatory".63 This meant simply adopting as much as 

possible the same approach to all cases of alleged human rights abuses wherever they 

may have occurred, rather than differentiating between countries on other grounds.64 As 

a consequence of following this principle, Australia had a policy of not promoting its 

human rights representations simply to "suit bilateral political and commercial 

relations", in the belief that any attempt to adjust one's view on the basis of current 

ententes would be fatal to Australian credibility. In other words, Australia adopted a 

non-selectivity principle in its human rights policy.65

 

The second strategy was that Australia also paid close attention to gaining a clear and 

proper understanding of the facts of human rights abuses in the country of occurrence.66 

In this regard, the pursuit of human rights policy required a careful study of the causes, 

extent and nature of human rights violations, as well as a thorough weighing of the 

measures available, and analysis of the efficacy and consequences of intervention, 

especially in relation to other Australian interests. Evans underlined that the 

administration needed a certain flexibility, saying, "[g]overnments always have to take 

into account the consequences of their actions: we don't have luxury of being able to 

indulge only our emotion".67 On other occasions, he continued to assert that 

"condemnation is sometimes useful, but it is the task of responsible, imaginative 

diplomacy to find surer ways of achieving our foreign policy goals".68  

 

                                                 
63 Evans, "Human Rights and Foreign …", p. 3. 
64 Evans, "Human Rights in Australian Foreign …”,   p. 5. 
65 Evans and Grant, Australia’s Foreign Relations…, p. 158. 
66 Ibid. 
67 Evans, "Australia's Human Rights …", p. 4. 
68 Evans, “Human Rights in the …”,  p. 5. 
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Thirdly, Australia's concerns for human rights were based on international standards 

and rights which were accepted by the international community and were obligations 

under the United Nations Charter and many other international instruments. 69

 

The final approach was a willingness to respond frankly to criticism directed at 

Australia. The government acknowledged Australia's deficiencies in human rights areas, 

with special regard to the treatment of Australian indigenous people and readily 

admitted that much remained to be done.70 According to Gareth Evans, this recognition 

of Australia’s own shortcomings was a useful step toward a dialogue on the position of 

minority groups in other countries. 71  

 

Based on the above explanation, it could therefore be assumed that Australia had a 

strong commitment to upholding human rights in international relations and in making 

human rights representations, the Keating's Labor Government rhetorically promised 

that its policy would be characterised among other things by the universality principle, 

consistency of approach between different countries, and a willingness to respond to 

criticisms directed towards Australia itself. Of course this does not automatically mean 

that Australia implemented these written policies. But at least it has provided the 

impression to its public and international community, through its public commitments, 

that it does care about human rights. 

 

To implement these approaches, the Australian Labor Government then adopted various 

strategies - both bilateral and multilateral - in its efforts to promote and protect human 

rights in its international relations. There are at least three strategies which could be 

summarized from Senator Evans’s statements on several occasions, as follows. Firstly, 

Australian government criticised directly and openly what it perceived as other 

countries' violations of human rights.72 It used several channels to represent its human 

rights concerns by making public statements in Parliament, the media and international 

fora to bring international pressure to bear on governments that committed gross 

violations of human rights.73 Secondly, in its pursuit of human rights Australia engaged 

in a "constructive dialogue" rather than "counter-productive declamations". 

                                                 
69 Evans, "Human Rights and Foreign …", p. 195. 
70 Evans and Grant, Australia’s Foreign Relations…, p. 158. 
71 Evans, "Human Rights and Foreign …", p. 4. Evans, "Human Rights in Australian …", pp. 4-5.  
72 A.C. Palfreeman, "The Political Objective", in F.A Mediansky and A.C Palfreeman (eds.), In Pursuit of 
National Interest, Sydney,  Pergamon Press, 1988, pp. 104-105. 
73 Evans, "Australia's Human Rights …", p. 5. 
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Nevertheless, Senator Evans underlined that by engaging in dialogue, Australia did not 

compromise in any way its policy principles.74 The final strategy, as stated by Evans, 

was to take action together with other countries in order to prevent the widespread abuse 

of human rights.75 The application of this strategy may be seen in the Cambodian 

settlement. The government showed it was willing to play an active role in efforts to 

seek a negotiated solution to the tragic conflict and continuing bloodshed in Cambodia 

after it was invaded in 1973 by Vietnam. Its diplomatic efforts on Cambodia; pursued in 

very close cooperation with other countries such as the members of Association of 

South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) and the United Nations, resulted in agreement on a 

peace settlement in Cambodia in October 1991.76    

 

Needless to say, the aforementioned approaches and strategies were very important in 

providing a vehicle to guide the Keating Labor Government in its pursuit of the 

advancement and protection human rights in international relations. The effective 

combination of these components was a factor in the government’s effectiveness in 

advancing its policy on human rights, which in turn brought it credibility.77 This 

credibility was important for Australia, as Evans averred that "nothing is more crucial to 

an effective human rights policy than credibility". This point of view was based on the 

government’s perception that credibility in the international arena was vital, since it 

may in return bring advantages to Australia in its pursuit of its own national interests. 78 

In other words, the advancement of human rights policy would serve Australian national 

interests.  

 

The Period of Liberal-National Coalition Government 

 

After being severely defeated in the 1987 national election, John Howard finally 

achieved his long-held political ambition,79 becoming the 25th Australian Prime 

                                                 
74 Evans, "Human Rights in the …", p. 3. 
75 Evans, "Human Rights in Australian ….", pp. 6-7. 
76 For more details on Australia’s involvement on the Cambodia peace settlement, see in Stewart Firth,  
Australia In International Politics: An  introduction to Australian  foreign policy, 2nd ed., Crow Nest 
(NSW),  Allen & Unwin, 2005,  pp.66-67; United Nations, “Cambodia-UNAMIC: Background”, from 
http://www.un.org/Depts/dpko/dpko/co_mission/unamicbackgr.html, accessed on 29 April 2006. 
77 Evans and Grant, Australia’s Foreign Relations…, p. 195.   
78 Evans, "Human Rights and Foreign …", p. 4. 
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after successfully challenged Andrew Peacock. After he unsuccessfully led the Party at the 1987 election, 
he was replaced by Peacock. Finally, he returned to the Liberal Party leadership in 1995 and won the 
subsequent elections on 1996, 1998 and 2001. "John Howard", can be accessed from Wikipedia, the free 
encyclopedia on the website http://ww.wikipedia.org/wiki/JohnHoward, accessed on 19 March 2003. 
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Minister on 11 March 1996.  With his victory, Australia came into a new era under the 

Liberal and National Coalition.  

 

The broad subject of the role allocated to human rights in Howard's foreign policy is the 

basis for this section. Before reviewing the Howard government’s policy on human 

rights, this section will briefly discuss its foreign policy more generally. Human rights is 

after all, only one aspect of foreign policy. It is certainly not easy to attempt to analyse 

human rights policy while Howard is in his tenure of leadership. Some government 

statements and documents on human rights policy seem to be paradoxical and 

ambiguous. Ann Kent, a former China specialist in the Australian Department of 

Foreign Affairs and Trade and then a research fellow in the Faculty of Law at the 

Australian National University, observed "[b]y any criterion, Australia's international 

human rights policy between 1996 and 2000 was fraught with contradiction".80 This 

contradiction regarding human rights has certainly had important implications for 

Australian policy, which will be further discussed in subsequent sections.  

 

Howard and foreign policy 

  

Any new government generally likes to underline its differences with its predecessor.81 

Throughout the election campaign and after assuming office, the Coalition under 

Howard's leadership strove to distance itself from the Keating Labor government. Yet, 

some have argued that their foreign policies were characterised by a considerable 

element of bipartisanship.82 The Coalition's policy goals as stated in its pre-election 

foreign affairs policy document, A Confident Australia (1996), and its subsequent 

document on foreign and trade policy, In the National Interest (1997), clearly reflected 

this. 

 

                                                 
80 Ann Kent, "Australia and the International Human Rights Regime", in James Cotton and John 
Ravenhill (eds.), The National Interest in a Global Era: Australia in World Affairs 1996-2000,  
Melbourne, Oxford University Press in association with the Australian Institute of International Affairs, 
2001,  p. 267. 
81 Jessie Byrne, "The Year of the Paper Tiger Australia's First Foreign and Trade Policy White Paper", 
The Flinders Journal of History and Politics, Vol.20, 1998,  p. 148. 
82 James Cotton and John Ravenhill, "Australia in World Affairs 1996-2000" in Cotton and Ravenhill 
(eds.), The National Interest in …, p. 4. See also Gerald Henderson cited by Byrne,  "The Year of the 
Paper Tiger…, p. 147; Rawdon Dalrymple, "Perspective on Australian Foreign Policy 1996", Australian 
Journal of International Affairs, Vol.51 Issue 2, July 1997, p. 243. Moreover, for a detailed discussion of 
bipartisanship in Australian foreign policy, see for example in Smith, Australia  in  the World…, pp. 38-
41. 
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While both of these documents sought to make changes to Australian foreign policy, 

areas of continuity were also profound.83 Surprisingly, a commitment to relations with 

Asia was maintained by the new government. Alexander Downer, Australian foreign 

minister in the Coalition government, underlined this commitment on several occasions 

in his speeches. He asserted in November 1996, for instance, that "closer engagement 

with Asia [is] to be our highest foreign policy priority".84   

 

While the tone of this statement was essentially in accordance with what Keating and 

Evans had been consistently stressing during the Labor Government's time in office, 

some, including practitioners and oppositions politicians, responded cynically. As 

former diplomat, Rawdon Dalrymple noted, already by the end of 1996, “it became 

increasingly clear that there was an end to, or at least a hiatus in, the spirit and pace of 

the Keating-Evans drive to draw Australia into a comprehensive engagement with 

Asia”.85 The Howard government's decision to withdraw its Development Import 

Finance Facility (DIFF),86 selling the Cox Peninsula transmitter station near Darwin, 

cutting Asian language programs from Radio Australia,87 Howard’s initial tolerance of 

Pauline Hanson's racial chauvinism88 and his willingness to see Australia described as 

'deputy sheriff' to the US, arguably eroded the legitimacy of the government's 

commitment to the Asian region. These policies subsequently attracted criticism by 

supporters of Australia-Asia engagement. In a speech in 2000, Kevin Rudd (Chair of the 

                                                 
83 Byrne, Ibid, p. 148. 
84 See for example, Alexander Downer, "Australia's Place In The World", address to the NSW Division of 
the Liberal Party, 26 November, Sydney 1996, p. 1, available from 
http://australianpolitics.com/foreign/elements/96-11-26downer/html(89), accessed on 3 April 2001.  See 
also Alexander Downer, "You Are All One: Some Reflections on the Church, World Affairs and 
Upholding Human Dignity", speech at the Tabor Adelaide Alumni Association Annual dinner, Adelaide, 
6 April 2001,  p. 2, available from 
http://www.dfat.gov.au/media/speeched/foreign/2001/060401_fa_tabor.html?forprint, accessed on 28 
May 2002. 
85 Dalrymple, "Perspective on Australian Foreign ….", p. 244. 
86 The Howard government abolished the DIFF scheme in May 1996. This scheme, which  was initially 
introduced by the Fraser government in the early 1980s, operated “by providing a grant element from the 
aid budget with export credits through Export Finance Insurance Cooperation (EFIC) to fund 
development projects in developing countries and tied up to Australian firms”. See Dalrymple, Ibid, p. 
243. 
87 See ABC, “RA’s Struggle for Survival…”, Lingua Franca, 19 August 2000, available from 
http://www.abc.net.au/rn/arts/ling/stories/s165166.htm, accessed on 14 November 2005; John Barr, “Why 
Asia Matters?”, 30 May 2005, available from 
http://assembly.uca.org.au/resources/pdf/Why_Asia_Matters.pdf, accessed on 14 November 2005, p. 3.  
In July 1997, the Coalition government sold this transmitter to a Christian organization. This effectively 
reduced the capacity of Radio Australia’s service to Indonesian region in particular and most of Southeast 
Asia, Taiwan and China in general.  
88 John Howard made a long delay in repudiating Pauline Hanson views on Asian migration. He did not 
do this officially until 8 May 1997, although Hanson's views first came prominence at least a year before. 
See Byrne, "The Year of the Paper Tiger …", p. 149. 
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Federal Parliamentary Labor Party Policy Committee on National Security and Trade 

and then Labor’s Shadow Foreign Minister) described foreign policy under the Howard 

government as "disengagement from Asia".89  

 

This did not necessarily mean that the new government was losing interest in the region. 

Its dependency on "commercial lifelines" and Asia's geo-strategic position made it 

difficult not to recognise the importance of engagement.90 The economic and strategic 

importance of the region for Australia was self evident. Australia’s biggest trading 

partners were in Asia. According to the Financial Review, "one sixth of all Australian 

trade- $25.3 billion in the year to March 1997 – passe[d] through Indonesian straits on 

the way to and from our big North Asian trading partners of Japan, Korea and China".91  

Thus, it was obvious that Australia continued to have substantial trade and economic 

interests as well as strategic interests at stake in the region. Yet, Howard evidently 

judged the earlier pace of engagement to be unsustainable, accusing the previous Labor 

Governments of demeaning Australia by ‘knocking on the door of Asia trying to win 

admission”.92  

 

To highlight the difference in terms of Australia’s relations with Asia succinctly, 

Australian foreign policy under the Howard government would, therefore, be directed 

away from what Howard called an ‘Asia-only’ obsession to an ‘Asia-first’ policy.93 In 

contrast to Keating’s statements that Australia was part of Asia, Howard further 

declared that "Australia does not need to choose between its history and its 

geography".94 His main argument was thus Australia could have both. Howard recalled 

this commitment in his speech “Australia and the World” in early April 2005 as 

follows: “[w]hen I became Prime Minister nine years ago, I believed that this nation 

                                                 
89 Kevin M. Rudd, MP, "Disengagement From Asia Five Years of Foreign Policy Under the Howard 
Government", a talk  to AsiaLink Circle, Sydney, 17 October 2000, p.1, available from 
http://www.asialink.unimelb.edu.au/cpp/transcripts/krudd/html, accessed 30 April 2001. 
90 William T. Tow, "The Deputy Sheriff? US-Australian relations", a paper presented on the Ceri 
Conference at Brisbane, on December 2002, p. 6. It could be seen on http://www.ceri-sciences-po.org, 
accessed 18 September 2001. 
91 Linda Tenenbaum, "East Timor Provokes Australian Foreign Policy Crisis", World Socialist Web Site, 
14 October 1999, p. 3. See http://www.wsws.org/articles/1999/oct1999/pol-o14shtml, accessed on 14 
December 2004. 
92 John Howard's political statement on his television interview with Tony Jones, Lateline, ABC, 2 March 
1999 quoted by Meg Gurry, “Perspectives on Australian foreign policy 2000”, Australian Journal of 
International Affairs, Vol. 55, No. 1, 2001, p. 11. 
93 Ibid. 
94 Louise Williams, “The point is, PM,  thus us where we live", The Sydney Morning Herald, 9 August 
2001, available from http://old.smh.com.au/news/o1o9/o8/world/world2.html, accessed on 15 September 
2001. 
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was defining its place in the world too narrowly. My [g]overnment has rebalanced 

Australia’s foreign policy”.95

 

There are some reasons to explain this shift away from Asia. It was triggered in part by 

the 1997 Asian economic crises. In the face of the Asian economic downturn, 

Australia's rationale for committing to the region, as frequently pushed by the Keating-

Evans team, was less easy to justify.96 The Asian crisis provided the Coalition 

government an opportunity to embrace its conservative line which supported the idea to 

emphasise more heavily the American alliance than the Asian countries. As argued by 

William T. Tow, while Australia remains largely Euro-centric society located close to 

the Asia region that has not yet accepted it as an integral regional actor, it has no better 

option than to depend on its ties with the US. 97 Moreover, the new global uncertainty 

created by the end of the Cold War has also become a push factor to bolster its alliance 

with the US. As Michael McKinley argues, "[it] was always going to be the case that a 

post-Cold War world was going to be more uncertain. [Howard] tried to restore 

certainty by simply reasserting the old alliances and old values".98 What does seem 

obvious is that Australian foreign policy under Howard focused more on the US rather 

than the Asian region.  

 

With regard to its relations with Asian countries, the Coalition government tended to 

emphasise pragmatism. One indication of this approach was the early declaration by the 

Coalition's leaders that they would concentrate pragmatically on the main bilateral 

relationships in the region rather than seek to engage with "Asia" in a generalised 

way.99 This shift of approach was also hinted at in Alexander Downer's speech during 

his visit to Beijing in 2001. Downer made a strong claim that Australia could not expect 

to take part in "emotional" dimensions of Asian regionalism; its participation would 

necessarily be on a practical level only.100  

 

                                                 
95 The Sydney Morning Herald, “A foot in each camp”, 16 April 2005, retrieved from 
http://www.smh.com.au/news/World/A-foot-in-each-camp/2005/04/15/11135099266, accessed on 15 
November 2005. 
96 Williams, “'The point is, PM,  thus …”.  
97 Tow, "The Deputy Sheriff? US-Australian …",  p. 6.  
98 Williams, "The point is, PM, thus….". 
99 David Goldsworthy, "On Overview", in Cotton and Ravenhill (eds.), The National Interest in …, p. 17. 
100 Alexander Downer, "Foreign Policy: Uncertainty Over Regional Role", in Financial Times.com, 2000, 
available from http://www.ft.com/tsurvey/country/sced16htm, accessed 20 April 2001. 
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The Coalition government’s decision to pursue a more direct nation-to-nation approach 

affected multilateralism. While it mentioned the rhetoric of multilateralism, the Howard 

Government preferred a more "selective" approach.101 To this extent, some areas of 

multilateral cooperation were prioritised, especially those areas where Australian 

national interests were closely engaged. By contrast, other areas were cut or even 

terminated, on the level of both financial and human resources.102 As instruments of 

trade liberalisation, the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) and the World 

Trade Organization (WTO) continued to receive the high priorities they had enjoyed 

under the previous Labor government. However, in other multilateral institutions such 

as the United Nations (UN), Australia reduced its activism. Although the Coalition still 

sustained its commitment to the UN, reservations within the government about the 

effectiveness of multilateral diplomacy were expressed through staff cuts and 

withdrawal from some UN bodies as well as other multilateral missions. By 1996/97, 

the government withdrew 66 positions from overseas posts, and this reduction 

continued in the subsequent years which resulted an overall loss of some 20 per cent of 

staff per year from 1996-2000.103  

 

The government decision regarding what one officer of the Department of Foreign 

Affairs and Trade in New York described as the "minimalist approach" to 

multilateralism,104 may stem from different reasons. This significant decline was 

probably accelerated by "the government's  political and ideological bases: a focusing of 

resources toward economic goals and a deliberate rejection of the style of Evans’ 

internationalism".105 It was also seen as a response to the perceived over-stretch of 

Labor's “idealism", regarding which Downer argued, “[a]ll too often international 

initiatives have failed to match aspirations with capability”.106  

 

Interestingly, along these lines of both stasis and movement in the realm of Australian 

foreign policy, the change of government in Canberra to the Liberal-National Coalition 

also saw the emergence of a similar pattern as regards its human rights policies. The 

                                                 
101 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, In the National Interest: Australia's Foreign and Trade 
Policy, Canberra, Commonwealth of Australia, 1997, p. 111. 
102 Byrne, "The Year of the Paper Tiger…", p.149. 
103 See Goldsworthy, "An Overview", pp. 14-15. 
104Craig Skehan, “Concern at shift away from UN”, The Sydney Morning Herald, 13 August 1997,  
available from http://global.factiva.com/en/arch/print_result.asp, accessed on 27 April 2001. 
105 Byrne, "The Year of the Paper Tiger …", p.152;  Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, In the 
National Interest….,  p.47 
106 Ibid.  
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new government, while making some significant changes on human rights policies, also 

retained a considerable number of policies similar to those of the previous government. 

As Ann Kent argues, the bipartisan nature of Australian foreign policy is reflected in its 

human rights policies.107  Yet, as we shall see, there were also significant differences 

between the two administrations.  

 

Australia Human Rights Policy Since 1996 

 

Similarities 

 

Since coming to power in March 1996, successive Howard Coalition governments and 

foreign ministers have emphasised human rights issues. Echoing the initial priorities of 

the Keating government, the Coalition government signalled its commitment to uphold 

human rights as part of its foreign policy. A sign that human rights was an important 

issue that would find a favorable response from the Liberal government came in the first 

Foreign and Trade Policy White Paper ever produced by Australia, In the National 

Interest (1997). This document asserted that human rights were "an inseparable part of 

Australia's overall foreign policy approach".108 In fact, even before the Coalition came 

to power in 1996, the centrality of human rights in Australian foreign policy objectives 

had already been articulated in the Liberal-National Party platform, "A Confident 

Australia”. This declared that the government would "not shrink from taking action on 

human rights issues".109 From these two important documents, it was clear that the 

pursuit of human rights was a matter of importance to the Howard government. The 

Coalition Government, consequently posited human rights as one of the main objectives 

of its foreign policy along with other goals, such as maintaining commitment to the 

region, the enhancement of Australia's security and broader links with other 

countries.110  

 

                                                 
107 Kent, " Australia and the …", p.264.  
108 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, In the National Interest…, p. 13. See also, Alexander 
Downer, "Making a Real Difference to Human Rights", speech at Castan Centre for Human Rights Law, 
Queen’s Hall, Parliament House, Melbourne, 20 November 2000, p. 1; Robert Hill, "Allegations of 
Human Rights Abuses in Irian Jaya", representing the Minister for Foreign Affairs at the Parliamentary 
Senate Debate, 1 July 1998, in Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Official 
Hansard, 38th parliament, 1st session, 7th  period, No.9, 29-30 June and 1-3 July 1998, p. 4654. 
109 Alexander Downer, "Australia – Effective Action on Human Rights”, address to the NSW Branch of 
the Australian Institute of International Affairs, Sydney, 5 August 1999,  p. 1.  
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Like the previous Labor government, a heightened attention to human rights issues was 

also reflected in its commitment to ratify international human rights treaties. On 18 

December 2001, the Coalition government signed the Optional Protocol to the 

Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC-OP-SC) on the sale of children, child 

prostitution and pornography.111 This ratification added another five international 

human rights treaties to those which had been signed by the former Labor government. 

It means that Australia has ratified ten out of twelve of the principal international human 

rights treaties.112  

 

The Coalition government then, deemed human rights an important element of 

Australian foreign policy priorities. Like the previous Labor Government, the Coalition 

Government also claimed that promoting and protecting human rights, as Alexander 

Downer stated, was pivotal not only as a matter of concern for all Australians, but also 

because it would serve the interests of the Australian government in maintaining 

security and enhancing prosperity.113 What is of particular concern here, however, is the 

question of how potential conflicts between Australian human rights concerns and its 

broader foreign policy interests, such as security and economic interests, were handled. 

In this regard, the Coalition government was equivocal, "[t]he best means of managing 

such difficulties is to focus on practical measures and to address human rights concerns 

in the context of a sound overall bilateral relationship. Linking human rights to trade 

serves neither Australia's trade nor its human rights interests".114  

 

In considering the link between human rights and security interests, the government’s 

White Paper on Australia’s Foreign and Trade Policy also made the point that 

"[r]espect for human rights is generally a force for stability, not least because it tends to 

                                                                                                                                               
110 Alexander Downer, "Australia's Place In The World", speech to the NSW Division of the Liberal 
Party, in Sydney, 26 November 1996, p. 1, available from 
.http://australianpolitics.com/foreign/elements/96-116downer/html(89), accessed on 3 April 2001. 
111 See Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, "Status of Ratifications of the 
Principal International Human Rights Treaties: as of 21 August 2002". It is available on web-site 
http://www.unhcr.ch/html/inlist.htm, accessed 4 November 2002. 
112 The two treaties not yet ratified are the Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Elimination of All 
Forms of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW-OP), and the International Convention on the 
Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families (MWC). 
113 Alexander Downer, “Human Rights – A Record of Achievement”, speech to the Department of 
Foreign Affairs and Trade Consultations with Human Rights Non-Governmental Organisations, 
Canberra, 19 August 1998, pp. 1-2 . See also Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, In the National 
Interest…, p.13; Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, The Parliament of the 
Commonwealth of Australia, Improving but…Australia's Regional Dialogue on Human Rights,  
Canberra,  Australian Government Publishing Service, June 1998, p. 20. 
114 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, In the National Interest…, pp. 13-14; Joint Standing 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, Improving but…", p. 20. 
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moderate political behavior".115 This linkage was further explained by the Australian 

Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer. In a speech at the Parliament House in Melbourne 

in November 2000, Downer asserted that "countries which endeavour to uphold human 

rights, to establish well-functioning mechanisms to protect their citizens' rights, and to 

advance national prosperity and development, do not disrupt international peace".116 

Obviously, the Howard government wanted to see the realisation of this favorable 

international environment, since in realist terms, it would facilitate the Australian 

government’s self-interest in advancing its general foreign and trade policy agenda.  

 

A further stimulus for an Australian international campaign on human rights came from 

the great concern of the Australian people. Similar to the Labor government, the 

Liberal-National Coalition government promoted this issue in its conduct of foreign 

policy because it was concern to Australian community.117 In the Liberal government’s 

perspective, human rights were an essential part of Australian values. In this regard, 

John Howard was keen to define these values which he described as follows:  
…I spoke of the values I felt uniquely part of the Australian character - a desire for self-reliance, the 
willingness to have a go, the capacity to pull together both in good times and adversity and finally an 
ethic which demands from each of us and for each of us the giving and receiving of a fair go.118  

 
In this list, a conception of Australian values comprises several commitments to self-

reliance, a ‘fair go’, pulling together, and ‘having a go’.119 In its foreign policy 

blueprint, In the National Interest, the Howard government defined the relevance of 

these values in the shaping of foreign policy almost as an addition to the all-important 

consideration of security and economic interests: "In a democracy, governments must 

also act to give expression to the aspirations and values of their national communities in 

foreign policy as much as in other areas of government".120  

 

However, there are some grounds for thinking that Australians were not as 

compassionate as they liked to think. Australian failures to address its own problems to 

                                                 
115Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, In the National Interest…, pp. 13- 14.   
116 Downer, "Making a Real …..", p. 2. 
117 Downer , "Australia - Effective Action…", p. 2. 
118 Prime Minister of Australia John Howard, “Transcript of the Prime Minister The Hon John Howard 
MP Australian Day Address”, on 25 January 2001, retrieved from 
http://www.pm.gov.au/news/speeches/2001/speech670.htm, accessed on 16 November 2005. 
119 The terms of these values are Australian colloquialisms. A 'fair go', for instance, means to give a fair 
opportunity that everybody has equal chance. ‘Pulling together’ means working together as a team, and to 
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120 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, In the National Interest…, p.11. 

 71

http://www.pm.gov.au/news/speeches/2001/speech670.htm


promote national reconciliation among its people, its treatment of Aboriginal people121 

and its decision to prevent asylum seekers from entering its shores, such as in the case 

of Norwegian-registered cargo ship, the MV Tampa, could be considered as challenges 

to its basic own values. These examples raised questions about Australia as an open and 

tolerant society, since Australians showed themselves to be less than willing to give 

others a 'fair go'. 

 

Interestingly, ‘Australian values’ increasingly became a central feature of the Howard 

Government’s foreign relations policy. Michael Wesley argued that a vision of 

Australian values became a compelling new "yardstick" for determining Australian 

foreign policy.122 The indication of this shift was found especially during the East 

Timor crisis in 1999. Prime Minister Howard tended to attribute the decision to support 

East Timorese independence to a peculiarly Australian response, arguing that “[w]e 

were defending the values we hold as Australians".123 Although the government was 

able to portray themselves as defenders of the human rights of an oppressed East 

Timorese people, this claim is hardly credible given the previous twenty four years of 

Australian policy on East Timor which always supported Indonesian sovereignty over 

this territory regardless of continuing reports of human rights violations in East Timor. 

 

These values-based justifications as endorsed by the Prime Minister, were subsequently 

endorsed by the Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer, in discussions relating to human 

rights. According to Downer, there is a distinctively Australian response to human 

rights: "Australians care about human rights because they believe strongly in a fair go, 

they support the underdog and they take particular exception to abuses of power".124  

 

Against this background, it seems clear that the Howard Government believed in the 

centrality of a conception of Australian values in its relations with the outside world, 

including in the realm of human rights.  

 

                                                 
121 In September 1998, Australia became the first Western country to be asked to explain its domestic race 
policies to the UN Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination. Again, the UN Human Rights 
Committee in July 2000 also focussed in particular on questioning the mandatory sentencing and the 
Stolen Generations of Aboriginal people. See Goldsworthy, "On Overview", p.29. 
122Michael Wesley, "Perspectives on Australian foreign policy, 2001", Australian Journal of International 
Affairs, Vol. 56, No. 1, April 2002,  p. 56. 
123 Brenchley quoted by Gurry, “Perspectives on Australian …", p. 11. 
124 Alexander Downer, “Making a Real Difference to Human Rights”, speech  at Castan Centre for 
Human Rights Law, Queen’s Hall, Parliament House, Melbourne, 20 November 2000, p. 2.  
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This decision, however, caused some confusion. While the government rhetorically 

asserted ‘Australian values’ as a distinct Australian identity, on other occasions the 

Liberal Government declared its belief in the universal values of human rights. As 

Downer stated, in promoting and protecting a human rights agenda, Australian human 

rights, like the previous Labor Government, was guided by “the principle of the 

universality and indivisibility of fundamental human rights - civil, political, economic, 

social and cultural as enshrined in the Universal Declaration” on Human Rights.125 As a 

consequence of this principle, as Downer further argued, human rights were deemed as 

“a legitimate subject for international concern and scrutiny. By implication, Australia 

does not therefore subscribe to the view that human rights constitute an ‘internal affair’ 

of any state”.126  

 

The rhetoric emphasis of the Howard government on Australian values as distinct from 

universal values has been criticised by some scholars and practitioners. Some, such as 

Meg Gurry and Michael Wesley in their respective articles in Australian Journal of 

International Affairs, have doubted the sincerity of this conviction by saying that it was 

aimed at a domestic political audience.127 Apart from the political point scoring, some 

also argue that this policy has led to an erosion of Australia's credibility and an erosion 

of the effectiveness of Australian foreign policy. In his address at the House of 

Representatives, former Foreign Minister in the Keating Labor Government, Gareth 

Evans, clearly urged, 
…We may be now doing the right thing in East Timor by our military presence there…But why 
do we have to express the way in which we are doing it so arrogantly and so patronisingly and 
regard it as an exercise in the application of Australian values as distinct from universal 
values?.128     
 

Interestingly, despite its fighting words, the Coalition Government underlined the 

importance of adopting a consistent approach to the upholding of human rights, just as 

the Keating government had always sought to do. The indication of this continuity in 

policy can be observed in Alexander Downer's first speech as shadow foreign minister 

in January 1995. In his address, Downer, promised non-selectivity in the Coalition's 

human rights policy, as follows, 

                                                 
125  Downer, “Human Rights – A Record …..", pp. 1-2.  
126 Downer ‘s speech in 1996 as cited by Dennis Rumley, The Geopolitics of Australia's Regional 
Relations, Dordrecht, Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1999, p. 85. 
127 See Gurry, "Perspectives on Australian …", p. 12; Wesley, "Perspective on….", p. 56. 
128 Gareth Evans, "Australian Foreign Policy", address to the House of Representatives on 28 August 
1999, p. 2, see in http://www.garethevans.dynamite.com.au/speechtexts/ausforpol1280999.html, accessed 
14 May 2001. 
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We cannot simply speak with a loud voice when injustice occurs on the other side of the world, 
while whispering softly or remaining silent when similar events take place within our own 
region. Base convenience must not be the lodestar which determines our activism. 129

 

Implicit in this rhetorical claim is the assurance that the government would pursue its 

policy on human rights wherever human rights abuses occurred, irrespective of any 

political, social and economic considerations. The idea suggests an equality of response, 

rather than a hierarchy. This is in line with Jeane Kirkpatrick's claim that "the existence 

of a human rights abuse depends on what is done, not the nature of the regime".130  

 

In sum then, the basic principles of non-discrimination and universality which governed 

Australia's approach to human rights issues at the level of foreign policy reveals 

continuity with policies that had marked the previous decade under the Labor 

Government.  

 

Differences 

 

While there are several bipartisan aspects to Australian human rights policy as 

discussed above, some differences in emphasis have slowly become apparent between 

the Labor and the Coalition governments.  

 

In terms of the specific ways in which the promotion and protection of human rights 

issues were advanced, there were some considerable differences between the Howard 

and Keating Governments. Acknowledging its limited capability as a middle power 

country, the Labor Government tended to regard multilateral diplomacy as an 

opportunity for Australia to make its mark internationally, including the advancement of 

human rights issues.131 This did not necessarily mean that the government entirely 

neglected bilateral approaches. The government still paid a great deal attention to 

human rights matters in many countries, including Indonesia, Myanmar, China and so 

on. The Liberal Government, by contrast, said from the outset that it would place more 

emphasis on the development of bilateral relations than on multilateral diplomacy.132 

                                                 
129Downer quoted by Laurie Brereton, “Human rights and Labor's Foreign Policy review", speech to the 
Australian Institute of International Affairs, Canberra, 25 November 1997, p.8.  See Kent, "Australia and 
International…", p. 264.  
130 Jerome J.Shestack, "Human Rights, The National Interest, and U.S Foreign Policy", The Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social Science,  No.506, November 1989,  p. 25 
131 Firth, Australia in International Politics…., p. 47. 
132 Alexander Downer, “Australia and Asia: Taking the Long View”, address to the Foreign 
Corespondents’ Association, Sydney, 11 April  1996. 
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Hence, the use of bilateral relationships as a means of advancing Australian interests in 

human rights increasingly became a central feature of the Liberal Government's 

approach to human rights policies. The government considered the bilateral 

relationships to be the "basic building blocks" for effective regional and global 

strategies.133  

 

While acknowledging the government’s intention to shift to a reliance on bilateralism in 

promoting human rights, it was too early to conclude that the Coalition government had 

given up on multilateralism. By adopting some of the UN protocols mentioned earlier 

and taking part in the dialogue with other countries on human rights at the United 

Nations Commission on Human Rights (UNCHR) and at the Third Committee of the 

UN General Assembly, demonstrated that it remained committed to multilateralism in 

some areas.134 But, the government also expressed its overt scepticism about this 

approach. This position was particularly reinforced by Alexander Downer in his speech 

to the National Press Club on 26 June 2003, that “increasingly, multilateralism is a 

synonym for an ineffective and unfocused policy involving internationalism of the 

lowest common denominator'.135 Downer’s June 2003 speech reflected the 

government’s distrust of multilateralism, a statement which was directly in opposition 

to its initial stance in the 1997 White Paper which strongly supported multilateralism in 

advancing human rights. As stated in the 1997 White Paper, the Howard government 

recognised the importance of multilateralism as one of its approaches in promoting 

human rights as follows: “Bilateral relations are not an alternative to regional and 

multilateral efforts. Indeed, bilateral, regional and multilateral efforts are mutually 

supportive”.136 These different stances on multilateralism indicate that Australia 

exercised multilateralism when it suited its national interests but put more faith in 

bilateral deals in advancing human rights.  

 

This major difference from the previous government on its approach to human rights 

policies coincided with more focus on pragmatism. The Liberal Government considered 

                                                 
133 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, In the National Interest…, p. 111.  
134 “Chapter Three: The Place of Human Rights in Australia’s Relations”, pp. 9-10, available from 
http://www.aph.gov.au/house/committee/jfadt/dialog/dial_ch.3.pdf, accessed 16 November 2001. pp. 1-
26. 
135 See Richard Woolcott, “Lecturing More and Listening Less: Recent Australian Attitudes Towards 
Multilateralism”, in NewMatilda.Com, Policy Development, p. 1,  available from 
http://www.newmatilda.cim/policytoolkit/policydetail.asp?PolicyID=158, accessed on 16 November 
2005,  pp. 1-2; Michelle Grattan, “The world according to Howard”, The Age, 2 July 2003, available from 
http://www.theage.com.au/articles/2003/07/01/1056825392704.html, accessed 16 November 2005. 
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that practical efforts were more useful for the direct improvement of human rights 

problems, and questioned the efficacy of "postur[ing]" on human rights as pursued by 

the previous Labor Government. The main objective of the Howard government’s 

human rights policy was "to make a difference on human rights".137 This shift to 

pragmatism was partly driven by the Coalition's belief that practical solutions would 

improve human rights situations and that it served no practical purpose to make general 

statements about human rights. These practical solutions included "development of 

cooperation programs, assisting in establishing national human rights machinery, 

encouraging bilateral, regional, and multilateral discussion of human rights issues, and 

working to develop and strengthen the effectiveness of regional and international human 

rights institutions and instruments".138  

 

To give a concrete demonstration of its emphasis on practical solutions, the Coalition 

Government took the lead in the formation of a regional body for the protection of 

human rights in the Asia-Pacific region.139 In this regard, the government actively 

supported the Asia Pacific Forum for National Human Rights Institutions, especially in 

financial support for its secretariat at the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity 

Commission (HREOC).140 This institution, which was established in 1996, also 

received funding from Australia's official aid agency, AusAID, together with the UN, to 

conduct its five annual meetings to May 2000. From 8 to 10 July 1996, the HREOC, 

with financial backing from Australia's official aid agency, AusAID, held the First Asia-

Pacific Regional Workshop of National Institutions in Darwin to promote the 

establishment and strengthening of national human rights institutions in the region.141 

Moreover, in 1996 the government also established a Human Rights Fund within the aid 

program to assist countries in the development of domestic capacities and institutions to 

promote and protect human rights. In 1998-99, the budget for this fund was increased 

five-fold, from $150,000 to $750,000.142 Domestically, Downer also pledged A$5 

million to support the establishment of a Centre for Democratic Institutions (CDI), to 

train regional and community leaders in the common elements of democratic process, 

                                                                                                                                               
136 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, In the National Interest…,  p. 53. 
137Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, In the National Interest…, p. 14; see also Joint Standing 
Committee, Improving but…, p. 23.  
138 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, In the National Interest…,  p. 14.  
139  Dutton cited by Kent, "Australia and International…", p. 265.  
140  Downer, "Making a Real …", p. 2. 
141 Community Aid Abroad, "Australian Federal Election Report Card: Human Rights", p. 2, available 
from http://www.caa.org.au/current/election/humanrights.html, accessed on 25 June 2005. 
142 Ibid. 
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consent, legitimacy and accountability.143 All this development was generally 

considered worthy and viewed favorably, although several of the human rights 

workshops to Myanmar funded by the Australian Government were perceived by Allan 

Patience, an Australian writer on international relations, as “a sign of a ‘shameful’ 

human rights record developing in our international relations".144 This policy, according 

to Patience, was disturbing as the military junta in Myanmar was “implacably hostile to 

human rights” and Australia’s engagement with it merely demonstrated “the 

government’s reluctance to formulate an unambiguous defence of human rights”. 

Patience was pessimistic toward the Government’s rationale for its engagement policy 

with the military regime in Myanmar as he believed that the respect for human rights 

would only exist under a new democratic federation of Myanmar perhaps under the 

presidency of Aung San Suu Kyi.145

 

Regardless of this criticism, the Australian Government's support for the establishment 

of human rights institutions in the Asia Pacific region may indicate the Liberal 

Government's belief in an "outcomes-oriented approach" to human rights activities.146 

Through an intensive human rights institutional development effort, the government’s 

objective was to make a major contribution to shaping what Downer rhetorically called 

"a culture of human rights" in countries in the region.147 This was a very important 

element in the process of domestic reform in countries in the Asia Pacific region toward 

improvement in the standard of human rights globally, as suggested by Downer's further 

statement that "the ability of each state to protect human rights effectively will mainly 

depend on the strength of its own institutions, including a representative legislature, a 

free and open press and an accountable executive and an independent judiciary."148   

 

This government approach on international human rights, which appears idealist, was 

ultimately fraught with paradox as result of a shift in Australia's domestic policies. 

Close on the heels of the Wik debate on Aboriginal land rights in 1996, laws in the 

Northern Territory giving mandatory jail sentences for minor property offences that 

                                                 
143 Ibid; Kent, "Australia and International…", p. 266;  Downer, "Making a Real… ", p. 5. 
144 Allan Patience cited by Kent, Ibid, p.266. See also Allan Patience, “Fair go for human rights”, The 
Canberra Times, 6 December 2000.   
145 Patience, “Fair go for…”. Ibid. 
146 Alexander Downer, "Human Rights-A Record of Achievement", speech to the Department of Foreign 
Affairs and Trade Consultations with Human Rights Non Governmental Organisations, Canberra, 19 
August 1998,  p. 2. 
147 Downer, "Making a Real …", p.5. 
148 Downer, "Australia - Effective Action  ….",  p.2.   
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were impacting particularly severely on young Aboriginal people, and the Prime 

Minister's failure on Australia Day 1997 to apologise on behalf of the nation to the 

Stolen Generations of Aboriginal People, became symbolic of a deterioration in 

Australia's policy on indigenous rights, which clearly diverged from the more 

conciliatory stance of past Coalition leaders.149 In its treatment of asylum seekers, for 

example in the case of Tampa and in a number of detention centres around the nation, 

Australia was also accused of breaching international human rights, particularly in 

relation to the conditions in these centres and the harsh regimen to which the detainees 

were subjected.150 In line with these changes, the human rights sections in the 

Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade and in the Attorney General's Department 

were also slimmed down.151 Other domestic signifiers were a reduction in the budget of 

the Aboriginal and Torres Straits Islander Commission (ATSIC) and the cutting in May 

1997 of the budget of the HREOC - Australia's own national human rights institution 

and a body that was put forward as a model for the Asia Pacific region - by 42 per cent 

over three years.152  

 

These domestic policy shifts posed significant challenges to the Howard Government. 

While some of these policies were well received by many Australians and certainly 

helped the Howard government at home,153 they resulted in a magnified sensitivity to 

international criticism.154 While the previous Labor Government had tended to support 

the idea of opening Australian human rights practices to outside inspection and 

criticism, the Liberal Coalition Government explicitly rejected it. A United Nations 

report issued in March and again in July 2000, claiming that Australia had failed to 

protect Aboriginal rights, questioning its handling of mandatory sentencing, native title 

                                                 
149 Gurry, "Perspectives on Australian …", p.14. See also Becky Gaylord, "Hitting Close to Home", Far 
Eastern Economic Review, 13 April 2002, p. 22. According to this report, by late 1997, the year when 
Northern Territory laws took effect, the prison population in this territory raised 42%, government data 
showed. Aboriginal prisoners comprised about 75% of the prison population but just 24% of the Territory 
population. 
150 Aaron Patrick, "Downer hits UN credibility", Australian Financial Review, 2 August 2002, p.10, 
available from http://global.factiva.com/en/arch/display.asp, accessed on 28 July 2003. 
151 Kent, "Australia and International…", p. 267. 
152Community Aid Abroad, "Australian Federal Election…", p. 2; Kent, Ibid.  The Coalition’s slash its 
spending on some areas that impact on human rights had raised criticism, for example from Senator 
Vicky Bourne (Democratic Party). These policies, according to her, had severely damaged Australian 
credibility internationally on human rights. See Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates 
Senate Official Hansard, 39th Parliament, 1st Session, 1st Period, No. 4, 7-10 December 1998, p. 1526. 
153BBC World Service, "Article 14: Right to political asylum in other countries", p. 2, available from 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/worldservice/people/features/inhavearightto/four_b/e/right2.shtml, accessed on 17 
March 2003. In this report, it said, three months before the Tampa episode, Howard got a low point in the 
polling. But the popularity of his immigration policy made him re-elected to Prime Minister. 
154 Kent, "Australia and International…", p. 267. 

 78

http://global.factiva.com/en/arch/display.asp
http://www.bbc.co.uk/worldservice/people/features/inhavearightto/four


and the stolen generations, and calling for a reconsideration of the detaining of illegal 

immigrants, attracted a defensive response from the government.155 The Howard 

government was quick to reject the UN's finding, accusing the report, which written by 

the regional adviser to the UN Commissioner for Human Rights and a retired Indian 

judge, Justice Prafullachandra Bhagwati, of being inaccurate and excessively influenced 

by non-government organisations. As stated by Alexander Downer, "[h]e is in a 

position…where he has simply taken on board a whole lot of criticisms from activists 

after spending just one day in Woomera".156 When John Howard addressed the UN 

Millennium Summit in New York, he underlined further his response toward the UN 

report by arguing that it had interfered with Australian domestic political issues.157  

 

Interestingly, there were echoes of Howard's UN speech in the government's subsequent 

response to the UN human rights investigators. In its press release, the government 

announced that Australia would only agree to UN human rights investigators entering 

the country "where there is a compelling reason to do so", that it would not ratify the 

Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination 

Against Women (CEDAW-OP), and that Australia would conduct a review of' the 1951 

Refugee Convention.158   

 

By referring to these responses, it can be argued that the government demonstrated its 

intention to resist any constraints on its sovereign right to determine its own approach to 

human rights.159 This finding is certainly interesting since it suggests a degree of 

inconsistency in the government’s principles of promoting and protecting human rights, 

namely the principle of universality. It also displays incoherence in its policy on human 

rights. This certainly does not mean that the government does not hold any principles in 

promoting human rights issues. As mentioned earlier, the government has, in fact, 

already successfully produced several important documents on human rights. Yet, there 

is the allegation that Howard and his close political allies are willing to sacrifice human 

                                                 
155 Gurry, "Perspectives on Australian…", p. 14. See also Gaylord, "Hitting Close to …" , p. 22. In its 
March report, the UN Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination examined Australia’s 
treatment to indigenous people. This Committee again released its report in July which criticised 
Australia’s treatment of its indigenous people. 
156  Patrick, "Downer hits …", p. 10.  
157 James Grubel, "Far from United", Gold Coast Bulletin, 5 August, 2002, p. 11, available from 
http://global.factica.com/en/arch/display.asp, accessed on 15 May 2002. 
158 Alexander Downer, Press Conference, Brunei, 15 November 2000,  
159  Gurry, "Perspectives  on Australian….",  p. 15. 
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rights for short term political gain.160 Accordingly, he could aggressively use some 

international human rights issues, such as illegal immigrants and asylum seekers, for his 

domestic political benefit. This observation comes from Desmond Ball, who said, 

"[Howard's] nose for the domestic politics of foreign policy is really quite strong. He 

was watching public opinion, and he was doing so extremely skilfully".161 A good 

illustration of this was the 2001 election campaign. Three months before the election, 

the polls showed Howard's unpopularity. Nevertheless, his uncompromising handling of 

asylum seekers is widely seen as a significant factor in his victory re-election as Prime 

Minister on 10 November 2001.162  

 

The contradictions within Coalition human rights policy became increasingly apparent. 

To the surprise of many political observers, the newly elected government began with 

several initiatives that suggested a movement away from the narrowly defined sphere of 

national interests, especially in the area of development assistance. The Liberal 

Government attempted to link aid policy with human rights, in the sense that it would 

focus Australian aid on poverty relief rather than on the promotion of Australian 

commercial interests internationally.  This was outlined in the government's approach to 

development cooperation, as stressed by Alexander Downer in 1997, 
[A]id is not about diplomacy by other means: aid should not be seen as a subsidy for business nor as 
a mere extension of foreign policy objectives….The principal objectives of Australia's aid program 
should be to ensure the reduction of poverty and the promotion of economic development as a 
permanent means of overcoming such poverty.163  

 
In this way, Australia aimed to prevent commercial considerations from influencing aid. 

Resituating the role of AusAID within a human rights rather than a commercial 

framework, Downer then characterised the role of Australia's economic assistance 

programs as being a means of helping to conquer illiteracy, enhance the accountability 

of the legal systems, strengthen freedom of the press, and address corruption and 

institution building. 164  

 

Not only was the above conceptualisation of aid as human rights unusual for a Liberal 

government in Australia, it also represented human rights policies which were 

apparently more robust than those the Labor Government. Unlike the Howard 

                                                 
160 Williams, 'The point is, PM , thus …”,  p. 2. 
161 Ibid. 
162 See it more details in Robert Manne, “Reflections on the Tampa ‘crisis’”, Postcolonial Studies, Vol. 5, 
No. I, 2002, p. 36.  A similar criticism is also found in Julian Burnside, “Refugees: the Tampa case”, 
Postcolonial Studies, Vol. 5, No. I, 2002, pp. 17-19. 
163 Downer  quoted by  Firth, Australia in International Politics…, p. 247. 
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Government, the aid program during the Keating period evolved broadly in accordance 

with the Jackson Report doctrine of "multiple mandates", meaning that the primary goal 

of assisting development in third world countries was perceived as being compatible 

with the secondary goal of serving Australia's own economic, political and security 

interests.165 In other words, Labor's approach to aid was more pragmatic than was that 

of the Coalition. The Keating Government stated that aid had three objectives: 

humanitarian, strategic and commercial. Aid had the "primary objective" of promoting 

economic and social development, but also two other objectives, which were "to 

advance or reinforce Australian political, strategic and related objectives", to promote 

engagement with the Asia Pacific region in particular, and to generate commercial 

benefits for Australia.166 By contrast, under the Coalition Government, the aid program 

had one official objective, rather than three, and this was to advance Australia's national 

interest by assisting developing countries to reduce poverty and achieve sustainable 

development.  

 

To some degree, the increasing recognition of human rights as a central factor in 

development assistance during the tenure of the Howard Government proved this 

government to be a somewhat better international citizen than the Keating 

administration in this realm. Hence, the contradictions between idealism and the 

"realistic" promotion of national interests in the field of development assistance 

programs became increasingly obvious in the period of the Howard Government.167 For 

all the new rhetoric, however, the old commercial motives of aid-giving remained 

important to the Coalition. The maintenance of tied aid, together with the continuation 

of elements of the DIFF program by other means has been put forward as an example of 

this contradiction. With regard to these facts, it can be argued that the mandates in 

Australia's aid policy were still multiple, not singular as was suggested by the Liberal 

government.168  

                                                                                                                                               
164  Kent, “Australia and International…”, p. 265.  
165 Goldsworthy, “An Overview”, p. 25. 
166 Evans and Grant, "Australia's Foreign Relations….", pp. 140-1; Firth, Australia  in International 
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167 James Cotton and John Ravenhill, "Australia in World Affairs 1996-2000", in Cotton and Ravenhill 
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168 Goldsworthy, “An Overview”, p. 26. 
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Conclusion 

 

Keating and Howard’s foreign policy on human rights were obviously characterised by 

a considerable element of bipartisanship. Although the differences between the Labor 

government and its successor were also considerable, the differences are perhaps are 

more of style and rhetoric than substance. However, when the Keating government was 

in office, his innovation of human rights policies was seemingly more substantial and 

coherent. The end of the Cold War seemingly gave the Keating government the 

opportunity to restructure comprehensively Australian human rights policy. By contrast, 

the Coalition government on some occasions revealed a lack of coherence in its human 

rights policy. During his tenure of leadership, the Howard government increasingly 

came to be less committed to human rights with the partial exception of international 

aid. Its human rights policy seemingly signalled a shift away from international 

citizenship towards self-interest.  

 

From the previous sketch of the Australian human rights policies in the period of the 

Keating and Howard Governments, let us now turn to an examination of their 

applications to actual situations, in this case to Papua and East Timor. Such an 

examination will demonstrate whether Australian human rights policies do adhere to 

their policy guidelines or are merely rhetoric. To what degree and in what way has 

Australia's diplomacy reflected its commitment to human rights? 
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Chapter Four 
 

 
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT RESPONSES TO 

HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLATIONS  

IN EAST TIMOR BETWEEN 1991 AND 1999:  

A CASE STUDY 
 

 
Australian governments must avoid sending signals that can be taken to mean we are no longer concerned 
with violations of individual rights. Broadening our image in the region is one thing. Let’s just make sure 
we end up with an image we can live with. 

                                        

The Age, “No trade off on human rights”, Editorial Opinion, 8 March 1993 
 
 
Introduction 
 
 
In its cablegram to New York dated 12 February 1975, the Australian Department of 

Foreign Affairs envisaged that the future status of Portuguese Timor (then known as 

East Timor), which forms the eastern area of an island in the Indonesian Archipelago 

and lies merely 200 miles north of Australia, could be “one of the thorniest problems in 

Australian foreign policies”.1 Time has evidently verified the department’s initial fears. 

For twenty- four years after the Indonesian invasion in 1975 until a formal vote to end 

its integration in 1999, East Timor was a recurrent problem complicating the bilateral 

relationship between Australia and Indonesia.  

 

Many reasons have been put forward by scholars in seeking to explain the way in which 

Australia’s relations with Indonesia were made more complex and difficult by East 

Timor. Some of them, including Michael Salla and Peter Chalk, argued that it was 

partly  because  Australia  had an  emotional  attachment to East Timor  as  a  result  of 

contacts  during World  War II (when  Australian  troops operating  against the Japanese  

received assistance from many East Timorese) and the death of five journalists working 

for the Australian media in Balibo in October 1975.2  

                                                 
1 Cablegram, Canberra to New York, Canberra, 12 February 1975, CH173708, as quoted by Wendy Way, 
Damien Browne and Vivianne Johnson (eds.), Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation of Portuguese 
Timor, 1974-1975, Carlton, Melbourne University Press, 2000, p. 3. 
2 Michael Salla, “Australian Foreign Policy and East Timor”, Australian Journal of International Affairs, 
Vol.49, No.2, November 1995, p.207;  Peter Chalk, Australian Foreign and Defence Policy in the Wake 
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Map 2.  East Timor 

             Source: East Timor 2003, http://www.lib.utexas.edu/maps/east_timor.html, accessed 8 May 2006. 
 

Monk and Barton argued that the presence of the sizeable East Timorese refugee 

community in Australia also complicated the frequently turbulent Australia-Indonesia 

relationship. They further argued that the death of journalists and the presence of East 

Timorese refugees had helped in mobilizing and sustaining the East Timor issue among 

                                                                                                                                               
of the 1999/2000 East Timor Intervention, Santa Monica (California), Rand Publications, 2001, p. 29. It is 
estimated that upwards of 60,000 East Timorese, or roughly 14 per cent of the pre-1941 population 
(490,000) died during the thirty-six month Japanese occupation, many of them killed in reprisal for the 
support given to the two companies of Australian commandos (2/2nd and 2/4th Independent Companies 
between December 1941 and February 1943 when Australia was fighting to prevent a Japanese landing in 
the Northern Territory. See in Peter Carey, “Introduction, The Forging of a Nation: East Timor”, in Peter 
Carey and G. Carter Bentley (eds.), East Timor at the Crossroads: The Forging of a Nation, New York, 
Social Science Research Council, 1995, p. 4. For detailed eyewitness accounts of this event, see 
Christopher C.H. Wray, Timor 1942 Australian Commandos at War with the Japanese, Port Melbourne, 
Mandarin Australia, 1990, pp. 1-190. 
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any Australian interest groups and the public, which no government in Canberra was 

“able to ignore”.3  

 

Another scholar, James Cotton, claimed that the manner of the Indonesian invasion in 

Dili in 1975 and the subsequent annexation was contrary to many Australians’ 

fundamental beliefs regarding “good governance and humanitarian values”. According 

to Cotton, the Indonesian military was “an instrument of rule” and systematically 

perpetuated human rights violations in the territory, especially against those who 

challenged Indonesian sovereignty.4  

 

In this regard, the unlawful Indonesian occupation subjected many East Timorese to 

almost a quarter of a century of severe human rights violations. As Oxfam Community 

Aid Abroad claimed, the period of Indonesian occupation was largely characterised by 

“forced resettlement and human rights violations”.5 Their first experience of human 

rights violations by the Indonesian army began on 7 December 1975, when more than 

1,000 Indonesian army troops parachuted into East Timor’s capital, Dili, in Indonesia’s 

first wave of invasion of the territory.6 About 2,000 people in Dili were probably killed 

in the first few days and thousands died as a result of military operations and forced 

resettlement in the subsequent years of Indonesian occupation.7 Estimates of death vary 

from  60,000 -  200,000  East Timorese, or  nearly  ten to  thirty  per  cent of  the  1975 

population of about 680,000.8 James Dunn, a former Australian Consul in Dili, 

                                                 
3 See Monk and Barton quoted by Chalk, Australia in the wake of…., p. 30. 
4 James Cotton, “East Timor and Australia-twenty-five years of the policy debate”, in James Cotton (ed.), 
East Timor and Australia: AIIA Contributions to the Policy Debate, Canberra, Australian Defence Studies 
Centre and Australian Institute of International Affairs, 1999, p. 2. 
5Oxfam Community Aid Abroad, A Brief History of the Conflict, p. 1, available from 
http://www.oxfam.org.au/print/printpage.php, accessed on 7 September 2004. 
6 With regard to the number of Indonesian armed forces involved in the 1975 invasion (air force, navy 
and army) and their military equipments, see Hendro Subroto, Saksi Mata Perjuangan Integrasi Timor 
Timur, Jakarta, Pustaka Sinar Harapan, 1997, pp. 1-279. 
7 Stewart Firth, Australia in International Politics: An Introduction to Australian Foreign Policy, St 
Leonards (NSW), Allen & Unwin, 1999, p.191. However, Ramos Horta claimed that up to 10,000 
Timorese had been killed during the Indonesian invasion. See Nancy Viviani, “Australians and the East 
Timor issue-the policy of the Fraser government”, in Cotton (ed.), East Timor and Australia…, p. 131. 
8 Many of them died from the violence accompanied by invasion or warfare; others were killed by the 
Indonesian army; some of them fled to the mountains where they died from starvation or disease. See 
UNDP, “Human Development in East Timor”, 2002, p. 12, downloaded from http://www.undp.east-
timor.org/documentsreports/nhdr/c1%20Human%20development%20in%20East%20Timor.pdf, 
accessed, 14 December 2004.  The number of casualty in East Timor varies widely. James Dunn cites a 
study by the Catholic Church claimed that some 60,000 East Timorese had been killed by the end of 
1976. See James Dunn, “The Timor Affair in International Perspective”, in Carey and Bentley (eds.), 
East Timor at the Crossroad: …, p.66. While the 100,000 figure was cited in Hamish McDonald, Noam 
Chomsky estimated 200,000 East Timorese. See Hamish McDonald, Suharto’s Indonesia, Sydney, 
Fontana/Collins, 1980, p.215 and Noam Chomsky cited by Scott Burchill, “East Timor, Australia and 
Indonesia”, in Damien Kingsbury (ed.), Gun and Ballot Boxes: East Timor’s Vote for Independence, 
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accordingly claimed that this number of casualties was “the worst atrocity in the recent 

history of Southeast Asia”.9

 

However, for the most part, the massive scale of human rights abuse in East Timor has 

seemingly not always been perceived with a great deal of interest by successive 

Australian governments, especially during the Keating and the Howard administrations. 

Maintaining the wider strategic partnership with Indonesia took precedent over attention 

to human rights violations.10 Despite sustained opposition from some trade unions, 

churches, solidarity groups and human rights organizations, the Australian government 

waited a long time to change their ‘soft’ policy toward East Timor. It was not until 

1999, when Australia, under the United Nations’ auspices, led an international 

peacekeeping force and successfully ended the long struggle of the East Timorese for 

self-determination. Australia’s active diplomacy in the 1999 crisis made the 

independence of East Timor possible on 20 May 2002. 

 

This chapter deals primarily with Australia’s human rights policies in the period of the 

Keating and the Howard administrations, especially their responses to human rights and 

abuses in East Timor. It will focus on the period from 1991 up to the 1999 referendum 

that resulted in the separation of East Timor from Indonesia. However, while 

acknowledging that there was a wide-range of human rights violations cases in East 

Timor, this study can not address all in detail. It can only hope to give an overview and 

address a few of the many important cases. Thus, it will mainly concentrate on human 

rights cases in East Timor which have attracted the most media coverage and interest 

around the world, such as the 1991 Dili massacre and the 1999 human rights violations 

prior to and after the ballot. These two incidents will be explained as case studies to 

respectively examine the Keating and the Howard government responses to human 

rights violations in East Timor.  

                                                                                                                                               
Clayton, Monash Asia Institute, 2000, p.169. The Commission for Reception, Truth and Reconciliation 
(CAVR), on its 2006 final report on East Timor, estimates that up to 183,300 East Timorese were killed 
by Indonesian troops or died of enforced starvation and other causes resulting from the occupation 
between 1975 and 1999. See Part 6. “The Profile of Human Rights Violations in Timor-Leste, 1974 to 
1999”, in the Commission for Reception, Truth and Reconciliation, Chega: Final Report of the 
Commission for Reception and Truth and Reconciliation on East Timor, Dili, CAVR, 2006,  p. 58,  
available from http://www.ictj.org/cavr.report.asp, accessed 20 February 2006. 
9 Nancy Viviani, “Australians and the East Timor issue…”, in Cotton (ed.), East Timor and Australia…, 
p. 120. 
10 James Cotton, “East Timor and Australia-twenty-five years of the policy debate”, in Cotton (ed.), East 
Timor and Australia…, p. 2; Derek McDougall, Australia’s Foreign Relations, Melbourne, Longman, 
1998,  p. 212. 
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Before dealing with these issues, this chapter will give a brief historical background to 

the political conflict in East Timor. It will not go into great detail because there have 

been many volumes written on this matter.11 In this section, the human rights situation 

in East Timor will also be discussed. Secondly, this chapter will briefly explain 

Australia’s involvement in East Timor. The aim of this section is to provide a general 

idea of Australian Government attitudes toward East Timor, especially from the period 

of the Whitlam to the Hawke administrations. Finally, this chapter will analyse the 

Keating and the Howard administrations’ responses to the problem of human rights in 

East Timor. 

 
 
Genealogy of the conflict in East Timor 
 
 
Prior to ‘Integration’: 1974-1975 
 
 

After more than three centuries under Portuguese colonial administration, the people of 

Portuguese Timor apparently had a hope to define their own future political status in 

1974. It was sparked by a coup in Lisbon on 25 April 1974, in which the Armed Forces 

Movement (AMF) overthrew the dictatorship of Marcello Caetano, successor of 

António de Oliveira Salazar (1928-1968).12 This change of government brought an 

immediate shift in Portuguese attitudes towards its overseas territories. The new 

government in Lisbon initiated program of rapid decolonisation, which acknowledged 

the right of its colonial territories to self determination, including in Portuguese 

Timor.13  

 

In line with this policy, on 8 May 1974, the Governor of Portuguese Timor, Colonel 

Fernando Alves Aldela, allowed political associations to be organised in this territory. 

                                                 
11 Some books and article have provided sophisticated and influential accounts of events in the wake of 
Indonesian invasion in East Timor in 1975. These include John G. Taylor, Indonesia’s Forgotten War: 
The Hidden History of East Timor, Leichhardt (NSW), Pluto Press Australia, 1999, pp. 1-230; Jill Joliffe, 
East Timor: Nationalism & Colonialism, St. Lucia, University of Queensland Press, 1978, pp. 1-362; 
Australian Council for Overseas Aid, Report on Visit to East Timor for the ACFOA Timor Task Force, 
Canberra, ACFOA, 1976; James Dunn, East Timor – From Portuguese Colonialism to Indonesian 
Incorporation, Parliament of Australia, The Parliamentary Library, Legislative Research Service, 14 
September 1977, pp. 1-134. Peter Hastings, “The Timor Problem”, Australian Outlook, Vol.29, No.1, 
April 1975, p. 28; May, Browne and Johnson (eds.), Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation of 
Portuguese Timor,…; Jose Ramos-Horta, Funu: The Unfinished Saga of East Timor, Trenton: New 
Jersey, The Red Sea Press, Inc, 1987, pp. 1-207. 
12 Steve Cox and Peter Carey, Generations of Resistance East Timor, London, Cassell, 1995, p. 15.  
13 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, East Timor in Transition 1998-2000: An Australian Policy 
Challenge, Canberra, Commonwealth of Australia, 2001, p. 2. 
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Within a matter of weeks after this policy announcement, three main political parties 

had been created - UDT (Uniao Democratica Timorense, or Timor Democratic Union); 

ASDT (Associacao Social Democrata Timorense) and Apodeti (Associacao Popular 

Democratica Timorense, or Timorese Popular Democratic Association).14  

 

These parties advocated different approaches to the political future of Portuguese 

Timor. Among these political parties, UDT was the first party formed, on 11 May 

1974. Founded by Mário Carrascalao, this conservative party was popular among 

landlords, coffee plantation owners and higher public servants. According to its 

political platform, it supported independence after a period of association with 

Portugal. At first, UDT was the largest party but it was subsequently replaced by ASDT 

as the main party, which favoured an independent of East Timor. UDT’s alleged 

association with the “old order” was one possible reason for a decline in support from 

its initial followers.15 Headed by Francisco Xavier do Amaral, ASDT (later 

transformed into Fretilin (Frente Revolucionária de Timor-Leste Independente, or 

Revolutionary Front of Independent East Timor on 11 September 1974), found support 

among younger Timorese and middle-level administrators.16 The third party, Apodeti, 

initially called AITI (Associacao Integraciao de Timor Indonesia) was established on 

27 May 1974. Arnaldo dos Reis Araújo was the principal leader of this party which 

advocated integration with Indonesia. The source of support of this party was less clear 

than that of the other two main parties. It was believed that some Arab families and 

Timorese who lived near the border were among its supporters.17  

 

As East Timor’s nearest neighbour, Indonesia, at least until mid-1974, had officially 

shown little interest in interfering in the process of decolonisation in Portuguese 

                                                 
14 Beside these parties, there were three other small parties: Klibur Oan Timur Aswain, or Kota, 
Trabalhista and Aditla (the Associaca o Democratica Integracao Timor-Leste Australia or Democratic 
Association for the Integration of East Timor into Australia). They emerged in late 1974. The Aditla 
initially received funding from private Australian sources but it could not sustain for so long after the 
Australian Government refused its objective in March 1975. See James Dunn, Timor: A People Betrayed, 
Brisbane, The Jacaranda Press, 1983, pp.75-76 and Lansell Taudevin, East Timor Too Little Too Late, 
Sydney, Duffy & Snellgrove, 1999, p. 26. 

15 James Dunn, East Timor – From Portuguese Colonialism to Indonesian Incorporation, Canberra, 
Parliament of Australia, The Parliamentary Library Legislative Research Service, 14 September 1977, p. 
23. 
16 Lansell Taudevin, East Timor Too Little…, p. 34. 
17 According to Peter Hastings, “The party’s main strength derives from Catholic clerical and lay 
supporters who have close connections with Catholics in Kupang where the Bishop and clergy are among 
the most active irredentists on the island”. See Peter Hasting, “The Timor Problems”, in Cotton (ed.), East 
Timor and Australia…., 1999, p. 66. 
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Timor.18 The rationale for this policy, according to Nancy Viviani, was mainly to avoid 

any suspicion of Indonesian expansionist ambitions among its neighbouring countries 

and Indonesia’s hesitation to take this colony as a new part of Indonesia due to its 

potential economic liability.19 The Indonesian government policy on Portuguese Timor, 

as enunciated by Indonesian leaders on several occasions, was therefore to oppose 

colonialism, to support its self-determination and to maintain friendly relations. In a 

letter to Ramos Horta, Secretary-General of Fretilin, dated 17 June 1974, the 

Indonesian Foreign Minister, Adam Malik assured him that “The independence of 

every country is the right of every nation, with no exception for the people in 

Timor…[W]hoever will govern in Timor after independence, can be assured that the 

Government of Indonesia will always strive to maintain good relations, friendship and 

co-operation for the benefit of both countries.”20  

 

Yet, Adam Malik’s statement must be seen in the context of Indonesia’s main desire to 

maintain security and stability in its territory, especially the border region with West 

Timor. Portuguese Timor was increasingly seen by some Indonesians as an unstable 

and insecure area. Growing popular support for Fretilin a leftist party that Jakarta 

feared would deliver this colony to the communists,21 led it to eventually revise its 

policy on Portuguese Timor. Military hardliners in particular expressed their concerns 

that the territory potentially posed a threat to Indonesia’s national security.22 From 

                                                 
18During the 1960’s, Indonesian foreign policy largely ignored Portuguese Timor. See for example a 
statement by the Indonesian Foreign Minister, Soebandrio: “We have no designs on Portuguese Timor or 
on any other territory that was not colonized by the Dutch”.  A similar content of statement was also 
found in the United Nations Document A/AC 108/L.13, 3 December 1962, paragraph 35. Yet, John 
G.Taylor claimed that despite this assurance, there was also evidence that Indonesia supported Timorese 
independence, hosting, for instance, a Liberation of Timor Republic Bureau in Jakarta. See John G. 
Taylor, Perang Tersembunyi: Sejarah Timor Timur Yang Dilupakan, Jakarta, Forum Solidaritas untuk 
Rakyat Timor Timur, 1998, pp. 37-43.  
19 Viviani, “Australians and the East Timor…”,  in Cotton (ed.), East Timor and Australia…,  p. 51. 
20 José Ramos-Horta, Funu: The Unfinished Saga of East Timor, Trenton: New Jersey, The Red Sea 
Press, Inc., 1987, p. 43. See also Adam Schwarz, A Nation in Waiting, Indonesia’s Search for Stability, 
Boulder (Colorado), Westview Press, 2000, p. 201. 
21 On Indonesian perceptions of Fretilin as communist see Dunn, East Timor - From Portuguese 
Colonialism to …, p. 26. 
22 Australian Senate, East Timor: Report of the Senate Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade References 
Committee, Canberra, 11 November 1999, pp. 130-133; Chalk, Australia in the Wake of…, p. 32. Among 
these military hardliners were prominent figures such as Major General Ali Moertopo, General 
Pangabean (Minister of Defence) and Lieutenant General Yoga Sugama, and General Surono (Deputy 
Chief of armed forces). See also Dunn, East Timor – From Portuguese Colonialism to … p.38. For them, 
the prospect of Portuguese Timor becoming independent was difficult to accept. An assessment by the 
Indonesian Government’s Intelligence Coordination Agency (BAKIN) following the change of 
government in Portugal as informed by Satari (of BAKIN) to the Australian diplomats in Jakarta, 
concluded that an independent Portuguese Timor would potentially pose a security threat to Indonesia. 
Indonesia’s preference was the eventual Voluntary integration of Portuguese Timor into Indonesia. See 
Document No.7, Cablegram To Canberra, “Portuguese Timor”, Jakarta, 22 May 1974, NAA: A1838, 
49/2/1/1, ii, in May, Browne and Johnson (eds.), Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation …., p. 56. 
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Jakarta’s point of view, an independent socialist state in the former Portuguese Timor 

might attract support from communist bloc countries and perhaps contribute to the 

spread of insurgencies elsewhere in Indonesia.23 The Indonesian government thereafter 

began to suggest that independence was not an option available to East Timor. 

Comments were made about the territory’s backwardness and lack of economic 

viability.24

 

In the face of growing Indonesian hostility and increasingly overt support for Apodeti, 

the two main independence parties – the UDT and Fretilin- agreed to form a coalition 

on 22 January 1975. They deliberately announced their aims for East Timor’s 

independence, their rejection of integration, and their refutation of colonialism.25 This 

coalition, however, was short-lived due to mistrust on both sides: Fretilin doubted the 

UDT’s commitment to total independence while the UDT was uncomfortable with 

Fretilin’s increasingly radical socialist rhetoric. This conflict peaked at the end of May 

1975, and the coalition split apart.26 Some suggested that their break up was partly due 

to Jakarta’s ability to successfully inflame the UDT’s fear of a left-leaning Fretilin.27  

 

                                                                                                                                               
22 Adam Malik gradually shifted his initial position as illustrated by his statement in the early 1974 as 
quoted by Antara (the Indonesian state official news agency): “To a question the Minister answered that 
there are only two choices for the Timorese, that is, remain under the Portuguese or combine with 
Indonesia. According to the Minister, ‘They [the Timorese] are not strong enough to stand by themselves. 
There are only about 600,000 inhabitants who are still backward, with a weak economy. If they decide to 
remain under Portugal that, besides adding to Portugal’s burden, would also constitute a new form of 
colonialism”. Thus, Malik clarified that Timor had three alternatives but only two choices, for to remain 
associated with Portugal was not a choice. Timor would be better to join Indonesia. See J. Stephen 
Hoadley, The Future of Portuguese Timor, Occasional Paper No. 27, Singapore, Institute of Southeast 
Asian Studies, March 1975, p. 19. 
22 See further about Operation Komodo and its operation campaigns in Taylor, Perang Tersembunyi…, 
p.56-57; Taudevin, East Timor Too…,  p.2; Don Greenlees and Robert Garran, Deliverance: The Inside 
Story of East Timor’s Fight For Freedom, Crows Nest (NSW), Allen & Unwin, 2003,  p. 7. 
23Sukawarsini Djelantik, “Indonesia, Australia and East Timor Diplomacy”, p. 5, available from 
http://www.smug.adelaide.edu.au/ppiasa/nuansa/suke, accessed 12 September 2004. 
24 See Suharto’s first public statement after returned from Washington on 8 July 1975 in William Burr 
and Michael L. Evans (ed.), East Timor Revisited: Ford, Kissinger and the Indonesian Invasion, 1975-76, 
the National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book No.62, Document 2, p. 5. This could be 
downloaded in http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBB62/index2.html, accessed on 24 
September, 2004. See also the Indonesian Foreign Minister’s argument, Adam Malik, in Hoadley, The 
Future of Portuguese …, p. 19. 
25 Schwarz, A Nation in Waiting …  pp. 201-02. 
26 The root of the UDT-Fretilin solidarity was because “Apodeti never had the support of more than five 
per cent of the population yet Indonesia’s policy was that all Timorese were their enemy except Apodeti. 
UDT was the majority party but we were neglected” as explained by Manuel Carrascalao. Cited in 
Schwarz, A Nation in Waiting…, p. 201.  
27 On various occasions in April and May 1975, UDT key leaders traveled to Jakarta to meet with the 
Indonesian intelligence officers with expenses courtesy of Centre for Strategic and International Studies 
(CSIS), a private and non-profit research organization in Indonesia. See Carey and Cox, Generations of 
Resistance …, p. 17. See also Schwarz, A Nation in Waiting…., p.202; Chalk, Australia in the Wake of…, 
p. 32 
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After UDT’s withdrawal from the coalition, events moved quickly in Portuguese 

Timor. Increasing tension in the months that followed culminated with UDT leaders 

launching a coup in Dili with the intention of suppressing all communists in Portuguese 

Timor on 11 August 1975.28 Following this attempted coup, a civil war broke out 

between the principal political groups in this colony, UDT and Fretilin. Unable to 

control this conflict, Governor Mario Lemos Pires fled Dili to the adjacent island of 

Atauro on 27 August 1975, abandoning any effective control over its colony. By 

November 1975, Fretilin gained its effective control of a large part of Portuguese 

Timor. Having gained de facto control of the territory, Fretilin subsequently issued a 

unilateral declaration of the state of “Democratic Republic of East Timor” on 28 

November 1975.  Two days later, a coalition of four parties (UDT, Apodeti, Kota and 

Trabalhista) reacted by issuing a proclamation at Balibo, declaring their preference for 

integration.29  

 

From this point on, the civil war between Fretilin and the pro-integration parties 

escalated and reached its turning point when Dili fell to the Indonesian armed forces on 

7 December 1975. Of course, this invasion did not operate in isolation from superpower 

politics, especially of the United States. American fears of Portuguese Timor falling to 

the communist bloc in the wake of the April 1975 communist victories in Indochina 

seemingly had a strong influence on the US backed Suharto regime’s final decision to 

take over Dili.30   

 

The following May 1976, the Indonesian sponsored People’s Popular Assembly in Dili 

requested Indonesia to accept its appeal for integration.31 Arguing this vote represented 

a “free and willing act of Timorese self-determination”, Suharto declared East Timor to 

                                                 
28 Taylor, Perang Tersembunyi…, p. 88-9. 
29 Haris Munandar, Pembangunan Politik Situasi Global dan Hak Asasi di Indonesia: Kumpulan Esei 
Guna Menghormati Prof. Miriam Budiardjo, Jakarta, PT. Gramedia Pustaka Utama, 1994, p. 266.  
30 See statements by the US Ambassador John Newsom, the US Foreign Minister Henry Kissinger, and 
Suharto in Burr and Evans (eds.), East Timor Revisited: Ford…, Document 2 and 4, pp. 5-6. 
31 On 31 May 1976 the newly-formed 37 member People’s Representative Council of East Timor met and 
endorsed a petition to be sent to the Indonesian President, Suharto, for the territory to be integrated into 
RI. The petition was presented to Suharto in 7 June, and followed by the mission to East Timor in 24 June 
to make an “on-the-spot” assessment of the wishes of the East Timorese. For further information see the 
Department of Foreign Affairs, Republic of Indonesia, Process of Decolonization in East Timor, Jakarta, 
Department of Information, Republic of Indonesia, 1976, p. 36-38; Grayson J. Lloyd, “The diplomacy on 
East Timor: Indonesia, the United Nations and the International Community”, in James J. Fox and 
Dionisio Babo Soares (eds.), Out of the Ashes: Destruction and Reconstruction of East Timor, Adelaide, 
Crawford House Publishing, 2000, p. 79. 
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be Indonesia’s twenty-seventh province on 17 July, 1976.32 This declaration marked 

the end of one chapter in East Timor’s political history, but obviously not the end of 

their resistance to fight for human rights and freedom to determine their future.  

 

After ‘Integration’: 1976 - 1999 

 

No one denies that compared to the ‘benign neglect’ of the Portuguese, there was 

speedier physical development in East Timor after its occupation in 1975.33 However, 

despite great Indonesian efforts, at least in development terms, to win the hearts and 

minds of the East Timorese people, it is now indisputably clear that integration was not 

the success that the Indonesian government always portrayed it to be. The evidence is 

clearly identifiable. From the onset of Indonesian rule, there was continuous resistance 

by the East Timorese people which finally ended with their decision to be an 

independent state in the referendum conducted by the United Nations under its mission 

in East Timor, UNAMET (United Nations Mission in East Timor) in August 1999.34 

Only 94, 388 East Timorese representing 21.5 per cent of voters who accepted the 

proposal for wide-ranging autonomy within Indonesia, while 344, 580 East Timorese 

representing 78.5 per cent of voters voted for independence.35  

                                                 
32 Derek McDougall, Australia’s Foreign Relations Contemporary Perspective, South Melbourne, Addison Wesley 
Longman Australia Pty. Limited, 1998, p.251; Schwarz, A Nation in Waiting…, p.204; Chalk, Australia in the Wake 
of…., p. 33.  
33 The progress in terms of physical development was reported, for example, in the study taken by 
Mubyarto, Loekman Soetrisno and Hudiyanto (et al.), East Timor The Impact of Integration An 
Indonesian Socio-Anthropological Study, Northcote (Australia), the Indonesia Resources and Information 
Program (IRIP), December 1991, p. 10. Yet, other observers, like George Aditjondro, have different 
opinions that the comparison between physical development in East Timor during the Indonesian and 
Portuguese periods respectively is misleading. The condition of this territory is not compared with that of 
other former Portuguese colonies which are now independent. The socio-economic condition in the later 
is far better than that of East Timor. See the data of economic and social indicators for six former 
Portuguese colonies in 1989 in George J. Aditjondro, “Prospect for development in East Timor after the 
capture of Xanana Gusmão”, in Catholic Institute for International Relations (CIIR) and International 
Platform of Jurists for East Timor (IPJET), International Law and the Question of East Timor, London 
and Leiden, CIIR/IPJET, 1995, pp. 61-2. However, the UNDP in its 2002 report on East Timor clearly 
showed that East Timor was much better in social life, comprised of the life expectancy rate (56 years), 
the level of adult literacy rate (40.4%), gross educational enrolment (59%), compared to other former 
Portuguese colonies, such as Angola, Guinea-Bissau and Mozambique. East Timor’s worst performance 
was on per capita income ($337), which to some extent was the result of the turbulence in 1999. See 
UNDP, “Human Development in East Timor”, available from http://www.undp.east-
timor.org/documentsreports/nhdr/c1%20Human%20development%20in%20East%20Timor.pdf, accessed 
on 14 December 2004. 
34 The signing of the 5 May Agreements opened the way for the formation of UNAMET on 22 May 1999. 
It had the UN’s mandate to organize the popular consultation at which the people of East Timor, after 
twenty four years under the Indonesians, were able to vote on their future. See Ian Martin, Self-
Determination in East Timor: The United Nations, the Ballot, and International Intervention, Boulder 
(Colorado) and London, Lynne Rienner Publishers Inc., 2001, pp. 37-42.   
35 Dionisio Babo Soares, “Political developments leading to the referendum”, in Fox and Soares (eds.), 
Out of the Ashes: Destruction and…,  p. 57. 
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This separation raises an important and complex question, “Why did the East Timorese 

people want to be independent?” Various rationales have offered to explain this. Yet, 

the root of the problem was their continuing dissatisfaction over decades under 

Indonesian rule. Much of the discontent stemmed from the fact that successive 

Indonesian governments failed to convince the East Timorese and international 

community of the validity of integration, the mismanagement of development policy in 

this province and the rampant abuse of human rights by the authorities. Dissatisfaction 

over decades of inequitable, misguided and repressive military practices in turn helped 

generate calls for independence in East Timor.  

 

The invalidity of Indonesia’s title to East Timor 

 

As in the case of Papua, the historical and political questions in the decolonization 

process had ignited the flame of nationalism in East Timor. While the Indonesian 

government considered that the decolonization in East Timor had already been resolved 

with its integration, the majority of inhabitants in East Timor disagreed. The East 

Timorese perceived the Indonesian invasion and occupation as unlawful. In a press 

release dated 18 November 1991, for example, the Timorese Students Association in 

Yogyakarta expressed its concern over the legitimacy of East Timor’s integration in 

1976 as follows:  
For the sake of humanity and our common wellbeing we ask the government to reconsider the 
fake process of integration in East Timor, which seems to claim more and more lives out of any 
proportion to the level of support for integration among the East Timorese people. We suggest 
that a referendum supervised by the UN should be held immediately in order to establish the real 
wishes of the population of East Timor.36

 

In congruence with the East Timorese claim of their right of self-determination, the 

United Nations (UN) constantly refused to acknowledge Indonesia’s sovereignty in East 

Timor. After the Indonesian invasion, the UN passed several resolutions which 

repeatedly affirmed the right of the people of East Timor to self-determination and 

independence and rejected Indonesian occupation in East Timor. Indeed the UN 

continued to consider Portugal to be the administering power in the territory up to the 

time of the ‘popular-consultation’ in 1999.37  

                                                 
36 Aditjondro, “Prospect for development in East Timor ….”, p. 62. 
37 In the period 1975 to 1982, the UN passed some resolutions, for instance:  Resolutions 384 (December 
1975) and 389 (April 1976) adopted by the Security Council; Resolutions 3485 (XXX) in December 
1975, Resolutions 31/53 and 32/34 in 1976-1977 accepted by the General Assembly. Although East 
Timor had technically remained on the UN annual agenda, since 1982 no substantial resolution had been 
adopted due to the gradual majority support in favour of resolutions.  For more detail about the UN 
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To the contrary, very early on, the Indonesian government had insisted that East 

Timor’s integration was justified. The government contended that it did not deprive the 

East Timorese of the right to self-determination. From the government point of view, 

the East Timorese people opted for integration with Indonesia. This claim referred to 

four important events. These included a petition signed by leaders of the three political 

parties (UDT, KOTA and Trabalhista) calling for integration with Indonesia at 

Batugede on 7 September 1975; the proclamation of four parties (Apodeti, UDT, KOTA 

and Trabalhista) to incorporate with Indonesia in November 1975; the May 1976 

Resolution of East Timor “Regional Popular Assembly” and its subsequent petition to 

President Suharto and parliament; and the Indonesian fact finding mission headed by the 

Indonesian Foreign Minister, Amir Machmud, to East Timor on 24 June 1976.38  

 

Yet, none of these justifications were entirely satisfactory. The closely controlled 

selection process of East Timor’s Regional Popular Assembly members, for instance, 

suggested that its 1976 Resolution paid only “lip service” to principle IX of General 

Assembly Resolution 1541 (XV) for a legitimate and genuine expression of will to 

integrate with a sovereign state. The principle specifies that:  
(a) The integrating territory should have attained an advanced stage of self-government with free 

political institutions, so that its people would have the capacity to make a responsible choice 
through informed and democratic process. 

(b) The integration should be the freely expressed wishes of the Territory’s peoples acting with full 
knowledge of the change in their status, their wishes having been expressed through informed 
and democratic processes impartially conducted and based on universal adult suffrage. The 
United Nations could, when it deems it necessary, supervise these processes. 39 

 

Moreover, many also believed that Indonesia had violated one of the fundamental 

norms of international law by engaging in unjustifiable acts of aggression in East Timor. 

Its military invasion obviously constituted an act of aggression forbidden by the UN 

Charter and customary law. The UN Charter Article 2(4), for instance, provides that  

                                                                                                                                               
resolutions on East Timor see in Keith Suter, United Nations on East Timor: An Overview, pp. 1-9, 
downloaded at http://www.ess.uwe.ac.uk/Timor/document144.html, accessed 11 September 1999; Roger 
S. Clark, “The ‘decolonisation’ of East Timor and the United Nations Norms on self determination and 
aggression”, in CIIR/IPJET, International Law and the Question of …, pp. 65-105. See also Badan 
Penelitian dan Pengembangan Departemen Dalam Negeri Republik Indonesia, Penelitian dan 
Pengembangan Pemerintahan Timor Timur: Laporan Akhir, Jakarta, Departemen Dalam Negeri, 1979, 
p. 102-110.  
38 See Department of Foreign Affairs, Republic of Indonesia, Process of decolonization in East …, p. 18; 
Clark, “The ‘decolonisation’ of East Timor…”, p. 76. 
39 Clark, “The ‘decolonisation’ of East Timor…”, p. 75. 
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All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against 
the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent 
with the Purposes of the United Nations.40

 

In short, no one disputes that Indonesia used force against East Timor and that its use of 

force was against another territorial entity. The fact that Indonesia had acted contrary to 

international law was repeatedly reiterated by the East Timorese nationalist movements 

and their supporters to appeal to the international community, especially to the UN to 

consider the legitimacy of Indonesian sovereignty over this territory. The lingering 

question on the legal position of Indonesia in this territory had in turn caused Indonesia 

not being fully acknowledged by East Timorese. As argued by George Trindade Neves 

de Cammoce, the First Secretary of Timor Leste Embassy in Indonesia, “any 

development carried out by the Indonesian government in East Timor would not be 

successful as long as the basic interest of East Timorese for independence was not being 

fulfilled”.41   

 

The marginalisation of the East Timorese in the development process 

 

The second reason for East Timor’s dissatisfaction with Indonesian rule was the 

Indonesian government’s flawed development policy.42 Despite its repressive rule, 

Indonesia had shown its obvious interest in making its takeover of East Timor success. 

Jakarta treated this province as “a favoured son” in the allocation of its budget.43 The 

Indonesian Ambassador to the Kingdom of Belgium and the Grand Duchy of 

Luxembourg (1994-1997), Sabana Kartasasmita underlined the huge capital investment 

from the central government to East Timor. On 29 April 1997, during the hearing and 

discussion concerning the issue of East Timor at the Belgian Parliament, Commission 

for Foreign Affairs, Kartasasmita said that  
Indonesia has devoted six times as much as its own economic development budget to East 
Timor, on a per capita basis, as it has to any other province. Every year 95% of the development 
budget of East Timor comes from the central government of Indonesia, while only 5% from East 
Timor itself. In 1996, East Timor received about $60 million in Indonesian government grants 
for development purposes alone. This is almost 35 times the average yearly development 
expenditure for East Timor in the final period of Portuguese rule.44

                                                 
40 For further discussion of East Timor from the perspective of international law, see Clark, “The 
‘decolonisation’ of East Timor …”, pp. 65-105; and Laurie Hannikainen, “The case of East Timor from 
the perspective of jus cogens”, in CIIR/IPJET, International Law and the Question of …, pp. 103-117. 
41 Interview with George Trindade Neves de Cammoce, Jakarta, 9 December 2003.  
42 Interview with Lieutenant General (ret.), Kiki Syahnakri, Jakarta, 10 December 2003. 
43 Quoted from Dawam Rahardjo, in Harold Crouch, “The TNI and East Timor Policy”, in Fox and 
Soares (eds.), Out of the Ashes: Destruction and…., p. 153.  
44 Cited in Sabana Kartasasmita, East Timor: The Quest for a Solution, Pasir Panjang Road (Singapore), 
Crescent Design Associates, 1998, p. 89. 
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This statement certainly shows that the Indonesian government allocated a 

disproportionate amount of financial assistance to East Timor. Although this huge 

capital investment from Jakarta resulted in material improvements in East Timor, a 

study made by a team of social scientists led by prominent Indonesian economist 

Professor Mubyarto admitted that there was serious problem in East Timor, because its 

people continued to be politically, economically and socially marginalised.45

In this regard, many of the problems that the East Timorese faced were not much 

different to those experienced in other Indonesian provinces, especially in Papua. As in 

the Papua case, the rapid development in East Timor caused some problems. Within 

East Timor, for instance, there was a growing sense that the presence of Indonesian rule 

in this province was merely a “new colonialism”.46 This was partly because the large 

scale arrival of people from outside East Timor after 1989 (when East Timor was 

‘opened up’) had caused the indigenous people further disadvantage in terms of 

employment and business opportunities. There was growing resentment, especially 

among young educated East Timorese, about the newcomers’ domination of most key 

positions in the public sector.47  They also saw that those who got economic benefits 

from the presence of Indonesia were largely non-Timorese, including the Indonesian 

military.48

 

Additionally, the perception of the East Timorese that they were no “better off” after 

over two decades of Indonesian rule increased their dissatisfaction toward Indonesian 

                                                 
45 Mubyarto, Soetrisno and Hudiyanto (et al.), East Timor: The Impact of Integration…., p. ix.. 
46 Y. Argo Trikromo, Persepsi dan Perilaku Kesejahteraan Hidup Rakyat Timor Timur, Jakarta, Pustaka 
Sinar Harapan, 1995, p. 9. 
47 Hal Hill and Joao M. Saldanha, “The Key Issues”, in Hal Hill and Joao M.Saldanha (eds.), East Timor: 
Development Challenges for the World’s Newest Nation, Pasir Panjang and Canberra, ISEAS and Asia 
Pacific Press The Australian National University, 2001, p. 8. 
48Many of the Indonesian military officials made substantial sums through controlling companies 
exporting commodities, such as coffee and sandalwood, particularly in the period of 1975 to mid 1995. 
PT. Denok was an example of a company which had a monopoly in the lucrative trade of coffee in this 
province. The monopoly continued until 1994, when New York-born trader Sam Filiachi arrived. With a 
little political help from Washington and from the U.S. Agency for International Development, he set up 
an export cooperative that loosened the Indonesia government's tight grip on the coffee business. See Dan 
Murphy, “Ending military monopoly has revitalized E.Timor’s coffee industry”, Far Eastern Economic 
Review, 18 February 1999, in http://etan.org/et/1999/february/15-21/20ending.htm, accessed 14 
December 2004. See also Daniel Cooney, “Coffee is backbone of devastated East Timor’s economy”, 
Associated Press, 11 July 2000, in http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/issues/etimor/000711.htm, 
accessed 14 December 2004; George Aditjondro, In the Shadow of Mount Ramelau: The Impact of 
Occupation of East Timor, Leiden, Indonesian Documentation and Information Centre, 1994, p. 96. 
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rule.49 This dissatisfaction, together with the growing awareness among young educated 

East Timorese and the continuing Indonesian military repression in this province, 

contributed to the “deepening and widening” of East Timorese nationalism and the 

political climate of opposition to Indonesia.50 This dissatisfaction and resistance is well 

expressed by Louise Williams, an Australian journalist who interviewed an unidentified 

East Timorese person in May 1997 in Baucau, on the northern coast: 

 Most of the young people are doing nothing. There is no industry, not much commerce, some 
 might do a little work tilling the soil, but they are expecting something better…There are many 
 young people here who are not satisfied, who feel so frustrated. Sometimes there is a period of 
 calm following some killings because the military are cracking down. But then…the situation 
 will become unstable again. 51  
 

These growing antipathies were complicated by the insensitivity of the Indonesian 

government in the years that followed its invasion, when the new administrative system, 

i.e. the implementation of No. 5/1979 on Village Government, completely changed the 

old political and social arrangements in East Timor.52 This new system showed no 

appreciation towards local community practices, despite the fact that they had been in 

place for more than three centuries under the Portuguese colonial rule. It should come as 

no surprise that the sudden changes in the administrative system caused problems to the 

social hierarchy and political system in East Timor. Some key actors in East Timor 

society, such as the Church and the traditional community leaders, had suddenly been 

forced into a subordinate position.  

 

In this regard, Kiki Syahnakri, former commander of the East Timor military region, 

and a martial law commander in East Timor, explained that the implementation of the 

Law No. 5/1979 eradicated the prominent traditional actors in East Timor, such as the 

local traditional community leaders.53 Under the Portuguese colonial administration, the 

hierarchical structure of its government system was Governor, the administrators (the 

head of municipality) and the head of supra-village units, or chevre de posto. At the 

village level, the Portuguese gave full autonomy to the local traditional leaders to rule 

their own community and gave them a noble title, Don. When Indonesia occupied this 

province, however, these initially powerful and respected traditional leaders were 

officially replaced by Kepala Desa (Village Head). In this new village government 
                                                 
49 Keith Suter, East Timor, West Papua/Irian and Indonesia, Minority Rights Group International, 1997, 
p.12.  
50 Benedict R.O’G. Anderson, “East Timor and Indonesia: Some Implications”, in Carey and Bentley 
(eds.), East Timor at the Crossroads: …, pp.145-6. 
51 Quoted by Keith Suter, East Timor, West Papua/Irian and…, p. 12. 
52 Mubyarto, SoetrisNo and Hudiyanto (et al.), East Timor: The Impact of …, p. 45. 
53 Interview with Lieutenant General (ret.), Kiki Syahnakri, Jakarta, 10 December 2003.  
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structure, many traditional leaders could not meet all the requirements of the position of 

village head as required by the Law, due to insufficient educational backgrounds. This 

caused culture shock to them, especially as many of the new village heads had a lower 

status in the community than them. These circumstances, according to Kiki Syahnakri, 

steadily contributed to their bitterness and dissatisfaction with Indonesia.54 Similar to 

the traditional leaders, the Church also experienced culture shock under Indonesian rule. 

During the Portuguese colonial period, the Catholic Church was fully integrated into the 

colonial system. It had a status parallel to the government. It meant that it could assert 

its authority to influence the decision making process of the colonial government. Under 

Indonesian occupation, the Church was subordinated to the government 

administration.55 Mubyarto claimed that this had inflamed “antipathy” on the part of the 

Church towards Jakarta. From the church’s point of view, of course, the Indonesian 

administrators were “the newcomers competing for their status as patrons of the East 

Timorese people. Competition between the two patrons, the Catholic Church and the 

Indonesian government, constituted an integral problem for this province”.56  

 

Indeed, the problem of power relations between the traditional actors and the Indonesian 

government in the development process caused very significant consequences in East 

Timor. It had a direct impact on the issue of national integration. As Kiki Syahnakri 

acknowledged, 
The dissatisfaction which existed among prominent church figures and traditional leaders,  
caused our [the Indonesian government’s] inability to control East Timorese….In a paternalistic 
society, such as in East Timor, the Church and traditional leaders were the leaders to be followed 
and Indonesia was incapable of controlling them. This was a possible part of the reasons for the 
series of Indonesian failures in East Timor.57

 

From the preceding explanation, the invalidity in the way East Timor was integrated 

with Indonesia and the mismanagement of development under Indonesian rule are 

considered as the major causes for the conflict in East Timor. These profoundly 

negative experiences were further compounded by Indonesian government 

shortcomings in dealing with human rights issues. Indonesia’s occupation was 

characterised by recurrent gross human rights violations in this province (discussed in 

the following section). Therefore, it should not come as a surprise that some interested 

                                                 
54 Ibid. 
55Mubyarto, Soetrisno and Hudiyanto (et al.), East Timor: The Impact of …, pp. 5-6. Interview with 
Lieutenant General (ret.), Kiki Syahnakri, Jakarta, 10 December 2003. 
56 Mubyarto, Soetrisno and Hudiyanto (et al.), East Timor: The Impact of …, p. 6. 
57 Translated from my interview with Lieutenant General (ret.), Kiki Syahnakri, Jakarta, 10 December 
2003. 
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parties endeavored to use some or all of these issues to criticize Indonesia in dealing 

with East Timor and many East Timorese demanded independence. 

 
 
Resistance and Indonesian reactions 
 

In this section, I will present in a more detailed discussion the political dynamics of East 

Timor’s independence movement during its past twenty four years of resistance and 

examine Indonesian reactions which have frequently led to abuses of human rights. 

 

A journey of resistance 

 

Considering its small geographic size and population compared to Indonesia, many 

were surprised by the astonishing acts of sustained courage of opposition and the ability 

of the East Timorese to resist the Indonesian occupation in this territory.58 Prior to the 

Indonesian invasion in 1975, the Indonesian government claimed that East Timorese 

resistance would be quelled rapidly. “The whole business will be settled in three 

weeks”, said Jusuf Wanandi, a specialist assistant to General Ali Murtopo, and a 

prominent scholar at the Center for Strategic and International Studies.59 Yet, for 

twenty-four years after its invasion and the subsequent incorporation, Indonesia was 

never able to completely eliminate the East Timorese resistance and the military’s 

ability to impose its authority had always been severely contested in the tiny territory on 

the eastern half of its island in Timor, which only occupies 24,000 square kilometres 

and had a population in 1999 of approximately 779,500 people.60 In spite of a massive 

Indonesian military presence and many efforts over more than two decades in this 

territory,61 the armed and peaceful resistance to Indonesia remained alive until East 

Timor voted for independence in 1999.  

                                                 
58 John G. Taylor, “The Emergence of a Nationalist Movement in East Timor”, in Carey and Bentley 
(eds.), East Timor at the Crossroads: …, p. 21. 
59 Jusuf Wanadi made this claim in his conversation with Benedict R.O’G Anderson at Cornell 
University, in autumn 1975. Wanadi accompanied General Ali Murtopo, Deputy Head of Bakin, the State 
Intelligence Coordinating Agency and General Benny Murdani, a head of intelligence at Indonesian 
Armed Forces Headquarters. See in Benedict R.O’G.Anderson, “East Timor and Indonesia: Some 
Implications”, in Carey and Bentley (eds.), East Timor at the Crossroads…, p. 137. 
60 See Table 1.1 Estimates of total population on East Timor in UNDP, “Human Development in East 
…”. p. 13.  Indonesia’s geographic size is around 1,919,440 sq km and its population is approximately 
228,437,870 people in July 2001. See 1 Up Travel.com, “Geographic Facts of Countries: Indonesia 
Geography and Facts”, available from http://www.1uptravel.com/geography/indonesia.html; and 1 Up 
Travel.com, “Travel Warning and Consular Information Sheet for East Timor”, 28 February 2001, 
available from  http://www.1uptravel.com/travelwarnings/east-timor.html, accessed on 3 January 2005. 
61 According to Tony Sullivan, there were about 13 and 15 Indonesian battalions at any time operating in 
East Timor: about 15,000 troops, or one soldier for every 50 Timorese. See Tony Sullivan, East Timor, 
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The conflict in East Timor began after Indonesian troops invaded and occupied this 

territory in December 1975. Within a short period many Timorese quickly developed 

their opposition to the Indonesian presence. Much of the early East Timorese resistance 

movement was led by Fretilin and its armed wing, Falintil.62 With twenty thousand 

troops and armed with weapons inherited from Portuguese colonial times, Fretilin was 

able to fight against the Indonesian military offensive for the next three years.63  

 

However, the increased Indonesian military campaign against resistance bases in 1978 

and the subsequent death of Nicolau Lobato, Fretilin’s president and leader of armed 

forces, in Matebian Mountain in December of that year, had a devastating effect on East 

Timorese independence movement network.64  Almost 80 per cent of the Falintil troops, 

90 per cent of their weapons and their support bases and communication lines were 

destroyed.65 To respond to this situation Fretilin began to consolidate in the early 1980s 

and to restructure its organization. Xanana Gusmão assumed the leadership in March 

1981 and later took some new initiatives in Fretilin’s campaign for independence. One 

of the most notable was that Xanana left the conventional tactics used by his 

predecessors. In the words of Carmel Budiardjo and Liem Sioe Liong, “[r]eliance on 

weaponry strength was replaced by reliance on the strength of the people” which put 

more focus on guerrilla tactics.66 This new approach was evidently successful in forcing 

the Indonesian military to accept a ceasefire in March-August 1983.67  

 

Further initiatives to reorganize the Fretilin leadership structure and resistance 

continued in 1987. As part of his campaign on ‘National Unity’,68 Xanana left Fretilin 

                                                                                                                                               
Indonesia and Australia: a socialist view, http://www.anu.edu.au/polsci/marx/archive/timor/menu1.htm, 
accessed 6 November 2003, p. 5.  
62 Amnesty International, Power and Impunity: Human Rights under the New Order, London, Amnesty 
International Publication, September 1994, p. 30. 
63 Sarah Niner, “A Long Journey of Resistance: The Origins and Struggle of the CNRT”, in Shalom and 
Tanter (eds.), “East Timor, Indonesia and the World …”, p. 12. 
64 For a further detailed on the Matebian war, see Paulino Gama (Mauk Muruk), “The War in the Hills, 
1975-85: A Fretilin Commander Remembers”, in Carey and Bentley (eds.), East Timor at the 
Crossroads…, pp. 98-103. 
65 More detailed about the Fretilin’s defeat and its re-emergence in the 1980s, see John G. Taylor, 
Indonesia’s Forgotten War: The Hidden History of East Timor, London, Zed Books Ltd, 1991, pp. 115-6; 
Carey, “Introduction, The Forging of a Nation…”, p. 7.  
66 Carmel Budiardjo and Liem Soei Liong, The War Against East Timor, London, Zed Books Ltd, 1984, 
p. 69.  
67 Carey, “Introduction, The Forging of a Nation…”, p. 7. 
68 This policy was firstly launched in 1983. It was part of Xanana Gusmao rethinking of Fretilin’s 
resistance strategy. He began to envisage Fretilin as a broad nationalist resistance movement. See Niner, 
“A Long Journey of Resistance…”, p. 13. 
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and formed Conselho Nacional da Resistencia Maubere (CNRM); an umbrella 

institution which aimed to unify factions within the resistance. However, it failed to 

reach its objective. UDT rejected its legitimacy, claiming this body was a mere 

“metamorphosis” of Fretilin.69 This rejection underlined the difficulty of getting Fretilin 

and UDT leaders to work together.  

 

This stumbling bloc in the East Timorese journey to independence took ten years to be 

addressed. The East Timorese resistance body was getting increasingly well structured 

with the formation of Conselho Nacional da Resistencia Timorense (CNRT) replacing 

CNRM in 1997. “Maubere” was removed from the title since many East Timorese were 

unwilling to accept the term - not only became of its “the derogatory connotation” in the 

colonial period, but also because of its association with Fretilin.70 With this new title, it 

was clear that this was a broad non-partisan nationalist organization and evidently it was 

successful in bringing UDT back together in a united front with Fretilin.71  With their 

joined forces, it could be assumed now that the East Timorese resistance movement was 

becoming more organized and unified as now CNRT was viewed as the only legitimate 

voice of resistance.   

 

As the resistance movement was more united than ever in the form of CNRT, it 

provided a focal point for East Timorese who favored independence throughout the 

1990s. However, it is worth noting that CNRT just constituted one element of the 

resistance struggle against Indonesia. Operating alongside CNRT, other significant 

players who played an important role in the resistance movement were Falintil (Forças 

Armadas de Libertação Nacional de Timor Leste) as the military arm of CNRT,72 

Ramos Horta, who represented in the diplomatic front, and the clandestine resistance 

movements.73  

 

Without undermining the crucial role by other actors in the East Timorese resistance 

movements, the underground groups had increasingly become the heart of the East 

                                                 
69 Soares, “Political Developments Leading to …”, p. 60. 
70 Niner, “A Long Journey of Resistance…”, p. 14. 
71 Ibid.  
72 Falintil was originally the armed wing of Fretilin. When Xanana Gusmao restructured the resistance 
movement in 1987, Falintil was changed from the armed wing of one political party into a national army. 
See Soares, “Political Developments Leading to….”,  p. 62. 
73 See Soares, Ibid, p.61; TAPOL Bulletin, “Underground leaders on the clandestine movement”, No.103, 
February 1991, p. 17. 
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Timorese resistance movement. As Xanana Gusmão, in his interview with Robert 

Domm, an Australian lawyer, clearly pointed out in September 1990, 
We know we cannot hope for a military victory, but the underground resistance is more active 
today than it has been at any time during the past fifteen years of war. There are organised 
groups in each village and the youth (now) feel involved in the struggle for independence…74

 

The actions of the underground groups took mostly two forms: clandestinely providing 

information and networking with other sections of their clandestine front, and launching 

anti-Indonesian actions to attract international attention. These tactics made them far 

more difficult for the Indonesian security forces to cope with. The Indonesian Army 

Chief of Staff, General Hartono admitted that the East Timorese clandestine front was 

“more dangerous than GPK (Gerakan Pengacau Keamanan, or Security Disturbers 

Group)”. “They can infiltrate everywhere, not only in East Timor, but also in the big 

cities [Indonesia].”75 They were mostly run by a younger generation of Indonesian-

educated East Timorese, who organised themselves in various underground student 

political organisations. Some of these organisations were Resistência Nacional dos 

Estudantes de Timor Leste (RENETIL), Frente Clandestina Estudantil de Timor Leste 

(FECLETIL), Liga dos Estudantes Patriots (LEP), Organisacao de Juventude Catolica 

de Timor Leste (OCJETIL), which later became Organisacao de Juventude de Timor 

Leste (OJETIL), and FITUN (‘star’).76

 

No assessment of resistance in East Timor would be complete without taking into 

account the significant role played by the Roman Catholic Church. Its important 

position in the years of Indonesian occupation was well described by Geoffrey C. Gunn, 
The Church played an extremely delicate and difficult role throughout the years of the 
Indonesian occupation…Church events and church buildings and facilities became an important 
locus of the struggle between Indonesian authorities and the East Timorese independence 
movement…77

 

                                                 
74 Carey, “Introduction: The Forging of a Nation…”, p. 16. 
75 See interview LLK, a member of the clandestine in Dili on 13 April 1995, by a TIRAS magazine 
journalist, Denny Rismansyah, in TAPOL Bulletin, “The clandestine front a major threat”, No.129, June 
1995, p. 20. See also TAPOL Bulletin, “East Timor becoming central part to Indonesian politics”, No.128, 
April 1995, p. 5. 
76 RENETIL was the largest East Timor student underground organisation and led by Fernando de Araujo 
known as Lasama, student in the Linguistic Department of the University of Udayana, Bali (1985-91). He 
was captured in 1991 and released in 1998. The creation of this organisation was then followed by other 
groups. See more detailed in Soares, “Political Developments Leading to…”, p. 63. 
77 Quoted by Arnold S. Kohen, “The Catholic Church and the Independence of East Timor”, in Tanter, 
Selden and Shalom (eds.),  “East Timor, Indonesia, and the World Community…”, p. 21. 
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Although there were no formal political ties between the Catholic Church and the East 

Timorese resistance movement,78 the social and political problems in East Timor 

resulting from integration deeply influenced the Church.79 The Church had undergone a 

transformation.  It could no longer distance itself, especially in facing massive human 

rights atrocities in East Timor by the Indonesian military. The Church subsequently 

began to emphasize culture, human rights and justice.80 In contrast to the situation 

during the Portuguese colonial period, the Church began to define itself in terms of its 

service to the people, not to the state.81 Consequently some elements of the Church 

were increasingly critical of injustice and began to defend the East Timorese people 

against abuses, even if only in a minor way. They also began to speak out publicly on 

the human rights situation in East Timor. The first notable statement was contained in a 

document called “Reflections on the East Timorese Religion” written by the head of the 

Catholic Church in East Timor, Martinho da Costa Lopes. In this July 1981 document, it 

spoke out about abuses of the Indonesian occupation and the feelings of “solidarity” 

with the people.82 From 1981 onwards the Catholic Church in East Timor continued to 

take up the issue. Bishop Carlos Ximenes Belo’s 1989 letter to the United Nations 

Secretary General Javier Perez de Cuellar, and his subsequent numerous statements on 

human rights, after he replaced Costa Lopez in 1983, could in some sense be understood 

as an expansion of earlier support by the East Timorese Catholic leaders to defend the 

Timorese against atrocities.83  

 

Regrettably, the Church’s moral stand for East Timorese was not always accepted by 

the Indonesian authorities. Its moral position frequently resulted in the church 

experiencing coercion.84 On 7 September 1999, for example, three priests are believed 

                                                 
78 See more detailed the position of the Church in the East Timorese resistance, for example in the 
Xanana Gusmao’s statement in his interview on video on 2 June 1991 published in O Publico on 6 
September 1991, in Sarah Niner, To Resist is To Win: The Autobiography of Xanana Gusmao, Richmond 
(Vic: Aus), Aurora Books, 2000, p.149. This position made even clearer in the Bishop Belo’s statement in 
Kohen, “The Catholic Church and ….”, p. 21. 
79 Kohen, “The Catholic Church and ….”, p. 21. 
80 Kohen, “The Catholic Church and …”, p.20-21; Taylor, Indonesia’s Forgotten War…, p. 153. 
81 Robert Archer, “The Catholic Church in East Timor”, in Carey and Bentley (eds.), East Timor at the 
Crossroads:…,  p. 129 
82 Some contents of this document can be seen in Archer, “The Catholic Church in East …” pp. 121-23. 
Another public statement on human rights by Msgr. Martinho da Costa Lopes can also be found in his 
statement during his visit in Australia on 27 September-26 October, 1993, in Pat Walsh, “Timor Prelate 
Visits Australia”, in Torben Retboll (ed.), East Timor: the Struggle Continues, Copenhagen, IWGIA 
Document, No.50, October 1984, pp. 180-81.  
83In this letter, Bishop Belo depicted “We are dying as a people and a nation”. He also asked for a 
referendum; the East Timorese must “decide their own destiny, freely, consciously and responsibly”. See 
Kohen, “The Catholic Church and …”, p. 20. 
84 Ibid, p. 20. 
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to have been killed by the Indonesian armed forces during a massacre of hundreds of 

people taking shelter at the local church in the south cost town of Suai.85 A day before 

the incident in Suai, a similar case also happened in the residence of Bishop Belo in 

Dili. His home and chapel, where many refugees stayed to get sanctuary from militia 

threats, were attacked and destroyed by local militia and the Indonesian elite forces. 

This attack was launched to find out who had taken sanctuary there, especially the pro-

independence supporters. Nevertheless, some argued that the assault of the Bishop’s 

house clearly came to symbolize “a final outburst against an institution” on which 

Indonesia, despite its many efforts over twenty-four years, could never really impose its 

control.86 Thus, these attacks obviously represented the latest displays of an extremely 

difficult role by the Catholic Church throughout the years of Indonesian occupation. 

 

Indonesian Responses and Human Rights Practices 

 

Indonesian perceptions and policies 

 

As mentioned earlier in the chapter, anti-Jakarta actions broke out from time to time in 

East Timor. Indonesia’s sovereignty over East Timor had been contested since it 

occupied this territory from 1975. From the East Timorese nationalists’ point of view, 

their armed and peaceful resistance was a natural reaction against Indonesia driven by 

their belief in Jakarta’s illegal presence in their territory. As Xanana Gusmão bluntly 

expressed it in his letter to Boutros Boutros-Ghali, Secretary General of the United 

Nations on 31 January 1992,  
In East Timor, an armed conflict has persisted for 16 years; in East Timor, a generalized political 
resistance by our people persist against Indonesian military occupation…On 7 December 1975 it 
invaded…in a natural and spontaneous demonstration to defend the sovereignty of their 
Homeland.87

 

Yet, the Indonesian governments did not share East Timorese popular perceptions of the 

East Timor issue as a case of invasion and military occupation. The Indonesian 

governments instead insisted that East Timor was an unquestionably legitimate part of 

its territory,88 Jakarta simply considered opponents of integration as a mere nuisance, or 

in the words of the Indonesian Foreign Minister, Ali Alatas, a “pebble in the shoe.”89 

                                                 
85 Soares, “Political Developments Leading to …”, p. 75. 
86 See Kohen, “The Catholic Church and …”, p. 19. 
87 Xanana Gusmao, “Letter to Boutros-Boutros Ghali,” in Niner (ed.), To Resist is To Win…, p. 154. 
88 TAPOL Bulletin, “Dealing with the East Timorese resistance”, No. 121, February 1994, p. 16. 
89 Harold Crouch, “The TNI and East Timor Policy”, in Fox and Soares (eds.), Out of Ashes: 
Destruction…, p. 152. 
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Police Major-General Amrin Syarofi, Police Chief of the Nusa Tenggara islands, even 

referred to the “crimes of the resistance” and portrayed the East Timorese freedom 

fighters as “murderers”.90 “Delinquents like these,” General Try Sutrisno said, “must be 

shot, and they will be, whenever that is necessary”.91  

 

This way of thinking had considerably influenced the framework in which government 

policy was made in East Timor. Since Suharto’s control over East Timor in 1975, the 

authoritarian New Order government mostly developed its policy of dealing with the 

resistance in East Timor through a ‘security approach’. As in Papua, East Timor was 

governed with the same forceful military to suppress what they perceived as threats to 

security.92 In the name of maintaining Indonesian territorial integrity through 

eradicating any independence movement, the government launched many military 

operations in East Timor. These included Operation Lotus (Operasi Seroja, 1975), 

Operation Extermination and Annihilation (Operasi Kikis, September 1977 – March 

1979), Operation Clean-up (Operasi Pembersihan, March - July 1979),  Operation 

Security (Operasi Ganesha, May - September 1981), Operation Unity (Operasi 

Persatuan, August 1983), “Territorial guerilla warfare” Operation (Operasi teritorial 

untuk gerilya, 1986-87), “Massive military offensive” Operation (Operasi penyerangan 

militer secara besar-besaran, 1990), Thoroughgoing or Complete Operation (Operasi 

Tuntas) or originally called Operation Red Dragon (Operasi Naga Merah,1992- 1997).93  

The use of this intensive force in response to perceived threats to national security in 

East Timor caused some elements within its society and international observers to 

question this approach.94  The forceful security approach to the East Timorese 

resistance movement and its supporters had brought with it both deliberate and 

unintended violations of human rights.95 Some considerable testimony by eyewitnesses 

                                                 
90 Quoted by TAPOL Bulletin, “Dealing with the East Timorese ...”, p. 16. 
91 General Try Sutrisno said this in National Defence Institute at Jakarta on 14 November 1991, as quoted 
in Guardian, 21 November 1991. See Geoffrey C. Gunn, A Critical View of Western Journalism and 
Scholarship on East Timor, Journal of Contemporary Asia Publishers, Manila and Sydney, 1994, p. 169. 
92 Amnesty International, Power and Impunity: Human rights…, p. 3. 
93 For more detailed about these military operations, especially in the period 1975 to the early 1980s, see  
Budiardjo and Liong, The War Against …, pp. 22-51; Taylor, Indonesia’s Forgotten War…, pp. 79-120. 
Another sources for these military offensive can be seen in TAPOL Bulletin, “15 years of Indonesian 
rule”, No.103, February 1991, p. 12-14; TAPOL Bulletin, “The 1990/1991 military offensive in East 
Timor”, No.104, April 1991, p. 7; TAPOL Bulletin, “Military grip on East Timor tightens”, No.113, 
October 1992, p.11; TAPOL Bulletin, “Operasi Tuntas on the rampage”, No.115, February 1993, p.6; 
TAPOL Bulletin, “Troop reduction in East Timor, a propaganda trick”, No.120, December 1993, p.20; 
and TAPOL Bulletin, “Human rights abuses hit a new low”, No.142, August 1997, p. 15. 
94 Amnesty International, Power and Impunity: Human Rights…, p. 18. 
95 U.S. Department of State, Indonesia Human Rights Practices, 1995, March 1996, p. 3,  available from 
http://www/usemb.se/human95/iNonesi.htm, accessed 16 December 2004; Amnesty International, Power 
and Impunity: Human Rights…, p. 3. 
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and reports on human rights in Indonesia by various sources clearly recognised that 

there were serious human rights problems in East Timor. The Investigative Commission 

into Human Rights Violations in East Timor, known as the KPP-HAM, in its report 

(presented to the Indonesian Attorney General, Marzuki Darusman at the end of January 

2000) on the human rights situation in East Timor, for instance, concluded that 
The historical experience of East Timor under integration shows two trends: first, an accelerated 
physical development in every area; second, continued human rights abuses such as violations of 
the right to liberty, the right to movement and residence, the right to life, as well as violations of 
the right to personal integrity including violence towards women. This pattern of abuses can be 
traced to its root, which is the effort to suppress the right to self-determination.96

 

In addition to this, the Central Conference of American Rabbis in a statement on East 

Timor in June 1997 also declared that “[n]o people on earth have seen a greater portion 

of its population perish under tyranny since the nightmare of the European Holocaust”. 

This resolution continued to claim that  
Despite world outrage over these events, and despite the United Nations resolutions calling for 
immediate Indonesian withdrawal from East Timor, the occupation, and the cruel abuses of 
human rights attendant upon it, continues to this day. For more than twenty years East Timor has 
now lived under a brutal military occupation. Arbitrary arrests, torture and extrajudicial 
executions are everyday occurrences, as are programs of compulsory relocation, confinement in 
concentration camps, and systematic starvation. The occupying forces have deprived the 
Timorese of the most basic of freedoms of expression and assembly; …Political opposition is 
punished by detention, torture and death. Contact with the outside world has been severely 
restricted…” 97

 

In a similar tone, the report of the Secretary-General of the United Nations to the United 

Nations Commission on Human Rights on 25 February 1998 regarding the human rights 

situation in East Timor also asserted that  
Indonesia’s overwhelming military presence has an enormous impact on the human rights 
situation and is undoubtedly the cause of serious tensions as people are at all times reminded that 
they are under a repressive military occupation.98

 

Yet, the Indonesian government strove to refute allegations that human rights abuses in 

East Timor were linked with the presence of the armed forces. In this regard, the 

                                                 
96 KPP-HAM, “Full Report of the Investigative Commission into Human Rights Violations in East 
Timor”, in Hamish McDonald, Desmond Ball, James Dunn, Gerry van Klinken, David Bourchier, 
Douglas Kammen and Richard Tanter, Masters of Terror: Indonesia’s Military and Violence in East 
Timor in 1999, Canberra Papers on Strategy and Defence No.145, Canberra, Strategic and Defence 
Studies Centre, ANU, 2002, p. 16. 
97 Declaration adopted by the 108th Annual Convention of the Central Conference of American Rabbis in 
June 1997. It can be accessed in “Central Conference of American Rabbis”, p. 1, available from 
http://www.etan.org/etreligious/religious1/ccar.htm, accessed on 11 January 2005. 
98 United Nations Commission on Human Rights, “Question of the violation of human rights and 
fundamental freedoms in any part of the World, with particular reference to Colonial and Other 
Dependent Countries and Territories: Situation in East Timor”, Report of the Secretary-General, Fifty-
fourth session, Item 10 of the provisional agenda, E/CN.4/1998/58, 25 February 1998, p. 21. See in 
http://www.unhcr.ch/Huridocda/Huridoca.nsf/0/ef62e31fc69d6897c125660a003ae000?Opendocument, 
accessed 11 January, 2005.  
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government had its own strong justification in explaining human rights problems in the 

territory. Its argument was that violent action was taken by the Indonesian armed forces 

as a last resort to crack down on belligerent actions of the resistance groups and to 

restore order in the territory. The government also defended itself on the basis that 

human rights violations by its armed forces occurred due to human failure as well as the 

situation of war.99

 

Aside from the Indonesian standpoint on the East Timor issue, there continued to be 

numerous and credible reports of human rights atrocities by the military in the territory. 

The best publicised human rights problems associated with the military was the Dili 

Massacre when Indonesian troops opened fire on a large crowd attending a memorial 

service at Santa Cruz cemetery and pro-independence rally in the East Timorese capital 

on 12 November 1991.   

 

Interestingly, there were different views in describing the procession of this 

demonstration. While some independent eyewitnesses claimed that it was carried out in 

a peaceful and well-controlled manner,100 the Indonesian Military Commander, Try 

Sutrisno affirmed that the demonstration which took place was not an entirely peaceful 

affair.101 The crowd of mourners, who were commemorating the death of Sebastião 

Gomes in a conflict with a pro-Indonesian integration group at Dili the previous week, 

were becoming increasingly disorderly as they marched toward the Santa Cruz 

cemetery.102 This statement was partly true since the demonstrators reportedly attacked 

Indonesian officers Major Andi Gerhan Lantara, a Deputy Commander of Battalion 

700, and Sergeant Domingus, one and half kilometres from the cemetery.103  

 

After this incident, the situation deteriorated. According to the Indonesian version, the 

provocation by the demonstrators continued in an aggressive attitude along the route 

and at the cemetery itself. After arriving at the cemetery, the demonstrators began to fire 
                                                 
99 See a letter the Permanent Representative of Indonesia to the United Nations Office in Geneva to the 
United Secretary-General dated on 27 November 1997, point 32 and 36. This letter was contained in 
Annex I in Ibid,  pp. 13-14.  
100 Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence 
and Trade, Australia Relations With Indonesia, Canberra, AGPS, 1993, p. 97. See the testimony by the 
Australians Richard Ryebeld and Bob Muntz and Stephen Cox, one of the British journalists, who 
witnessed the actual massacre at the Santa Cruz, in Geoffrey C. Gunn, A Critical View of Western 
Journalism …, p. 176. 
101 TEMPO, “Virus itu Sudah Terjadi…”, 23 November 1991, pp. 24-25.. 
102 TEMPO, “Belasungkawa di Santa Cruz”, 23 November 1991, p. 23. 
103 TEMPO, “Belasungkawa di Santa ...”, p. 22; TEMPO,  “Peristiwa Itu Tak jatuh dari Langit”, 7 
December 1991, p. 25. 
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guns.104 It was at this time when tragic events started to occur. General Try Sutrisno 

said that “being in a tight spot, the soldiers started firing into the crowds. Though 

warning shots were fired, a clash between the demonstrators and the Indonesian military 

forces could not be avoided”.105  

 
Indeed, this incident caused many deaths and other causalities. Yet, it seemed difficult 

to obtain a definitive figure for the loss of life that had resulted from this incident. 

While the Indonesian military, as represented by Major General Sintong Panjaitan, 

Military Commander of the Udayana military region, figured the total death toll as 19 

people and 91 wounded,106 the Indonesian Supreme Court Judge, Djaelani in his final 

report on the massacre concluded that there were about 50 people killed, with over 91 

wounded and about 91 missing.107 Yet, others estimated in between 100-273 people 

killed and 376 wounded.108  If this later number of causalities was correct, this was 

probably the worst single incident of mass murder in East Timor since the Indonesian 

military invasion in 1975.109

 

The Santa Cruz massacre was certainly not an exceptional case of human rights 

violations in East Timor. As numerous reports from various sources compiled by the 

author makes clear, this incident was followed by a continued pattern of atrocities in all 

of East Timor’s administrative districts until the end of 1990s. Various violations of 

human rights, such as in Same and Ossu (Viqueque district), Los Palos (Lautem 

district), Ermera (Ermera district) and other areas in East Timor were related to the 

military operation to crack down on the resistance movement and its sympathisers.110 

Atrocities by the military occurred in all thirteen districts in East Timor. In these 

districts, the security approach implemented by the Indonesian military to exert strong 

pressure against anti-Jakarta political groups entailed both deliberate and unintended 

violations of human rights, since it included extrajudicial killings, disappearances,  

arbitrary arrests and detention, the excessive use of violence in dealing with suspected  

                                                 
104 See TEMPO, “Belasungkawa di Santa..”, p. 23. 
105 TEMPO, “Virus itu Sudah Terjadi…”, 23 November 1991, pp. 24-25. 
106 Ibid; TEMPO, “Peristiwa Itu Tak jatuh dari Langit”, 7 December 1991, pp. 22-23. 
107 Herb Feith, “East Timor After the Dili Massacre”, in Pacific Research, February 1992, p. 5. 
108 Constãncio Pinto, who led the preparation for the 12 November 1991 demonstration in Dili provided 
figure 273 people killed. See TAPOL Bulletin, “Demonstration leader escape from Indonesia”, No.114, 
December 1992, p.21, 12p. Amnesty International Australia claimed between 100 and 270 people killed 
by Indonesian troops and up to 200 unarmed demonstrators ‘disappeared’ after being detained. See The 
Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, East Timor: Report of the Senate Foreign Affairs, Defence 
and Trade References Committee, Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra, December 2000, p. 86. 
109 TAPOL Bulletin, “The killing fields of East Timor”, No.108, December 1991, p. 1. 
110 For more detail about case by case of human rights abuses in these districts, see in Appendix 1. 
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independence supporters, sexual violence, limitation on freedom of speech and 

assembly and civilian casualties in the cause of fighting between guerrillas and the 

Indonesian military (For more detail on human rights violations in East Timor see 

Appendix 1) 

 

Indeed, the Indonesian military was not the only party responsible for human rights 

violations in East Timor. The opposition groups in East Timor also committed human 

rights abuses, including deliberate killing, torture and sexual violence.111 However, as 

argued by Amnesty International, it was difficult to make a proper assessment of these 

opposition atrocities because information about them was seldom well-documented. 

Even though Indonesian authorities frequently suspected Fretilin and Falintil supporters 

of human rights violations, they often failed to provide sufficient detail in their 

accusations.112 Yet, there were at least two cases of deliberate execution, first in 1997, 

of a number of police and military personnel by opposition groups in East Timor. More 

than fifty members of the security forces, mostly from BRIMOB (Police Mobil Brigade) 

and seventeen civilians were killed by FALINTIL members in their protest at the 

holding of an election in their territory which they believed was illegally occupied by 

Indonesia.113 Another case was found in December 1998 when two Falintil members 

charged into a primary school classroom and shot the 56-year-old teacher, Fransisco 

Amaral, in front of his class in the district of Viqueque.114    

 

Human rights abuses carried out by members of Fretilin and Falintil is also documented 

in the 2006 report of the Commissao de Acqhiminto Verdade e Reconsiliacao (CAVR, 

or Commission for Reception, Truth and Reconciliation). This Commission was 

established on 13 July 2001 by the Timor Leste government with the approval of the 

UN Transitional Administrator in East Timor, Sergei Viera de Mello. In its three year 

mandate, the Commission documented human rights violations in East Timor during its 

                                                 
111 Amnesty International, Power and Impunity: Human Rights…,p. 34; Don Greenless and Robert 
Garrant, Deliverance: The Inside Story of East Timor’s Fight For Freedom, Crows Nest (NSW), Allen & 
Unwin, 2002, pp. 43-44. For detailed of this case, see Appendix 1. 
112 Amnesty International, Power and Impunity: Human Rights …, p. 34.  
113 TAPOL Bulletin, “Human rights abuses hit a new low”, No.142, August 1997, p. 15; TAPOL Bulletin, 
“All-out-offensive in East Timor”, No.141, July 1997, pp. 2-3. On the other occasions, Fretilin also 
admitted for murders of several hundred dissidents and political prisoners in the aftermath of Indonesian 
1975 invasion. This included the December 1975 execution of about 150 political prisoners, mostly from 
the Apodeti and UDT’s supporters and up to 200 others, mostly Fretilin dissidents.  See The Sydney 
Morning Herald, “Fretilin admits its bloody past to ensure East Timor’s future”, 15 May 2000, pp. 1-2, in  
http://ww.etan.org/et2000b/may/14-20/15fretl.htm, accessed 10 January, 2000. See also Greenlees and 
Garran, Deliverance: The Inside …, p. 42. 
114 Greenlees and Garran, Deliverance: The Inside …,  p. 44. 
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internal conflict, 1974-1975, and during the Indonesian occupation, 1975-1999. In its 

2500 page final report, the Commission found that the members of the Fretilin and 

Falintil, as well as the Indonesian military perpetrated human rights abuses, for instance, 

in the form of sexual violence. During this period, the Commission documented 853 

reports of sexual violations, including rape, sexual torture, sexual harassment, sexual 

slavery, and other acts of sexual violence. Its findings show that out of the total 

violations documented from the statement-taking process 93.3% (796/853) are 

attributed to Indonesian security forces and supporters, 2.5% to Fretilin, 1.2 % (10/853), 

0.6% to UDT forces (5/853), 0.1% to Apodeti forces (1/853), and 0.9% to others 

(8/853).115 According to the Commission, the low number of cases involving Fretilin 

and Falintil indicates that their sexual violence was “non systematic”.116 Yet, it does not 

certainly mean that their abuses should be forgotten and forgiven.  

 

One among those who would not forget about the atrocities by Fretilin is Eurico 

Guetteres, a former leader of pro-integration militia groups. He claimed that Fretilin had 

killed “more than 60,000 East Timorese” in 1975.117 Fretilin cruelty was also the 

subject matter of an article written by Zacky Anwar Makarim, a Kopassus officer who 

had headed Badan Intelijen ABRI (BIA, the Armed Forces Intelligence Agency, from 

November 1997 to January 1999). In his 2006 article entitled “Kambing Hitam Sejarah 

Kolonial”, he did not reject specific claims of human rights abuses by TNI in East 

Timor. But he pointed out that Fretilin had been no less ruthless against the East 

Timorese between 1975 and 1978. Given he argued that the violence by Fretilin was 

worse than that of the TNI, Makarim questioned, why were strong condemnations of 

human rights violations in East Timor only directed at the TNI?.118  

  

In addition to the repressive security control above, it was noteworthy to recognise that 

Jakarta also attempted an accommodative policy in response to long term opposition 

groups in East Timor. A central element in the Indonesian strategy was to find a 
                                                 
115 Chapter.7.7. “Sexual violence”,  in the CAVR, Chega: the Final Report of the Commission…, p. 2. 
116 Chapter.7.7. “Sexual Violence”, in the CAVR, Chega: the Final Report of the Commission…., p. 103. 
117 Jems de fortuna, “Gutteres Anggap Xanana Harus Ikut Bertanggung Jawab”, TEMPO Interaktif, 
Jakarta, 20 January 2006, available in 
http://www.Tempointeraktif.com/hg/nasional/2006/01/20/brk,20060120-72652,id.html, accessed 23 
February 2006. On Fretilin’s atrocities in 1974 see also Lopez da Cruz, Kesaksian: Aku dan Timor Timur, 
Jakarta, Yayasan Tunas Harapan Timor Lorosae, Juli 1999, pp. 85-86. In his book, Lopez, a former leader 
of UDT claims that on 24 September 1974 Fretilin attacked UDT’s camp in Batugede dispersing UDT’s 
army of 2000. Some of them escaped to Atambua, but most of them were killed by Fretilin bayonets.  
118 Zacky Anwar Makarim, “Kambing Hitam Sejarah Kolonial”, Tentara Nasional Indonesia Web-site, 1 
February 2006, p.3, available from http://www.tni.mil.id/news.php?q=dtl&id-113012006110589, 
accessed 23 February 2006. 
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comprehensive solution of the East Timor problem in a peaceful diplomatic 

arrangement.119 In this light, the Department of Foreign Affairs exercised its dual-track 

policy and became a key player in searching for this solution, which took a firmer shape 

after 1991.  

 

After no international dialogue since 1982, the Santa Cruz 1991 massacre created 

unprecedented momentum for the East Timor independence movement. It helped put 

the cause of East Timor more firmly on the international agenda by renewing debate on 

this issue in the UN. Under heavy international pressure, including the US arms 

embargo and International Military, Education and Training (IMET) ban in 1992, 

Indonesia felt compelled to accept real bilateral negotiations with Portugal under the 

auspices of the UN Secretary General.120 Among the major policy initiatives were the 

Tripartite Talks between Indonesia and Portugal under the auspices of the UN Secretary 

General. The idea came from the Secretary General, Boutros Boutros-Ghali and its first 

dialogue was held in 1992 in New York.121 A year later, Jakarta, backed by the UN, 

also initiated a move to encourage reconciliation talks between anti-integration and pro-

integration proponents under the banner of “All Inclusive Intra-East Timor Dialogue” 

(AIIET) meeting.122

 

More than seven years after the first resumed dialogues, these institutional solutions 

evidently proved to be ineffective.123 No significant progress was made on a political 

solution for the question of East Timor. Indonesia’s insistence that the East Timorese be 

excluded from resolving the dispute in the tripartite talks left any lasting resolution in 

East Timor as a distant prospect. Any agreement with Portugal would certainly be 

meaningless without East Timor’s consent.124  

 

On the other hand, these diplomatic solutions had impacted little on the frequency and 

scale of violence in the territory. The violence flowing from the government’s 

determination to employ a hard-line approach to exterminate unarmed and armed 

                                                 
119 TAPOL Bulletin, “For a peaceful solution in East Timor”, No.114, December 1992, p. 20. 
120 Ibid. 
121 Prior to that, the UN-sponsored talks had been under way for years. His predecessor, Perez de Cuellar, 
took no significant initiative following the adoption of the General Assembly resolution 37/30 in 1982, 
which called on the Secretary-General to hold consultations with “all parties directly concerned” in the 
conflict in East Timor. See TAPOL Bulletin, “Jakarta forced to the negotiating table”, No.113, October 
1992, p. 12.  
122 TAPOL Bulletin, “Diplomatic offensives on East Timor”, No.121, February 1994, p. 14. 
123 Greenlees and Garran, Deliverance: The Inside …, p. 28. 
124 Greenlees and Garrant, Deliverance: The Inside …, p. 39 
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resistance in East Timor was continued throughout the 1990s. This was evident in the 

persistent suppressions of resistance movements in that period. As the UN Commission 

on Human Rights in Geneva in April 1997 adopted a strongly-worded resolution on the 

human rights situation in East Timor, it expressed deep concern “at the continuing 

reports of violations of human rights in East Timor, including reports of extra-judicial 

killings, disappearances, torture and arbitrary detention” as reported in the two reports 

by the UN Special Rapporteurs (on torture and on extra-judicial killings) and two 

summaries by Working Groups (on arbitrary detention and on enforced on involuntary 

disappearances).125

 

In parallel to this resolution, the US Department of State on its annual report released in 

1998, for instance, also accused the government of Indonesia of continuing to commit 

serious human rights abuses.126 According to this report, no significant progress had 

been made in accounting for persons missing following the Santa Cruz massacre in 

1991. The military and the police also still employed a tough policy to end peaceful pro-

independence demonstrations in almost all regions in East Timor, which led to many 

victims, mostly civilians. Many of the demonstrators were wounded, arrested, killed or 

charged with treason under the Criminal Code. Many East Timorese also reportedly 

suffered violent deaths and went missing. In addition to this, Jakarta reimposed its 

limited access to East Timor by foreign journalists. The gist of this report, therefore, 

suggested that the pattern of human rights violations in this territory remained largely 

unchanged since the Dili massacre in 1991. The Indonesian security forces continuously 

followed their ‘habitual pattern’ in dealing with the resistance groups in East Timor.127  

 

A final solution and a violent inheritance 

 

The poor human rights record in East Timor and its illegal occupation by Indonesia 

since 1975 had touched the international conscience.128 As it evidently revealed, it had 

repeatedly become a crucial issue on various UN agendas. Internationally Indonesia had 

been unable to keep the issue off the agenda in the UN as well as in many other 

                                                 
125 TAPOL Bulletin, “UN resolution condemns Indonesia”, No.141, July 1997, p 23 and 24. 
126 US Department of State, Indonesia Human Rights…, p. 1. 
127 Greenlees and Garran, Deliverance: The Inside …, p. 45. 
128 KPP-HAM, “Full Report of the Investigative…”, pp. 16-23. 
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countries. Hence, the persistence of this issue in international fora obviously 

undermined Indonesia’s international reputation.129

 

The downfall of the New Order government in Indonesia following the resignation of 

Suharto on 21 May 1998, as a result of economic crisis and mass student 

demonstrations, had opened a new era for Indonesian policy on East Timor. The newly 

installed President, B.J. Habibie, had considered a political settlement for the future of 

East Timor as a main priority in his government agenda.130 As part of the effort to 

improve Indonesian credibility and to seek a final resolution in the dispute over East 

Timor, Habibie announced a radical shift in Indonesian policy towards this territory on 

27 January 1999. After twenty-four years steadfastly refusing an act of self 

determination in East Timor, the government finally allowed the East Timorese to 

decide their own future by a ‘popular consultation’ as the Indonesians preferred to call 

it. In this regard, the government presented a policy which consisted of a proposed 

resolution through two options. The first option was to grant special autonomy to the 

people of East Timor. If this option was accepted, East Timor would remain a part of 

Indonesia. The second alternative was to refuse this autonomy, leading to the separation 

of East Timor from the territory of the Republic of Indonesia.131

 

Reactions to this proposal certainly varied. While international communities were 

generally enthusiastic about Indonesia’s policy shift, this policy was accepted with some 

anxieties within the East Timorese community. In East Timor, on the one hand, the pro-

independence groups welcomed this decision even with their initial reservations about 

the East Timor’s readiness for independence. Xanana Gusmão and José Ramos Horta 

had in fact expressed their hesitation for East Timor’s readiness for independence a long 

time prior to the 27 January announcement.  In March 1991, for instance, Xanana 

Gusmão made his statement to a visiting Australian parliamentarian that Indonesia did 

not accept the proposal from the East Timorese resistance movement that a period of 

                                                 
129 Harold Crouch, “The TNI and East Timor Policy”, in Fox and Soares (eds.), Out of Ashes: 
Destruction…, pp. 156-7. 
130 Dewi Fortuna Anwar, “Implementai Kebijakan Luar Negeri dan Pertahanan Australia terhadap 
Indonesia: Studi Kasus Timor Timur (1996-2001)”, in Ganewati Wuryandari (ed.), Indonesia Dalam 
Kebijakan Luar Negeri dan Pertahanan Australia 1996-2001, Jakarta, Pusat Penelitian Politik – Lembaga 
Ilmu Pengetahuan Indonesia (P2P-LIPI), 2001, p. 105. 
131Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, East Timor in Transition 1998-2000: An Australian Policy 
Challenge, Canberra, Commonwealth of Australia, 2001, p. 38. For an account of how the dynamic of the 
issue within Indonesia changed, see Greenless and Garran, Deliverance: The Inside…, pp.74-101; and 
Zacky Anwar Makarim, Glenny Kairupan, Andreas Sugiyanto and Ibnu Fatah, Hari hari Terakhir Timor 
Timur: Sebuah Kesaksian, cet. II, Jakarta, PT. Enka Parahiyangan, 2003, pp. 28-64. 
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transition to independence was needed.132 Similar to Xanana, José Ramos Horta had 

also called a transition period for East Timor. At a Nobel Peace Laureates Conference 

held on 5-6 November 1998, for instance, Ramos Horta said that he supported the idea 

of autonomy and a few years delay on a referendum on the territory’s permanent status.  
Right now, we are discussing an autonomy plan presented by the U.N. That autonomy plan was 
drafted by a professor of ours at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy and it is really a 
good, good plan. If Indonesia agrees with it, with minor changes as normal in negotiation, we 
could have it by next year in place the  implementation of this autonomy plan, lead in two, three, 
five years from now to a referendum to determine the final status of the territory.133

 

A strong wariness about East Timor’s readiness for independence was also apparent in 

the early reactions of the Catholic Church leader, Bishop Belo, to Habibie’s 

announcement. On 19 February 1999, he said to Australian Foreign Minister Alexander 

Downer, of his preference for long period of autonomy. If Indonesia did not give an 

option for a transition period, the East Timorese people, according to Belo, would 

accept rapid independence.134  

 

On the other hand, the pro-integration groups were deeply anxious with the sudden 

switch of Indonesian policy. Firm supporters of this group felt Jakarta’s politicians 

abandoning them. They increasingly felt threatened with any moves towards 

independence, especially after the governments of Indonesia and Portugal signed an 

agreement in New York regarding the resolution of East Timor.135 On 5 May 1999, both 

governments concurred to give a mandate to the U.N to consult the East Timorese 

through a referendum on Indonesia’s two-option scenario, while the Indonesian military 

took responsibility to ensure security in this process.136  

 

When Habibie made his offer of a referendum in the end of January, it was clear 

something very significant was happening in East Timor. Each of East Timor’s thirteen 

administrative districts, supported by the Indonesian military, had its own civilian 

armed militias.137 Even though some of them had been in existence for a number of 

                                                 
132 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, East Timor in Transition 1998-2000 …, p. 42. 
133 See José Ramos Horta, “Democracy and Diplomacy in the Asia-Pacific Region”, a speech at the Nobel 
Peace Laureates Conference, “Human Rights Conflict Reconciliation”, 5-6 November 1998, p.5, pp. 5-12, 
available from http://www.virginiaedu/Nobel/transcript/jrhorta.html, accessed 28 February 2006.  
134 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, East Timor in Transition 1998-2000:…, p. 42. 
135 Greenlees and Garran, Deliverance: The Inside…, p. 105. 
136 Grayson Lloyd, “The diplomacy on East Timor: Indonesia, the United Nations and the International 
Community”, in Fox and Soares (eds.), Out of the Ashes: Destruction…, p. 95.   
137 Human Rights Watch, “Unfinished Business: Justice for East Timor”, Backgrounder, August 2000, in 
http://www.hrw.org/backgounder/asia/timor/timor-bck0908.htm, accessed 18 January 2005, p.1, p.1-4. 
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years,138 there were believed to be at least seventeen groups operating in the territory in 

the run up to the referendum, including Alfa Team, Saka/Sera, Makikit, Ablai, AHI, 

Mahidi, Laksaur, Aitarak, Sakunar, Besi Putih, Halilitar, Jati Merah Putih, Darah 

Integrasi, Dadurus, Naga Merah, Pana and Hametin. Details of these militias are 

contained in Table 2. 

Table 2 
 

 Militias in East Timor 
 
 

No Militia Area Size Firearms Leaders 
      
1 Alfa Team Lautem 300 Armed Joni Marques 
2 Saka/Sera Baucau 970 250 Kopassus Sgt.Joanico 

da Costa 
3 59-75 Fighters Junior/ 

Makikit 
Viqueque 200 200 Martinho Fernandes 

and Lafaek Saburai 
4 Ablai (Struggle for 

Integration) 
Manufahi 400 70 Nazario Corterel 

5 AHI Alieu    
6 Mahidi Ainaro 2,000 500 Concio de Carvalho 
7 Laksaur (Eagle) Covalima 500 200 Olivio Mendora Moruk 
8 Aitarak (Thorn) Dili 1,521 120  Eurico Guterres 
9 Sakunar Ambeno, 

Oecussi 
  Simao Lopes 

10 BMP (Besi Merah 
Putih, Red and White 
Iron) 

Liquica 4,000 Armed Manuel de Sousa 

11 Halilintar Bobonaro  Armed Joao Tavares 
12 Jati Merah Putih (Real 

Red and White) 
Lospalos  Armed  

13 Darah Integrasi 
(Integration Blood) 

Ermera  Armed  

14 Dadurus Bobonaro   Natalino Monteiro 
15  Naga Merah (Red 

Dragon) 
Ermera   Miguel Soares Babo 

16 Pana Liquica    
17 Hametin Bobonaro    

 
Sources: KPP-HAM, “Full Report of the Investigative Commission …”, p. 29; James Dunn,“Crime 
Against Humanity…”, p. 70; Dionisio Babo Soares, “Political Developments Leading to…”, p. 68. 

 
                                                 
138 The oldest of militia unit was Halilintar, which was formed following a covert military training 
program conducted in West Timor by Colonel Dading Kalbuardi in the 1970s. The military commanded 
by Colonel Prabowo, a head of Kopassus, again recruited and sponsored the formation of Tim Alfa and 
Tim Saka in 1986. These paramilitary units involved the local population to assist the military operations 
to against Falintil and the growing phenomenon of passive resistance. See James Dunn, “Crimes Against 
Humanity in East Timor, January to October 1999: Their Nature and Causes”, in McDonald, Ball, Dunn, 
van Klinken, Bourchier, Kammen and Tanter, Masters of Terror: Indonesia’s…, p.66-8. Again in the mid 
1990s the military recruited and sponsored militia. According to Crouch, these groups were used to 
terrorize and intimidate supporters of independence; most notoriously through so called ‘ninja’ 
operations. The most prominent unit was the Gadapaksi (Garda Pemuda Penegak Integrasi-Youth Guard 
to Uphold Integration) sponsored by Colonel Prabowo. See Crouch, “The TNI and East Timor…”, p.161.  
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Rather than being regarded merely as spontaneous reaction to fears of abandonment by 

Indonesia, many accepted that the Indonesian military forces had supported, trained, 

funded, armed and organised the activities committed by these pro-integration 

paramilitary groups.139 It is quite logical then to raise a question about what motivated 

the Indonesian military to work closely with militia? In retrospect, as argued by James 

Dunn, the formation of militia in all districts in East Timor received full support by the 

military because it was to defend the integrity of the Indonesian state from the 

increasing risk of losing East Timor, especially after support for independence grew 

rapidly in this territory in 1998.140 In this regard, Jakarta was concerned about what it 

believed would become a “domino effect” of the East Timor independence struggle 

towards other potentially secessionist regions elsewhere in Indonesia, such as in Papua 

and Aceh.141 The Indonesian military, however, generally denied their linkage with 

militia. General Wiranto said, “[i] t is not possible that the TNI is backing the militia”. 

“From the beginning we have said we are neutral”.142 The TNI is certainly entitled to 

defend itself as neutral, although this position is indeed weak. Some considerable 

testimony by eyewitnesses and reports on human rights in East Timor by various 

sources clearly recognised its involvement with militias.143

 

Regardless of the real motives for the establishment of these militias, within several 

days of Habibie’s 27 January announcement of the referendum result, there were 

increased numbers of human rights violations. Although both sides in East Timor’s 

conflict were capable of horrible acts,144 various pro-integration militias accounted for 

most of the violence against the civilian population. In May 1999 the UN Secretary 

General notified the Security Council that ‘credible reports continue to be received of 

                                                 
139 For the connection between militia and the TNI, see a statement by the UN High Commissioner for 
Human Rights, Mary Robinson, in Annemarie Devereux, “Accountability for human rights abuses in East 
Timor”  in Kingsbury (ed.), Guns and Ballot Boxes: East Timor’s…, p. 140; KPP-HAM, “Full Report of 
the  Investigative….”, p. 23; Crouch, “The TNI and East Timor …”, pp. 162-63;  Human Rights Watch,  
“Unfinished Business: Justice for East Timor”, August 2000, downloaded at 
http://www.hrw.org/backgounder/asia/timor/timor-bck0908.htm, accessed 18 January 2005, p. 1; Larry 
Niksch, Lois McHugh and Rhonda Margesson, “East Timor Situation Report”, in William C. Younce 
(ed.), Indonesia: Issues, Historical Background and Bibliography, New York, Nova Science Publishers, 
Inc, 2001, pp. 25-6; Dunn, “Crimes Against Humanity…”, pp. 66-71. 
140 Dunn, “Crime Against Humanity…”, p. 69; Harold Crouch as quoted by Parliament of 
Commonwealth of Australia, East Timor: Report of the Senate…, pp. 93-4. According to Crouch, General 
Wiranto accepted the referendum and decided the military was going to make sure that Indonesia won.  
141 George J. Aditjondro, “Ninjas, Nanggalas, Monuments, and Mossad manuals: An Anthropology of 
Indonesian State of Terror in East Timor”, in Jeffrey A. Sluka, Death Squad: The Anthropology of State 
Terror, Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2000, p. 166. 
142 Quoted by Crouch, “The TNI and East Timor…”, p. 168. 
143 For a more detail on their relationship, see for instance, Desmond Ball, “Silent Witness: Australian 
intelligence and East Timor”, The Pacific Review, Vol. 14, No. 1, 2001, pp. 35-62 
144 See some cases of human rights abuses in East Timor in Appendix 1. 
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political violence including intimidation and killings, by armed militias against unarmed 

pro-independence civilians.”145  

 

Similarly, in the report presented by Indonesia’s National Human Rights Commission 

(Komnas-HAM) to the Indonesian Attorney General’s Office at the end January 2000, 

the Commission urged that a number of incidents allegedly perpetrated by the military 

and militias against the civilian population from January to December 1999 could be 

categorised as “cruel, inhuman and degrading acts.” The form of their abuses included 

the gross violations of the right to life, the right to personal integrity, the right to liberty, 

the right to movement and to residence, and the right to own/retain property.146 The 

number of occurrences of these atrocities between January and December 1999 as 

reported by the KPP - HAM are shown in following table. 

 

Table 3 
 

Frequency of human rights violations in East Timor in 1999 
 

Violations A B C D E Total 
Month       
 
January 

 
  17 

 
11 

 
7 

 
- 

 
2 

 
   37 

February     5   - 2 - 4    11 
March     -   1 1 2 -     4 
April 190 19   24 1  41 275 
May     2   5 2 - 1   10 
June     -   7 - - 1     8 
July     -   3 - - 4     7 
August   28 13 - - 4   45 
September 142 24 6  14  29 215 
October     7   7 - - 1   15 
December     3 - - - 1     4 
       
Total 394 90   42 17  88 631 

 
Notes: A: the right to life (Article 6, ICCPR); B: the right to personal integrity 
(Article 17, UDHR); C: the right to liberty (Article 9, ICCPR); D: the right to 
movement and to residence (Article 12, ICCPR); and E: the right to own/retain 
property (Article 17, UDHR). Source: data modified from KPP-HAM, “Full 
Report of the Investigative Commission …”, p. 30 

 
 

As shown in Table 3, the violence was greater at some times than others in East Timor 

through January to December 1999. Even though there were a total of 631 human rights 

abuses, it showed a change in the number of violations during that period. The 

                                                 
145 Crouch, “The TNI and East Timor…”, pp. 165-166. 
146 KPP-HAM, “Full Report of Investigative…”, p. 30. 
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violations were high in April, going down in May, slightly rising up again in August 

and sharply decreasing after peaking in September 1999. 

 

The increase or decrease in violence, according to KPP-HAM, corresponded with the 

changes on political and security policies in East Timor itself.147 An increase in 

violence in the aftermath of Habibie’s announcement in January to April was believed 

to reflect an internal conflict or even civil war within the East Timorese population. As 

Amnesty International claimed, the ongoing violence was a deliberate attempt by the 

military apparatus and pro-Indonesian militias to destabilise the political situation and 

thus to undermine the process of diplomacy seeking a final solution of the conflict in 

East Timor.148  

 

The cases of violence in Liquica and Dili were good examples of this tendency.  In the 

first case, the massacre occurred on 6 April 1999, in Liquica, a district located around 

45 km to the west of capital, Dili. The Besi Merah Putih militia, in collusion with the 

military and police attacked and shot to death more than 30 civilians who were 

sheltering in a church.149 Another event involving the militia was the attack on the home 

of the independence figure, Manuel Carascalao, in Dili on 17 April 1999, where more 

than 140 people were sheltering. Carascalao’s son was among about 15 people killed. 

Both attacks were apparently designed to lure pro-independence groups to respond to 

pro-integration supporters’ provocation.150  

 

Even though the security situation in East Timor was still tense, Table 3 also shows that 

the number of human rights violations fell significantly in May 1999. It can only be 

speculated that the timing for this reduction was not coincidental. On 5 May 1999 

Indonesia and Portugal signed the New York Agreement, and one of its results was to 

assign Indonesia to watch over peace in East Timor. The decrease in violence was 

connected with the Indonesian security policies to make the referendum in East Timor 

successful by providing an impression of Jakarta’s neutrality in the conflict in this 

                                                 
147 KPP-HAM, “Full Report of Investigative…”, p. 34. 
148 Amnesty International, “Indonesia East Timor – spiraling into violence”, News Service: 071/99, AI 
Index: ASA 21/27/99, in http:/web.amnesty.org/library/print/ENGASA210271999, accessed 25 
September 2004, p. 1. 
149 Hamish McDonald, “Masters of Terror: Indonesia’s Finding”, in McDonald, Ball, Dunn, van Klinken,  
Bourchier, Kammen and Tanter, Masters of Terror: Indonesia’s …, p. 12. 
150 Human Rights Watch, “Justice Denied for East Timor: Indonesia’s Sham Prosecutions, the Need to 
Strengthen the Trial Process in East Timor, and the Imperative of U.N. Action”, p. 4, available from 
http://www.hrw.org/backgrounder/asia/etimor1202bg.htm, accessed on 6 September 2004.  
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territory.151 To underline its position, for instance, Jakarta then took a lead as a mediator 

in this conflict by initiating a peace agreement between pro and contra independence 

groups in Dili on 2 April 1999 and in Jakarta on 30 June 1999.152

 

Nevertheless, the violence, which had been temporarily slowed down for the ballot, 

increased dramatically after it became known on 4 September 1999 that an 

overwhelming majority voted for independence from Indonesia. As Table 3 shows, 

there were 215 cases of abuse in just one month (September) compared to 70 cases from 

May to August 1999. Many reports, statements and eye-witness accounts of various acts 

of human rights violations on the East Timorese population in the aftermath of the 

announcement of the result of the ballot had strengthened the KPP-HAM’s finding on 

these gross human rights violations in East Timor.153 They provided details of alleged 

killings, beatings, destruction of infrastructure, attacks on civilians and suspected 

independence supporters, burning of property and forcing hundreds of thousands people 

to evacuate the territory. This series of acts of violence and destruction, which some 

called “bumihangus” or scorched earth,154 devastated the territory. Unknown numbers 

were killed; some put the figure at approximately 2,000 civilian deaths.155  In addition 

to this, the World Bank also estimated that about 70 per cent of the territory’s 

infrastructure stock was substantially or partially destroyed and over 75 per cent of the 

population was displaced.156 This post-ballot act of violence, the Indonesian 

government explained later to the United Nations Commission on Human Rights in 

September 1999, was due to dissatisfaction of the pro-integration supporters with what 

                                                 
151 KPP-HAM, “Full Report of Investigative…”, p. 35. 
152 Makarim, Kairupan, Sugiyanto and Fatah, Hari-Hari Terakhir Timor Timur…, p. 402. 
153 For the post-ballot violence, see for instance a numerous report by Amnesty International, Yayasan 
HAK, Human Rights Watch, East Timor Action Network (ETAN), Commission for Human Rights 
Violations in East Timor (KPP-HAM) of the Indonesian National Commission on Human Rights 
(Komnas-HAM), and the UN Commission on Human Rights. Greenless and Garran, Deliverance: The 
Inside…, pp. 196-232. For the eyewitness-accounts of this violence, see for instance Amnesty 
International, “East Timor As Violence Descended: Testimonies from East Timorese Refugees”, London, 
International Secretariat, pp. 1-13; Taudevin, East Timor Too Little Too Late, Sydney, Duffy & 
Snellgrove, 1999, pp. vi+319. 
154 “Bumihangus” is a foundation stone of Indonesian military doctrine, laid down by General Sudirman, 
hero of Indonesia’s fight for independence from the Dutch who, in his first decree, ordered retreating 
troops to evacuate the people and destroy anything that might assist the enemy. See more in Greenless 
and Garran, Deliverance: The Inside…, pp. 201-214. 
155 Hamish McDonald, “Introduction,” in McDonald, Ball, Dunn, van Klinken, Bourchier, Kammen and  
Tanter, Masters of Terror: Indonesia’s …, p. 2. 
156 The World Bank as quoted by Amnesty International, “East Timor: Human rights must be made the 
cornerstone of reconstruction”, News Service 23/6/99, AI INDEX: ASA 21/207/99, 16 December 1999, 
p.1, 1p, in http://web.amnesty.org/library/print/ENGASA212071999, accessed on 24 September 2004; 
Hal Hill and Joao M. Saldanha, “The Key Issue”, in Hall Hill and Joao M.Saldanha (eds.), East Timor: 
Development Challenges for the World’s Newest Nation, Singapore and Canberra, ISEAS and Asia 
Pacific Press The Australian National University, 2001, p. 3. 
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they considered as the unfair conduct of the United Nations Mission in East Timor 

(UNAMET) in the ballot.157 Yet, some suggested that they were designed by the 

military and militias to discredit the result of the ballot. This violence, they apparently 

believed, would persuade the Indonesian parliament (MPR) to reject the result of the 

self-determination in East Timor.158  

 

As human rights abuses mounted after the ballot in East Timor with an increase in 

violent activities, pressures increased on the Indonesian government from the UN and 

the international community to stop the violence and anarchy. Indonesia tried to hold its 

commitment to maintain security as stipulated under the 5 May Agreement, by 

declaring martial law in East Timor on 7 September, 1999. Yet, the security situation 

did not improve. Indonesia consequently received a broad condemnation from the UN 

Security Council and the UN Commission on Human Rights. Under heavy international 

pressure, late on the evening of 12 September, Habibie finally announced that he had 

informed the UN Secretary General that he had agreed to invite a peacekeeping force to 

assist in restoring security in East Timor. This decision led the Security Council to 

finally adopt Resolution 1264 on 15 September 1999, which authorised the deployment 

of the International Force in East Timor (INTERFET) on 20 September, 1999. With a 

Security Council mandate to restore order, Australia became deeply involved in the 

critical security situation as a leader of and main contributor to this multinational peace-

keeping force in East Timor.159

 

Despite the provisions of the 5 May Agreement that gave Indonesia responsibility for 

maintaining security in East Timor, General Wiranto told the Australian Embassy in 

Jakarta on 16 September 1999, that the Indonesian military would be withdrawn 

completely from East Timor as soon as the INTERFET troops were deployed. This was 

followed by the MPR ratification of the ballot result on 20 October 1999, repealing its 

1978 decree. By this ratification, Indonesia formally ended its sovereignty in East 

Timor. After two-and-a-half years under United Nations administration (UNTAET), 

East Timor finally received its independence on 20 May 2002. This final chapter in the 

                                                 
157 Grayson J. Lloyd, “The diplomacy on East Timor…”, p.102. Similar argument was also expressed by 
General Wiranto and Zacky Anwar Makarim. See Crouch, “The TNI and East Timor...”, p. 168;  
Makarim, Kairupan, Sugiyanto and Fatah, Hari-Hari Terakhir Timor Timur…, pp. 367-373.  
158 Devereux, “Accountability for human rights abuses …”, p. 141; Dunn, “Crime Against Humanity….”, 
p. 67. 
159 For detail on the role of the UN in East Timor’s post ballot, see Department of Foreign Affairs, East 
Timor in Transition 1998-2000 …, pp. 133-142; Michael G. Smith and Moreen Dee, Peacekeeping in 
East Timor: The Path to Independence, London, Lynne Reinner Publishers, 2003, pp. 17-94. 
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struggle of the East Timorese fight for freedom and self-determination reminds all of us 

again of the tragic consequence of Indonesia’s twenty four years of disregard of human 

rights in this territory.  

 

Australian Complicity in East Timor from Whitlam to Hawke, 1972-1991 

 

The aim of this section is to provide a general idea of Australian Government attitudes 

toward East Timor, especially from the period of the Whitlam to the Hawke 

administrations. The question of East Timor became a crucial issue during their prime 

ministerships between 1972 and 1991.  

 
Even though East Timor has attracted Australia’s attention since the beginning of the 

20th century,160 it did not become a major issue in Australian foreign and security policy 

debates until the 1970s.161 The decolonisation process in this territory in 1974 was 

enough for Australia to take a very close interest in the future of the colony. Two 

meetings between the Australian Prime Minister Gough Whitlam and President Suharto 

during the period 1974-75 certainly indicated this growing attention in Canberra. The 

first meeting was held in Wonosobo, around 120 km west-north of Jogyakarta, on 6 

September 1974, and later in Townsville, Queensland, on 4 April 1975. East Timor was 

discussed at both meetings, and Whitlam gave the Indonesian leadership the impression 

that Australia would accept this territory becoming part of Indonesia.  However, he 

added that force must not be used, and the people of the Portuguese colony should be 

allowed to decide their future status. The official record of their meeting in Wonosobo 

indicates the Prime Minister's stance, 
 The Prime Minister said that he felt two things were basic to his own thinking on Portuguese 
 Timor. First, he believed that Portuguese Timor should become part of Indonesia. Second, this 
 could happen in accordance with the properly expressed wishes of the people of Portuguese 
 Timor. The Prime Minister emphasized that this was not yet Government policy but that it was 
 likely to become that”162  
 

                                                 
160 See a comprehensive study on some Australian attitudes to East Timor from the 1900s to 1970s, in 
Peter Hastings, “The Timor Problem –II: Some Australian Attitudes, 1903-1941”, Australian Outlook, 
Vol. 29, No. 2, 1975 , pp. 180-197; Peter Hastings, “The Timor Problem-III: Some Australian Attitudes, 
1941-1950”,  Australian Outlook, Vol. 29, No. 3, 1975, pp. 323-334; James Dunn,  Timor: A People 
Betrayed, Milton (Qld), The Jacaranda Press, 1983, pp. 122-134. These articles showed that Australian 
interests to East Timor till 1970s were relatively slight, irregular and few. 
161 Way, Browne and Johnson (eds.), Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation of …,  p. 3. 
162 “Record Of Meeting Between Whitlam and Suharto”, State Guest House, Yogyakarta, 6 September 
1974, 10.am, Document 26, in Way, Browne and Johnson (eds.), Australia and the Indonesian 
Incorporation of…, pp. 95-98; see also “Letter From Whitlam to Suharto”, Canberra, 28 February 1975, 
Document 98, in Ibid,  pp. 200-201. 
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A few weeks after the meeting, however, Whitlam made his position clearer. His 

preference for the long term future of East Timor was that it became part of Indonesia. 

On 24 September, in a cable sent to R.W. Furlonger (the Australian ambassador to 

Indonesia), Whitlam declared, “I am in favour of incorporation but obeisance has to be 

made to self determination”.163 The preference for incorporation into Indonesia was 

based on his belief that an independent Timor would be unviable for both economic and 

political reasons.164 These reasons were almost identical to those offered by Suharto on 

the subject of an independent Timor. In early December 1974, Indonesian Foreign 

Minister, Adam Malik, in early December 1974 also claimed that “independence [for 

East Timor] is not a practical solution”.165  

It is evident now that these beliefs were wrong. Although East Timor is beset by 

multiple problems, it has proved to be a viable state.166 Through 1974-1975, however, 

the basic ground for Whitlam approach on East Timor was pragmatic and realist. 

Whitlam, as quoted by James Dunn, said that the East Timor issue “must be seen 

against the fundamental importance to [Australia] of a long-term cooperative 

relationship with Indonesia”.167 The rights of the small, emerging nation of East Timor 

were apparently insignificant in Whitlam’s eyes, compared with the strategic and 

economic significance of relations with Indonesia. In her essay for Australian Outlook 

in 1976 Nancy Viviani, a political adviser to Willesee, argued that Indonesia was an 

important country in the region by virtue of its geopolitical location, its potential 

military and economic power in the future, and that any negative change in the 

                                                 
163 See “Minute From Woolcott to ReNouf”, Canberra, 24 September 1974, Document 37, in  Way, 
Browne and Johnson (eds.), Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation of…, p. 111. 
164 Way, Browne and Johnson (eds.), Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation of…, pp. 95-6.  
165 For Suharto’s views see Way, Browne and Johnson (eds.), Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation 
of…, p. 97. This statement from Adam Malik cited from Nancy Viviani, “Australia and the Timor Issue”, 
Australian Outlook, Vol. 30, No. 2, August 1976. p. 205. See also Indonesian perspective on Portuguese 
Timor in Robert King, “The Timor Gap, Wonosobo and the fate of Portuguese Timor”,  (originally 
published in Journal of the Royal Australian Historical Society, June 2002),  Lanham-Seabrook 
(Maryland:USA), Indonesia Publications, Indonesia Reports-Politics Supplement, Nos. 291-296, 
July/August 2002, p. 17; Part 3. “The History of the Conflict”, in the CAVR, Chega: Final Report of the 
Commission for Reception …, p. 38. 
166 In this case, there is also similar argument, for instance, in the case of Pacific Islands countries. 
Australia is also surrounded by very weak countries in the Pacific Islands, such as Nauru, Cook Island, 
and Tonga. They are certainly not great economic power, but they have not been the scenes of rivalries.  
167 Dunn, Timor: A People…, p. 156.  The strategic and economic importance of Indonesia to Australia 
was also outlined in the Department of Foreign Affairs “Policy Planning Paper”, on 3 May 1974. See it 
“Policy Planning Paper”, Document 3 in Way, Browne and Johnson (eds.), Australia and the Indonesian 
Incorporation of…,  pp. 50-52. 
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relationship between the two countries, was more harmful to Australian interests than to 

Indonesian interests.168  

Although by no means all foreign affairs policy makers shared this view, the 

overwhelming opinion was that long-term cooperative relationship with Indonesia was 

more important than the wishes of the Timorese. These included the Australian pro-

Indonesia group, which were largely dominated by several former Australian 

Ambassadors to Indonesia, such as K.C.O. Shann (1960-1962), Gordon Jockel (1969-

1972, and then Director of the Joint Intelligence Organisation), R.W. Furlonger (1972-

1975), Richard Woolcott (1975-1978), and G.B. Feakes (First Assistant Secretary, 

South-East Asia and Papua New Guinea Division, 1974-1976).169     

There were a number of reasons for the Whitlam government and its supporters’ belief 

that East Timor should be controlled by Indonesia. The first reason was that the 

economic benefits to Australia of incorporating East Timor into Indonesia. Its support 

for the incorporation of East Timor into Indonesia was seemingly reinforced by its 

economic interest in the massive oil and gas reserves in the Timor Gap. This referred to 

the gap in the maritime boundary, which had been in dispute with Portugal for some 

years. Canberra assumed that a more favorable resolution of the seabed boundary could 

be negotiated with Indonesia rather than with Portugal or an independent East Timor.170  

Another powerful factor conditioning Whitlam’s attitudes to the Timor problem was a 

conviction that the existence of a new micro-state, with a potentially left-wing 

government to the immediate north could be a potential threat to Australia.171 This 

anxiety over security was further fuelled by the increasing tension in Indochina, a direct 

result of communist victories in the 1970s. The withdrawal of US troops from Vietnam 

                                                 
168 Viviani,  “Australia and the Timor …”,  p. 201. 
169 Ibid. 
170 This can be recognized in the Policy Planning Paper prepared by Department of Foreign Affairs on 3 
May 1974 which mentioned that “the Indonesians would probably be prepared to accept the same 
compromise as they did in the negotiations already completed on the seabed boundary between our two 
countries. Such a compromise would be more acceptable to us than the present Portuguese position.” See 
“Policy Planning Paper”, Canberra, 3 May 1974, Document 3, in Way, Browne and Johnson (eds.), 
Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation…, p. 52. A similar pragmatic approach can also be seen from 
the comments of Australia’s ambassador to Indonesia, Richard Woolcott, in a cable sent to the 
Department of Foreign Affairs in August 1975, “I know I’m recommending a pragmatic rather than a 
principled stand but that is what national interest and foreign policy is all about”. See Jon Lamb, 
“Australia’s plunder of East Timor’s oil and gas”, Green Left Weekly Online Edition, p. 2, available from 
http://www.greenleft.org.au/back/2005/650/650p14.htm, accessed 14 February 2006. 
171 Alan Renouf, The Frightened Country, South Melbourne, The Macmillan Company of Australia Pty 
Ltd, 1979,  p. 443; Katsumi Ishizuka, “Australia’s Policy Towards East Timor: Australia as Regional 
Hegemon?”, UNU-CRIS Occasional Papers, 0-2004/1, Department of International Business 
Management, University of Kyoei, Japan, 2004,  p. 3. 
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in 1973, and later the fall of Saigon to the communist North, provided the critical 

momentum to believe that the communist insurgency threat to Australia was very real. 

Canberra feared that an independent East Timor would become another communist 

stronghold in the region.172 Therefore, in the light of such fears, Indonesia was seen as a 

bulwark against communist advancement. Thus, the integration of Timor with Indonesia 

was perceived as the more desirable option.173  

 

Whatever his true intentions, Whitlam recounted his policy on East Timor to the Senate 

Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, when there was an inquiry into this 

territory in 1999. In his submission on 30 November, Whitlam said that he had inherited 

the Timor policy from the Menzies government.174 The Menzies government had settled 

its policy on East Timor as revealed in Cabinet Decision 632 on 15 February 1963 and a 

memorandum dated on 21 February 1963 presented to the Menzies Cabinet by External 

Affairs Minister, Garfield Barwick. These documents came to the same conclusion, that 

an independent Timor was unrealistic. Timor, as Barwick said, was not economically 

and politically viable.175  

 

In his submission to the Senate Committee on November 1999, Whitlam did not explain 

why he favoured a continuation of the Menzies government’s policy on East Timor. Nor 

did he explain why he did not accept the policy formulation provided by defence 

officials and the then Australian Foreign Minister, Don Willesee. In mid August 1974, 

for instance, in a working paper forwarded to the Department of Foreign Affairs, W.B. 

Pritchett, First Assistant Secretary, Defence Planning Division at the Department of 

Defence, suggested that Australia’s strategic interest would be best served by the 

independence of East Timor through self-determination.176 The same opinion was also 

shared by Willesee. In briefing papers prepared for Whitlam’s meeting with Suharto in 

                                                 
172 Dunn, Timor: A People…,  p. 160. 
173 Part 3. “The History of the Conflict”, in the CAVR, Chega: Final Report of the Commission for 
Reception and …, p. 17. 
174 The Parliament of Commonwealth of Australia, East Timor: Report of the Senate Foreign Affairs, 
Defence and Trade References Committee, Canberra, Commonwealth of Australia, December 2000, p. 
119. See also Graeme Dobell, “After 25 years of secrecy, Whitlam reveals his E Timor policy”, 
Australian Broadcasting Corporation, The World Today, Canberra, 6 December 1999, available from 
http://www.etan.org/et99c/december/5-11/06after.htm, accessed on 6 February 2006. 
175 Dobell, Ibid. See also Gough Whitlam, Abiding Interests, St. Lucia, University of Queensland Press, 
1997, p. 74; The Parliament of Commonwealth of Australia, East Timor: Report of the Senate Foreign 
…,  p. 119 and p. 121. Barwick’s memorandum was published in Whitlam, Abiding Interests, pp. 290-
295. 
176 “Memorandum to Rogers”, Canberra, 15 August 1974, Document 21, in Way, Browne and Johnson 
(eds.), Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation…, p. 84. 
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September 1974, Willesee approved his department’s suggestion of self-determination 

for East Timor.177  

 

This view obviously highlighted the differences between the Foreign Minister and 

Prime Minister on their approaches to Timor. Whitlam, however, continued in his 

unwavering support for Indonesia, despite its violation of those very conditions which 

he initially stated for his espousal of incorporating East Timor with Indonesia, that is, 

through a process of self-determination. As the formerly secret Foreign Affairs 

Department’s documents on East Timor from 1974-1976 reveal, the Australian 

government knew of Indonesia’s covert operation and its plan to seize the territory by 

force almost a year and a half before the invasion in 1975. This included its infiltration 

across the border through Balibo on 16 October 1975, which killed five Australia-based 

journalists (Malcolm Rennie, Gary Cunningham, Brian Peters, Tony Stewart and Greg 

Shackleton). However, even though the military invasion occurred with Australian 

knowledge, Canberra professed ignorance. As Desmond Ball and Hamish McDonald in 

their book Death in Balibo, Lies in Canberra claim, the Australian government 

probably knew that the death of Australian newsmen at Balibo could have been 

prevented. The intelligence agencies in Australia knew that Indonesian forces planned 

to murder the journalists up to twelve hours before the attack, but senior Defence 

Signals Directorate (DSD) bureaucrats withheld the information.178 Additionally, no 

warning was passed to the news crews and the management of Australia’s Nine and 

Seven networks where the five journalists worked.179  

 

Australia did not deal with these deaths in East Timor effectively or with transparency. 

There was no serious preemptive action taken by the Australian government either to 

prevent their deaths or the Indonesian invasion of East Timor. Some even alleged that 

Canberra provided a cover for Indonesian military action by denying the incursion was 

taking place.180 The Whitlam government’s ‘soft’ responses to events unfolding in East 

                                                 
177 Renouf., The Frightened Country,  p. 442. 
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Timor added further doubt about Whitlam’s policy on East Timor. The option of firmly 

opposing the use of force by the Indonesian military, and of supporting a self-

determination process in this territory was seemingly never seriously considered by the 

Whitlam government. As a former defence intelligence analyst, Paul Monk argues 
If Whitlam wished to see a genuine act of self-determination he now knew that this was not what 

 Jakarta intended. To deflect the Indonesians from their Realpolitik course at this point would 
 have required pro-active diplomacy. This was not forthcoming from Whitlam or from his 
 Department. Not to initiate such efforts at that point was clearly to acquiesce in the [Indonesian] 
 ‘grand design. 181. 
 

There were no significant changes in Australian policy. Canberra continued its 

pragmatic approach to the East Timor issue. A good illustration of this was the 

reference made by Australian ambassador to Indonesia, Richard Woolcott, on the eve of 

the Indonesian landing in Dili that Australia should allow events to “take their course”. 

According to Woolcott, nothing could be done to prevent the Indonesian invasion, 

primarily because it would provoke a political rift with Jakarta.182 This view was 

strongly held by the Whitlam government until its dismissal on 11 November 1975.  

The constitutional crisis led the Governor General, John Kerr, to dismiss the Whitlam 

Labor Government and to appoint Malcolm Fraser as caretaker Prime Minister until 

new elections in December 1975. Within a month of Fraser’s administration, there was 

an international development which was of deep concern to Australia. Indonesia 

launched a full-scale military invasion of East Timor on 7 December 1975, one day 

after the US President Gerald Ford and his Foreign Minister, Henry Kissinger, visited 

Jakarta. Although the Indonesian invasion of East Timor received the tacit support of 

powerful nations namely the US (as documents released by the independent 

Washington-based National Security Archive revealed),183 this invasion was 

immediately condemned by the United Nations. To Indonesia’s annoyance,184 the 

Fraser government took a very different policy from that of the Whitlam government. 

On 12 December 1975, the Fraser government voted against Indonesia in UN favour of 

UNGA Resolution 3485 which called for a withdrawal of Indonesian forces from 
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Timor. The resolution was carried out in the Assembly with 69 votes to 11, with 38 

countries abstaining, including the US, Britain and any other Western countries.185  

However, the Fraser government change of attitude to Indonesia would meet a good 

deal of opposition. On 22 December, ten days after the Fraser administration voted 

against the Indonesian invasion in UN, Australian Foreign Minister, Andrew Peacock, 

was advised by senior officials within his department that the Australian government 

should reevaluate its policy towards East Timor. In a submission forwarded to Peacock, 

the Secretary of the Department of Foreign Affairs, Alan Renouf, said that little could 

be done to change what had happened in East Timor. He believed that Australia could 

not “alter the course of events in Timor. The Indonesians are already well on their way 

to integrating East Timor”, and the Indonesian military forces “in the territory will 

remain, whatever the Security Council decides, until Indonesia has her way”.186 Similar 

advice was also expressed by the Australian ambassador in Jakarta, Richard Woolcott. 

On the eve of the meeting between Peacock and his counterpart, Indonesian Foreign 

Minister, Adam Malik, in Jakarta on 19 January 1976, Woolcott in his cable to Peacock 

clearly suggested that Australia “should accept the inevitability of the incorporation of 

East Timor into Indonesia…while taking what steps we can to limit the further growth 

of hostility towards Indonesia within the Australian community”.187 In short, the 

message was clear that the government should continue with the foreign policy of the 

Whitlam years and take a pragmatic policy of accepting the reality of Indonesian 

annexation.  

As time went by, the Fraser government, which at first took a strong stand against the 

Indonesian invasion of East Timor, eventually relaxed its opposition. Australia 

continued to acknowledge Timor’s right to self-determination, and disapprove of the 

way Indonesia had incorporated the territory. On the other hand, Malcolm Fraser also 

drew attention to the long term damage to the bilateral relationship with Indonesia that 

would be caused by Australian Government opposition to Indonesian actions in the UN. 

Australia needed to maintain a good working relationship with Indonesia, and 

supporting the UN resolution would only serve to damage this relationship. In his visit 

to Jakarta on 14 October 1976, Fraser said “if we take the line of continuing to re-state 
                                                 
185 Nancy Viviani, “Australians and the East Timor issue-the policy of the Fraser government”, in Cotton 
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the policy at this stage, when certain events have taken place we, I believe, put at risk 

the other side of policy”, which was “the need for good relations with Indonesia”.188 It 

may be fair to assume from this statement that Fraser appeared to put himself in the 

same line of policy as Whitlam – as “an apologist of Indonesian’s actions” in East 

Timor.189 In this regard, US pressure seemingly played an important role in helping to 

reach this outcome. In the overall strategic picture, as Stewart Firth pointed out, 

“Washington did not want a quarrel between Canberra and Jakarta”190  

 

Despite the fact Australian public opinion remained critical of the ‘softness” of the 

Fraser government’s approach to Indonesia’s actions,191 the government continued to 

hold to this policy. On 26 January 1976, Australian police seized an unlicensed radio 

transmitter being used in the Northern Territory to communicate with Fretilin fighters in 

East Timor. Eleven days after the seizure of the radio transmitter, the Australian 

government refused to assist the UN representative, Vittorio Winspeare Guicciardi, who 

was visiting Fretilin-held areas in Sawe, south of Dili.192 By taking these actions, the 

Fraser government gave the impression that it was going like the Whitlam government 

before it, out of its way to avoid giving offence to Indonesia, despite the human costs 

involved in Timor. Canberra’s refusal to assist the UN mission and the seizure of the 

East Timorese transmitter was perceived as appeasing the Indonesian invasion.193  

 

Australia’s relaxation of its opposition to Indonesia’s action in East Timor was also 

evident in its attitude in the UN. Having initially taken a strong stand at the UN over the 

East Timor issue, the Fraser government changed its position at the UNGA meetings 

with in favour of Indonesia. Australia abstained in 1976 and in 1977, but from 1978 to 

1982, Canberra voted against the resolution.194 The most important reason for Australia 
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voting against the General Assembly resolutions on East Timor, according to Tony 

Stewart (who replaced Andrew Peacock as Australia’s Foreign Minister in 1980), was 

because Australia recognized that “the incorporation of East Timor into Indonesia [was] 

now a reality”.195 This pragmatic approach in the East Timor issue continued. On 20 

January 1978, the Australian government recognised de facto Indonesia’s incorporation 

of East Timor. 

 

No doubt, Canberra had kept any criticisms it might have had of Indonesia’s East Timor 

policy to itself. This pragmatic approach seemed to be paying off. Its careful diplomatic 

relationship was the catalyst for Indonesian agreement to negotiate on what is now 

called the Timor Gap Treaty regarding oil and gas reserves in the Timor Sea seabed. 

Australia began its first negotiation with Indonesia on the Timor Gap on February 

1979.196  

 

After coming to power on 5 March 1983, Bob Hawke, the Labor prime minister also 

encountered the dilemma of Australia’s policy towards East Timor. Hawke had a choice 

to make; continue with his predecessors’ close associations with Indonesia, including 

the recognition of Indonesia’s annexation of East Timor, or follow the policy the Labor 

Party had developed in opposition from 1977 to 1983. As stated in its 1982 National 

Conference, the ALP resolution proclaimed a policy of advocating an act of self-

determination for East Timor.197  

 

This dilemma, however, was soon resolved. Nine days after he was elected, Hawke 

publicly signaled his intention to forge a close relationship with Indonesia.  The 

character of Australian foreign policy was depicted by Hawke in his interview with 

Melbourne Radio 3AW on 14 March 1983. When asked whether he would press for 

self-determination for East Timor, he said   
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 It is quite unreal for Australia to believe it can ...in perpetuity…go on having relations with a 
 near neighbour like this which is of such significance in terms of population, strategic position 
 and economic and commerce, in a way which treats them as an inferior government, because of 
 something that has happened in the past. We have to restore full normal relations and try to do it 
 in a way which involves recognition on their part of our very real concern about the events of 
 that time and the realities of the present.198  

It is clear from this statement that the Hawke government wanted to develop a 

‘constructive’ relationship with Indonesia. Canberra would maintain its good 

relationship with Jakarta, while at the same time it would express its concern over 

events in East Timor. In order to achieve these objectives, Hawke officially declared his 

government’s recognition of Indonesian sovereignty over this territory. In an interview 

with Indonesian television on 18 August 1985, Hawke bluntly said “We recognize the 

sovereign authority of Indonesia” over East Timor and described the Timorese as 

“citizens of Indonesia”.199 His comments were immediately protested by Portugal which 

withdrew its resident diplomats from Australia. Portugal’s criticism mainly derived 

from the fact that the UN still regarded Portugal as the legal power in East Timor. The 

UN did not recognize the integration of East Timor to Indonesia. Meanwhile, Hawke’s 

comments also prompted criticism from some members of Labor’s back bench, such as 

Senators Gordon McIntosh and Tony Lamb. Lamb, for instance, publicly accused 

Hawke of having compromised Labor [foreign] policy and gone against the spirit of the 

policy”. Its recognition of Indonesian sovereignty over east Timor, Lamb further 

argued, “undermine[d] the concept of the concern about the way Indonesia took over 

East Timor in the policy”.200  

Regardless of any opposition, the Hawke Labor government continued to recognise 

Indonesian sovereignty over East Timor. The ALP National Conference, which was 

previously reluctant to recognise incorporation of East Timor to Indonesia, formally did 

so in 1986, and then Canberra implicitly acknowledged de-jure recognition. This 

recognition was signified with the signing of the Timor Gap Treaty between Australia 

and Indonesia on 11 December 1989.201
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To sum up, it can be concluded that there is a strong line of continuity in the politics of 

successive Australian governments towards East Timor, from Whitlam to Hawke. These 

successive Australian governments officially supported Indonesian sovereignty over this 

territory on the assumption that it was the key to developing sound relations with 

Indonesia. This policy was sustained despite the human cost to the East Timorese. This 

pragmatic and realist approach on East Timor frequently put Canberra in a collision 

course with its public, which subsequently strained its relations with Indonesia. This 

long-term trend lasted until September 1999 when Australia sent its troops to the 

intervention in East Timor.  

 

Appeasing Indonesia: Human Rights Issues and the Australian Response during 

the Keating Administration 

 

Around one and half months before Paul Keating captured the leadership from Bob 

Hawke on the eve of Christmas in 1991, there was a tragic event in Dili. On 12 

November, Indonesian troops gunned down unarmed civilians during a demonstration at 

the Santa Cruz cemetery. Without question, this massacre which was filmed by a British 

journalist from Yorkshire Television and widely replayed on television screens around 

the globe, had a tremendous impact. It transformed the question of East Timor “from a 

non-issue to a major international news item overnight.”202 Undoubtedly the images of 

the killings in Dili disclosed to the world a pattern of human rights violations 

perpetrated by the Indonesians, a subject which Jakarta had strived to quarantine for 

fifteen years of its occupation.203 The graphic evidence of shooting in the cemetery led 

most of the international community to criticize and to condemn Indonesia’s behaviour 

in East Timor. 

 

The Santa Cruz massacre also attracted immediate reaction in Australia. Yet, reaction to 

this incident was marked by differences of opinion. Within the Australian community, 

the Dili massacre created strong public pressure on the government to take action 

against Indonesia. In the eyes of much of the Australian public opinion, East Timor as 

part of Indonesia was still an unfinished issue and the massacre added impetus for those 

who sympathized with the East Timorese independence movement, such as some aid 

agencies, human rights groups, churches, the East Timorese community in Australia, 

                                                 
202 Sonny Inbaraj, East Timor: Blood and Tears in ASEAN, Chiang Mai, Silkworm Books, 1995, p. 88. 
203 Gunn, A Critical View of Western Journalism…, p. 170.  
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solidarity groups and some sections of the Labor Party and trade union movement, to 

express their strength of feeling for the East Timor cause in Australia.204 Soon after the 

massacre, some of these groups organised mass demonstrations and protests outside 

Parliament and Indonesian diplomatic posts in most state capitals in Australia. In 

Canberra, for instance, the trade union movement set up protest lines outside the 

Indonesian Embassy and Indonesia’s flag carrier airline, Garuda Indonesia. They urged 

a national campaign to stop delivery of all goods and services in protest.205 Parallel 

actions and campaigns also occurred in Victoria and the Northern Territory. In Victoria, 

the Port of Melbourne waterfront workers imposed an indefinite ban on the docking of 

Indonesian ships.206 Similar unfriendly demonstrations were also held in Sydney and 

Adelaide. Demonstrators in both cities expressed their anger by burning the Indonesian 

flag.207

 

The other form of Australian protests at the Indonesians’ action in Dili was by sending 

petition letters to the Parliament. In the Australian Senate, for example, letters ran 

overwhelmingly in sympathy with self determination and against human rights 

violations in East Timor. In the year after the Dili massacre from 1991-1992, 494 

petitions were sent to the Keating Government. This represented approximately 10% of 

the total petitions letters (4,537) sent to the government in the five years period between 

December 1991 and March 1996. They appealed the Senate to press the government to 

take serious action against Indonesia, such as withdrawing recognition of Indonesian 

sovereignty over East Timor, ceasing all military ties, stopping development assistance 

and defence exports, urging dialog between Indonesia and Portugal under the auspices 

of the UN, and setting up an inquiry into the Dili massacre.208

 

Meanwhile, the Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia also showed its strong 

concern over East Timor. The Foreign Affairs Sub-Committee of the Joint Committee 

on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, under the chairmanship of Senator C Schacht, 

and his successors Dr A C Theophanous, Senator S Loosley, and L D T Ferguson MP, 
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convened an extensive series of hearings on the subject of ‘Australia’s Relations with 

Indonesia’ since 1991.209 While this inquiry covered all aspects of the relationship 

between two countries, human rights in East Timor became a dominant subject in this 

inquiry.210  As part of this inquiry, the parliamentary delegation comprising ten 

delegates and one staff member, under the Leader and Committee Chairman, Senator C 

Schacht, travelled around Indonesia from 19 to 31 October 1992.211 In addition to this, 

about a hundred submissions, dealing in whole or in part with the situation in East 

Timor, were also sent to the inquiry. Submissions were made not only by individuals, 

but also Timorese support groups, business groups, universities and academics. The 

Committee subsequently compiled all these submissions into four volumes before 

issuing its final report, which was tabled on 18 November 1993.212 Almost all of the 

submissions made numerous recommendations for change in the conduct of Australian 

foreign policy, among which was the idea that Australia should withdraw de jure 

recognition of Indonesian sovereignty over East Timor and oppose the Indonesian 

takeover of East Timor.213

 

Contrary to those strong public reactions, the Australian government’s responses to the 

Dili killings suggested that the administration preferred to take a more measured 

response. This was shown in the immediate statements released by both the Australian 

Prime Minister and Foreign Minister, namely Bob Hawke and Senator Gareth Evans. At 

the time of the massacre, Senator Gareth Evans and the Indonesian Foreign Minister, 

Ali Alatas were at the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) meeting in Seoul. 

Instead of making a strong condemnation to his counterpart, Senator Evans preferred to 

use conciliatory language such as “deep concern” in expressing the government’s 

response to the tragedy. He also urged the Indonesian government to conduct a thorough 
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investigation.214 Two days later, Bob Hawke made also a similar call. As reported by 

The Sydney Morning Herald, Hawke who described the incident as an “appalling 

tragedy” demanded that Jakarta provide “a credible inquiry” and punish the 

perpetrators.215  

 

Only on two occasions was the Hawke Labor Government willing to vent publicly its 

profound displeasure with Indonesia’s conduct in East Timor. First, soon after the 

killings in Dili, Hawke called on the Indonesian government to abandon the use of 

military force and negotiate with the Timorese, ‘including the resistance’.216 Second, 

Canberra cancelled a visit to Jakarta by the Industry Minister, John Button, who was 

scheduled to arrive on 12 December, 1991. A proposed state visit to Indonesia by the 

Prime Minister, Bob Hawke, in February 1992 was also cancelled. But, this may have 

had more to do with Prime Minister Hawke’s preoccupation with leadership challenges 

from Paul Keating at the end of 1991.217

 

These more outspoken responses disturbed the Indonesian-Australian relationship. 

Indonesian Foreign Ministry officials made it clear that they regarded such a stance as 

confrontational and damaging to Australia’s wider relations with Indonesia.218 The 

Indonesian Ambassador to Australia, Sabam Siagian, reportedly said after the Dili 

massacre that ‘excessive moralising about human rights is damaging Australia’s 

national interests”.219  
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Yet, this turbulence in Australia’s relations with Indonesia was only ephemeral. The 

Labor Government was immediately keen to repair the bilateral relationship. The 

indication of this trend could be seen for instance on 26 November 1991, when the 

Australian Foreign Minister, Senator Gareth Evans in his press statement stated that he 

would visit Jakarta on 19-21 December 1991. It was not surprising that given the events 

of 12 November in Dili, his scheduled visit was politically sensitive. As reported by The 

Age, public pressure was mounting on the government for the Foreign Minister to use 

his visit to convey Australians’ protests on the incident directly to the Indonesian 

government.220 They demanded that the Australian government supported the creation 

of an independent inquiry under UN auspices to investigate the massacre, withdrew its 

recognition of Indonesian sovereignty over East Timor and end all development 

assistance. Similar appeals were also made in the Federal Labor Caucus on 26 

November 1991.221  

 

But this widespread pressure on the government to be more critical of Indonesian’s East 

Timor policy was again ineffective as the Australian government sustained its soft 

stance on Indonesia. While public opinion demanded a UN investigation into the 

massacre in Dili, for instance, the Australian government carefully supported an inquiry 

by the Indonesian government. On the night before the Labor Caucus was held, Norm 

Dixon in the Green Left Weekly Online claimed that the Foreign Minister lobbied the 

participants in an attempt to minimize the Caucus enthusiasm for the government taking 

“preemptive and provocative” moves against Indonesia. Dixon then further stated that 

the Caucus finally dropped their initial motion calls for the UN investigation and 

sanctions to Indonesia over the Dili massacre and supported the Indonesian government 

to carry out an inquiry.222 This decision was much like the government’s policy: human 

rights violations in East Timor would always be an Indonesian internal affair. In the 

government’s point of view, Indonesia had its own responsibility to investigate and 

punish its officers and soldiers if they had committed any breach of orders.223  
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To some extent, the Australian government was therefore relieved, when shortly after 

the incident in Dili, Indonesia held an official inquiry headed by a retired army Major-

General Djaelani and subsequently released its final report in January 1992. Even 

though some criticized the report as a “whitewash of Dili massacre,” Evans described 

the Indonesian document as “positive and helpful.”224 The report concurred with the 

military version that Fretilin provoked the killings, but it revised the death toll to around 

fifty, a higher figure than ABRI’s initial estimation of nineteen. The New Order 

government also sacked two senior army generals, General Rudolf Warouw and Major-

General Sintong Panjaitan, as well as arranging for officers and soldiers responsible for 

the massacre to be replaced and sentenced, though their final sentences were in fact 

comparatively light.225 Nonetheless, Evans could refer to the findings of the official 

Indonesian inquiry and the subsequent punishments to support his public explanation of 

the killings in Dili in the Senate on 26 November 1991, namely, that it was “not a 

deliberate act of state policy” but as a result of an “aberration by a section of the 

military.”226 Some rather convincing counterarguments to this placatory policy 

immediately arose. Critics of Australia’s East Timor policy argued “[h]ow can 

repressive policies which have been in place since 1975 and have wiped out one-third of 

the Timorese population be referred to as an “aberration”? How can the 25-year military 

rule of the Indonesian state be overlooked?” 227  

 

Interestingly, the Australian government made a distinction between cases where 

government accepted responsibility (China) and where it did not (Indonesia).228 This 
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distinction, according to critics, had conveniently provided the basis for Australia to 

repeatedly condemn the Chinese government role in the 1989 students massacre in 

Tiananmen Square, at the same time it disregarded an equally “genocidal regime” in 

East Timor. By differentiating human rights cases between countries on other grounds, 

some had consequently argued that the Australian government may simply adopt 

“hypocrisy and concealment of abuses.”229 The Australian government had violated its 

own principle to be consistent and non-discriminatory wherever abuses occurred. As the 

Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade had observed, if Australia 

softened its response on human rights violations in East Timor but not in other 

countries, this would bring Australian international human rights policy into 

disrepute.230

 

The Labor government’s muted responses and attitudes to human rights abuses in East 

Timor, in particular the Dili massacre case, was not obviously shared by everyone. Its 

policy, although attributable to a number of factors, was probably because Canberra had 

no intention of letting events in East Timor sour the relationship with Indonesia. As 

former ambassador to Indonesia and then the Secretary of Foreign Affairs and Trade 

Department, Richard Woolcott in 1991 also argued, “[t]here is a need to draw a 

distinction between the understandable reaction to the present human tragedy and the 

long-term need to maintain a working and as close a relationship with Indonesia as 

possible”.231  

 

From this statement, two different features of the government’s approach to human 

rights violations in Dili may be identified. On one hand, this statement acknowledged 

the importance of the government expressing its concern over abuses of human rights in 

East Timor. On the other hand, this statement also held that none of its reactions should 

be allowed to undermine the search for a constructive relationship with Indonesia, even 

at the expense of domestic and international concern over human rights abuses in East 

Timor.  
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230Parliament of Commonwealth of Australia, Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, A 
Review of Australia’s Efforts to Promote and …, December 1992, p. 76. 
231 As quoted by Jeff Penberthy, “Bismarck’s Ghost Over Human Rights”, Time, Vol.6, No.48, December 
1991, p. 56. 
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In fact, Woolcott’s views on Indonesia and East Timor remained unchanged from 1975 

when he was appointed as Australian Ambassador in Jakarta. In 1975, he advocated the 

view that in the interests of long term relations with Indonesia, Australia should choose 

pragmatism over principle on the issue of Portuguese Timor. As Woolcott explicitly 

pointed out in his cable to Allan Renouf, the Secretary of the Department of Foreign 

Affairs in Canberra dated 3 October 1975,  
 The Government has now a considerable investment in the sensible pragmatic way it has 
 developed relations with Indonesia, including the Prime Minister’s personal contacts with 
 President Suharto, and I would hope that a hard-headed assessment of our long-term national 
 interest will prevail over the natural tendency to yield to domestic pressures.232

 

It soon became apparent that the pragmatic and realist position on East Timor 

expounded by the former Australian Ambassador to Jakarta, Richard Woolcott, was 

maintained and developed by Paul Keating, who became Prime Minister in late 

December 1991. His government immediately faced the task of responding to the 

consequences of the Dili massacre, which occurred on 12 November 1991 and the 

continuing abuses in East Timor. Keating’s pragmatic views on East Timor were 

described vividly in his book Engagement: Australia’s Faces The Asia-Pacific 

published in 2000. Here Keating recalled Australia’s policy towards Indonesia in 

general and towards East Timor in particular, 
 In the case of Indonesia, I believed that Timor, and dialogue about it (as well as other Indonesian 
 human rights questions) were an important element in our relationship. I held few conversations 
 with Indonesian leaders in which I did not raise Timor or Irian Jaya, but I was not prepared to 
 make the whole of our complex relationship with 210 million people subject to this one issue. 
 Like previous Australian governments we accepted the incorporation of East Timor into 
 Indonesia. We regarded this as the best potential outcome for Indonesia and the East 
 Timorese.233

 

His pragmatic view on East Timor was also clearly described in a biography written by 

a former Keating speech writer, Don Watson. According to Watson,   
[Paul Keating] was convinced, quite independently of his foreign policy advice, that the policy 
approach so often quoted was inescapable: Australia could not allow the relationship with 
Jakarta to be determined by a single issue, even one as painful as East Timor. He would say two 
things about Indonesia that no other prime minister had: that Suharto’s new order had brought 
profound benefits to Australia, and that no country was more important to Australia than 
Indonesia. He would thus put Indonesia on an equal footing with our most important ally, the 
US, and our most important trading partner, Japan. Even after the massacre of East Timorese 

                                                 
232 Dennis Shoesmith, “East Timor and the North: The unsettled question”, in Charles Darwin 
Symposium on  East Timor and Australia’s Security, Darwin, 29-30 September 2003, p. 5; “Cablegram to 
Canberra”, Jakarta, 3 October 1975, Document 250, in Way, Browne and Johnson (eds.), Australia and 
the Indonesian Incorporation of…,  pp. 444-446. 
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protesters in Dili February 1992, the rule still applied—Australia would not look at Indonesia 
though the prism of East Timor. 234  

 

These statements suggested that Australia’s foreign policy approach to East Timor 

under the Keating Government would remain similar to the policy of previous 

governments. Given the importance of Indonesia in Australian foreign policy, the 

Australian government subsequently adopted the principle that on the East Timor issue, 

it would not allow its warm relations with Jakarta to be disrupted. Keating himself made 

it clear that he would not allow Australia’s relations with Indonesia to be “hijacked by 

the East Timor issue.”235  

 

With this perspective in his mind, it is not surprising that Keating decided to visit 

Indonesia in April 1992 soon after his appointment as Prime Minister. This was the first 

visit to Jakarta made by an Australian Prime Minister in nine years. By making 

Indonesia the first country that the new Prime Minister visited in his new role, Keating 

indicated how importantly the Australian government regarded it.236 Following his visit 

to Indonesia, on 28 April 1992 Keating made a statement in Parliament about the 

government’s policies toward East Timor. He said 
 I deliberately chose Indonesia for my first overseas visit to demonstrate that it is at the forefront 
 of our priorities…On East Timor, I repeated our Government’s concern about the 12 November 
 killings, but said we thought the Indonesian Government’s response had been credible. 237

 
 

The above seemed to indicate that the prime minister’s visit was a concerted effort by 

Australia to be pragmatic in dealing with human rights issue in East Timor. Coming just 

five months after the Dili killings, the Australian Prime Minister’s visit to Jakarta 

suggested that the Keating Government wished to forget the Indonesian military’s brutal 

action in East Timor. 

 

However, not everyone agreed with the Government’s policy that a special relationship 

with Indonesia could be built by downplaying the issue of human rights violations in 

East Timor. This policy received some support (such as by the so-called Indonesian 
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Lobby),238 but it was unacceptable to many critics, who saw it as “appeasement”.239 As 

Watson recognised, there was some disquiet on this matter, including within the Prime 

Minister’s Office, government circles, and many on the left of the Labor Party.240 Some 

scholars, human rights non-government organisation groups and East Timor lobby 

groups in Australia also expressed their dissident voices. Some foreign affairs 

specialists, such as Harold Crouch, had charged that while maintaining relations with 

Indonesia was important, this could not be done at the cost of human rights of others.241 

A similar tone of criticism was also expressed by Australian East Timor Association 

(AETA). In its submission to the Foreign Affairs Sub-Committee in the Parliament, this 

lobby group said   
 There is no doubt that Australia’s relationship with Indonesia is important, and the Australian 
 Government is right to nurture it. The Government should not accept, however, that it is 
 somehow a condition of improved relations with Indonesia that we should turn a blind eye to 
 continuing oppression in East Timor.242  

 

In government circles, however, as official policy continued to draw closer to Jakarta, 

these adverse trends in public sentiment seemed to be simply regarded as either 

insignificant or were ignored.243 For the Keating government in particular, the bilateral 

relationship with Indonesia was valued as the highest priority in foreign relations. As 

Watson said, Keating admitted, though Australia cared about the human rights situation 

in East Timor, “[a] stable and productive relation with Indonesia” would better serve the 

Australian national interest.244 One can therefore broadly agree with John G. Taylor’s 

argument that its strong interest in Indonesia meant that Australia exerted no strong 

pressure on its northern neighbour over what had happened in East Timor.245  

                                                 
238 The Indonesia Lobby or the Jakarta Lobby is an informal group of like-minded bureaucrats (in DFAT, 
Ausaid, Defence), intelligence officers (in DIO, ONA), as well as journalists and academics, who argue 
that  Indonesia should be judged by a different standard to that applied to other governments. For detail 
about the Lobby, see Clinton Fernandes, Reluctant Saviour: Australia, Indonesia and the independence of 
East Timor, Melbourne, Scribe Publications, 2004, pp. 19-25; Scott Burchill, “The Lobby”,  The Sydney 
Morning Herald, 22 April 2004, available from http://www.smh.com.au/cgi-
bin/common/popupPrintArticle.pl?path=/articles/2004/04, accessed 6 October 2004. 
239 See Richard Leaver, “Introduction:  East Timor and Indonesia”, The Pacific Review, Vol. 14, No. 1, 
2001, p. 4. 
240 Watson, Recollections of a Bleeding Heart…, p. 167. 
241 Harold Crouch, “Angst over Indonesia”, Pacific Research, May 1992, p. 29. 
242 AETA, Submission No.46, Submission to the Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, 
Foreign Affairs Sub-Committee Inquiry into Australia’s Relations with Indonesia on 16 October 1991, in 
Parliament of the Commonwealth Australia, Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, 
Foreign Affairs Sub-Committee (Reference: Australia’s relations with Indonesia), Vol.2 (Nos 27 to 60),  
S390, Canberra, 28 November 1991 , p. 4. 
243 Leaver, “Introduction: Australia, East Timor ….”, p. 4. 
244 Watson, Recollections of a Bleeding Heart …, p. 634. See Gareth Evans’s statement on the Senate in 
Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate, No.16, 36th parliament, 1st session and 5th 
period, Canberra, Government Publishing Service, 10-13 October 1994, p. 1299. 
245 John G. Taylor, Indonesian Occupation of East Timor 1974-1989: A Chronology, London, The 
Catholic Institute for International Relations, 1990, p. foreword. 

 140

http://www.smh.com.au/cgi-bin/common/popupPrintArticle.pl?path=/articles/2004/04
http://www.smh.com.au/cgi-bin/common/popupPrintArticle.pl?path=/articles/2004/04


 

While many Australian officials may disagree with this proposition, the government’s 

tilt in favour of maintaining good relations with Indonesia seriously undermined its 

ability to promote human rights. This could be found in the statement which was 

launched by the Industry Minister, Senator Button. In December 1991, he said that 

Australia must consider its business and other interests in Indonesia in responding to the 

Dili incident, as follows:  
 We in Australia can feel good about solving any problems which might arise in Iceland because 
 we have no trade with Iceland or very little trade. But we have to be a little more sensitive and 
 cautious  about our relationship with Indonesia.246

 

Another illustration of how difficult it was for Australia, with its frequent strong 

rhetorical commitment to human rights to be firm on matters of principle and yet 

continue to bear in mind the country’s national interests, could also be found during 

Paul Keating’s trip to Washington in September 1993. According to some critical 

commentators, the Labor Prime Minister lobbied the Clinton Administration to take a 

softer line on human rights in Indonesia and China.247 The rationale behind this 

contention, according to Keating’s critics, was merely his determination to be involved 

in the economic cooperation with countries in the region. In this context, therefore, the 

critics further claimed that the Prime Minister had sacrificed Australia’s human rights 

record to commercial interests.248

 

In addition to these trade calculations, the moderate response of the Australian 

government to the Dili massacre was apparently because the government did not want 

to jeopardise its on-going negotiations over ‘the Timor Gap’ with the Indonesian 

government. Its policy on East Timor was somehow shaped by Australian economic 

interest in the Timor Gap oil. Shortly after the Dili incident, the Minister of Resources, 

Alan Griffiths, and his Indonesian counterpart, the Minister of Mines, Ginandjar 

Kartasasmita, signed in Cairns of a further part of the Timor Gap Treaty on 11 
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December 1991.249 This was a clear signal that the tragic event in Dili would not be 

allowed to disrupt relations or prevent Australian companies profiting from Timor Gap 

oil,250 even at the expense of the Australia’s international reputation on human rights. 

Australia was at the time fending off a challenge by Portugal in the International Court 

of Justice over the legality of the treaty.251 This action was possible since Portugal was 

still recognised by the UN as the administrative authority over East Timor.252  

 

This is not to say that the Keating government was silent about the human rights 

situation in East Timor. In the Keating years officials did express their concerns via 

several channels, such as through public statements, discussions with the Senate and 

Parliament, in discussions with the Indonesian government on a number of occasions as 

well as monitoring the human rights situation in the territory through its embassy in 

Jakarta. On 16 June 1992, for instance, Senator Gareth Evans informed the Senate that 

he had asked the Embassy in Jakarta to convey Australia’s concern over the disparity in 

sentences between East Timorese civilians who organized the Dili demonstration on 12 

November 1991, and the soldiers who shot the demonstrators.253 The Embassy was 

asked to make another representation to follow up an allegation of the detention of 500 

young Timorese both in Taibesee (Dili) and Jakarta due to their involvement in the mass 

demonstration in Dili on 12 November 1991,254 and the killing of family members of 

Xanana Gusmao by the Indonesian security forces in 1992.255 In response to the 

Address in Reply session in the Senate, Senator Evans also said that the government had 

monitored human rights in Indonesia and in particular in East Timor.256 Overall, these 
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efforts reflected the Australian government’s moderate response to human rights abuses 

in East Timor. 

 

That the Labor Government embraced a moderate stance to human rights in East Timor 

became most apparent if we compare, for example, US reactions to this issue. In the 

aftermath of the 1991 Santa Cruz massacre in Dili, the US Congress curbed most 

military aid to Indonesia by refusing to fund the International Military, Education and 

Training (IMET) program for TNI personnel in October 1992, which was valued at 

approximately $US 3.5 million. After years of unrestricted weapons transfers to 

Indonesia, the State Department, under pressure from the Congress, blocked a transfer 

of US F-5 fighter planes from Jordan to Indonesia in July 1993. The Department also 

imposed another embargo on the sale of small and light arms and riot control equipment 

to Indonesia in 1994 due to the continuing of human rights abuses in East Timor.257 It 

was also noteworthy that the US had vigorously led a vote against Indonesia in the 

United Nations Commission on Human Rights resolution 1993/97 on East Timor in 

Geneva on 11 March 1993.258 This resolution criticised human rights abuses in East 

Timor and authorised the despatch of the representative of the special rapporteurs (the 

Special Rapporteurs on Torture, and on Extra-judicial, Summary or Arbitrary 

Executions) and the working groups (the Working Group on Enforced or Involuntary 

Disappearances; on Arbitrary Detention; and on Involuntary Disappearances) in the 

Commission to investigate human rights situation in East Timor.259   

 

In contrast to the US’s strong reaction, the only time the Keating government’s position 

on East Timor appeared to ‘harden’ slightly was when it endorsed the above 1993 
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UNCHR resolution. Australia voted for the resolution as a whole, which was carried in 

the Commission by twenty three to twelve, with fifteen countries abstaining. Its vote for 

the resolution attracted particular interest because it appeared to indicate a shift in the 

Government’s attitudes to human rights abuses in East Timor. Previously the Keating 

administration had always managed its public statements about East Timor in careful 

expressions which could not be interpreted as condemnatory by Indonesia.260 This vote, 

however, suggested that the Keating government’s rhetorical claim that human rights 

were central to Australian foreign policy may have some substance. The Australian 

government, as Keating stated, "will not compromise on the question of democracy, our 

commitment to human rights and our respect for human rights values."261  

 

Nonetheless, some analysed Australia’s stance on the 1993 resolution from a different 

perspective. The critics said that its vote did not stem from its concern about the human 

rights situation in East Timor; rather it appeared to be politically driven. This vote was 

taken just two days before the general election in Australia on 13 March 1993, an 

election which the Labor government was not confident of winning. According to one 

writer in TAPOL Bulletin, the vote was a mere “goodbye kiss to East Timor” from the 

Australian Foreign Minister, Senator Gareth Evans.262 However, when the Labor Party 

unexpectedly won and resumed its office in 1993, the Labor Government, according to 

TAPOL Bulletin, immediately downplayed the significance of its strong action in the 

UN resolution by pointing out that “it was only the inflexibility of the Indonesians 

which forced them to vote with East Timor.”263  

 

The consensus in government, then, was that the time for any real Australian advocacy 

on human rights in East Timor was over. As the years progressed, a moderate and 

pragmatic Australian government approach apparently dominated in Australia’s policy 

towards East Timor. Canberra was prepared to compromise. It was keen to improve 

relations with Indonesia, not to challenge it. The Keating administration, like the 

previous Australian Governments, maintained recognition of Jakarta’s claim to its 

sovereignty over East Timor and indeed consolidated it. Australia, according to Senator 

Gareth Evans in the Senate on 10 November 1994, was one among thirty-one states that 
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could be categorized as recognizing Indonesian sovereignty over East Timor by various 

means including public statements, voting in the UN, and through their signing of a 

treaty with Indonesia which contained a territorial clause that included East Timor.264 

For the Labor government, Indonesia’s take over of East Timor, as stated by the 

Australian Foreign Minister, Gareth Evans, was “irreversible.”265 Although the 

government also repeatedly claimed that Canberra had always supported the right of the 

East Timorese to self-determination,266 this was seemingly meaningless. In an interview 

in September 1993 on the situation in East Timor, the Australian Prime Minister, Paul 

Keating clearly supported Evan’s claims that the debate on the invasion of East Timor 

was over, by saying “The time to have had that was in the middle of the 1970s. That 

opportunity has passed. I think to be arguing now against the incorporation of East 

Timor into Indonesia would be absolutely fruitless.”267 Yet, it was also worthy noting 

that Australia was very much alone in its position on East Timor. Recognition of 

Indonesia’s incorporation of East Timor did not have many supporters in most of the 

international community and the UN. The UN continued to deem the Portuguese to be 

the administrative power in this territory, a position which it sustained until the 

referendum was conducted in East Timor in 1999. 

 

Australian Labor government also wanted to expand its defence ties with Indonesia, 

partly to take advantage of the demand for military training created by the cancellation 

of IMET. Australia became an important foreign provider of military training to 

Indonesia and displaced the US which ceased all such training following the 1991 

massacre in Dili. Australia was increasingly much more involved in training and joint 

exercises with its northern neighbour. As AWPA revealed, the number of Indonesian 

military training in Australia increased markedly. From 5 in 1991, it jumped to 225 in 

1995 and to 375 in 1996. It was estimated to have cost the Australian taxpayer $3.2 

million.268 Australia also continued to take part in combined military exercises with 

ABRI. In 1995, for instance, the Australian government invited Kopassus, the 
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Indonesian Special Forces troops, which had been widely criticised for their abuses in 

Papua and East Timor, to take part in the annual Kangaroo series of exercises in 

northern Australia.269 Indeed, these issues became a serious concern for many 

Australians, especially given the continuing human rights violations in East Timor. 

They urged the government to cease all military cooperation with Indonesia. In their 

perspective, Australia could have done more to prevent the course of violations of 

human rights in East Timor by halting any military cooperation. However, Canberra had 

different views on its ongoing military relations with Indonesia.270 Australian Defence 

Minister, Senator Robert Ray put it bluntly in the Senate on 10 December 1992: 
 Australia will not follow the American example and cancel defence cooperation. A close defence 
 relationship between Australia and Indonesia is in Australia’s strategic interests. This defence 
 relationship is based on a recognition that countries have a common interest in the maintenance 
 of security and stability in the South East Asia region…This does not imply any indifference by 
 the Australian Government to the circumstances of the East Timor people. We maintain a close 
 interest in East Timor and raise human rights issue regularly.271

 

The Australian Foreign Minister, Senator Gareth Evans had a similar response. On 27 

September 1993, in his response to critical questions in the Senate about the Australian 

defence relationship with Indonesia, especially in its continuing provision of military 

equipment and training for Indonesia, given the human rights situation in East Timor, 

Evans said, “Australian training for Indonesian military personnel aims to enhance 

Indonesia’s self-defence capability and is not directed to the Indonesian Armed Forces’ 

internal security function, whether in East Timor or elsewhere in Indonesia.”272 By 

insisting that Australia would continue to train Kopassus either in Australia or in 

Indonesia, Evans was conforming Senator Ray’s disregard of the critics.273  

 

In a similar fashion, and contrary to the expectations of some groups in the Australian 

community which called upon the government to suspend all development assistance to 

Indonesia, the Australian government still continued to assist Indonesia. The Australian 

Prime Minister, Paul Keating, explicitly ruled out a linkage between aid and human 

                                                 
269 Brown, “Australian Foreign Policy: July-December…”, p. 148. 
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rights issues.274 While international disapproval of the event of 12 November resulted in 

the cutting off of aid to Indonesia by Canada and the Netherlands, the Prime Minister 

indicated that Australia would not join those two countries.275 Australia would continue 

its aid to Indonesia including a $ 30 million aid package for East Timor over the next 

five years.276

 

Given all the above responses, it was not surprising that some came to the conclusion 

that although Australia’s official stance considered human rights as important issues,    

Australia was rather more concerned about the state of the relationship with Indonesia. 

The bilateral relationship with Indonesia should, therefore, not suffer or be jeopardised 

unduly due to its established substantial economic links and a growing military 

relationship with Jakarta.277 This acknowledgement did not prevent Senator Evans from 

continuing to make representations about East Timor – such as requesting humane 

treatment those who were detained for demonstrating peacefully in East Timor and 

expressing concern over the future policies and practices of the Indonesian security 

forces in East Timor – to his counterpart, Ali Alatas.278 Nevertheless, such critical 

statements by Senator Evans indicated a calculated protest which was seemingly 

designed not to upset the relationship unduly. They provided the appearance of concern, 

and indicated to Indonesia a mixture of continuing ambivalence and pragmatism in the 

bilateral relationship. They indicated the preferred way of dealing with the East Timor 

issue by the Australian government. It provided development aid to the province which 

supported the East Timorese economy and humanitarian projects, while simultaneously 

maintaining open support for the Indonesian occupation.279

 

From the aforementioned discussion, it was obvious that the human rights situation in 

East Timor put the Australian government in a delicate position. On the one hand, some 

sections of the Australian community severely condemned the violation of human rights 

in East Timor by the Indonesian military. On the other hand, the Australian government 
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was in a difficult situation, because as Senator Evans mentioned, “It’s [the issue of 

human rights in East Timor] a delicate controversial issue in Australia but we make our 

judgement from the perspective of Australian overall national interests…”.280 In this 

case, Australian foreign policy therefore really encountered a dilemma in the 

advancement of human rights.  

 
 
Old Problems, New Possibilities: Human Rights Issues and the Australian 
Response during the Howard Administration 
 
 
First term of forgiveness (March 1996 – October 1998) 
 
 
In the national election of 2 March 1996, Keating’s Labor party government lost power 

to the Liberal and National Coalition led by John Howard. In the early days of the 

government, this political transformation produced no dramatic shift in Australian 

foreign policy toward Indonesia.281 As in the case with the previous government, the 

Coalition government mostly followed a tradition of active involvement with Indonesia. 

The most visible indication of this path was the Department of Foreign Affairs and 

Trade’s recommendation to the new foreign minister, Alexander Downer, to pursue “a 

continuation of past policy, with the Government playing an active role bilaterally with 

Indonesia and internationally.”282 The Department did not take too long to see its advice 

accepted. In an interview broadcast by BBC Radio in April 1996, Downer stated that 

“[Australia’s] relationship with Indonesia is of very great importance to the new 

government and we want to build what has been done in the past, not start the 

relationship all over again”.283  

 

Underscoring the new Coalition government’s effort to develop its relationship with the 

Indonesian government, representatives of the Howard administration made a series of 

                                                 
280 The Australian, 20 December 1991. 
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official visits to Indonesia.284 In his first overseas visit as foreign minister, Alexander 

Downer went to Jakarta on 3 April 1996. Three months later Downer made a second 

visit, which was followed visits by the Deputy Prime Minister and Trade Minister, Tim 

Fischer. On 16-18 September 1996, the Australian Prime Minister, John Howard, also 

visited Jakarta on his first major overseas trip.285 These frequent visits by some 

prominent figures in the new Coalition government were notable signals of the priority 

now being assigned by Canberra to establishing strong ties with Jakarta. 

 

This commitment appeared to achieve its objectives. The relationship between the two 

countries had become considerably closer and stronger during the first few years of the 

Howard government. The growing strength of their relationship was evident in the 

relative ease with which they managed some difficult issues. The appointment of John 

McCarthy as Australia’s new ambassador to Indonesia at the end of September 1996, 

for instance, marked the end of diplomatic tension between Canberra and Jakarta. This 

tension had resurfaced in 1995 when the Keating administration rejected Indonesia’s 

ambassadorial nominee Herman Mantiri, a senior military officer who was widely 

criticized in Australia for having condoned the Dili massacre. Indonesia subsequently 

vetoed the appointment of the Australian nominee Miles Kupa.286

 

The improving relations between Australia and Indonesia were also indicated by their 

many positive areas of cooperation. In the economic field, for instance, the two 

countries held the Australian-Indonesian Ministerial Forum in Jakarta in October 1996. 

They also signed an agreement in April 1997 to develop Australia-Indonesia 

Development Area (AIDA) focusing on Eastern Indonesia.287 Security cooperation also 

improved with a Maritime Delimitation Treaty signed to set maritime boundaries 

between the two countries in March 1997. In addition to this, the Coalition government 

also reaffirmed its support for ongoing defence cooperation and the Agreement on 
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Maintaining Security between Australia and Indonesia, which was signed by Paul 

Keating, and President Suharto in Jakarta in December 1995.288  

 

Another example of the Coalition government’s commitment to foster stronger 

connections with Indonesia was indicated by Australia’s intense diplomatic activity 

aimed at lobbying the International Monetary Fund (IMF) to relax the conditions 

attached to the Indonesian restructuring loans when the regional financial crisis hit 

Indonesia in early 1998.289 In March 1998, the Australian Foreign Minister made 

further representations to international financial institutions in Washington. He 

encouraged greater sensitivity by the international community to the need for political 

stability in Indonesia. The rationale for this diplomatic effort could be easily 

understood. In the Australian viewpoint, the implementation of the IMF conditions 

would generate widespread social and economic unrest in Indonesia which in turn could 

be detrimental toward regional security. 290

 

The growing strength of the Australian-Indonesian relationship was reflected in the 

1997 White Paper on Foreign Affairs and Trade. In this document, the Howard 

government clearly affirmed the existence of strong bilateral links between the two 

countries: 
 In recent years government-to-government relations have developed very favourably and a 
 substantial relationship is now in place across a wide range of technical, economic, cultural, 
 defence  and educational fields. The challenge is to sustain and widen it.291  
 
While the Coalition government vigorously pursued closer ties with Indonesia, and the 

two countries sought to improve relations, some sections in Australian society 

continued to express their disquiet. Their criticisms of the government’s approach to 

Indonesia often focused on its attitude to the issue of East Timor. Many charged that 

like the Keating government, the Howard government’s priority on fostering relations 
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with Indonesia downplayed human rights and the problem of East Timor.292 As 

Community Aid Abroad observed, human rights in East Timor was overlooked in the 

context of the wider Australian national agenda with Indonesia.293 It was not surprising 

that, in this circumstance, the government was inclined to back pedal on human rights 

and focus on the benefits arising from its close engagement with Indonesia, in terms of 

economic, political and geo-strategic interests.294 At that point, East Timor exposed the 

hypocrisy of Australia’s claim to take a consistent foreign policy approach to human 

rights abuses. Some political analysts, for instance, Malcolm Roberts in his article in the 

Australian Journal of History and Politics in 1997, said that Australia avoided 

criticising human rights violations in East Timor for the sake of maintaining its long 

term bilateral partnership with Jakarta.295  

 

The Coalition, however, insisted that its special Jakarta relationship would not prevent 

the fostering of progress in human rights in East Timor. According to Julian McGauran, 

a government senator from the National Party,296 Australian politicians had raised the 

matter by ‘quiet diplomacy’, not ‘megaphone diplomacy’. By using this approach, the 

government further argued that it gave a good outcome for the East Timorese, because it 

allowed Australia to get close to the Indonesian government and military. This view had 

apparently been held by the Coalition since coming to office in 1996. In April 1996 

Alexander Downer also highlighted the importance of this constructive engagement in 

dealing with the East Timor. He said  
 …don’t try and sweep it [East Timor] under the carpet, talk it through and be constructive in 
 your dealings with them, you are likely to get a much better result on that issue in the longer 
 term than you will, demonstrating and throwing paint at the Indonesian embassy and putting up 
 press releases saying you don’t like Indonesia. I mean I just don’t think that is the way to go 
 to.297
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By this approach, Australia certainly took some initiatives in response to the human 

rights issues in East Timor. Alexander Downer, for instance, met with the Indonesian 

ambassador, Wiryono, in Canberra at the end of March 1996 and reportedly talked 

about the human rights situation in East Timor. In the same week, Downer also met 

with representatives of East Timor pro-independence groups in Darwin. That the 

administration was concerned about the human rights situation in East Timor was also 

exemplified by the frequent visit of officers from the Australian Embassy in Jakarta, to 

the territory. Moreover, Canberra reportedly made enquiries and representations about 

the human rights situation in East Timor to the Indonesian government.298 In addition to 

these, small amounts of money were channelled to some human rights groups in East 

Timor. For instance, the Institute of Policy Research and Advocacy received $30,000 

for a legal aid and human rights monitoring office established in Dili in 1996, and the 

Centre for Human Rights Studies for publication of a human rights report in 1997. The 

Australian government also funded $300,000 to the International Committee of the Red 

Cross (ICRC) for its humanitarian work in East Timor.299 All these responses indicated 

the manner in which the Howard administration tended to formulate human rights 

policy in East Timor in accordance with its preference for avoiding any potential 

offence to the Indonesian authorities.300 As a former Australian ambassador in 

Indonesia, Rawdon Dalrymple, observed 
 Given the reservations on the Indonesian side, …about Australian interest in East Timor, 
 instructions to the Embassy to make enquiries and representations about the situation meant an 
 approach from a  weak position which required polite persistence and avoidance of 
 confrontation even when one knew that what one was being told was untrue.301  
 

In spite of these responses, little concrete action had seemingly been taken by the 

Coalition government against Indonesia’s human rights practices in East Timor. 

Although the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Alexander Downer, made the election 

promises that the Coalition would be “more consistent on human rights in East Timor” 
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during their time in the government,302 the Coalition were largely silent about the 

matter. As Greenlees and Garran said, “[l]ittle was said about East Timor”.303 These 

issues remained of marginal concern to the administration despite human rights 

violations by the Indonesian military reportedly continuing during 1996-1998. These 

included reports of extrajudicial killings, disappearances, torture and arbitrary detention, 

as listed in further detail in Appendix 1.304

While the Howard government may have wished to neglect human rights issues in East 

Timor, the activities of a small but vocal group in Australia ensured that these issues 

were kept alive. In the Australian Senate, for instance, these issues were largely 

sustained by three politicians from the minor political parties, the Australian Greens and 

Democrats. Senator Margetts, Senator Brown and Senator Bourne persistently displayed 

their concerns about crimes against humanity by the Indonesian military in East Timor. 

They frequently criticised the Howard Government’s approach to East Timor, arguing 

that more pressure should be put on the Indonesian government. There were four major 

points of concern. They urged the Howard administration to take a strong position by 

re-examining Australian recognition of East Timor as part of Indonesia, to support a 

United Nations-sponsored act of self-determination in East Timor, to stop military 

cooperation with Indonesia and to call on Indonesia to release all East Timorese 

political prisoners. The strength of these demand can also be gauged by a reading of 

Australian petition letters in the Senate from 1996-1998. One thousand eight hundred 

and ten petition letters (1810) were addressed to the government, almost all of them in 

favour of Australia taking action in support of the East Timorese and urging the 

government to withdraw its recognition of Indonesian sovereignty over East Timor (see 

Appendix 3).  

 
The Australian government, however, chose to ignore these pressures. Canberra was not 

responsive to public demands to re-examine its recognition of Indonesian sovereignty 

over East Timor. As with successive Australian governments since 1979, the Howard 

administration continued to recognise Indonesian control over this territory. The 
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position was clearly stated in the Senate on 16 October 1996,305 and reiterated in a joint 

press conference with President Clinton in Canberra on 20 November 1996. Asked 

whether he would be raising the issue of self determination in East Timor with the 

Indonesian government, John Howard said    
 As far as we are concerned, that's not an issue that I previously addressed my mind to, so, like 
 the President, I won't specifically try and respond to it. But let me say that the East Timor issue 
 is obviously a sensitive element of the relationship between Australia and Indonesia and, indeed, 
 the relationship between Indonesia and other countries. You will all be aware of the great 
 importance of the bilateral relationship between both Australia and Indonesia. There will always 
 be differences of view about how different issues should be handled between our two countries. 
 But my government and governments before mine of both political persuasions have shown a 
 determination not to allow that issue to contaminate or undermine the broader relationship.306

 
 
This remark illustrated critical points about Australia’s attitude to East Timor. It showed 

very plainly the tension between promoting the rights of self-determination of the East 

Timorese and establishing a strong relationship with Indonesia. The Howard 

government clearly prioritised the later; the East Timor issue would not be allowed to 

overwhelm the bilateral relationship with Indonesia.307 This position was strongly 

highlighted by John Howard when he told the press that he had reassured President 

Suharto that the human rights problems in East Timor “should not be allowed to damage 

or affect or to upset the relationship between our two countries”. 308

 

For this reason, one could understand the Australian government’s unenthusiastic 

attitude when the Nobel Prize was awarded in 1996 to the two East Timorese, José 

Ramos Horta and Bishop Carlos Filipe Ximenes Belo, "for their work towards a just and 

peaceful solution to the conflict in East Timor".309 The awarding of this prize attracted a 

very positive response by most of the international community, including the Australian 

public. On his return from Norway, Horta was welcomed by crowds of people when he 

delivered speeches at the city halls of Sydney, Melbourne, Canberra and Perth. The 

Australian government’s response was decidedly low key; Howard made a cautious 

response so as not to offend the Indonesian authorities and stated that he was “not going 
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to get drawn into the politics of the East Timor dispute”.310 Against this policy 

framework, as one would predict, the Australian ambassador to Sweden, Judith Pead, 

did not attend the ceremony in Norway.311 The Howard government clearly intended to 

signal to the Indonesian authorities that Canberra saw its relations with Indonesia as 

being more important than the issue of East Timor. 

 

Limited concrete actions by the Australian government in response to Indonesia’s 

human rights abuses in East Timor contrasted with responses towards others countries. 

Australia took active steps to maintain the pressure on some regimes which were 

deemed to violate human rights by exerting political pressure through the UN. At this 

institution, the Australian government played an active diplomatic role in supporting a 

strong resolution on human rights in Cambodia, Namibia, and Myanmar. In 1996 for 

instance, Australia led the drafting and strengthening of the consensus resolutions at the 

UNGA, which was UNGA resolution 51 on the human rights situation in Cambodia and 

in Myanmar. Australia’s concerns on the human rights situations in these two countries 

evidently continued, as reflected in the sponsorship of the same resolutions by the 

UNCHR in 1997.312 These stances certainly contrasted with the Australian 

government’s response to East Timor. While the Australian government devoted 

considerable time to gaining UN approval for the resolutions on the human rights 

situation in Cambodia and Myanmar, it backed away from the issue of human rights in 

East Timor in the same institution. In April 1997, the UNCHR passed resolution 

1997/63 “Situation of human rights in East Timor” criticizing the government of 

Indonesia’s failure to take action to protect human rights in East Timor. Australia 

abstained to this resolution.313 In this case, therefore, one may broadly agree with 
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Clinton Fernandes’s argument that Australia was a great defender of Indonesia in 

international diplomacy on East Timor.314

From the explanations above, therefore, we can assume that during its first term, the 

Howard government’s approaches over human rights violations in East Timor were 

predominantly characterised by muted responses so as to pursue its interest in 

maintaining good relations with Indonesia. These government attitudes were at odds 

with the sentiments of the majority of Australians. A public opinion poll conducted in 

September 1995 in Australia showed that about 68 % of the voters wanted the 

Australian government to take stronger action over the East Timor issue and 35% of the 

voters felt that this stronger action should be taken even to the detriment of Australian 

relations with Indonesia - which the Australian Government viewed as vital.315  Thus, 

there was a gulf between the government and its electorate on the East Timor issue. 

Indeed, it was to take three years and a major political crisis before the government 

eventually shifted its policy on East Timor, which apparently began in 1998. 

 
Broken silence: deeds, not just words   
 
 
After more than two decades of ‘immobility’, the fall of Suharto in May 1998 brought 

about major changes on Australian policy and thinking on East Timor.316 However, a 

review had in fact been started even before his fall. A shift was beginning to occur 

almost one year before the Howard government was re-elected for a second term in 

office in October 1998.  

 

The first sign of a re-examination of the Timor issue occurred in August 1997.  In 

Opposition, the ALP with its new foreign policy spokesman, Laurie Brereton, signalled 

its desire to break a bipartisan agreement on the recognition of Indonesian sovereignty 

over East Timor. In August 1997, Brereton argued that “no lasting solution to the 

conflict in the East Timor is likely in the absence of negotiation through which the 

                                                 
314 Fernandes, Reluctant Saviour: Australia…, p. 3. 
315 Jeff Atkinson, Human Rights and The Howard Government, Briefing Paper, Oxfam 
Community Aid Abroad, 1997, p.6; Tim Colebatch, “Public Backing For Tough Line On Timor 
Puts PM on The Spot”, The Age, 15 September 1995; Mark Baker, “The Timor Trap”, The Age, 13 
October 1995. 
316 Alexander Downer’s speech to the National Press Club in Canberra on 31 March 1999, in Foreign 
Affairs and Trade, “Indonesia, East Timor and Australia: new challenges, enduring interests”, Vol. 3, No. 
1&2, July 1999, p. 19.  
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people of East Timorese can exercise their right of self-determination”.317 At the 

national conference in Hobart in early 1998, the ALP moved forward by adopting a 

significant shift of party policy. It supported an act of self-determination in East 

Timor,318 even though former ALP foreign minister, Gareth Evans, argued that it had 

always been part of Labor policy.319  

 

Australian activism on the East Timor issue gathered pace following the forced 

resignation of President Suharto in May 1998. This resignation contributed to a 

dramatic transformation of the political landscape in Indonesia. The pace of 

democratisation which began to accelerate in Indonesia and the economic crisis which 

hit Indonesia from 1997 may have become the catalysts for a re-examination by the new 

Indonesian President of East Timor’s status. The resolution of the East Timor problem 

became a real possibility when B.J. Habibie dramatically changed Indonesian policy in 

June 1998 by deciding to offer East Timor ‘special status’, giving East Timorese control 

over government activities with the exception with defence, monetary policies, the 

judiciary and foreign affairs.320   

 

The fall of Suharto, Habibie’s proposal for East Timor, and the ALP change of policy 

were critical factors in fuelling the growth of the East Timor debate within Australia, 

including in the Australian Parliament.321  With the momentum for change gathering 

pace, on 30 November 1998, the Senate Foreign Affairs Defence and Trade References 

Committee set up an inquiry into East Timor. Until its completion on 21 October 1999, 

this inquiry conducted hearings and received 98 written submissions which covered 

many issues, including the economic, social and political situation in East Timor, the 
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prospect of conflict settlement, Indonesia’s military presence in this territory and 

Australian Government policy toward East Timor.322  

 

The political changes in Indonesia, including in East Timor, had also been scrutinized 

by many senior figures in the Australian government. A reason for this was that 

developments in Indonesia were clearly vital to Australian security and economic 

interests. In his speech to the National Press Club in March 1999, the Australian 

Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer, expressed his view on the considerations that 

drove Australia to respond to the political and economic turmoil in Indonesia. Australia 

was involved, according to Downer, because “what happens there [in Indonesia] will 

have direct consequences for Australia’s security and to a lesser extent, our 

economy.”323  

 

It is not surprising therefore that Australian foreign and defence officials began to 

devote considerable attention toward developments in Indonesia, including in East 

Timor. Since June 1998, Alexander Downer and some officials had set up a regular 

meeting at least once a week to talk informally about the latest political developments in 

Indonesia and East Timor.324 Meanwhile, the Australian Ambassador to Indonesia, John 

McCarthy also went to East Timor to assess developments in this territory first-hand 

from 10 to 16 June. Less than a month after this visit, Downer also visited Jakarta and 

reportedly had a substantive discussion on the same matter with his counterpart Ali 

Alatas, Defence Minister General Wiranto and President Habibie.325 In the subsequent 

months from July-August 1998, the Australian government also undertook a series of 

consultations with East Timorese leaders to seek their views on Habibie’s autonomy 

proposal and other possible options for the resolution of the conflict over East Timor. 

Meetings were held with 29 prominent East Timorese representatives, including those 

who lived in Australia, Indonesia, East Timor, Mozambique, South Africa, Macau, 

Belgium, Portugal and North America.326   
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By the end of 1998, overt signs of a re-evaluation of its Timor policy were apparent. On 

19 December, Prime Minister John Howard wrote a personal letter to President Habibie 

about the Australian government’s views on the future of East Timor. In his letter, while 

Howard made clear Australia’s view that the interests of Australia, Indonesia and East 

Timor were best served by East Timor remaining part of Indonesia, he also proposed 

building “a review mechanism" into the issue of East Timor. In this context, Howard 

cited the ‘Matignon Accord’, which was signed between the government of France and 

its constituencies in New Caledonia in 1988. He suggested that it might function as a 

model for conflict settlement in East Timor. With reference to the Accord, he endorsed 

the idea that East Timor should eventually be allowed to vote in an act of self-

determination to decide its political future after a period of autonomy. Howard wrote:  
 ….Your offer of autonomy for East Timor was a bold and clear-sighted step that has opened a 
 window of opportunity both to achieve a peaceful settlement in East Timor and to resolve an 
 issue that has long caused Indonesia difficulties in the international community. A settlement 
 would enable you to put the issue behind you. It would make a substantial difference to 
 Indonesia’s standing in the world, with the benefits that could bring.  
 
 I want to emphasise that Australia’s support for Indonesia’s sovereignty is unchanged. It has 
 been a longstanding Australian position that the interests of Australia, Indonesia and East Timor 
 are best served by East Timor remaining part of Indonesia. We would of course welcome any 
 peaceful settlement that had the support of both Indonesians and East Timorese and met the 
 interests and aspirations of both…… 
 
 On the substance of negotiations, the advice I am receiving is that a decisive element of East 
 Timorese opinion is insisting on an act of self-determination. If anything, their position-with a 
 fair degree of international support-seems to be strengthening on this. It might be worth 
 considering, therefore, a means of addressing the East Timorese desire for an act of self-
 determination in a manner which avoids an early and final decision on the future status of the 
 province. One way of doing this would be to build up into the autonomy package a review 
 mechanism along lines of the Matignon Accords in New Caledonia. The Matignon Accords have 
 enabled a compromise political situation to be implemented while deferring a referendum on the 
 final status of New Caledonia for many years. The successful implementation of an autonomy 
 package with a built-in review mechanism would allow time to convince the East Timorese of 
 the benefits of autonomy within the Indonesian Republic….327

 

Without doubt, the cautious phrasing of this letter from Howard to Habibie raises the 

question of how much Howard’s letter actually shifted Australian policy on East Timor. 

On the one hand, some analysts note that this policy may represent an important shift of 

emphasis within the Australian government.328 For the first time, the debate and policy 

focus on East Timor had moved on from an exclusive preoccupation with Australia’s 

view of Indonesian’s sovereignty over this territory to the wider issue of self-

determination. Even though successive Australian governments had advocated an act of 
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self-determination for the East Timorese, the greater weight put on self-determination 

by the Howard government, as Paulo Garjao claimed, could be deemed as a ‘symbol’ of 

the new Australian commitment to East Timor.329  
  

Others, though, argued that the extent of Canberra’s shift in policy should not be 

overplayed. An Australian military intelligence officer with close involvement with East 

Timor, Clinton Fernandes, was cynical in his book Reluctant Saviour about the 

suggestion that the direction of Australian policy on East Timor had changed. He 

claimed that the reality was exactly the opposite. In light of later events, it seemed that 

the Howard government was trying to maximize the chances of the East Timorese 

remaining within Indonesia.330 This strong allegation was also supported by Rob 

Wesley-Smith, Australians for a Free East Timor spokesperson. In its press release on 

August 2004, Smith accused that  
 …in1998/9 it was Downer and Howard who were the main advocates supporting Indonesian 
 occupying troops to provide security leading up to and for the historic UN ballot on 30 August 
 1999, despite them forming and arming their surrogates the Militia. Whenever the Militia and 
 TNI killed East Timorese the Downer/Howard partnership denied or minimised the atrocity”.331  
 
 

Even though the moral case for the East Timorese independence may have been strong, 

the economic and strategic case for caution, as Paul Kelly put it in relation to Australia’s 

policy on Papua, was also overwhelming.332 Therefore, Prime Minister John Howard 

seemingly had every reason to be sensitive about an independent East Timor. In an 

unusually candid statement on February 1999, Howard stated his preference to maintain 

status-quo of East Timor being part of Indonesia. In a television interview with Kerry 

O’Brien on ABC “7.30 Report”, he declared that “I would prefer an autonomous East 

Timor within Indonesia. And I would hope that Indonesian and East Timorese leaders 

will continue to work towards that”. He also stressed that he did not think a referendum 

on independence was a viable solution. He warned about the potential aid costs and the 
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strategic vulnerability to Australia, if East Timor was fully independent.333 This 

statement indicated that there had been no substantial change in attitude on the part of 

Howard or the Australian government on East Timor, since the Whitlam government in 

the 1970s.334 The notion that Indonesian sovereignty over East Timor was desirable 

remained a constant in Australian foreign policy, despite Canberra's publicly-stated 

position in favour of self-determination for the East Timorese people. 

In view of the continued repetition of the sovereignty mantra, it was not hard to see that 

Australia’s response to the human rights situation in East Timor remained moderate. 

This was despite the fact that the human rights situation in East Timor had deteriorated 

from mid 1998 onward, especially after President Habibie’s sudden announcement on 

27 January 1999 to grant the territory independence if the East Timorese rejected the 

autonomy proposal. As previously discussed, there was a wave of violence by pro-

integration forces against independence supporters that included killings, torture, 

abductions, sexual assaults and forced dislocation.335 Despite acknowledging this 

human horror in East Timor, the Howard government with its commitment to retain 

Indonesian occupation in East Timor maintained its “softly”, “softly” approach on the 

issue of human rights in this territory.336   

The Coalition government typically deployed three types of official responses to human 

rights violations in East Timor up to the referendum on August 1999. These comprised: 

investigation, humanitarian aid, and public statements and representations. In December 

1998, for instance, Colonel Brian Millen, the Australian military attaché in Jakarta, 

visited East Timor to investigate a claim that villagers had been massacred in Alas, a 

small town in Manufahi district, 175 kilometers south of the capital Dili. The incident in 

Alas began on 31 October in the transmigration site of Weberek. Falintil members were 
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reported to have executed two Indonesian soldiers (Sgt. Abdul Latief and Sgt. 

Zainuddin), and one civilian (Ir. M.Slamet Imam Prabowo), alleged to be an intelligence 

agent. Following the execution in the Weberek, the Indonesian military began to launch 

a routine counter-insurgency operation in this area to chase the suspect killers. 

However, this military operation had reportedly led to a number of civilian deaths. The 

number killed was estimated by some at approximately 50 people. Meanwhile, houses 

and property were also destroyed and over 100 East Timorese had sought refugee from 

the military operations in churches.337  

In his official report, Millen dismissed claims of a massacre in Alas. According to his 

observations, the incident was “apparently more of a civil disturbance involving a 

number of parties rather than a military attack”. On 22 March 1999, the attaché’s 

finding was presented by the government in the Senate as a significant inquiry that 

showed the government’s concern about human rights in this territory.338 Yet, some 

observers were very cynical about this inquiry. They claimed that the visit was far from 

an inquiry since the attaché had visited for only a short time and was accompanied all 

the time by Indonesian military officers. As writers such as Lansell Taudevin, who was 

in charge of Australia’s aid project in East Timor from May 1996 to April 1999, have 

pointed out 

 An Australian political team of military advisers from Canberra was visiting East Timor at the 
 time. They investigated the Alas incident and reported that there was no evidence of anything 
 untoward. Many of us had a jaundiced view of any team that took an escorted helicopter trip to a 
 reported  trouble site, stayed half an hour, spoke only to the military, then returned and made 
 such an  announcement.339

In his book Reluctant Saviour, Clinton Fernandes, also made a similar criticism:  

 Far from being an inquiry, the visit by the army attaché was only a routine tour to introduce 
 his successor to various military contacts in the area. The attaché had visited Alas for only a few 
 hours, and was accompanied at all times by Indonesian military personnel, whose presence 
 served to intimidate any potential witnesses.340
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In addition to conducting investigations, the second aspect of Australian policy with 

respect to human rights in this territory was to provide humanitarian and financial aid. 

In March 1999, AusAID sent an investigative mission to this territory. The aim of this 

mission was to assess food and medical shortages caused by the closure of many 

medical centres and stores as a result of the exodus of many thousands of people from 

East Timor due to their security concerns. In the same month, following a 

recommendation from the mission, Canberra immediately provided funding of 

A$500,000 through Caritas Australia and local NGOs. This was to fund food and 

emergency shelter for 11,000 people. In April 1999, the Howard government also 

provided A$300,000 to assist the activities of the ICRC in this territory.341

As security and the human rights situation worsened in East Timor in the period leading 

up to the referendum, the Coalition government also made numerous representations to 

the Indonesian authorities. According to an official in the Department of Foreign Affairs 

and Trade, John Dauth, at a hearing on 13 August 1999 of the Senate Committee 

inquiry into East Timor, Australia had made about 120 representations to Indonesia 

“regarding security and violence in East Timor over the previous twelve months.342 If 

his claim was correct, it would mean that the government made ten representations on 

these issues each month or an average of one on every second working day.  

The third aspect of the Howard government’s responses to human rights abuses in East 

Timor up to the 1999 referendum was to make public statements and representations. As 

in the case with its first term in office, the Coalition government made several public 

statements to convey its concern over gross human rights abuses in East Timor to the 

Indonesian authorities. However, it framed its responses in such a way that they would 

not undermine its ‘special’ relationship with Jakarta.343 As Senator Richard K.R. 

Alston, Minister for Communication, Information Technology and the Arts and the 

Deputy Leader of the Government in the Senate, conceded in the Senate in September 

1999,    
 For a quarter of a century, governments of both persuasions in Australia had reluctantly  
 acquiesced in Indonesia’s policy toward East Timor. Although the issue was raised from time to 
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 time, Australian governments weren’t prepared to see the relationship with Indonesia damaged 
 over East Timor.344  

It was understood that in order to avoid any potential offence to the Indonesian 

authorities,345 the Howard government continued to exercise its preference for very soft 

and conciliatory language to express its responses to human rights abuses in East Timor. 

At the Senate in March 1999, for instance, Senator Newman stated that the Australian 

Government had expressed on many occasions its concerns regarding human rights 

abuses to the Indonesian Government and ABRI and urged the Indonesian government 

to punish the perpetrators responsible for any violations of human rights in East Timor. 

He further said that in the government’s point of view, “[t]he most effective way to curb 

human rights violations in Indonesia is for the Indonesian Government to improve 

professional military standards and accountability throughout the armed forces. The 

Australian Government has encouraged ABRI to use restraint when dealing with civil 

unrest.” 346  

The government responses to what happened in the  6 April massacre in Liquica and the 

17 April killings at independence leader Manuel Carrascalão’s house in Dili, which 

were perpetrated by the pro-integrationist militia with support from the  Indonesian 

military, were further examples of its measured response to human rights violations in 

East Timor. Like other incidents, the 6 April massacre in Liquiça and the 17 April 

killings in Dili attracted an immediate response by the Australian government. 

However, Canberra continued to use conciliatory language to convey its concern. At the 

press conference during the summit between Prime Minister John Howard and President 

Habibie held in Bali on 27 April 1999, Howard said that he had already expressed his 

“huge and immediate concern” about the recent massacre in Liquiça and Dili to 

President Habibie.347  
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These soft responses by the Howard government to the situation in East Timor were 

almost identical to those it made in regard to the militia’s actions in East Timor in the 

period leading up to the referendum. Many eyewitness accounts and a few leaked 

reports by Australian intelligence agencies had revealed that the Indonesian military 

supported the violence of the East Timor militia by supplying weapons, money, 

transport and strategic direction.348  By the end 1998, according to Desmond Ball, a 

strategic analyst from the Australian National University, most Australian intelligence 

agencies – the Office of National Assessments (ONA), the Defence Intelligence 

Organisation (DIO), the Australian Secret Intelligence Service (ASIS) and the Defence 

Signals Directorate (DSD) – came to a similar conclusion that ABRI had armed pro-

integrationist militias and planned to use them to fight pro-independence supporters.349 

As reported by Australia’s DIO in its Current Intelligence Brief on 6 January 1999, 
 ABRI’s decision to arm local militias has drawn its first blood. As long as ABRI continues to 
 contract-out some of its security responsibilities, more clashes are likely. The killing of two 
 pro-referendum supporters on 3 January in Manutasi, a village in the Ainaro regency, is the first 
 major clash between pro-referendum (essentially separatist) and ‘pro-autonomy’ (essentially 
 integrationist) groups since ABRI began to arm local civil defence units (WANRA) last 
 year…350

Links between ABRI and militia were reported in more detail by DIO in its Current 

Intelligence Brief dated 4 March 1999. Among other things, it warned that large scale 

violence was likely in East Timor.351 On the whole, Australian intelligence agencies 

clearly pointed out that the Indonesian military engaged with the militia in violence in 

East Timor.  

However, the Howard government continued to dismiss this claim. In a television 

interview on 7 March 1999, Alexander Downer stated that to the extent that arming of  
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the militias was going on, “it certainly isn’t official Indonesian Government policy; it 

certainly isn’t something that’s being condoned by General Wiranto. Rather it was the 

work of ‘rogue elements’ within the armed forces which were behind the violence.352   

It was therefore understandable that the Australian government continued to express 

confidence in the ability of the TNI and police to provide security and order in the 

province. In Canberra’s point of view, as well as stated clearly in the New York 

Agreement signed between Indonesia and Portugal on 5 May 1999, internal security in 

East Timor was the responsibility of the government of Indonesia. The idea to deploy a 

peacekeeping force in East Timor was subsequently deemed “premature”. This 

standpoint had been expressed since February by the Secretary of DFAT, Ashton 

Calvert in his meeting in Washington with Stanley Roth, the US Assistant Secretary of 

State for Asian and Pacific Affairs.353 A similar stance was also taken by the 

government in the Senate on 22 April 1999,354 and by Prime Minister John Howard as 

late as August 1999. In response to a question by Howard Sattler in a Perth radio 

interview about the possibility of sending Australian troops to East Timor, the Prime 

Minister said “…people talk about sending peacekeepers. You can only send 

peacekeepers if you have the authority of the government of the country or part of 

whose country whose peace you’re trying to keep.”355 Howard did not press hard at the 

time for Jakarta to accept peacekeepers, because to impose their presence on Indonesia 

would be seen as an invasion to Indonesia as a sovereign state.  As he said, 
It is difficult…You are still dealing with the sovereign territory of our largest neighbour, 
Indonesia. People still talk about East Timor as though every person in the world has a right to 
come and go to that country irrespective of the views of the Government of Indonesia….[I]f the 
Indonesian Government says no to a peacekeeping force the only way you can impose it is by 
invasion and surely nobody’s suggesting that.356

                                                 
352 See Goldsworthy, “East Timor”, p. 237. 
353 In February 1999, Secretary of the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Dr Ashton Calvert, was 
very cautious to a view for the insertion of an international peacekeeping force when he met with Stanley 
Roth, Assistant Secretary of State for Asian and Pacific Affairs, in Washington. Calvert said, according to 
the DFAT transcript of the meeting, that “Australia had not sensed any broad international appetite for a 
large scale UN intervention, though Canberra would prepared, if necessary, to send military personnel; 
but not into a bloodbath”. He further stated that “to avert the need for recourse to peacekeeping, what we 
were proposing was to be active in the first instance…Australia’s preferred approach was designed to 
avoid a military option by use of adept diplomacy.” Cited by Ball, “Silent witness: Australia …”, p. 51. 
354 See Senator Alston’s statement in the Senate on 22 April 1999, in Commonwealth of Australia, 
Parliamentary Debates Senate Official Hansard, No. 5, 39th parliament, 1st session, 2nd period, 19-23 
April 1999, pp.  4141-42.  
355 The Hon John Howard Radio Interview with Howard Sattler, Radio 6PR, on 25 August 1999, 
transcript available at http://www.pm.gov.au/news/interviews/1999/6PR2508.htm, accessed 3 May 2005, 
p. 9.  
356 Ibid. 
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In short, all of these government responses to the issue of human rights in East Timor 

revealed that Canberra continued to be vigilant but restrained. Although Australian 

intelligence agencies clearly pointed out that ABRI personnel were involved in various 

atrocities in East Timor with militia, the Howard government hardly did anything 

regarding this. Its voice in protesting human rights abuses in East Timor remained 

moderate. The government sought not to oppose Indonesia either diplomatically or 

militarily. At this stage, the Australian government seemingly remained reluctant to 

make any move to advocate that human rights abuses in East Timor be stopped or 

punished. Evidence collected by Australian spy agencies on Indonesian security forces 

atrocities in East Timor, according to Desmond Ball, was overwhelming. Nevertheless, 

Canberra passed only a “minuscule” amount of the evidence on to the UN357 and to its 

ally, the US. Tensions over this issue put enormous pressure on Australia’s relationship 

with the US and reportedly led to the suicide of Merv Jenkins, an Australian intelligence 

officer in Washington, in June 1999.358   

Certainly, the government’s continuation of its muted response was not supported by 

many Australians. They felt let down by the government’s reluctance to get actively 

involved in East Timor.359 Prominent opposition came from Laurie Brereton, the 

shadow foreign minister. He continued to express his concern about the security 

situation in the territory, asking in May 1999, “Just how many more killings will it take 

for the Howard government to stop turning a blind eye and press Jakarta to accept an 

effective UN peacekeeping force and allow the East Timorese to decide their future, 

free from violence and intimidation.”360

One explanation for the government’s cautious reaction on human rights issues in East 

Timor at this stage was its difficulty in dealing with Indonesia. On the one hand, 

knowing the sensitivities of these issues to the Australian public, the government had to 
                                                 
357Cited by Anonymous, “Australia denies UN its secret files of Timor terror”, Canadian Dimension, 
Winnipeg, January/February 2001, Vol.35, iss.1, , p.1. In May 1999, for instance, Captain Andrew 
Plunket, a former army intelligence officer accused the Australian government of suppressing information 
about a massacre of between fifty and two hundred East Timorese at the Maliana police station in 1999. 
He alleged to the SBS TV Dateline program that Canberra had advance warning of a planned massacre in 
the police station in Maliana, but refused to pass the information to the UN. Plunkett also said that 
Australian troops who inspected the scene had orders ‘to minimise estimates of the death toll”, and ‘go 
lightly’ on the issue of TNI body disposal, in order to not offend the Indonesian military. See 
Birmingham, Appeasing Jakarta…, pp. 61-62.  
358 See Australian Broadcasting Corporation, “The Ties That Bind: The Story behind the East Timor 
crisis and how it plunged Australian-Indonesian relations to an all-time low”, Four Corners, broadcast on 
ABC TV on 14 February 2000, transcript available at http://www.abc.net.au/4corners/stories/s99352.htm, 
accessed 26 March 2002; Ball, “Silent Witness…”, pp. 51-52. 
359 Darylmple, Continental Drift: Australia’s …, p. 205. 
360 As quoted by Frost and Cobb, “The Future of East Timor: Major Current …”,  p. 130. 
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respond in some way to the escalating political violence and the worsening human 

rights situation in East Timor. At the same time, government policy was still that East 

Timor was part of Indonesia, and it tried to sustain the best relations with Jakarta.361 

This difficulty was clearly expressed by the Prime Minister John Howard in Bali in 

April 1999. “[W]e are”, affirmed Howard,  
 dealing with a part of the sovereign republic of Indonesia [East Timor] and it is not for other 
 countries to attempt some kind of micro-definition of each and every individual act which would 
 take place in somebody else’s country. Others don’t, or ought not, seek to do it in relation to 
 Australia and I don’t seek to do it in relation to Indonesia.362  

It can be inferred from this remark that the Australian government was saying that it 

was unwilling to respond to the human rights situation in East Timor issue, since this 

issue was seen as a matter of Indonesian concern. If this was the case, it would have 

been less hypocritical to say that there was a gulf between rhetoric and substance when 

it came to human rights in Australian foreign policy.  

It was the explosion of violence that followed the announcement of the ballot that saw 

the shift in Australia’s East Timor policy became increasingly apparent.363 Less than a 

week after the referendum took place the UN announced its result on 4 September 1999 

with an overwhelming majority (78.5 per cent) rejecting Indonesia’s autonomy 

proposal. Only 21.5 per cent, or 94,388 voters, opted for the offer.364 This outcome was 

not acceptable to the pro-integration side. Within an hour of the announcement of the 

results of the plebiscite, a massive wave of violence began in several districts in East 

Timor. In Dili, the pro-integration militia destroyed and burnt most houses and 

buildings. The UNAMET office came under attack and two of its staff was killed in 

Liquica.365 Hundreds of East Timorese people fled their homes and sought to take 

shelter in a Church compound in Suai.366 Despite attempts by Jakarta to bring the 

situation under control with the declaration of martial law, the security situation in East 

Timor continued to deteriorate. This appears to have happened because of inadequate  

                                                 
361 Linda Tenebaum, “East Timor provokes Australian foreign policy crisis”, World Socialist Web Site, 14 
October 1999, available at http://www.wsws.org/articles/1999/oct1999/pol-o14_prn.shtml, accessed on 
14 December 2004. Interview with Damien Kingsbury, Melbourne, 24 June 2004. 
362 See John Howard, The Hon John Howard MP Joint Press Conference with His Excellency B. J. 
Habibie President of the Republic of Indonesia Bali Hilton International, 27 April 1999, transcript 
available at http://www.pm.gov.au/news/interviews/1999/bali2704.htm, accessed on 3 May 2005. See 
also John Howard, Radio Interview John Faine with John Howard, Radio 3LO, 25 April 1999, transcript 
available at http://www.pm.gov.au/news/interviews/1999/3LO2504.htm, accessed 3 May 2005. 
363 Chalk, Australian Foreign and Defence Policy in the Wake of …, p.40. 
364 Goldsworthy, “East Timor”, p. 244. 
365 Human Rights Watch, ”Justice Denied for East Timor…”, p. 4. 
366 Hamish McDonald, “Masters of Terror: Indonesia’s Finding”, in McDonald, Ball, Dunn, van Klinken, 
Bourchier, Kammen and Tanter, Masters of Terror: Indonesia’s…, p. 6. 
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civilian control of the military in Jakarta and because the military on the ground in 

Timor was dominated by hardline elements in league with the militias. A massive 

onslaught on the human rights and well-being of the people of East Timor continued to 

occur. In some cases, the Indonesian military were generally allowing and even joining 

militia violence. For nearly two weeks, cases of mass civilian killings, torture, 

intimidation, rape, abduction, forced deportation and ransacking of the houses and 

public buildings became daily events in this province. 367

Highlighted by the press coverage and TV, this violent destruction of property and lives 

in East Timor attracted a strong international reaction,368 including from Australia. 

Australia’s official response to the human tragedy in East Timor was clearly expressed 

by Prime Minister John Howard. On 6 September, Howard telephoned and spoke to 

President Habibie to convey his regret and deep concern about the situation in East 

Timor. He also urged Habibie to allow an international peacekeeping force to restore 

order.369 However, his proposal did not receive a response from Jakarta.  

Jakarta’s lack of enthusiasm about the intervention of a peacekeeping force and also the 

looming humanitarian disaster after the ballot in East Timor, reinforced the need for the 

Australian government to shift its approach to confront the human rights issue in this 

territory. While it initially focused on bilateral diplomacy as its strongly preferred 

approach, after the ballot the Howard government began to rely more on multilateral 

diplomacy to prevent further violence and human rights abuses in this territory.370 In the 

week after the ballot Prime Minister John Howard, and Foreign Minister Alexander 

Downer had devoted considerable time to mobilizing international support for the 

formation of a multinational force.371 Canberra was fortunate, especially since its 

                                                 
367 See Appendix 1 some cases of human rights violations in East Timor: November 1991-September 
1999; Dan Murphy and John McBeth, “Scorched Earth”, Far Eastern Economic Review, 16 September 
1999, p. 10.  
368 For instance, on 5 September 1999, the UN Security Council issued a strongly worded statement. It 
condemned the violence and underlined Indonesia’s security responsibility in East Timor. See 
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, East Timor in Transition 1998-2000: …, p. 128. 
369 Ibid; The Hon John Howard MP Interview with Kerry O’Brien, 7.30 Report, ABC TV, on 14 
September 1999, transcript available at http://www.pm.gov.au/news/interviews/1999/7301409.htm, 
accessed on 3 May 2005. 
370 Marianne Hanson, "Human Rights”, in Marianne Hanson and William T. Tow (eds.), International 
Relations in the Next Century: In Australian Perspective, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2001, pp. 81-
83; Richard Leaver, "The meanings, origins and the implications of 'the Howard doctrine’”, The Pacific 
Review, Vol. 14, No. 1, 2001, p. 20. 
371 Downer, “Looking Back …”, p.7. According to Senator Alston, Prime Minister Howard made 
numerous telephone calls to the UN Secretary General, President Clinton, Habibie and other regional 
leaders before; during and after the APEC meeting in Auckland. He emphasized the need for decisive 
international action to restore peace and East Timor, especially in dealing with the looming humanitarian 
disaster. See Senator Richard K.R.Alston (Minister for Communication, Information Technology and the 
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diplomatic efforts in the UN coincided with the 1999 Asia-Pacific Economic 

Cooperation (APEC) Summit in Auckland. The APEC meeting, which was held on 9 

September, was well timed for Howard to meet with other leaders, especially the US 

President Bill Clinton, to discuss the East Timor crisis. In the end, when Clinton issued 

strong statements on 9 and 10 September, Australian diplomatic efforts seemingly 

achieved their objectives. Clinton warned that if Indonesia would not allow the 

deployment of an international peacekeeping force in East Timor, Jakarta would be 

blocked access to funds from international financial institutions.372  

In the Australian community, the post-referendum events in East Timor had clearly 

evoked a strong public reaction. This was fed by the massive media coverage including 

television broadcasting. Emotive reports including eyewitness accounts by refugees also 

continued to flow from various sources in East Timor and from Darwin.373 These 

images, combined with footage of the post-ballot acts of violence and destruction, 

fuelled an overwhelming sympathy for the East Timorese. The Australian public 

criticized the government for its lack of response, and demanded an immediate 

deployment of troops. This public outrage was well described by Kerry Myers, letters 

editor at The Sydney Morning Herald, as follows.  
 Readers were shocked, angered, saddened, [and] appalled by the terrible, terrible story. But what 
 was almost palpable was the frustration and impotence expressed by so many. Correspondents 
 wanted something, anything, done to relieve the suffering they were exposed to through daily 
 news reports from Dili. And there appeared nothing much they could do at all. Letters attacked 
 the government, specifically the Prime Minister and the Foreign Minister, for what the writers 
 saw as hand-wringing inaction…And as the week wore on there was the chilling realization that 
 there was to be no rescue  for the East Timorese.374  
 

The public also had done much more than sending letters to convey its anger. For nearly 

two weeks, thousands of people held public demonstrations and protests in Australia’s 

major cities (see Appendix 10 Pro East Timor sentiment in Australia). They repeated 

their calls to stopping the killings in East Timor and for the government to send troops 

to protect the East Timorese civilians. In Melbourne, for instance, an estimated crowd of  

                                                                                                                                               
Arts and the Deputy Leader of the Government in the Senate), “East Timor”, 21 September 1999, in 
Commonwealth of Australia, Parliament Debates Senate Office Hansard, No. 19, 39th parliament, 1st 
session, 4th period, 20-23 September 1999, p. 8467. 
372 John McBeth and Dan Murphy, “Double Whammy”, Far Eastern Economic Review, 23 September 
1999, p.9; Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, East Timor in Transition 1998-2000…, pp. 136-7.  
373 Richard W. Baker, “Indonesia-Australia: Relations Moving from Bad to Worse”, Comparative 
Connections: An E- Journal on East Asian Bilateral Relations, 3rd Quarter 1999: Occasional Analysis, 
Pacific Forum CSIS, p. 4, available at http://www.csis.org/pacfor/cc/993Qindo_aus.html, accessed at 3 
May 2005. 
374 Kerry Myers, “Postscript”, The Sydney Morning Herald, 13 September 1999. 
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30,000 people rallied in a protest on 10 September 1999 coordinated by the Victorian 

Trades Hall Council. Nine days later, another 40,000 people marched in the city and a 

picket line was also set up outside the Indonesian consulate.375 Mass public rallies were 

also carried out in Adelaide, Perth, Brisbane and Sydney. In Sydney, for example, a 

mass public demonstration was held for almost one week. On 6 September, when it 

started, it was attended by hundreds of people, and by 11 September approximately 

more than 30,000 people expressed their outrage in the demonstration. This huge 

demonstration was organized by the Australia East Timor Association (ASIET), non 

government human rights organizations, churches, and various trade unions (such as the 

Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union, or CFMEU).376  

Unions played a major part in increasing public pressure in Australia (see Appendix 10 

Pro East Timor sentiment in Australia). In Sydney, for instance, garbage workers 

refused to pick up garbage from the Indonesian consulate, and printing workers declined 

to handle paper produced in Indonesia. In addition, the Maritime Union of Australia 

(MUA) also imposed an indefinite ban on Indonesian cargo ships. Emulating the MUA, 

the International Transport Workers Federation called for a stop on the delivery of all 

goods and services through air and sea traffic to and from Indonesian ports and airports. 

Various trade unions in Australia, such as the Australian Nurses Federation, the 

Australian Education Union, the Australian Service Union, the Transport Union, the 

Communication, Electrical and Plumbing Union, the Australian Workers Union, and the 

Textile, Clothing and Footwear Union of Australia, had also organized their own 

respective protest actions against Indonesian interests.377  

With the violence in East Timor worsening and the public pressure mounting, the 

Australian government came under considerable domestic political pressure to end the 

human tragedy in the province. Many argue that these events represented a catalyst for 

the government to eventually shift its policy towards Indonesia and East Timor.378 They 

seemingly left Canberra with little choice; it had to make a policy change. In the 

observation of two Australian experts, as quoted by Peter Chalk in his book Australia in 

                                                 
375 See A Takver’s Initiative, “Melbourne Support for a Free East Timor – September 1999”, in 
http://www.takver.com/history/timor99/timor.htm, accessed 4 May 2005.  
376 For more detail about Australian public protest see Fernandes, Reluctant Saviour: Australia…, pp. 86-
94 
377 Fernandes, Reluctant Saviour; Australia…, pp. 86-94 
378 James Cotton, “The Emergence of Independent East Timor: National and Regional Challenges”, 
Contemporary South East Asia, Vol. 22, No. 1, April 2000, p. 17; Eric Schwartz, The Intervention in East 
Timor, Report for the National Intelligence Council, the USA, December 2001, pp. 1-2;  Dalrymple, 
Continental Drift: Australia’s  …, p. 205. 
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the wake of East Timor Intervention, “[n]o Australian government could have survived 

if it stood by and did nothing” about East Timor.379 This similar tone of observation was 

also expressed by Clinton Fernandes who said in an interview with the author, that the 

Howard government had shifted its policy in September 1999 because “[t]he public 

reaction was too much…That really scared the government”.380  

A public sign that Canberra began to reverse its position on Indonesia and East Timor 

was apparent when on 14 September, the Foreign Minister Alexander Downer in his 

letter to the Secretary-General (document S/1999/975) informed that the Australian 

government officially accepted the leadership of a proposed multinational force in East 

Timor.381 Previously, the Howard administration had always cautiously managed its 

response on human rights matters in East Timor on the grounds of having a ‘special 

relationship’ with Indonesia. Therefore its concern over the grave humanitarian crisis in 

the post ballot period in this territory, which translated into the deployment of a 

multinational military force, certainly formed a remarkable shift in its attitude to East 

Timor.382 This decision overturned a core assumption in Australian foreign policy with 

Indonesia, namely “that Australia simply could not afford to get offside with 

Indonesia.”383 This foreign policy shift was evident in the statement by Prime Minister 

John Howard in his radio interview with John Miller on 24 September. Howard said that  
 … what has happened here [East Timor] represents the overt manifestation of the need for this 
 country to rethink a number of its defence and foreign policy attitudes of the past, particularly 
 foreign policy attitudes. It’s driven home to us the foolishness of building a foreign policy on the 
 ground of special relationship…We seek a good relationship, a close relationship with Indonesia. 
 But we found on this occasion that on a very important issue to the Australian people - that is 
 what happens to East Timor - our approach and that of Indonesia had diverged. Now that doesn’t 
 mean to  say we can’t remain on good terms…But it does mean that we had to take a stand…in 
 relation to East Timor.384

                                                 
379 Chalk, Australian Foreign and Defence Policy…, p. 42. A former Australian ambassador to Indonesia, 
Rawdon Dalrymple also expressed a similar observation. He said “No Australian government in 1999 
could have stood by and done nothing in the light of the dreadful events in East Timor”. See Dalrymple, 
Continental Drift: Australia’s…, p. 181.  
380 Interview with Clinton Fernandes, Melbourne, 25 June 2004. This similar tone of argument was also 
expressed by Scott Burchill and Colin Brown, in separate interviews with the author. Interview with Scott 
Burchill, Melbourne, 25 June 2004, and Colin Brown, Perth, 3 June 2005. 
381 The United Nations Security Council, “Security Council Authorizes Multinational Force in East 
Timor”, Press Release SC/6727, 15 September 1999, p. 3,  available from   
http://www.un/org/News/Press/docs/1999/19990915.sc6727.doc.html, accessed 7 May 2005. 
382 Richard Leaver, “Introduction: Australia, East Timor and Indonesia, The Pacific Review, Vol. 14, No. 
1, 2001, p. 2; James Cotton, “’Peacekeeping’ in East Timor: An Australian Policy Departure”, Australian 
Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 53, No. 3, 1999, p. 237. 
383 Carlyle Thayer, “Australia-Indonesia Relations: The Case of East Timor”, a paper presented to 
International Conference on Australia and East Asian Security into the 21st Century, Department of 
Diplomacy, National Cheng Chi University, Taipei, Taiwan, 8 October 1999, p. 11. 
384 See John Howard, The Hon John Howard MP Interview with John Miller, Radio 4BC, 24 September 
1999, transcript available at http://www.pm.gov.au/news/interviews/1999/4bc2409.htm, accessed 3 May 
2005. 
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The rhetoric used to justify this strong strand on East Timor by the Australian 

government focused on the moral impulse “to defend what is right”.385 It was because 

of two things, Howard stated in his interview with CNN on 29 September: 

 [It was] [b]ecause of the overwhelming vote for independence in East Timor and because for a 
 combination of reasons the Indonesian security forces were unable to stop a quite appallingly 
 high level of bloodshed and destruction in East Timor.386

However, the administration’s concern on humanitarian issues in East Timor was seen 

by some as cynical. Critics said Howard’s decision to send Australian troops was not 

motivated by his concern about the human rights situation in East Timor; rather it 

appeared to be driven by domestic political calculations. Former Australian Prime 

Minister, Paul Keating, for instance, openly criticized the Howard decision as a policy 

of ‘rank domestic opportunism”.387  A similar strong accusation was also expressed by 

The Australian on 8 April 2005:  

 The truth is that if Howard is the liberator of East Timor, he is the accidental liberator. It was not 
 what he wanted, nor what he proposed, but he and Australia were swept up in the vortex of 
 events…and he played it to the hilt for domestic political advantage in Australia.388

 

James Cotton, a scholar who has written many articles and books on East Timor, had 

also expressed his hesitation about the primacy of humanitarian considerations in the 

East Timor crisis. He argued that  
 [i]f humanitarian abuses had been of primary importance at that time, intervention would surely 
 have occurred in 1975 or 1976, and the original invasion (note by Indonesia) would have been 
 roundly condemned in the neighbourhood. The terror and dislocation experienced by the 
 population in 1999,  though horrible, were much less than sufferings in the late 1970s.389

 

Although Australia’s changed stance on East Timor resulted in criticism, it was worth 

noting that the Howard government continued its support for the deployment of an 

international peacekeeping force for East Timor.  To restore order and security in this 

province, Canberra initially pledged up to 2,000 troops to be available for a 

multinational peacekeeping force and subsequently increased this to 4,500 troops. These 

Australian troops, together with personnel from more than 22 other countries, formed a 

                                                 
385 John Howard’s word at the time of the deployment of INTERFET as quoted by Alexander Downer, 
“East Timor-Looking Back on 1999”, Australian Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 54, No. 1, 2000, 
pp. 8-9. 
386 John Howard, The Hon John Howard MP Television Interview with CNN, 29 September 1999, 
transcript available at http://www.pm.gov.au/news/interviews/1999/cnn2909.htm, accessed on 3 May 
2005. A similar humanitarian consideration was repeated by Alexander Downer. See Downer, “East 
Timor-Looking Back …”, p. 8. 
387 Paul Keating, “Life membership acceptance speech”, Sydney Town Hall, 3 October 1999, 
http://www.keating.aorg.au/searchframe.htm, cited by Leaver, “Introduction: Australia…”, p. 10. 
388 The Australian, “Michael Costello: Howard didn’t want …”. 
389 James Cotton, “Against the Grain: The East Timor Intervention”, Survival, Vol. 43, No. 1, Spring 
2001, p. 130. 
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combined force of at least 7,500, called the International Force for East Timor 

(INTERFET). Australia led this UN-authorised multinational force that entered East 

Timor on 20 September 1999. Its troops were the largest military commitment by 

Australia since the Vietnam War.390   

 

Having strongly supported the military deployment, Canberra further signaled its 

disagreement with Jakarta’s human right practices in East Timor in the aftermath of the 

referendum by joining with others, such as the European Union and the United States, to 

suspend its defence relations with Indonesia and openly questioning the utility of the 

Indonesian-Australian security agreement.391 Asked by Senator Bob Brown on 20 

September about Australian defence co-operation with Indonesia in the post ballot 

period in East Timor, Senator Richard K.R. Alston, representing the Minister for 

Foreign Affairs in the Senate responded 
…we have suspended joint exercises and training programs, and we have certainly suspended 
exercises with Kopassus, but we have not at this point in time terminated all military agreements 
with Indonesia.392

Australia’s position on this matter meant Howard broke with Australia’s historical 

record of supporting defence co-operation with Indonesia. In contrast to before 1999 

referendum, Canberra had always tried to downplay the significance of opposition to 

defence co-operation between Australia and Indonesia, particularly on military training, 

as expressed by a number of observers and the Australian public.393 Some however 

claimed that the Australian government had in fact made “no moves to downgrade” its 

                                                 
390 DFAT, East Timor in Transition 1998-2000…, p. 133; The Commonwealth Treasurer, Peter Costello’s 
speech to the 16th Asialink Lecture, in Victorian Arts Centre Melbourne, 16 September 1999, available at 
http://www.Treasurer.gov.au/tsr/content/speeches/1999/010.asp?pf=1, accessed on 4 May 2005; Human 
Right Watch, Indonesia and East Timor, World Report 1999, http://www.hrw.org/wr2k/Asia-05.htm, 
accessed 12 April 2005. See Australian Defence Minister, John Moore, “Who Makes up the Timor 
Force?” BBC News, 7 October 1999, http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/asia-pacific/445404.stm, accessed 
on 25 April 2005. 
391 See also Baker, “Indonesia-Australia: Relations …”, p. 4. Baker claimed that Australia cut off its 
military assistance to Indonesia in the aftermath of referendum in East Timor. For more detail on the US 
military suspension see Larry Niksch, Lois McHugh and Rhonda Margesson, “East Timor Situation 
Report”, in William C. Younce (ed.), Indonesia: Issues, Historical Background and Bibliography, Nova 
Science Publishers, Inc, New York, 2001, pp. 34-35. 
392 Senator Richard K.R. Alston (Minister for Communication, Information Technology and the Arts and 
the Deputy Leader of the Government in the Senate), “East Timor”, 20 September 1999, in 
Commonwealth of Australia, Parliament Debates Senate Office Hansard, No. 19, 39th parliament, 1st 
session, 4th period, 20-23 September 1999, p. 8367. 
393 David Bourchier had for instance told a Senate Hearing on 20 July 1999 that the government’s 
willingness to engage in providing military training and so on for the Indonesian military merely aided its 
repressive activities in East Timor and elsewhere. He described Australia’s engagement in training with 
Kopassus as having “been at the cutting edge of human rights abuses”. See DFAT, East Timor: Report of 
the Senate Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade References Committee, December 2000, p. 202. 
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defence relations with Indonesia394 referring to the numbers of Indonesian personnel 

participating in ADF training programs. Despite criticism of the practice, Australia had 

in fact been intensively involved in the Indonesian military’s training from the mid 

1990s to 1999, as the data in Table 4 shows. However, the table also shows that its 

numbers significantly decreased in the period post the 1999 referendum. 

Table 4 

Numbers of Indonesian personnel participating in ADF training programs,  

from 1994-1995 to 1999-2001 

 
No Year Number of 

personnel 
Places of training 

    

1 1994-95 160 128 in Australia;  32 in Indonesia 

2 1995-96 290 129 in Australia;  161 in Indonesia 

3 1996-97 236 125 in Australia;  111 in Indonesia 

4 1997-98 201 111 in Australia;  90 in Indonesia 

5 1998-99 197 137 in Australia; estimated 60 in 
Indonesia 

6 1999-00 200 
(approximately) 

N.A. 

7 2000-01 72 N.A. 

Source: The data (numbers 1 to 6) was compiled from Department of Foreign Affairs and 
Trade, East Timor: Report of the Senate Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade References 
Committee, Canberra, Commonwealth of Australia, December 2000, pp. 201-202.  The data 
number 7 was cited from Commonwealth, Parliamentary Debates, House of 
Representatives, 22 June 2001, Question No. 3642. Senator Minchin representing the 
Minister for Defence, in Jason McLeod, Morning Star Rising: Maximising the Effectiveness 
of the Nonviolent Struggle in West Papua, Bachelor of Arts (Hons) Thesis, Discipline of 
Politics, School of Social Sciences, La Trobe University, June 2002,  p .75. 

The Australian government’s response to the grave humanitarian crisis following the 

referendum in East Timor was also significant in terms of its willingness to provide 

sharply increased amounts of humanitarian assistance. Plainly it comprised two main 

components: financial and humanitarian aid. In the immediate period of the 1999 crisis, 

the Australian Prime Minister John Howard provided A$3 million of emergency aid 

through UN agencies such as UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), the 

World Food Programme (WFP) and the UN office for the Coordination of Humanitarian 

Affairs (OCHA). This aid was specially directed to assist the hundreds of East Timorese 

                                                 
394 Fernandes, Reluctant Saviour: Australia…, p. 32. 
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people who fled to the border areas in West Timor. Additionally, Australia also 

provided A$250,000 to the Humanitarian Coordination Body (POSKO) to purchase 

food and medical supplies for the refugees, and another A$4 million to transport 

emergency relief supplies to East Timor through defence and commercial aircraft and 

shipping.395 Darwin became an international staging ground for this relief effort. In the 

two weeks after the violence spread across this territory following the announcement of 

the result of the referendum, the Royal Australian Air-force evacuated almost 2,500 

people seeking a save heaven to Darwin, including Australians, UN staff members and 

East Timorese.396  

Certainly, the events unfolding in the East Timor in 1999 were looked on quite 

differently in Indonesia. Australia’s high profile in a peacekeeping role in East Timor 

led to the view that Australia interfered in Indonesian domestic affairs. The Howard’s 

government’s shift in policy in 1999, after Australia had for almost 24 years recognized 

East Timor as a sovereign part of Indonesia, was seen as being hypocritical and 

interfering in Indonesian domestic affairs.397 Press reports that Howard had agreed with 

a journalist’s suggestion that Australia could act as a “deputy sheriff” to the US in the 

region in September 1999 (later disavowed) further provoked nationalist sensitivities 

among Jakarta elites.398

In this regard, there is no doubt that Australia’s taking the lead in the multinational 

peacekeeping force significantly damaged the bilateral relationship with Indonesia. One 

former Australian Ambassador in Indonesia, Richard Woolcott, speculated that it would 

take many years to recover the loss of trust and confidence in their relations.399 

However Australia’s willingness to take the lead in intervening in East Timor 

significantly contributed to ending the cycle of human rights abuses in this territory. Its 

                                                 
395 Australian Government, AusAID, “A Chronology of events: the Humanitarian Crisis and the East 
Timor Ballot”, available at http://www.ausaid.gov.au/hottopics/easttimor/chroNology.cfm, accessed 29 
April 2005. 
396 Address by the Hon. Peter Costello, MP Commonwealth Treasure to the 16th Asialink Lecture, 
Melbourne on 16 September 1999. 
397 Nancy Viviani, “Australia-Indonesia Relations After the East Timor Upheaval”, Japan Policy 
Research Institute (JPRI) Working Paper, No. 64, January 2000, p. 1, available from  
http://www.jpri.org/publications/workingpapers/wp64.html, accessed 12 October 2004. 
398 See Fred Brenchley, “The Howard Defence Doctrine”, The Bulletin, 28 September 1999, p. 22; Dewi 
Fortuna Anwar, “Implementasi Kebijakan Luar Negeri dan Pertahanan Australia Terhadap Indonesia: 
Studi Kasus Timor Timur (1996-2001)”, in Ganewati Wuryandari (ed.), Indonesia dalam Kebijakan Luar 
Negeri dan Pertahanan Australia 1996-2000, Pusat Penelitian Politik – Lembaga Ilmu Pengetahuan 
Indonesia (LIPI), Jakarta, 2001, pp.122-124. For Howard’s statement “deputy sheriff”, see further in 
Thayer, “Australia-Indonesia Relations:…”, pp.10-11. 
399 Richard Woolcott, The Hot Seat: Reflections on Diplomacy from Stalin’s Death to the Bali Bombings, 
HarperCollinsPublishers, Sydney, 2003, p. 171. 
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role in coordinating international pressure successfully led Habibie to announce on 12 

September the Indonesian government’s willingness to accept an international 

peacekeeping force, which entered East Timor on 20 September 1999. One month later, 

on 19 October, Indonesia formally ended its sovereignty in East Timor after the 

Indonesian parliament voted to confirm the results of the referendum in East Timor of 

August 1999, which rejected autonomy under Indonesia and favored independence.  

 

Conclusion 

 

Progress in Australia’s relations with Indonesia has not always come easily. East Timor 

evidently became the largest single recurrent irritant in relations between Australia and 

Indonesia. For a quarter of a century (1974-1999), it severely tested their relationship 

and Australia’s reputation as a consistent advocate of international human rights 

standards. While successive Australian governments have clearly recognised the 

existence and importance of human rights, the decision how to promote human rights in 

foreign policy has been evidently problematic with regard to Indonesia and its abusive 

actions in East Timor. The challenge is how to pursue core universal values in a 

consistent way without making futile gestures that only damage Australia’s interests in 

Indonesia. 

 

This case study on East Timor makes it difficult not to conclude that like their 

predecessors since 1974, the Keating and the Howard governments (1991-1999) in their 

responses to human rights issues in East Timor illustrated well the conflict between 

pragmatism and principle, Australian national interests and moral values in Australian 

foreign policy. They tried to overcome the dilemma posed by a choice between national 

interests and values, but they failed. On the whole, Australian policy towards human 

rights East Timor during their prime ministerships did not depart from the traditional 

realist approach. On all the available evidence in this case study, Australian national 

interests as seen by successive governments largely pulled in the opposite direction to 

the promotion of human rights. The East Timorese experience of human rights abuses 

continued as both Australian governments adopted compromised attitudes towards 

Indonesia. Their stands were largely based on the assumption that a politically stable 

Indonesia is an important Australian national interest, and that Australian security is 

enhanced by good relations with Jakarta.  

 177



 

Against this mind-set of thinking, it should be hardly surprising that the Keating and the 

Howard governments displayed muted responses to human rights abuses in East Timor. 

This case study clearly shows that Canberra has long restricted any criticisms it might 

have of Indonesia to a private human rights ‘dialogue’. The approach seemed to be 

paying off in its burgeoning economic relationship with Indonesia, especially in dealing 

with the Timor Gap. However, as might have been predicted, and indeed as it turned it 

out, Australia pursued a ‘special relationship’ with Indonesia at a high cost to its 

principles and values, such as the right of East Timorese to self determination and the 

respect of human rights.  

 

There is no doubt that the pro-Indonesian position of the Keating and Howard 

governments was motivated by this perception of what was in the best interests of 

Australia. However, it infuriated Australian public including human rights activists and 

non-government organisations, churches, various trade unions and academics. The 

public apprehension only deepened with continuing human rights abuses of the East 

Timorese conducted by Indonesian security forces.  

 

This case study on East Timor has demonstrated that “moral communities do not stop at 

borders”.400 Despite the Keating and the Howard governments’ attempts to downgrade 

the issue of human rights in East Timor, they were never able to overcome the 

Australian public’s apprehension on the matter. On many occasions the government’s 

policy on East Timor put Canberra in collision with its public. This trend lasted until 

September 1999. Under strong pressure from within Australia, Prime Minister Howard 

sent Australian troops to restore order and to end human rights violations in East Timor. 

Australia’s shift of foreign policy on East Timor highlights the fact that moral 

relationships and responsibilities of states are not always separate from the moral 

relationships and responsibilities between individuals. The huge scale of post ballot 

violence in East Timor played an important role in shaping Australian foreign policy 

which is based on the public interest.  Moral relationships were at the heart of the public 

pressure in 1999, so ultimately the Australian government was responding to moral 

pressure. The fact that it translated into political pressure only shows how strong was 

the moral pressure.  

                                                 
400 Richard Tanter, “After fear, before justice: Indonesia and Australia for the long haul, as if ethics 
mattered”, Inside Indonesia, January-March 2000, p. 4. 
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Chapter Five 

 

AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT RESPONSES TO  

HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLATIONS IN PAPUA  

BETWEEN 1991 AND 2004:  

A CASE STUDY 
 
 
Introduction 

 

For more than half a century, secessionist movements have been active in several parts 

of Indonesia, including Papua (the western half of the island of New Guinea), the oldest 

“self-determination issue” in Indonesia.1 Since the United Nations (UN) endorsed the 

transfer of sovereignty of Papua to the Republic of Indonesia in 1969 after the so-called 

"Act of Free Choice", some Papuans have consistently opposed the territory’s 

incorporation. Their resistance had already been significantly aroused after temporary 

authority was given by the UN to Indonesia in 1963 and it has continued up to the 

present.2

 

Although Papua accounts for less than two percent of Indonesia's population, the 

government in Jakarta has deemed the demand of the Papuan population for 

independence as a serious threat to the territorial integrity of the Indonesian nation state, 

and indeed to its very existence. Since the 1960s it has reacted forcefully to confront 

this independence movement, with the ultimate aim of abolishing it.3 The preference for 

the use of force4 has haunted its twenty-sixth province with continuing human rights 

violations, including extra-judicial killings, torture, rapes,  “disappearances”,    shooting  

of peaceful demonstrators, arbitrary arrest and detention.5  Although the total number of 

                                                           
1 Mieke Kooistra, Indonesia: Regional Conflicts and State Terror, London, Minority Rights Group 
International, 2001, p. 23; Encyclopedia, Indonesian Political Geography: Irian Jaya, p. 1, downloaded 
from  http://www.lupinfo.com/encyclopedia/I/IrianJay.html, accessed 18 June 2002. 
2 Australia West Papua Association, West Papua: Information Kit, Sydney, AWPA, 1995, p. 7. 
3 Dewi Fortuna Anwar, “Indonesia: Domestic Priorities Define National Security”, in Muthiah Alagappa 
(ed.), Asian Security Practice, Stanford, Stanford University Press, 1998, p. 493.  
4 Richard Chauvel, The Land of Papua and The Indonesian State: Essays on West Papua, Vol.II, 
Working Paper 121, Clayton (Vic: Australia),  Monash Asia Institute, 2003, p. 27. 
5Human Rights Watch, Indonesia: Human Rights and Independence Action in Irian Jaya 1999-2000, 
New York, 2000, pp. 1-22,  in   http://www.hrw.org/reports/2000/papua/index.htm, accessed on 2 January 
2003; Abigail Abrash, In Focus: Papua: Another East Timor?, Harvard Law School Program, Vol. 5, No. 
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Map 3.  Papua 

  

 
Source: Papua with its new administrative boundaries, from http://www.papuaweb.org/goi/pp/index.html, 
accessed 8 May 2006. 
 

Papuan victims of these kinds of human rights abuses is unknown, political observers, 

church officials and non-governmental human rights organizations have placed the 

figure at between 100,000 and 500,000.6 If even the lower figure is reliable, it 

                                                                                                                                                                          
37, October 2000, p. 1, downloaded from http://www.westpapua.org.uk/essays/papua_etimor.htm, 
accessed on 7April 2002. 
6 These different numbers derive from different sources. Abigail Abrash claims more than 100,000 killed, 
while David Webster estimates more than 500,000. Senator Brown, quoting a West Papuan student 
estimated 400,000 Papuan deaths. See Abrash, In Focus: Papua …., p. 2; David Webster, "West Papua: 
The Next East Timor?", Peace Magazine, April-June 2001, p. 12, available from 
http://www.peacemagazine.org/archieve/v17n2p12.htm, accessed on 20 January 2002; Senator Bob  
Brown, "West Papua", in Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Official Hansard, 
No. 9, 38th Parliament, 1st Session, 7th Period, Canberra, Government Publishing Service, 29-30 June and 
1-3 July 1998, pp. 4608-9. Another detailed account of human rights violations is provided by Elsham, 
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demonstrates a significant number of casualties, especially considering that there are 

only around two million people in Papua and that around 50 percent of them are 

immigrants.7    

 

Given this context, the crisis over Papua in its fight for self-determination and freedom 

from human rights abuses has attracted some attention from the international 

community, not least by successive Australian governments. During the Keating and the 

Howard administrations, concerns have been expressed over human rights abuses by the 

Indonesian military in Papua. Not surprisingly, these concerns have frequently led to 

strained relations between Canberra and Jakarta.   

 

This chapter will analyze the Australian government position on the situation in Papua, 

and responses to the human rights violations there. The focus of this study will be 

mainly confined to the period of the Keating and Howard administrations. However, a 

brief overview of Australian government policy since 1945 will also be given. This 

study will begin by providing some background to the emergence of the problem of 

Papua and tracing the origins of Australian interest and the evolution of its policy 

toward this territory. Before looking more closely at the Keating and Howard 

governments' responses, this study will also briefly look at Papua’s problems post 1969. 

Due to space considerations, only those human rights issues which have attracted the 

most media coverage during the period of study will be discussed. 

 

Australian Involvement to 1969 

 

The West New Guinea dispute: Background 

 

The island of New Guinea has been known to the outside world for a long time. 

However, the Kingdom of the Netherlands was the first country to publicly declare the 

entire western half of the island of New Guinea along the 141st meridian east of 

                                                                                                                                                                          
see in Yorrys Th Raweyai, Mengapa Papua Ingin Merdeka, Jayapura, Presidium Dewan Papua, 2002, p. 
57. 
7 According to the census for the year 2000, the population in Papua was 1,942,627. See Badan Pusat 
Statistik Provinsi Papua, Papua Dalam Angka (Papua in Figure) 2002, Jayapura, 2003, p. 89. However, 
there was a big discrepancy between this census figure and that presented by Neles Tebay, a Papuan 
priest and journalist. He claimed that population in Papua in 2000 was 2,233,548, consisting 1,460,846 
indigenous Papuan and 772,684 non-indigenous people. See Neles Tebay, "The Present Situation in West 
Papua", a paper submitted to CDI, Paris, 20 June 2002, in Kabar Irian Digest, No. 503, 27 August 2002. 
 

 181



Greenwich as its colony on 24 August 1828.8  British and German interest in the island 

is more recent. Their interest did not come until the late years of the nineteen century. In 

1884, they proclaimed protectorates in the eastern part of the island, the former in the 

south and the latter in the north. In 1902, however, Australia assumed control of the 

British territory of Papua, and a decade later, in 1914, occupied German New Guinea, 

and continued to administer this territory, which was later called ‘The Trust Territory of 

Australian New Guinea’ until 1975.9 Dutch interest in this western half of the island 

was initially to establish West New Guinea (WNG) as a buffer zone preventing another 

European presence challenging the Dutch monopoly in its profitable spice trade in the 

"Indies".10

 

Following Indonesian independence on 17 August 1945, the western half of the island 

of New Guinea became a source of long and bitter conflict between Indonesia and the 

Dutch, ending only with the Netherlands’ transfer of sovereignty through the UN in 

1962. The dispute began as a disagreement over the status of WNG. When President 

Sukarno and his vice-president Mohammad Hatta unilaterally proclaimed the 

independence of the Indonesia Republic following the surrender of the Japanese, they 

intended that every portion of the Netherlands East Indies (NEI) should be included in 

the new state. WNG was claimed as Indonesian national territory principally because it 

had been included in the territory of the NEI.11 On the other hand, the Netherlands 

contended WNG did not belong to Indonesia. It argued that WNG had always been 

                                                           
8 Freedom in the World 1998-99, Indonesia: West Papua (Irian Jaya), p.1, downloaded from 
http://freedomhouse.org/survey 1999/relterr/wpapua.html, accessed 15 April 2003. 
9 Richard Chauvel, The Land of Papua and The Indonesian State: Essays on West Papua, Vol.1, Working 
Paper 120, Clayton (Vic: Australia), Monash Asia Institute, 2003, p. 1. 
10 June Verrier, "The Origins of the Border Problem and the Border Story to 1969", in R.J. May (ed.), 
Between Two Nations: The Indonesia-Papua New Guinea Border and West Papua Nationalism, Bathurst 
(NSW), Robert Brown and Associates (Australia), 1986, p. 21. 
11 Although there were initially different views on the territorial limit of Indonesia, especially between 
Sukarno, Hatta and M.Yamin, in the meeting of Indonesian Independence Investigatory Body (Badan 
Penyelidik Persiapan Kemerdekaan Indonesia, BPKI) in May-July 1945, this body finally supported the 
inclusion of WNG within Indonesia. See Peter Hastings, New Guinea Problems and Prospects, 2nd ed, 
Melbourne, Cheshire Publishing Pty Ltd, 1973, p. 199; Chauvel, The Land of Papua…, Vol. I, pp. 8-9. In 
the Indonesian point of view, the inclusion of WNG in the Indonesian territory was in conformity with the 
Dutch administration division itself. As stated in the "Statistical Pocket-book on Indonesia" for 1941 on  
page 2, this last pre-war brochure issued by the Netherlands Government notes that Indonesia is divided 
into many provinces and: "One of the provinces is Moluccas (including New Guinea)". As a consequence, 
two days after the proclamation of Indonesian independence, the administrative structure of the new 
nation was organized within the former Netherlands Indies into eight provinces, and one for the Moluccas 
as the Indonesian seventh province including West Papua. See B.P.L. Bedi (ed.), Hands Off West Irian: 
Indonesia's National Demand from Dutch Colonialists, New Delhi, Unity Book Club of India, p. 23;  
Robert C.Bone, Jr., The Dynamic of The Western New Guinea (Irian Barat) Problem, 2nd printing, Interim 
Reports Series, Modern Indonesia Project, Southeast Asia Program, Department of Far Eastern Studies, 
Ithaca, Cornell University, 1962, p. 25; George McT.Kahin, Nationalism and Revolution in Indonesia, 
Ithaca, Cornell University Press, 1952, p. 140. 
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distinct from the rest of the Dutch East Indies geographically, ethnically and culturally. 

It should be mentioned here that the Netherlands had also considered retaining WNG as 

an area of settlement for its surplus population or for Eurasians wishing to retain Dutch 

nationality.12

 

By retaining WNG, some have argued that the Dutch might have been violating an 

international legal principle known as uti possidetis juris. This term, which derives from 

Roman law, simply states that "the boundaries of nascent-post colonial countries are to 

revert to their pre-sovereign ones".13 By referring to this juridical principle, Indonesia 

could arguably assume all territories previously colonised by the Dutch. Yet, since an 

international legal principle is not directly binding on all countries and Indonesia's claim 

using the above international legal principle could be easily disputed.   

 

The status of WNG first became a contentious issue in Dutch-Indonesian relations when 

the Dutch held a number of conferences to establish a federal United States of Indonesia 

in 1946. At the first of three conferences, in Malino (South Celebes) in July 1946, there 

was no mention of WNG being included or excluded from this proposed federation. 

However, at Pangkalpinang (Bangka) in October and Denpasar (Bali) in December 

1946, the case for the exclusion of WNG from Indonesia was increasingly pressed by 

the Dutch. Disagreement between the parties and the Dutch intensified when Dr. H. J. 

Van Mook, the head of the Netherlands administration, at the Denpasar Conference, 

argued for a delay to the inclusion of WNG in the new state.14

 

In the following years, the question of the future of WNG was subordinated by the 

conflict between Holland and the Indonesians over the independence of Indonesia itself. 

The question of the future of WNG was not considered to be one of the central issues, 

as evidenced at the Linggadjati Agreement on 25 March 1947.15 The main issue at stake 

                                                           
12 Alan Renouf, The Frightened Country, Melbourne, The Macmillan Company, 1979, p. 402. 
13 Quoted Deana Nilawati, first secretary of the Indonesian Embassy in Canberra, in "Letters", The Age, 8 
August 2002.  For further information about this concept see more in Clive Parry, John P. Grant, Anthony 
Parry and Arthur D. Watts (eds.), Encyclopaedic Dictionary of International Law, New York, Oceana 
Publications, Inc., 1986, p. 419; Robert McCorquodale, Self-Determination: a Human Rights Approach, 
pp. 20-21,  available from http://www.eleves.ens.fr/home/blondeel/law.html, accessed on 12 February 
2002. 
14 For further detailed on these conferences, see Robin Osborne, Indonesia’s Secret War: The Guerilla 
Struggle In Irian Jaya, Sydney, Allen & Unwin, 1985, pp. 14-5; Bone, The Dynamic of the…, pp. 27-37;  
Chauvel, The Land of …, Vol. I, pp. 17-20; and Peter Hastings, New Guinea: Problems …., pp. 198-99. 
15 As a matter of fact, the Linggadjati Agreement contained two articles (Article 3 and 4) which could 
have had implications for the status of WNG. However, they were ill defined, which caused friction 
between the Dutch and Indonesia in interpreting the wording of the two articles. See Ign. Kristanyo 
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in the agreement between the Netherlands and Indonesia signed at Linggadjati in West 

Java was Dutch recognition of Indonesia’s sovereignty over Java, Madura and Sumatra.  

 

It was not until August to December 1949 that the two parties agreed to hold a Round 

Table Conference (RTC) to accelerate the transfer of sovereignty from the Netherlands 

East Indies to the federal republic of the United States of Indonesia. After a long tough 

discussion, the two parties finally reached an agreement that the federation would 

include all areas of the former NEI except WNG, which would remain under Dutch 

control. They also accepted a postponement clause suggested by an Australian member 

of the UN Commission for Indonesia (UNCI), T.K. Critchley, on 13 October 1949. The 

conference resolved that WNG should remain in status quo but that the future of this 

territory would be determined within the following year.16

 

If there were any hopes that the RTC would end the problem over WNG, these simply 

did not happen. Within a year, the Dutch refused to hand over the territory to the new 

Republic of Indonesia. The question of the future of WNG therefore remained 

uncertain. In the 1950s to early 1960s, both sides hardened their positions. The Dutch 

prepared both economic and infrastructure support for the Papuans to form an 

independent state by 1970.17 At the same time, Sukarno consistently maintained 

Indonesia’s claim to all former Dutch territory. The failure to gain support, for the third 

time, in the UN General Assembly for the peace settlement of WNG, convinced 

Indonesia that means other than negotiation had to be used. Indonesia increasingly 

supplemented its diplomatic effort with the threat of military offensives to force the 

Dutch to give up the territory.18  

 

The relationship between Indonesia and the Netherlands continued to deteriorate. 

Indonesia not only began to nationalize Netherlands enterprises in December 1957 and 

expelled the substantial Dutch community; it also initiated military infiltration into 

WNG. On 15 January 1962, a brief sea battle between the two counties occurred off the 

Aru Islands, resulting in the sinking of Indonesia’s ship, the ‘Macan Tutul’, and the 

                                                                                                                                                                          
Hardojo, "Australian Policy on the Future of Western New Guinea (Irian Jaya): A Historical Approach 
from 1945-1963", The Indonesian Quarterly, Vol. XX, No. 2, 2nd Quarter, 1992, pp. 198-201; and Alan 
Renouf, The Frightened Country, South Melbourne, The Macmillan Company, 1979, p. 400.  
16Alan Watt, The Evolution of Australian Foreign Policy 1938-1965, Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press, 1967, p. 249. 
17 See Nonie Sharp, The Rule of The Sword: The Story of West Irian, Malmsbury (Victoria), Kibble 
Books, 1977, p. 13. 
18 Australia West Papua Association, West Papua…, p. 8. 
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death of its twenty-three crew members, including its commander Laksamana Madya 

Yos Sudarso.19  

 

The exhibition of such hostility attracted the attention of the United States, which was 

growing increasingly worried by the growth of the Indonesian Communist Party (PKI) 

and the increase in the influence of the Soviet Union in Indonesian politics. The PKI 

had emerged as one of four major parties in the election of 1955 and the Soviet Union 

and Indonesia entered a new path of relations as Moscow provided Indonesia with 

substantial economic and military aid. When Khrushchev visited Jakarta in February 

1960, the Soviet Union gave Indonesia a grant of US$ 250 million. In December 1960, 

Soviet Union also provided a low interest loan of US$ 450 million for a massive arms 

deal that included a shipment of jet bombers, tanks and rockets.20 However, the 

increasingly cordial Soviet-Indonesian relationship was not based only on military and 

economic assistance. Sukarno also displayed little hesitation in siding with the Soviet 

bloc on international issues. While he condemned the attack by Britain, France and 

Israel on the Suez, he made no comment of the Soviet suppression of the Hungarian 

revolt in 1956. Indonesia’s warming ties with Moscow was apparent in Sukarno’s 

speech,  
 Reactions [to Jakarta’s decision to seize Dutch properties and expel Netherlands nationals] 
 in Peking…have been excellent…There have been excellent reports from Moscow, too… 
 [But] the American attitude in this matter is always connected with what attitude she has to 
 take towards the Netherlands…That is why the Indonesians start to look in another direction: 
 to put it frankly: Indonesia starts to look with sympathy at Moscow.21

 

At the same time as the Netherlands and Indonesia seemed to be sliding into conflict 

and communism was gaining influence in Indonesian politics, the United States (US) 

was undergoing a transition, with John F. Kennedy replacing Eisenhower as President. 

With the inauguration of President Kennedy in 1961, Washington’s attitude towards 

WNG changed. Unlike his predecessor, Kennedy was not opposed to possible US 

involvement to find a settlement. With the ultimate aim of preventing Indonesia drifting 

to the Communist camp, the US eventually exerted its powerful influence over the 

                                                           
19 “Chronology of Papua”, available from http://www.papuaweb.org/chrono/files/kp.html, accessed 16 
August 2004. See also, The Jakarta Post, “History Irian Jaya”, 2 December 2005, available from 
http://www.thejakartapost.com/special/0s_8_history.asp, accessed 2 December 2005.  
20 Syamsuddin Haris et.al., Indonesia di Ambang Perpecahan?, Jakarta, Erlangga, 1999, p. 189. 
21 Willard A. Hanna, Bung Karno’s Indonesia, A Collection of 25 Reports Written for the American 
University Field Staff, Revised Edition, New York, 1961, pp. 1-2. See also Ide Anak Agung Gde Agung, 
Twenty years Indonesian Foreign Policy 1945-1965, The Hague, Mouton, 1973, pp. 258-259.  
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whole of the WNG issue.22 Indonesia, as Nancy Viviani argued, was pivotal for the 

United States’ strategy in Southeast Asia, especially due to its refusal to commit itself to 

one or other of the Cold War superpowers. “Yet more than an ideological prize to be 

won”, Viviani further argued that, “Indonesia formed a strategic base line for United 

States policy to the north, and discouragement of P.K.I., U.S.S.R. and Chinese influence 

on the Sukarno government was essential to prevent United States strategy being 

outflanked to the south. Given this situation, the United States would not oppose 

Indonesia over West New Guinea, …”.23 It is clear then, that the WNG dispute did not 

take place in a vacuum of superpower politics. The Americans’ fear of Indonesian 

falling to the Soviet bloc helped to make it shift its policy towards one more friendly to 

Indonesia. As Chauvel rightly argues, “the imperative of the Cold War struggle for 

influence in Indonesia had a strong influence on the way in which the dispute was 

resolved”.24   

 

The US intervention, together with increasing concerns over the potential threat of 

communism to the Dutch national interests, played a significant role in influencing the 

Netherlands to finally accept the US peace plan, initiated by its ambassador to the UN, 

Elsworth Bunker.25 On 15 August 1962, the Netherlands and Indonesia accordingly 

signed the New York Agreement agreeing to transfer Dutch control over WNG to the 

United Nations Temporary Executive Authority (UNTEA) on 1 October 1962. UNTEA 

was directly responsible for the administration of the western half of New Guinea 

before transferring its full authority to Indonesia on 1 May 1963, in accordance with 

Article XII of the New York Agreement.26 When a referendum on self-determination, 

                                                           
22 For a comprehensive analysis of the US position and role in the WNG issue, especially during the 
Kennedy government see Terrence C. Markin, The West Irian Dispute: How the Kennedy Administration 
Resolved that “Other” Southeast Asian Conflict, a PhD dissertation of the Johns Hopkins University, 
Baltimore, Maryland, 1996. 
23 Nancy M. Viviani, Australian Attitudes and Policies Towards Indonesia 1950 to 1965, a PhD 
dissertation of the Australian National University, Canberra, November 1973, p. 265. This US position 
was strongly articulated  in the US secret file which was released by the National Security Archive, see in 
Brad Simpson (ed.), “Indonesia’s 1969 Takeover of West Papua Not by “Free Choice”: Document 
Release Marks 35th Anniversary of Controversial Vote and Annexation”, Secret Files Show U.S. Support 
for Indonesia, Human Rights Abuses by Indonesian Military, 9 July 2004, available from 
http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBB128/index.htm, accessed 12 July 2004. 
24 Chauvel, The Land of …, Vol. I, p. 1. 
25 For more detailed about the Americans and the Netherlands' point of views, see for example in C.L.M. 
Penders, The West New Guinea Debacle: Dutch Decolonisation and Indonesia 1945-1962, Honolulu, 
University of Hawai'i Press, 2002, pp. 290-293 and pp.333-340. From the Netherlands' point of view, it 
seemed that concern for Papuans was pushed aside for the sake of Dutch national interests. As de Quay, 
the Netherlands Prime Minister, wrote in his diary: “Watch out. We neither want war nor Communism. 
The rest is all of secondary importance…”. See, Ibid, p. 358. 
26 See United Nations, The United Nations in West New Guinea: An Unprecedented Story, New York, 
Office of Public Information of the United Nations, p. 22 and p. 29. Article XII clearly states that "United 
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called the "Act of Free Choice", was finally held in 1969, 1022 Papuans chosen as 

representatives by the Indonesians voted unanimously to become part of Indonesia.27 

Although the conduct of, and the legitimacy of the act of self-determination was widely 

criticized as invalid,28 the United Nations adopted the result with its resolution 2504 

(XXIV) in November 1969, and West Papua formally became part of Indonesia’s 

territory. This 26th province of Indonesia was renamed Irian Jaya (Glorious Irian) in 

1973.   

 

The role of the Australian Labor Party in the dispute: 1945 – 1949 

 

During the period of the Chifley Labor Government in 1945-1949, Australia developed 

‘close and cordial’ relations with the new Republic of Indonesia.29 At this time, the 

Australian Labor Government and the Australian union movement opposed Dutch 

colonialism and demonstrated their sympathy and support for the Indonesian 

nationalists’ struggle for independence. For instance, the Australian waterside workers 

                                                                                                                                                                          
Nations Administrator will have discretion to transfer all or part of the administration to Indonesia at any 
time after the first phase of the UNTEA administration. The UNTEA's authority will cease at the moment 
of transfer of full administrative control to Indonesia".  
27 John Saltford, Irian Jaya: United Nations Involvement with the Act of Self-Determination in West Irian 
(Indonesian West New Guinea) 1968 to 1969, p. 12, available from http://www.angelfire.com/journal/
issues/saltford.html, accessed on 15 February 2004. 
28 For instance, this serious allegation came from retired the UN Under Secretary-General Chakravarti 
Narasimhan. In his recollections, Narasimhan, who was central to the UN’s involvement in 1960’s West 
Papua referendum, described the Act of Free Choice as “just a whitewash”. He further argued that “The 
mood at the United Nations was to get rid of this problem as quickly as possible….Nobody gave a 
thought to the fact that there were a million people there who had their fundamental rights trampled. How 
could anyone have seriously believed that all voters unanimously decided to join his [Suharto's] regime? 
Unanimity like that is unknown in democracies." See Slobodan Lekic, “Historic Vote was a Sham: Ex-
UN Chiefs Admit”, The Sydney Morning Herald, 23 November 2001. Narasimhan’s claims that there was 
no genuine free self-determination were backed up repeatedly in many testimonies by West Papuans who 
were among the 1,022 voters. One of them, a Papuan minister of religion, for instance, as quoted by Link 
van Bruggen, a correspondent of the Dutch news agency (in his article “Musyawarah and Deception” 
published in De Tijd, The Hague on 14 August 1964), said that “Brigadier-General Ali Murtopo 
[Indonesian military] destroyed any will we may have had to vote against integrating with 
Indonesia…Short shrift would be made of those who voted against Indonesia. Their accursed tongues 
would be torn out, their full mouths would be wrenched open”. See Carmel Budiardjo and Liem Soei 
Liong, West Papua: The Obliteration of a People, London, TAPOL, 1983, pp. 31-32. The unfair conduct 
of the elections for the Assembly Representatives was also reported by foreign journalists. For instance, 
an Australian journalist, Hugh Lunn described that on 5 July 1969 he visited the Biak village of Bosnik 
where he witnessed that Indonesian soldiers in civilian clothes simply chose six men from a crowd of 
Papuans without any consultation with the people. He also described how Indonesian soldiers arrested 
three Papuans who displayed placards denouncing the process of the Assembly Representative’s elections 
as unrepresentative. See John Saltford, The United Nations and The Indonesian Takeover of West Papua, 
1962-1969: The anatomy of betrayal, London and New York, RoutledgeCurzon, 2003, p. 150. This 
serious criticism also came, for instance, from Senator Brown, "West Papua", in Commonwealth of 
Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate …, p. 4609; and Simpson (ed.), “Indonesia’s 1969 Takeover of 
West …..” 
29Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade (The Parliament of the  
Commonwealth of Australia), Australia’s Relations With Indonesia, Canberra, Australian Government 
Publishing Service, 1993, p. 3. 
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imposed a ban on the loading of Dutch ships to Indonesia in all Australian ports 

between 1945 and 1949. Australia was also asked to represent Indonesia’s interests in 

the UN during the negotiations with the Dutch.30  

 

It would be erroneous, however, to assume that this warm relationship between 

Australia and Indonesia did not have any hiccups. The ambiguity in Australian foreign 

policy towards the WNG dispute between the Dutch and Indonesia was a source of 

strained relations between Australia and Indonesia.31 While the government adopted an 

anti-colonial line on the Dutch presence in Indonesia, it also strongly supported the 

Dutch retaining their sovereignty over WNG.32  As pointed out by Chauvel, this 

contradictory policy seemed to be the result of conflicting views within the Department 

of External Affairs (DEA), who were involved in policy formation relating to 

Indonesia/WNG. These were between the "South-East Asia" and the "Pacific" group of 

DEA officers, who defined their policies on Indonesia/WNG according to "which part 

of the neighbourhood they identified with, and/or had experience of". The former 

perceived a stable and independent friendly Indonesia as important to Australian 

security, while the latter group supported the idea of "trusteeship", and separation of 

WNG from Indonesia on the basis of ethnicity.33 As a result, the question of how 

Australia should define its policy on WNG caused considerable controversy in the 

DEA.  

 

From the above overview it can be seen how Australian policy on WNG evolved 

gradually.34 The Australian government had initially not foreseen WNG as a major 

issue. The WNG dispute did not become a major subject of Prime Ministerial speeches 

and public debate in Australia. As Haupt noted, neither Australian party in the 

parliament made any reference to the WNG dispute in 1945. One reason for this 

                                                           
30 Gareth Evans and Bruce Grant, Australia’s Foreign Relations: In the World of the 1990s, Carlton, 
Melbourne University Press, 1991, p.186; Ganewati Wuryandari, “Australia-Indonesia Relations in the 
Period of the Indonesian New Order Government”, The Indonesian Quarterly, Vol. XXIII, No. 2, 2nd 
Quarter, 1995, p. 182. 
31 Margaret George, Australia and the Indonesian Revolution, Carlton, Melbourne University Press in 
association with the Australian Institute of International Affairs, 1980, p. 145. 
32 Penders, The West New Guinea…, pp. 160-61. 
33 Richard Chauvel, "The Emergence of the West New Guinea dispute", in David Lowe (ed.), Australia 
and the End of Empire: The Impact of Decolonisation in Australia's Near North, 1945-65, Geelong, 
Deakin University Press, 1996, pp. 56-59. 
34 Renouf,  The Frightened…, p. 405. 
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situation, Haupt argued, was because the government had not yet formulated any policy 

on this territory.35  

 

Only later, in 1946, did the dispute over WNG begin to arouse a little attention in 

Australia. Australia was suddenly faced with a situation where it needed to give more 

specific attention to coordinating its foreign policy towards Indonesia, as the dispute 

over WNG between Indonesia and the Dutch was becoming increasingly tense. 

Indonesian aspirations for the former Dutch colonial territory posed fears within 

Australia.36 The memory of the crucial role New Guinea served during World War II as 

a shield for Australia’s defence against attack from Japan was still strong. Retention of 

the western side of the island of New Guinea under Dutch, rather than Indonesian 

control was believed by the Australian Government to be more reliable in preventing 

any attack from the north.37 The wartime experience certainly legitimized Australian 

security interest in Indonesia. Concern about the implications of the strategic position of 

WNG to Australian security therefore began to dominate the debate about WNG in the 

DEA. For example, in a 1946 submission to the Minister for External Affairs, H.V. 

Evatt, Kevin Kelly, the DEA officer who became the driving force in the "Pacific" 

group, argued that the Republic of Indonesia had “only acquiesced in its subservient 

role in the federation” and “would later take over control of the whole of the 

[archipelago]”. He therefore recommended that it was important for Australia to support 

Dutch efforts to maintain its power in WNG and keep this territory out of Indonesian 

hands. He further stressed 
the emergence in the Indies of a strong unitary state of 70,000,000 Asiatics, whether in the form 
of the United States of Indonesia or of an expanded Republic is not likely to promote the  
security of the Australian people. It is submitted that Australian policy might well be directed 
towards the establishment in the long of run several separate independent and virtually 
autonomous states in the Indies. These would at least comprise (a) the Republic of Indonesia 
embracing, Java, Sumatra, and Madura; (b) a Dominion of Eastern Indonesia under substantial 
European hegemony, embracing the remainder of the Archipelago, with the exception of Dutch 
New Guinea; (c) a Colony of Dutch New Guinea.38  

 

Although Kelly’s view was not officially adopted by the Australian government until 

1949, his view indicated the profound significance of the WNG issue to Australian 

thinking on security. On the other hand, the Australian government, which had 
                                                           
35 Margaret Haupt, Australian Policy Toward The West New Guinea Dispute, 1945-1962, A Doctoral 
thesis, the Faculty of the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, 15 April 1970, p. 82. 
36 Key Events in Australia-Indonesian relations, p. 5, available from 
http://www.naa.gov.au/Publications/research_guides/guides/neighbours/pages/chapter1.htm, accessed on 
28 March 2003. 
37 Stephen V. Harris and Colin Brown, Indonesia, Papua New Guinea and Australia: The Irian Jaya 
Problem of 1984, Australia-Asia Papers No. 29, Brisbane, Griffith University, 1985, p. 5. 
38 Quoted Australian Archives, A 18388/2; 403/3/1/1 Pt.3a, in Penders, The West New Guinea…, p. 162. 
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attempted to avoid antagonizing Indonesia, was inclined to confine itself to expressions 

on the future status of WNG with “considerable caution”.39 From 1947 to 1948, there 

were thus only a few statements of Australian policy on Indonesia outside the forum of 

the UN.40 In 1947, the Chiefs of Staff did not even mention WNG in their report for 

consideration by Australian Minister for Defence on Australia’s strategic position.41 

Meanwhile, some in the DEA held a view that the future of WNG was “a matter which 

the Indonesians will in due course have to work out for themselves.” 42

 

Even though the Labor government did not possess any specific policy on WNG, there 

was one occasion when the government formulated a clear attitude on the status of 

WNG. In September 1946, the Australian government gave its consent for the 

Netherlands to participate in the South Pacific Commission (SPC) on behalf of WNG. 

Through this decision, Australia implicitly acknowledged Netherlands’s legitimacy over 

WNG.43 This was the first occasion on which the Australian government took a policy 

decision on an issue relating to WNG.44 The territory’s ethno-geographic affinities with 

the South Pacific region underlined the reason for Australia approving its inclusion to 

SPC. As Dr. Evatt clearly stated in the parliamentary debate in June 1950, his 

government considered WNG to be “part and parcel” of the South Pacific region rather 

than South-East Asia.45  

 

Nevertheless, it was not until 1949 that the future status of WNG gained more serious 

attention from the Australian Government. Acknowledging WNG as one of the agenda 

items in the Round Table Conference influenced the government in forming a more 

decisive policy regarding WNG. As T. Pyman, the First Secretary of the Southeast 

Pacific Section, suggested in his cable to L.R McIntyre, the Head of the DEA’s Pacific 

                                                           
39 Simon Philpott, "Fear of the Dark: Indonesia and the Australian National Imagination", Australian 
Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 55, No. 3, 2001, p. 384. 
40 Haupt, Australian Policy…,  p. 69 
41 This report was submitted by Chief of the General Staff (V.A.H. Sturdee. Lieut.-General), Chief of the 
Naval Staff (L. Hamilton. Admiral), Chief of the Air Staff (W.H. Harrington. Commander) and Joint 
Secretary, Chiefs of Staff Committee. See Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, “An Appreciation of 
the Strategic Position of Australia-September, 1947”, 161 Chiefs of Staff Committee Minute 3/147, 
Melbourne, 28 October 1947,  pp. 1-17, available from 
http://www.info.dfat.gov.au/info/historical/HistDocs.nsf/vVolume/3907284C372B251, accessed 1 
December 2005.  
42 Quoted Cablegram sent by Thomas Critchley, Australian representative on the United Nations 
Commission on Indonesia (UNCI) to Richard Burton, 16 May 1949; and quoted Cablegram sent by DEA 
to Critchley, 19 May 1949, AA, A 1838/238 400/1/11/1/2, in Phelps, Australia, International 
Diplomacy…, p. 18. 
43 Chauvel, "The emergence of …", p. 61. 
44George, Australia and the Indonesia…, p.145; Haupt, Australian Policy Towards …, p.  83. 
45Chauvel, "The emergence of…", p. 61  
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Division, the government’s “wait and see tactics” regarding WNG was no longer 

suitable, especially with regard to Canberra's own interests in the settlement of the 

WNG dispute.46  

 

By the end of July 1949, the DEA had officially developed a clear policy position on the 

future status of WNG. It determined that the territory should not become part of 

Indonesia. This policy rested on two primary reasons: the belief that the people of WNG 

were ethnically different to Indonesia, and the territory’s strategic importance to 

Australia’s security. This shift of policy is evident, for example, in a cable DEA sent to 

Australian Consul-General at Batavia (now Jakarta) on 28 July 1949. In this cable, the 

Department advised that WNG’s separation from Indonesia was believed to be 

important to Australian foreign policy because the people of WNG were geographically, 

ethnically and politically different from the Malays who inhabited the rest of the 

archipelago. From the Australian point of view, the welfare of the inhabitants of WNG 

would therefore best be met by integration with the peoples of Papua New Guinea and 

the Melanesians, instead of Indonesians. Moreover, in the 1949 July cable the External 

Affairs Department also considered its strategic significance, both direct and indirect, to 

Australian security in relation to the northern Australian coastline. WNG was the only 

foreign territory which shared a land border with the Australian Trust Territory of New 

Guinea. As revealed in this 1949 cable, the Department also further argued that 

Indonesian control of WNG might cause a large influx of Asian peoples whose 

influence on Australian New Guinea could be “disastrous”. For all these reasons, the 

department underlined the danger of Indonesian control of WNG for Australian 

territories, and consequently decided to opt for the quarantining of the territory from 

Indonesia.47   

 

This position was consistently maintained by the Australian representative to the United 

Nations Commission for Indonesia (UNCI) in the RTC in August-December 1949. In 

this conference, which discussed the transfer of sovereignty from the Netherlands to 

Indonesia, T.K Critchley proposed that a decision on the future of WNG should be 

                                                           
46 Quoted Cablegram sent by Pyman, the First Secretary of the Southeast Pacific Section, to L.R 
McIntyre, the Head of the DEA’s Pacific Division, Pyman suggested that ‘wait and see tactics’ may no be 
longer justified in the course of mounting dispute over the WNG, AA, A1838,401/3/I/I, vii, in David Lee 
(ed.), Documents on Australian Foreign Policy 1937-49: Volume XV: Indonesia 1949, Canberra, 
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, 1998, pp. 500-01.   
47 See Cablegram sent by DEA to Australian Consul-General (Batavia), 28 July 1949, in Neville Meaney 
(ed.), Australia and the World: A Documentary History from the 1870’s to 1970’s, Longman Cheshire, 
Melbourne, 1985, p.537; George, Australia and the Indonesia…., pp. 144-145. 
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postponed until the year following the transfer of sovereignty.48 It was a policy which 

was held by the Labor government until it was defeated in the 1949 election. 

 

To conclude, Australian policy towards WNG was developed cautiously during the 

period of Labor government between 1945 and 1949. Its opposition to Indonesian 

control of WNG evolved only gradually; first, on the basis of cultural distinctiveness at 

the time of the formation of SPC, and later compounded by fears of illegal Asian 

immigration and the threat of insurgency coming from Indonesia to imperil Australia’s 

security. These views defined the Australian Labor Party’s policy on WNG. As security 

concerns came to dominate the government’s thinking about WNG, the Labor 

government ultimately preferred the option of the Dutch retaining the territory. 

 

No compromise and Australia in retreat: 1949-1969 

 

In the Australian federal election held on 10 December 1949, Chifley and his colleagues 

were defeated and replaced by a Liberal-Country Party coalition government. The 

change of government in Australia, however, did not affect Australia's policy towards 

West New Guinea. Similar to the previous Labor government, the new coalition 

government supported the retention of Dutch control over WNG. As Prime Minister 

Robert Menzies and his cabinet on several public occasions firmly stated, "under no 

circumstances" should the territory become subject to the control of Indonesian 

authority.49  

 

In taking up this policy, nevertheless, the new coalition government went much further 

than Labor in both its statement and its behaviour. The government’s hard line stand on 

West Papua was apparent when immediately after gaining power in 1949, the new 

Minister for External Affairs, Sir Percy Spender (1949-1951) immediately visited The 

Hague on 29 August 1950. He stated firmly that while his government would like to 

maintain good relations with Indonesia, the Menzies government did not support 

Indonesia's claim over WNG. His grounds were that WNG had a closer affinity with the 

eastern side of the island than with Indonesia. Spender told the Dutch:  
 

                                                           
48 See Cablegram sent by Critchley, at The Hague on 14 October 1949, to McIntyre (the Head of the 
DEA’s Pacific Division) regarding “draft proposals to assist in an early settlement of the main issue in the 
Round Table Conference”,  in David Lee (ed.), Documents on Australian…,  pp. 563-65. 
49 Pender, The West New Guinea…,  p. 301. 
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The Australian Government does not consider that Indonesia has any valid claim to Dutch New 
Guinea…The whole of New Guinea, including Dutch New Guinea, is not in any way 
geographically part of Indonesia….It is convenient, therefore, that some of the more important 
facts should be stated, particularly as I believe that the future of the people of Dutch New 
Guinea,.., may perhaps tend to be forgotten in the cloud of disputation….(1) The people of 
Dutch New Guinea are the same people as inhabit Australian New Guinea and Australian Papua; 
(2) The people, therefore, of the whole of the mainland of New Guinea are of the one race; (3) 
They are approximately of the same degree of social development, with the same general ethnic 
background, customs and traditions. Dutch New Guinea is, accordingly, an integral part of New 
Guinea as a whole; (4) The territory and people of New Guinea are neither geographically nor 
racially part of Indonesia; (5) Its people have no racial affinity with the peoples of Indonesia. 50   

 

The new coalition government’s hard line stand on WNG was also apparent in its policy 

implementation. Not only was it willing to play a more active diplomatic role in 

supporting a continued Dutch presence in this territory, it was also willing to provide 

financial and material assistance for the Dutch by offering full cooperation with the 

Dutch Navy and merchant fleet.51 Contrary to the Labor government, the coalition 

government allowed these ships to use repair and bunkering facilities at Manus Island in 

New Guinea.52

 

Active Australian diplomacy on WNG, however, was not entirely supported by its 

traditional allies. The British for example recommended that Australia not provoke 

Indonesia over WNG. The British raised this concern to prevent the possible worsening 

situation between the Netherlands and Indonesia, especially after their failed 

negotiations following the RTC.53 Yet, the Australian conservative government was not 

discouraged by this suggestion. John Burton, First Secretary of Department of External 

Affairs, assured the British government that the cordial relations between Canberra and 

Jakarta during the previous five years provided the right for Australia to speak frankly 

with its closest northern neighbour. He also made a clear statement to the British 

regarding the Australian government position on West Papua. According to Burton, 

there was "little room for compromise"; WNG was not just of “some importance to 

Pacific Defence” as the British had claimed, it was “vital to Australian security.”54  

 

                                                           
50 “Dutch New Guinea, A Statement by the Minister for External Affairs, the Hon.P.C. Spender, K.C., 
M.P., at The Hague, 29 August 1950,” in Current Notes on International Affairs, Vol. 21, Canberra, 
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51 See a copy memo of Richard Burton to Spender in the Parliament on 9 May 1950, in Peter Phelps, B.A. 
(Hons.), Australia, International Diplomacy and The West New Guinea Dispute, 1949-1962, a Doctoral 
thesis, Department of History, University of Sydney, August 1996, p. 30. 
52 Penders,  The West New Guinea…, p. 308. 
53 See telegram of the British government, in Phelps, Australia, International Diplomacy…, p. 31. 
54 Ibid. 
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The coalition government then, shared Labor’s fears about the potential threat of 

Indonesia to Australian security. The government was undoubtedly worried, not merely 

with regard to the growth of nationalist sentiment accompanied by the aggressive 

attitude of Indonesian nationalists to the liberation of this territory, but also by the rise 

of communist influence in Indonesian politics.55 All these factors increasingly affected 

Australia’s security interests; especially the prospect of sharing a border with the 

troubled country had Indonesia occupied WNG. The radical nationalism alarmed the 

Australian government, which believed that the Indonesian desire to expand into 

Australian New Guinea would be inevitable. As Bruce Grant, a former diplomat, 

succinctly explained in his book,  
 
The government's view…., was put by Mr Spender on several occasions throughout 1950. These 
reasons, in varying emphasis, were to dominate Australian thinking on this issue during the next 
decade. First, was the fear that if Indonesia were given West New Guinea ‘it would be but a 
matter of time…when the claim will be pushed further so as to include the Trust Territory of 
Australian New Guinea and its people’. Second, was the determination to keep communism, 
which was believed to be rising in Asia as shown by the war in Korea, from gaining a foothold 
among the New Guinea people. Third, was the belief that New Guinea was an absolutely 
essential link in the chain of Australian defence. Self determination, which became a frequently 
used argument later, was not popular at this stage.56  

 

In the light of the aforementioned, it would appear that from the Australian point of 

view, the policy to reject the Indonesian claim over WNG was believed to be the best 

safeguard of Australia’s vital national interests, to protect it from a possibly belligerent 

country such as Indonesia. WNG was seen as a buffer zone against the possibility of 

Indonesian assertiveness in the eastern part of the territory.  

 

When Richard G. Casey succeeded Spender as Minister for External Affairs in 1951, he 

adopted his predecessor’s hard-line policy on WNG. Speaking in February 1952, Casey 

declared "Australia recognizes Dutch sovereignty over Dutch New Guinea and agrees 

with the Dutch that their sovereignty should be continued…. Indonesia has no real 

claim to the territory".57 Nonetheless, with the increasingly heated situation due to the 

stalemate in the negotiations between Indonesia and the Netherlands over WNG in the 

1950s, Casey hoped this contentious issue could be left in "cold storage".58 He hoped 

that with passing time all conflicting parties would forget the issue.  
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At this point, however, it seemed this cold storage approach would be impossible to 

implement successfully, because of the rigid attitude shown by both the Dutch and the 

Indonesians. The Netherlands had shifted towards a more conservative government 

which caused its harder stance on WNG.59 Indonesian attitudes were also hardening, 

bringing the issue to the UN General Assembly on three separate occasions between 

1954 and 1957.  

 

At the UN, Australia quickly became identified as an advocate of the Netherlands 

position in WNG. During the debates, Australia always voted with the Netherlands 

against Indonesia. Australia’s opposition to the inscription of the WNG issue in the UN 

was based on the argument that the UN had no competence to address the question of 

Papua since the issue was perceived to be an internal matter under Article 2 (7) of the 

Charter. Australia also began arguing that the Papuans had a right to self-determination 

on the grounds of that they were ethnically different from the rest of Indonesia.60 An 

insistence on the right to self determination became the central theme of Australian 

diplomacy on Papua, especially after Australia and Netherlands signed the Co-operation 

Agreement in November 1957. This agreement stated, among other things, that both 

countries would intensify the cooperation in the two (eastern and western) halves of 

New Guinea’s islands in a manner which recognized their ethnological and 

geographical affinity. It was also publicly asserted that the two countries supported the 

objective of self-determination for WNG which might open the way for the possible 

unification of New Guinea (eastern and western).61 Nancy Viviani, however, observed 

in her thesis that the increasing emphasis on self-determination in the Australian 

representatives’ speech in the UN was in fact a form of response to criticism that 

“Australia’s defence interests were pressed too hard” in addressing the question of 

WNG. Canberra, as Viviani further argued, was keenly aware of the “sensitivity” of the 
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Australian public over WNG and any change in Australian government’s attitude to 

sovereignty in this territory would therefore have political consequences for the 

Menzies government.62 It was in this context that Australia’s support for self-

determination in WNG should be seen. This issue was thus in fact very much related to 

domestic politics in Australia.  

 

However, by the time of the third Indonesian approach to the UN in 1957, the general 

climate surrounding the dispute had dramatically changed. Indonesia now turned to 

what John Reinhardt describes as "the third and final phase of the West New Guinea 

dispute", "a skilful mixture of diplomacy and threats of military force".63 By making 

numerous public statements, President Sukarno was mounting an increasingly strident 

campaign to have the territory returned to Indonesia from the Dutch colonial control.64 

He saw the Netherlands’ possession of the territory as an unacceptable form of 

colonialism. This anti-colonialism campaign was also reasserted by the representatives 

of Indonesia in the UN. During the debates on the issue of WNG, Indonesia presented 

its claim to this territory as a case of “colonialism” versus “anti-colonialism”.65  

Indonesian Foreign Minister, Subandrio, then went to New York and warned the 

General Assembly that if the UN failed to pass any resolution calling on Indonesia and 

the Netherlands to settle the dispute, Jakarta would have “no alternative but action 

outside the United Nations”.66 Regardless of these strident campaigns, Indonesia failed 

to muster the two-thirds vote in the General Assembly necessary to pass a resolution 

calling on Indonesia and the Netherlands to settle the dispute.  

 

After the resolution calling for the resumption of negotiations between Indonesia and 

the Netherlands was not adopted by the General Assembly, Indonesia initiated a series 

of moves against the Dutch in October 1957. Thirty-eight Dutch commercial ships were 

seized, all Dutch consulates (except for one in Jakarta) was closed, Dutch-owned estates 

and plantations was put under the Indonesian government’s control and 50,000 Dutch 

citizens were expelled.67 But Indonesia’s campaign had not finished yet. In its 

determination to obtain control of WNG, Indonesia finally decided to employ its last 

resort: military force. On 19 December 1961, in Jogyakarta President Sukarno made a 
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speech in which he declared the Three Commandos of the People (Tri Komando 

Rakyat, or Trikora). He ordered that the formation of a colonial puppet state in Papua be 

thwarted, that the Indonesian flag be raised in Papua and that Indonesia’s military be 

mobilized to achieve this. This announcement made a military confrontation between 

Indonesia and the Netherlands inevitable 

 

This military campaign eventually attracted the serious concern of the US, especially 

with Jakarta's massive Soviet-backed increase in military expenditure. In order to 

prevent Indonesia turning to the communist camp, the US, and also the United 

Kingdom, began to revise their policies in Indonesia. Their shift was symbolized by 

their agreement to sell weapons to Indonesia in 1958 and 1959.68  

 

Australia, on the other hand, reacted by developing closer relations with the 

Netherlands, issuing a joint statement of cooperation between East and West New 

Guinea on 6 November 1957. It might be argued that this policy indicated the 

independence of Australian foreign policy, particularly on the WNG issue. Australian 

support for the Dutch was apparently unaffected by the policy shift of the US and 

Britain. Australian foreign policy on WNG at this time suggests that the pessimism 

expressed by some about successive governments being incapable of exhibiting 

independent judgment and initiatives in foreign policy matters was misplaced.  

 

At this stage, neither the Indonesian nor the Australian governments seemed to 

understand each other’s position regarding the WNG dispute. Indonesian leaders 

suspected that Australia had its own ambitions to control WNG.69 Australian  resistance 

was also seen by Indonesians as unreasonable, since Indonesia, as stated by Indonesian 

Foreign Minister Subandrio in the UN in 1957, was far more important for Australia in 

terms of defence or economics than WNG.70 On the other hand, Australians did not 

fully understand the Indonesians' determination at a time of trouble in its national 

economy and politics to control what was then seen as a poor and sparsely populated 

territory. This rationale apparently caused the Australian government to regard 

Sukarno's threat of confrontation as not too serious. But the Australian calculation 

turned out to be wrong. As Amry and Mary Belle Vandenbosch argued, internal 
                                                           
68 Greenwood, Approaches to Asia…, p. 292. 
69 Australia had two times attempts to purchase WNG from the Dutch. The first formal proposition was in 
June 1903 to the UK Government that it should purchase Netherlands New Guinea. The second was 
proposed by Dr. Herbert Evatt in 1950. See Hastings, New Guinea: The Problem…, pp. 00-01. 
70 Vandenbosch and Vandenbosch, Australia Faces Southeast Asia…,  p. 50. 
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divisions within Indonesian politics in the late 1950s did not prevent the aggressiveness 

of the Indonesian campaign for the "liberation" of WNG. Amry and Belle Vandenbosch 

argued that it was one policy on which all elements in Indonesian politics were united.71  

 

By 1959, however, Australia gradually began to modify its rigid policy. After some 

years of broad social consensus in its opposition to Indonesian claims over this territory, 

the Government began to face increased opposition from the press, scholars, interest 

groups and members of Australian political parties, on the WNG issue in the context of 

the Australia and Indonesia relationship.72 Even though the majority of Australia’s 

newspapers maintained their conservative stance on WNG, some, such as The Age, 

Melbourne’s Herald and The Courier eventually softened their opinions on it. 

According to Nancy Viviani, the change came from their recognition of Australia’s 

inability to determine the outcome of the WNG dispute and awareness that the dispute 

could damage Australia’s relations with Indonesia.73 These views were seemingly 

shared by some scholars who were particularly interested in Indonesia, for example 

Herbert Feith and J.A.C Mackie.74 There were also clear divisions within Australian 

political parties on the WNG issue. Interestingly, these different attitudes were found 

not only between parties but also within them. Within the Liberal Party and the Labor 

Party, for example, there were some groups of parliamentarians whose concerns with 

Australian security led them oppose Indonesia’s aspirations. These opposition groups 

were led by Kent Hughes and Arthur Calwell respectively. However, their views were 

not shared by other Liberal and Labor members, including Gough Whitlam. As a young 

member of parliament from the Labor Party, Whitlam was concerned with the 

international diplomatic aspects of the dispute, in particular its impact on Australian 

relations with Indonesia and with other Asian countries.75 Although the Government 

recognized these different opinions within its society, it publicly still supported the 

Netherlands authority in WNG.  This was partly because the Australian political climate 

                                                           
71 Ibid, pp.50-51. A similar view is also expressed by Herbert Feith. See in Hastings, New Guinea: The 
Problems…., p. 197. 
72 For a comprehensive analysis on how Australian attitudes on WNG, especially in the Australian press, 
interests groups and political parties from the period of 1950 to 1965, see Viviani, Australian Attitudes 
and Policies  Towards …. 
73 Viviani, Australian Attitudes and Policies Towards…, p. 61 
74 Viviani, Australian Attitudes and Policies Towards …, pp. 115-143. See also Adriana Elisabeth, 
Hilman Adil, Ikrar N. Bhakti, Dewi F. Anwar, J. Sitohang, Tri N. Pujiastuti (et al.), Kebijakan Australia 
Terhadap Integritas Teritorial Indonesia, unpublished report, Jakarta, P2P-LIPI, 2003, p. 27. 
75 Viviani, Australian Attitudes and Policies Towards …, p. 94. 
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seemed not to favour any substantial changes on its policy to WNG, especially in facing 

the election of 1961.76  

 

Yet, after exhibiting its independent foreign policy on WNG, Australian foreign policy 

makers came increasingly to realize that their policy to support the Dutch was difficult 

to sustain. As a middle power, Australia lacked the power to impose any policy of its 

own without the backing of its "great and powerful friends".77 The shift of policy of the 

US and Britain towards WNG, and the "joint diplomatic intervention" by the US 

together with the UN in seeking a peaceful solution to the WNG dispute, forced the 

Menzies government to realize that there was little choice but to make a policy change 

on WNG.78  In this regard, Australia had two options available: to move closer to 

Indonesia or to remain in an uneasy position by continuing to support the Dutch over 

WNG.  

 

It was later clear that the Australian government decided to give priority to its relations 

with Indonesia. The policy adjustment was clearly evidenced in 1959. In January, the 

Australian Prime Minister Menzies told the Netherlands Ambassador Lovink, that 

Australia could not ally militarily with the Netherlands without any support from the US 

and the Britain.79 The re-assessment in Australian policy was further indicated by the 

joint communiqué between the Australian and Indonesian governments following the 

visit of the Indonesian Foreign Minister, Dr. Subandrio, to Canberra on 15 February 

1959. It stated,  
There was a full explanation of the considerations which have led each country to a different 
view over West New Guinea (West Irian), with Australia recognizing Netherlands sovereignty 
and recognizing the principle of self-determination. This difference remains, but the position was 
clarified by an explanation from Australian Ministers that it followed from their position of 
respect for agreements on the rights of sovereignty that if any agreement were reached between 
the Netherlands and Indonesia as parties principal, arrived at by peaceful processes and in 
accordance with internationally accepted principles, Australia would not oppose such an 
agreement.80  

 

Although both Casey and Menzies denied any shift in the Australian position on 

WNG,81 it did indicate some modification of attitude. As Alan Watt argued, "Casey's 

                                                           
76 Viviani, Australian Attitudes and Policies Towards …, p. 259. 
77 William Henderson, West New Guinea: The Dispute and Its Settlement, American-Asian Educational 
Exchange, USA, Seton Hall University Press, 1973, p.69; Greenwood, Approaches to Asia…, p. 296. 
78 Henderson, West New Guinea…, p. 69. 
79 Penders, The West New Guinea…, p. 325. 
80 Neville Meaney, Australia and The World: A Documentary History from the 1870s to the 1970s, 
Melbourne, Longman Cheshire, 1985, p. 641; Watt, The Evolution of …, 1967, p. 254; Mackie, "Australia 
and Indonesia…", p. 303. 
81 Vandenbosch and Vandenbosch, Australia faces Southeast Asia …, p. 53. 
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invitation to Subandrio to visit Australia strongly suggests some Australian re-

assessment of the Indonesian situation, and an initiative designed to draw closer to 

Indonesia".82 This shift in Australian position was strongly criticized, nevertheless, by 

most sections of the press and some elements in the Australian community. The 

Melbourne Herald, for instance, in its article in February 1959 depicted that the 

communiqué was a “big and startling modification of policy” in which the principle of 

New Guinea’s self-determination had been abandoned.83

 

In the ensuing years, the Australian diplomatic role in the WNG dispute significantly 

decreased. The US and the UN in turn took most of the initiatives for the settlement of 

the status of WNG. Their intervention finally made the settlement of the WNG dispute 

inevitable.84 In 1962, an agreement was finally concluded in New York between the 

Netherlands and Indonesia. The New York Agreement provided for the Dutch to hand 

over to a United Nations Temporary Executive Authority in October 1962, which would 

in turn hand over sovereignty to the Indonesians in May 1963. The agreement also 

included a provision that an "Act of Free Choice" by the Papuans would be held no later 

than 1969.85 In response to this Agreement, the Australian government took a realist 

approach by accepting the result.86 Sir Garfield Barwick, a former Attorney-General 

who served as Minister for External Affairs in 1961-1964, explained the Australian 

government’s position to the House of Representatives on 21 August 1962 saying that 

Australia undertook to accept any settlement of the dispute negotiated between the 

Netherlands and Indonesia.87 His acceptance might also have been based on his 

assessment that the prospect of decolonization of WNG by the Dutch was an 

undesirable outcome. He argued in January 1962, that   
[the] early emergence of an independent state of West New Guinea, unquestionably not 
economically viable, and certainly not militarily self-defensible, so far from solving the problem, 
must be a standing provocation to Indonesian activity, probably of an aggressive military kind.88  
 
 

Additionally, Barwick argued that the friendship with the Indonesian government would 

also constitute a “…greater bulwark against the southward march of Communism…” 

                                                           
82 Alan Watt, The Evolution of …, p. 259. 
83 See a more detailed on a stormy reaction in the Australian press towards the communiqué in Viviani, 
Australian Attitudes and Policies Towards …., pp. 47-49. 
84 Henderson, West New Guinea…, p. 69 
85 More detailed about Act of Free Choice will be discussed later in this chapter. 
86 Patrick Walters, "Australia and Indonesia", in Mark McGillivray and Gary Smith (eds.), Australia  
    and Asia, Melbourne, Oxford University Press, 1977, p. 162. 
87 Greenwood, Approaches to Asia…, p. 295. For a full citation of his statement see Current Notes on 
International Affairs, Vol. 33, No. 8, August 1962, p. 69 in Ibid, pp. 315-316. 
88 Quoted Barwick, in Chauvel, The Land of Papua…, Vol. I, p. 25. 
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than an independent state of Papua.89  By accepting the result of the settlement, it could 

be argued that Australia had contradicted its own rhetoric on self-determination, which 

had characterized its stated position toward WNG. As Chauvel argued, “Australia’s 

commitment to self determination in Papua, …vanished with the 1962 decision to 

support resolution of the dispute in Indonesia’s favour”.90 Concerns of Realpolitik, 

which was to support a unified and non-communist Indonesia, had obviously pushed 

aside whatever commitment self-determination it may have had.91 Pragmatic 

considerations continued when Australia accepted the 1969 ‘Act of Free Choice’ in 

West Papua. The fact that Indonesia is strategically more important than WNG 

convinced the Australian government of the need to have neighbourly relations with 

Indonesia. As expressed by Gordon Jockel, the Australian Ambassador to Indonesia in 

1969, in relation to this referendum: “The reality is that Australia cannot break off 

relations with a neighbour of 125 million on behalf of these few people”.92 Although 

the government was aware this stance might attract disagreement, it was, however, the 

government’s policy on WNG in the late 1960s. 

 

To sum up, the WNG problem had made difficulties for Australia-Indonesia relations 

and for Australia's policies towards Indonesia from the 1940s to the 1960s. This issue 

placed the Australian conservative government in a difficult position in the triangular 

relationship with the Netherlands and Indonesia. Australia wished to maintain cordial 

relations with Indonesia, yet it did not want WNG as an integral part of Indonesia. Its 

policy toward WNG, which developed since the 1950s, clearly prioritised Australian 

national security. There were three principles which guided the Australian Liberal 

government’s attitude to WNG: the recognition of Dutch sovereignty; the right of self-

determination of Papuans; and peaceful settlement. However, these principles were 

obviously not applied consistently.93 The first principle initially dominated in the 

government’s statements on WNG, while the other two principles came to the fore 

when it became obvious that the first principle lacked international support. One of the 

shortcomings was the limitation of Australia as a middle-power country. Inconsistency 

in Australian policy arguably led to a conclusion that Australia only ever used the right 

                                                           
89 Chauvel, “Australia’s Strategic Environment…”, p. 39. 
90 Ibid. 
91 Renouf, The Frightened Country…, p. 430; Penders, The West New Guinea…, p. 329; Chauvel, The 
Land of Papua…, Vol. I, p. 25. 
92 As reported by Hugh Lunn, “Showing we’re ready to appease”, the Australian, 13 October 1976, in  
Sharp, The Rule of The Sword: …, p. 46. 
93 Mackie, "Australia and Indonesia….", p. 314. 
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of self-determination for WNG’s people cynically, which meant that the principle of 

self-determination was reduced to a weapon of Australian foreign policy rhetoric.  

 

Tensions and Human Rights Violations in Papua post – 1969 

 

Causes and catalysts of the tensions 

 

After many years of national and international campaigns, Indonesia successfully 

gained WNG in 1962. While some Papuans were positively willing to cooperate, others 

opposed. Resistance started almost as soon as the Indonesian administration was 

established in 1963.94 The ideal of a separate state, fostered by the Netherlands in the 

1950s and 1960s, had appeal and continues to appeal too many to the present day. It is 

therefore pivotal to define the sources of their resistance. There are at least two causes 

of the conflict in Papua: the historical problem of the transfer of sovereignty and the 

mismanagement of development.  

 

The first source of conflict relates to the historical injustices inflicted on Papua. While 

the Indonesian government has always insisted that Papua has been an unquestionably 

legitimate part of Indonesia,95 many Papuans have raised their concerns over the means 

by which Papua was incorporated into Indonesia during the 1960s. There has long been 

a view that neither the New York Agreement in 1962 nor the Act of Free Choice in 

1969 was valid.96 Many indigenous Papuans considered that they were treated like 

objects in the final process of settlement of the dispute between the Netherlands and 

Indonesia. It was a process in which they claimed they were not consulted. Markus 

Kaisiepo,97 one Papuan leader, expressed this sentiment bluntly when there was a mass 

demonstration against the New York Agreement in front of the New Guinea Council 

                                                           
94 Mengapa Papua Bergolak?, Yogyakarta, Gama Global Media, 2001, p. 125 
95 See Permanent Mission of the Republic of Indonesia to the United Nations, Questioning the 
Unquestionable: An Overview of the Restoration of Papua Into the Republic of Indonesia, Permanent 
Mission of the Republic of Indonesia to the United Nations, New York, 2004, p. 70.  
96 This view was widely expressed by some interviewees during my fieldwork in Papua in January 2004, 
such as Herman Awom, Thaha Al-Hamid, Agus A. Alua, Don M. Flassy. See also Stephen Sherlock, 
“Indonesia’s Dangerous Transition: The Politics of Recovery and Democratisation”, in Department of 
Parliamentary Library, Australia’s Asia Pacific Neighbourhood-Challenge and Change: Papers on 
Indonesia, Papua New Guinea and the Koreas, Information and Research Services Subject Collection 
No.12, Canberra, Commonwealth of Australia, 1999, p. 41. 
97 He was a member of the Nieuw Guinea Raad (parliament established by the Dutch). In 1965, he formed 
High Court Chamber of Representatives of West New Guinea in Netherlands and declared himself as the 
President of West New Guinea in exile. See Kompas, “Perlukah Ketegangan Dipelihara”, 7 September 
2003, p. 33. See also Syamsuddin Haris (ed), Indonesia di Ambang Perpecahan?, Jakarta, Erlangga, 
1999, p. 175. 
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building in the capital of WNG, now called Jayapura, in 1962, "We were traded as goats 

by the Americans".98 In a similar tone, Thaha Alhamid, a secretary general of the 

Papuan Presidium Council, complained in January 2004 that the Papuans were merely 

objects of an agreement made between the Netherlands, Indonesia and the United 

States. He argued that the total absence of Papuan participation in the signing of the 

Agreement made it illegitimate. There could, he further stated, be no fair resolution to a 

legal dispute without the participation of the subjects of the dispute.99

 

The 1969 act of 'self-determination' as the Act of Free Choice (AFC) was called, was 

also accused of being undemocratic. Article XVIII (d) in the New York Agreement 

specified that “all adults, male and female” were eligible to participate in the act of self-

determination. However, this agreement was abandoned in favour of collective 

consultation, with only 1,022 Papuan representatives selected by Indonesian authority 

as eligible to vote on integration with Indonesia, violating the principle of “one man one 

vote” specified in the New York Agreement. Not only had it not been carried out 

according to "international practice";100 there was intimidation from the Indonesian 

military to force the Papuan representatives to vote for integration with Indonesia.101  

Seeking to win the AFC, the Indonesian security forces were also deeply involved on 

the ground in Papua. This is well illustrated in a secret letter of Military Command 172, 

Colonel Blego Soemarto to the Head of Merauke municipality on 8 May 1969. 

Discussing security precautions in preparation for the AFC, he stated that   
 If there is requirement to change a member of the Consultative Assembly, it should be done long 
 before the AFC. If there is difficulty in finding genuine reasons for replacing a member, but 
 there is a pressing need to replace a member because he might endanger the success of the 
 AFC, it is permissible to use improper means to dispose of members …AFC has to be won 
 either in proper or improper ways.102  
 

It is believed that this letter was not sent only to the regional head of Merauke, but also 

to other municipal heads because the area covered by Military Command 172 also 

included Jayapura and Jayawijaya. This letter from the military command was an 

apparent attempt by the Indonesian military to tightly control the political process and to 

suppress any independence movement in Papua. The heavy involvement of the 
                                                           
98 Chauvel, The Land of Papua…, Vol. I, p. 46-7. 
99 Interview with Thaha Al-Hamid, Jayapura, 8 January 2004. 
100 See John Saltford, "Behind the New York Agreement on West Papua", The Jakarta Post, 28 August 
2002; Saltford, Irian Jaya: United Nations…, p. 17.  
101 Interview with Herman Awom, Jayapura, 8 January 2004.  See also for example Saltford, Irian Jaya: 
United Nations …, p. 3; Sharp, The Rule of the Sword…, pp. 16-23;  Hastings, New Guinea: The 
Problems…p. 217 
102 In his letter head No. R-24/1969, as quoted by Agus Sumule (ed.), Mencari Jalan Tengah: Otonomi 
Khusus Propinsi Papua, Jakarta, PT.Gramedia Pustaka Utama, 2003, p. 75. 
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Indonesian military in the territory was to ensure that the Papuans would give their vote 

to Indonesia. 

 

Indeed, the legitimacy of the transfer of sovereignty in Papua has continuously created a 

lot of debate and division among politicians, political observers and human rights 

activists. The perceived historical injustice of the transfer of sovereignty has continued 

to fuel anti-Indonesian sentiment in Papua.  

 

A second source of Papuan resistance has been provoked by Indonesian government 

policies, which have made Papuans feel marginalised from the political and socio-

economic development in their own homeland.103 Some parts of Papuan society have 

embraced the independence ideal, partly because they believe they have been repressed 

and exploited for a very long time.104 It is clear that Papua is one of the richest 

provinces in Indonesia, especially after the discovery of gold and copper at Ertsberg 

Mountain at Tembagapura in the early 1960s.105 Its booming economy which is mainly 

based on the extensive extraction of its natural resources, has contributed greatly to the 

Indonesian economy. Yet, Papua’s development still lags behind other parts of 

Indonesia. Economic activity in the province has not benefited them nearly as much as 

it has benefited outsiders (immigrants and trans-national companies). Papua enjoys very 

little of what it contributes to the national economy from the exploitation of its 

resources. An example of the significant contribution of Papua to the Indonesian 

national economy and the unfairness of the redistribution of revenues from Jakarta to 

Jayapura is illustrated in Table 5. It is worth noting that the figures provided in the table 

                                                           
103Chris Wilson, Internal Conflict in Indonesia: Causes, Symptoms and Sustainable Resolution, Research 
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are limited to the contribution of PT Freeport Indonesia, the largest gold and copper 

mining company in Indonesia operated near Timika in south central Papua.   

 

Table 5 

Direct revenues of the Provincial Government of Papua from 

Freeport Indonesia in 1997 

 

 

Types of Direct revenues 

 

US $ Million 

  

Royalties 25.26 

Deadrent*   0.21 

Land and Building Tax   2.07 

“C” Types of Minerals and Water   0.50 

Vehicle Tax   0.14 

Foreigner Tax   0.004 

 

TOTAL 

 

28.17 

  

Compared with the Direct Revenues Received by the Central 

Government from Freeport (US $ 237 million) limited to 

dividends, royalties and different forms of national taxes 

11,89% 

* I.e. tax for unexploited area under the company’s holding. 

Source: Agus Sumule, “Social and Economic Changes in Papua Since the Law on Special 
Autonomy Came Into Effect”, paper presented at the conference “Autonomy for Papua-
Opportunity or Illusion?”, in the Friedrich Ebert Foundation, the West-Papua-Network and 
Watch Indonesia, Autonomy for Papua-Opportunity or Illusion, Berlin, 4-5 June 2003,  p. 
54. 

 

This table shows that with only approximately 12% (US$28 million) of total direct 

revenues received by Jakarta from Freeport (US$237 million) was allocated to the 

provincial government in Jayapura. However, the massive exploitation of its natural 

resources has failed to benefit the inhabitants of this province as these figures also 

indicate that Papua enjoyed very little of what it contributed to the national economy.106 

                                                           
106 It is worth acknowledging that a comprehensive study of the impact of Papua on the Indonesian 
economy also shows a different picture from the 1960s to the 1990s. This can be seen from the foreign 
exchange earnings capacity of Papua. Export earnings in Papua slightly decreased from US$3.1 million in 
1963 to US$2.8 million in 1971 whilst imports moved quite sharply in the other direction, falling two 
hundred times to over US$30.2 million in 1971 from US$14.9 million. These figures clearly showed that 
Papua did not make any significant contribution to Indonesia’s balance of trade. But, from 1972 onward, 
the figures revealed the opposite. It has showed how profitable Papua has been to Indonesia’s economy. 
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PT Freeport Indonesia was the largest single taxpayer in Indonesia contributing US$180 

million a year during 1991-2001. Nevertheless, as the UNDP Human Development 

Index in 2001 showed, Papua was ranked the second poorest province in Indonesia after 

West Nusa Tenggara.107 Papua was also left behind other parts of Indonesia in 

education, health, transportation, telecommunication and other areas of development.108 

These facts led to an increased feeling among Papuans of having been exploited by the 

Indonesian government. This experience under Indonesian control led Benny Giay, a 

leading Papuan theologian and anthropologist, to refer to the "suffering of the Papuan 

people during 35 years of Pembangunan (development) – as a Memoria Passionis 

(narrative of suffering)".109

 

Moreover, the government's transmigration policy, which was originally aimed at 

relieving population pressure in other parts of Indonesia, particularly from Java, Madura 

and Bali, also made Papuans feel like 'second-class citizens' in their own homeland.110 

The province’s population of two million is now around half composed of settlers, 

many of whom are ‘spontaneous’ migrants from other parts of Indonesia. The arrival of 

large numbers of newcomers caused great resentment amongst the indigenous 

population, as they gradually occupied their ancestral land, dominated the economic 

sector, and led to a huge gap between the settlers and the indigenous Papuans.111 While 
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Elmslie, Irian Jaya in the 1990s: Economic Expansion…, pp. 61-63.  
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the settlers have been economically successful and dominate the modern economic life, 

many indigenous Papuans still depend for their livelihood on traditional occupations, 

such as hunting and gathering.   

 

As the transmigration policy was being implemented, the migrants were perceived to 

have been favoured by the government. While transmigrants received government-built 

houses, financial assistance and agricultural incentives such as its equipment and seeds, 

Papuans received only small amounts of compensation – if anything -  for their land.112  

 

Jaap Solossa, the Governor of Papua in January 2004 argued that when indigenous 

Papuans assert ownership of their ancestral land used for transmigration or concessions 

for foreign resource or logging companies, the Indonesian authorities tend always to 

accuse them of being anti-Government, anti-development and therefore, as separatists. 

These labels conveniently justify the military’s use of force in the name of national 

development and security. Many Papuans have experienced a lot of suffering due to this 

cause.113 They have been intimidated, detained, tortured, and even killed by security 

forces. One Amungme activist named Yosepha Alomang related to me that as a result of 

her struggle for rights over Amungme ancestral land against Freeport, on 28 October 

1994 she was detained in the Kodim (Military Territorial Regional Office) for three 

weeks without trial. She was put in a flooded toilet up to her knees.114

 

The influx of migrants, usually possessing higher education levels and skills than the 

local community further complicated the situation in Papua. Papuans were further 

disadvantaged in terms of employment opportunities. In this regard, a sense of 

competition with settlers has become strong, especially within the bureaucracy.115 In 

this regard, there has been resentment, especially among the Papuan educated elite 

about settlers’ domination of key positions.116 As pointed out by the Department of 

Internal Affairs, in 2000, indigenous Papuans made up 75% of the province's civil 

servants in Papua, but most of the senior levels in the government administration were 

                                                           
112 Interviews with George Arnold Awi and Edy Ohoiwutan, Leaders of Port Numbay Community 
Council and the General Secretary of Port Numbay Community Council, Jayapura,  14 January  2004. 
113 Interview with the Governor of Papua, Jaap Salossa, Jayapura, 14 January  2004. See also Manuel 
Kaisiepo, “Ke-Irian-an dan Ke-Indonesia-an: Mengkaji nasionalisme dalam kontek lokal”, a paper 
presented to  seminar on  Nasionalisme Indonesia Menjelang dan Pada Abad XXI, Salatiga, Yayasan Bina 
Darma, 2-4 Juni 1993, pp. 21-22. 
114 Interview with Josepha Alomang, Jayapura, 13 January 2004. 
115 Chauvel, The Land of Papua…, Vol. II, p. 10 
116 May (ed.), Between Two Nations…, p. 54. 
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still dominated by non-Papuans.117 The same grievance, as discussed in Chapter Four, 

was also evident in East Timor. 

 

In the above situations, it is therefore not surprising that “injustices” in the management 

of development under Indonesian rule have been a strong motivating force in Papuan 

nationalism.118 Directly or indirectly associated with central government policies, they 

have contributed significantly to the social unrest that has periodically erupted in Papua. 

Such incidents have repeatedly occurred in Papua. For example, in Timika in October 

1994 and May 1995, the OPM was blamed for attacking and killing four Freeport 

workers.119 In April 2000, there were clashes between Papuans and immigrants from 

Sulawesi in the principal market centre, Enthrop, in Jayapura.120 In October 2000 in 

Wamena, clashes between Papuans and police led to Papuan attacks on settlers and 30 

people died.121 A similar pattern to Wamena was also found in Abepura, a small town 

around ten kilometers from Jayapura. On 7 December 2000, two police officers and a 

security guard were attacked by an unknown group of Papuans. This incident continued 

with a clash between Papuans and police, which subsequently led to Papuans attacking 

settlers.122  

 

In sum, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the roots of the conflict in Papua are 

certainly complex resulting from historical, political, and mismanagement issues, which 

they are frequently intertwined with the problems of human rights violations and 

welfare. 

 

Resistance and Indonesian reactions 

 

For more than forty years, many Papuans have considered that their social–cultural 

rights and basic rights to determine their own future have been denied by the Indonesian 

government. These conditions have led to their dissatisfaction with Indonesian rule and 

                                                           
117 Chauvel, The Land of Papua…, Vol. II, p. 10.   
118 See International Crisis Group, Indonesia: Resources and Conflict in Papua, ICG Asia Report No.39, 
Jakarta and Brussels, 13 September 2002, p. i. 
119 Ibid, p.19. 
120 Richard Chauvel, "Correcting the Course of West Papua History?: The prospects for Independence or 
Autonomy in Gus Dur's Indonesia", in Damien Kingsbury and Arief Budiman (eds.), Indonesia: The 
Uncertain Transition, Adelaide, Crawford House Publishing, 2001, p. 213. 
121 International Crisis Group, Indonesia: Ending Repression in Irian Jaya, Asia Report No. 23, 20 
September 2001, p. 7. 
122 For more on this case see Human Rights Watch, Violence and Political Impasse in Papua, Vol. XX, 
No. X, July 2001, pp. 15-21. 
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have in turn helped generate calls for independence or freedom (merdeka).123 Papuan 

opposition to Indonesian authority has generally taken two forms, armed struggle and 

non-violent means.  

 

One manifestation of the first category of resistance is the formation of the Organisasi 

Papua Merdeka (OPM), the Free Papua Movement. OPM originally came from two 

clandestine movements in Jayapura and in Manokwari, which were led by Aser 

Demotekay in 1963 and Terianus Aronggear in 1964, respectively. Although they both 

demanded Papuan independence, they had different strategies to achieve their aims. 

While the first tended to choose a cooperative approach with the Indonesian 

government,124 the latter initiated an armed struggle. Terianus Aronggear called his 

clandestine movement "Organisasi Perjuangan Menuju Kemerdekaan Negara Papua 

Barat", or West Papua Independence Organisation. The Indonesian government later 

branded both movements Organisasi Papua Merdeka (OPM, or Free Papuan Movement) 

when Terrianus Aronggear was captured and brought him to court in Manokwari in 

1964. The new name for the secessionist movements in Papua increasingly became 

popular when there was an armed rebellion led by Permenas Ferry Awom, in 

Manokwari on 26 July 1965 and the subsequent sporadic armed rebellion in other parts 

of Papua.125 Between 1964 and 1984 there were at least seventeen major OPM 

offensives, such as in Kebar (Manokwari), Pos Makbon, Pos Sausapor, Pos Irai, Erambo 

(Merauke), Dubu (Jayapura), Enarotali, Pyramid (Jayawijaya), Biak, and Sorong.126 On 

1 July 1971, the OPM unilaterally declared the establishment of the Government of 

West Papua under the presidency of ‘General’ Seth Rumkorem.127  

 

From time to time since its inception, the OPM has engaged in sporadic armed struggle 

against the Indonesian authority. Poorly armed and loosely organized due to its 

fragmented factions, the OPM has never mounted a significant military challenge to 

                                                           
123 It is worth noting that not all Papuans interpreted independence in terms of political context, i.e. 
separating from Indonesia; many of them also defined independence in the context of humanity. This 
includes freedom of expression, freedom of speech, freedom in using natural resources and freedom from 
repression. Interview with Herman Saud, Chairperson of the Evangelical Christian Church (Gereja 
Kristen Indonesia, GKI) in Papua, Jayapura, 13 January 2004; and Johanis G. Bonay, a former director of 
ELSHAM, Jayapura, 13 January 2004. 
124 Nevertheless, some supporters of Alex Demotekay, such as Jacob Pray, eventually took a radical 
approach in their movements.  
125 John R.G. Djopari, Pemberontakan Organisasi Papaua Merdeka, PT. Gramedia Widiasarana 
Indonesia, Jakarta, 1993, p. 100; Harris, et al., Indonesia di Ambang …, pp. 197-98. 
126 For more the genealogy of OPM see Djopari, Pemberontakan Organisasi…, pp. 100-127;  Mengapa 
Papua Memberontak…?,  pp.119-143; Raweyai, Mengapa Papua Ingin..., pp. 105-6. 
127 Anwar, Indonesia: Domestic…, p. 494.  
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Indonesian rule.128 However, the OPM has still occasionally made difficulties for 

Jakarta, the mountainous terrain in Papua preventing the Indonesian military from 

completely defeating the OPM. The guerrilla campaign has primarily centered on 

kidnappings, taking international hostages, the sabotage of mining operations,129 as well 

as attacking government and military facilities, attacking transmigration sites and non-

Papuan migrants. One violent incident for which the OPM was blamed was in 1977, 

when the OPM, together with the Amungme people, attacked the Freeport mining 

installations.130 In 1996 and 1997, the OPM also took a group of foreigners and 

Indonesian hostage. In the 1997 case, the 26 people taken hostage in Mapunduma 

village by the OPM were released after a military operation. All foreigners were safe, 

but two of eleven Indonesian hostages were believed to have been killed by the 

OPM.131 The OPM also purportedly attacked the transmigration site in Arso and killed 

four people on 5 May 1999.132 Although it is far from clear, it was also allegedly 

involved with an ambush on the Timika-Tembagapura highway, killing two Americans 

and an Indonesian on 31 August  2002, and the violent attack in the Wamena's military 

district command (KODIM) on 3 April 2003.133  

 

                                                           
128 Sherlock, “Indonesia’s Dangerous Transition: …..”, p. 41. For the historical background of the early 
fragmentation within the OPM see May, Between Two Nations…, pp. 56-63. According to May, the OPM 
was divided into two major factions when there was internal conflict between Seth Rumkorem and Jacob 
Prai on the matters of arms supply in 1976. These respective leaders therefore set up two distinct factions, 
which were the OPM-Victoria and the OPM-Pemka. 
129Chris Wilson, Internal Conflict in Indonesia: Causes, Symptoms and Sustainable Resolution, Research 
Paper 1, Parliament of Australia, Canberra, 7 August  2001, p. 9. 
130 Australia West Papua Association, West Papua …, p. 13. 
131 The Free Papua Movement, Organisasi Papua Merdeka (OPM), The Hague, Netherlands, see in 
http://www.fas.org/irp/world/para/papua.htm. 
132 van den Broek dan Hernawan, Memoria Passionis di Papua: Kondisi Hak Asasi …, p. 90. 
133 Although the OPM has been accused of these two latest events, some analysts have also put their 
suspicions on the possibility of military involvement, considering their economic and political interest in 
the ongoing conflict in Papua. See a report by International Crisis Group, Indonesia: Resources and 
Conflict in Papua, No.39, Jakarta/Brussels, 13 September 2002. See also article by Ellen Nakashima and 
Alan Sipress in Washington Post, “Indonesian Military Allegedly Talked Of Targeting Mine”, 3 
November 2002, p. A.18. However, the polemic on the attack has seemed to be continued. The Papuan 
Military Area Commander, Maj.Gen. Nurdin Zaenal, brought Elsham (leading NGO on human rights in 
Papua) to court over Elsham’s accusation about the involvement of Kopassus (Special Forces Command) 
in the attack as published by Tempo magazine on 26 September 2002. See more in Cendrawasih Pos, 
“Pangdam: Upaya Damai Tertutup”, 1 April 2004; Papua Pos, “Penggugat Tampilkan Alat Bukti Surat 
Pencabutan Pernyataan Deki Murib”, 18 March 2004. This controversy seemed likely come to end with 
an announcement by John Ashcroft, the US Attorney General and his assistant from the criminal division, 
Christopher A. Wray, the Attorney from Columbia District, Kenneth L. Wanstein and Robert Mueller, 
FBI Director on 16 June 2004.  In Washington, DC, they said that the US-Indonesian joint investigation 
has finally charged Anthonius Wamang, an OPM leader, as a suspect for attacking and killing two 
Americans and an Indonesian in Tembagapura in August 2002. See Elsham News Service, “Pejuang 
Separatis Papua Dituduh Melakukan Pembunuhan Terhadap Dua Warga AS, Percobaan Pembunuhan 
Lainya Dalam Penyergapan tahun 2002 Di Indonesia”, 1 July 2004, accessed on 8 July 2004; Global 
Witness, Paying For Protection: The Freeport mine and the Indonesian security forces, Washington DC, 
Global Witness Publishing Inc., July 2005, p. 3 and pp. 16-17. 
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The second type of Papuan resistance is non-violent action. Although the OPM still 

occasionally launches violent attacks, the struggle that many Papuans call 'a struggle 

with love and peace' entered a new phase in 1998.134 The fall of Suharto opened up new 

opportunities for the emergence of a civilian independence movement. The change in 

the Indonesian national political context into a more democratic system provided a new 

avenue for Papuans to publicly express their political views.135 Interestingly, this 

change at the national level also occurred at the domestic political level in Papua. In 

1998, there was a significant transformation of the Papuan resistance. The Papuan 

resistance is no longer dominated by armed struggle in the mountains, but has shifted to 

urban areas with non-violent means.136 The Forum Rekonsiliasi Masyarakat Irian Jaya 

(Forum for Reconciliation of the People of Irian Jaya, or FORERI), and the Presidium 

Dewan Papua (Papuan Council Presidium) are two examples of civilian independence 

movements, which are seeking to use political institutions and non-violent means to 

advocate independence.  

 

FORERI is a broad-based organization which consists of churches, students, youth, 

women, traditional leaders and non-government organizations. It was established on 24 

July 1998, as a response to the tense situation in Papua following the raising of 

"Morning Star" flag in several regencies such as in Jayapura, Wamena, Manokwari and 

Sorong in the first week of July 1998. Despite the hope that the violence in Papua would 

end with Suharto’s rule, the Indonesian security forces apparently continued to crack 

down these demonstrations with harsh repression. In the case of Biak, for example, a 

group of Papuans led by File Jacob Samuel managed to keep a Morning Star flag aloft 

for four days, but the Indonesian police and military fiercely dispersed the 

demonstrations on the morning of 6 July. Thirty one were shot, twenty two were killed, 

seven people were tortured, twenty two civilians were wounded, and four went missing 

as a result of this violent incident. Local people found many corpses along the east and 

north coast of Biak on 27-30 July 1998. According to Martin Patay, a Chief Secretary of 

FORERI, many of them were men and women with broken legs and arms. Some of 

women had been sexually mutilated. Allegedly, they were victims of the military’s 

                                                           
134 Jason McLeod, Morning Star Rising: Maximising the effectiveness of the nonviolent struggle in West 
Papua, Thesis for the degree of Bachelor of Arts (Hons), Discipline of Politics, School of Social 
Sciences, La Trobe, June 2002, p. 24. 
135 Otto Ondawame, Managing Conflict over West Papua: Community engagement in peaceful dialogue, 
West Papua Project: Centre for Peace and Conflict Studies, the University of Sydney, p. 5. 
136 Chauvel, "Correcting the Course of West Papua….”, in Kingsbury and Budiman (eds.), Indonesia: The 
Uncertain …., p. 203. 
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suppression of the Biak demonstration. They were, as Patay further claimed, carried out 

to sea by Indonesian navy ships, where they were raped and thrown overboard.137

 

In the face of the increasingly volatile situation in Papua, FORERI declared that the 

main idea of FORERI was to create "neutral space" for dialogue between the state and 

Papuans in dealing with independence aspirations and to find an appropriate mechanism 

to end the political conflict.138 The ongoing military repression, according to this forum, 

would not solve the conflict in Papua.139 In a meeting at the Matoa Hotel in Jayapura on 

29 July 1998 with a parliamentary fact-finding team led by Abdul Gafur, then deputy 

speaker of the Indonesian parliament, FORERI members initiated the idea for peaceful 

and democratic political dialogue with Jakarta to resolve the future of Irian Jaya.  

 

The Habibie government cautiously accepted this idea. After several months of 

negotiations between Papuans and the Indonesian State Secretariat, they finally agreed 

to hold the National Dialogue with President Habibie on 26 February 1999. FORERI 

which was designated as the official facilitator of the National Dialogue by the State 

Secretariat, subsequently embarked upon coordinating Papuan representatives for the 

meeting. A delegation of Papuans was finally formed to go to the state palace, 

comprising seventy-five people from Irian Jaya’s thirteen districts and twenty-five 

Papuans living outside Irian Jaya. In the meeting, Tom Beanal, the leader of the Team 

of 100, read political statements to Habibie and his cabinet which evidently went 

beyond the previous discussions with Jakarta and also FORERI. It stated that Papua 

wanted to secede itself from the Indonesian authority and form itself as a sovereign 

state.140  

 

Although the Habibie government initially encouraged the National Dialogue, it was 

increasingly displeased with the political direction it was taking in Papua. The active 

dissemination of the demands of the Team of 100 in their respective districts was 

deemed to have contributed to the growing support for independence across the 

                                                           
137 Interview with Martin Patay, a Chief Secretary of FORERI, Jayapura, 8 January 2004. 
138 J. Budi Hernawan, "Papua as a land of peace": a journey towards conflict solutions in Papua",  
presented paper at the Indonesian Council Open Conference, ANU, Canberra, 29-30 September 2003, p. 
3; Forum Untuk Rekonsiliasi Bagi Rakyat Irian Jaya/FORERI (30 July 1998).”Resume Hasil Pertemuan 
FORERI Dengan TPF-DPR-RI", Jayapura, 30 July 1998, pp. 1-2, in Ondawame, Managing Conflict…, p. 
5; Van den Broek and Hermawan, Memoria Passionis…., pp. 72-3. 
139 Agus A. Alua, Dialog Nasional Papua dan Indonesia 26 Februari 1999: “Kembalikan Kedaulatan 
Papua Barat, Pulang dan Renungkan Dulu”, Seri Pendidikan Politik Papua No. 2, ,Jayapura, Sekretariat 
Presidium Dewan Papua dan Biro Penelitian STFT Fajar Timur, December 2002, p. 17 
140 Alua, Dialog Nasional Papua…, p. 17 
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territory. A direct consequence of this development was that Jakarta eventually 

withdrew its support for the National Dialogue.  

 

The reversal of this conciliatory policy was evident in the subsequent suppression of the 

members of the Team of 100 and other supporters of independence. On 3 April 1999, 

President Habibie issued a robust warning to the Team of 100 that it must not continue 

its efforts to propagate Papuan independence. Similarly, the Governor of Irian Jaya, 

Freddy Numberi on 30 March 1999 issued a secret radiogram which instructed the 

regional leadership council to monitor activists of the pro-independence movement and 

to enforce the limitation of public meetings.141 Moreover, five key members of the 

Team of 100 (Benny Giay, Willy Mandowen, Tom Beanal, Herman Awon and 

Octavianus Mote) were also told by Jakarta that they were prohibited to go abroad after 

22 July 1999.142 These acts of detaining and banning of leaders within the Team of 100 

were believed to be aimed at dismantling this group. The increasingly harsh responses 

of Indonesian government were one reason why the Team 100 gradually faded away. 

Lack of coordination among its members was also claimed to be another reason for its 

decreasing political role in Papua.143  

 

Nonetheless, the call for ‘peaceful dialogue’ was taken up again in the Mass 

Consultation (Musyawarah Besar, Mubes) held in Port Numbay, Jayapura on 26-28 

February 2000 and again in the Second Papuan People’s Congress (Kongres Rakyat 

Papua II) in May/June 2000. At the Mass Consultation, the Papuan Council Presidium 

(PDP, Presidium Dewan Papua; hereafter, Presidium) was created to lead the Papua 

independence movement.144 Eighteen persons were appointed to serve on the 

Presidium, comprising an executive of five members and a council of a further thirteen 

members. The Mass Consultation also confirmed the authority of Theys Eluay and Tom 

Beanal as chair and vice-chair respectively. The Presidium broadly reflected West 

Papuan society and included representatives from traditional tribal groups, youth, 

women, churches, religious organizations, political organizations, Indonesian settlers 

and immigrants who supported independence for Papua. Besides establishing a firm 

leadership structure for the diverse forces in favour of independence, the Presidium also 

made a clear political statement. In its Papuan Congress Resolution of 4 June 2000, the 

                                                           
141 See Human Rights  Watch, Human Rights and Pro independence Movement in Papua 1999, p. 180. 
142 Alua, Dialog Nasional..., pp. 89-92. 
143 Van den Broek and Hermawan, Memoria Passionis…, pp. 73-4. 
144PreventConflictOrg, West Papua/Irian Jaya, ….; Ondawame, Managing Conflict…, p.11. 
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Presidium declared “West Papua’s non negotiable desire for independence” and called 

for, “a process to rectify history and investigate the basis for West Papua’s 

incorporation with Indonesia.”145   

 

Although the Presidium pressed its uncompromising demand for Papuan independence, 

it opted for nonviolent means to achieve its ultimate goal. One of the most common 

ways of showing peaceful defiance has been to hold flag raising ceremonies. Such 

events have been held many times in Papua, such as in Biak (24 July 1998), Sorong (9 

September 1999 and 22 August 2000), Timika (2 December 1999), Merauke (16 

February 2000 and 4-12 November 2000), Nabire (28 February to 3 March 2000), Fak-

Fak (2 December 2000), Tiom (16 December 2000) and Jayapura (29 March 2001).146 

Non-violent actions have also taken the form of sewing flags; wearing flags; declaring 

independence; singing the West Papuan national anthem, “Hai Tanahku Papua”; issuing 

petitions and public statements; writing letters to the authorities; publishing papers; 

reporting human rights violations; forming solidarity groups; holding meetings and 

discussions; holding dialogues with members of the TNI and police; marches; and 

demonstrations.147  

 

Even though the nonviolent campaign increasingly dominated the discourse of Papuan 

self-determination in the 1990s, this strategy had also already been alive in the 1980s. 

One of the best known figures associated with nonviolent resistance during that period 

was Arnold Ap. He was an anthropologist, traditional musician and cultural figure who 

often criticized Indonesian policies in the province by using cultural expression, such as 

songs and dances. Ap, together with three of his "Mambesak" players, was jailed and 

allegedly shot dead by the Indonesian authorities in April 1984.148

 

It is obvious that the OPM and the Presidium were not divided in their general political 

objective, as they both sought Papuan independence. They were divided, however, over 

the means. While the OPM opted to use force, the Presidium strove for a peaceful 

                                                           
145Presidium Dewan Papua, Papuan Congress Resolution 4th June 2000, available from 
http://www.koteka.net/ppc.htm, 8 June 2001. 
146 See it more in Human Rights Watch, Violence and Political Impasse…, pp. 15-6. 
147 McLeod, Morning Star Rising…, p. 27. 
148 The other Mambesak players, who were arrested and found dead, were Alec Membri, Runtuboy and 
Rumainum. They were officially accused of attempting to inspire the Papuan secession. See Ian Bell, 
Herb Feith and Ron Hatley, "The West Papuan Challenge to Indonesian Authority in Irian Jaya: Old 
Problems, New Possibilities", Asian Survey, Vol. XXVI, No. 5, May 1986, p.547; Robin Osborne, 
"Canberra keeps quiet on Irian killings", The National Times, 15-21 June 1984. 
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solution. Given this context, some political analysts argued that there were tensions 

between the OPM and the Presidium.149 As pointed out by the International Crisis 

Group’s report, the OPM’s leaders were suspicious of the Presidium’s claim to speak 

for all Papuans. Even though the Presidium deemed OPM as one component of the 

Papuan Congress, 150 the closure by force of the Presidium and FORERI’s offices by 

Kelly Kwalik, the OPM’s leader on 29 August 2000, illustrated the leadership tensions 

within the Papuan independence movement.151 It was also noteworthy to acknowledge 

that the OPM itself was characterized by continuing leadership rivalries between its 

various factional groups.152  

However, setting aside this conflict of opinion on the relationship between the OPM and 

the Presidium, one thing that needs to be underlined is the fact that the Papuan calls for 

independence were mostly met with the use of force.153 In the name of maintaining 

Indonesian territorial integrity through the eradication of any separatist movement, in 

1969 the Government declared Papua to be a Military Operation Zone (Daerah Operasi 

Militer, commonly referred to as DOM) and was upheld until 1998. It was believed to 

justify the Indonesian military’s full control over the territory of Papua.154 It also 

                                                           
149PreventConflicOrg, “West Papua/Irian…”; van den Broek and Hernawan, Memoria Passionis di 
Papua…, p. 89 
150 International Crisis Group, Indonesia: Resources and …, p. 6. 
151 See News From Free Papua Movement OPM/TPN, Shut Down Offices of Papua Presidium Council 
and FORERI, Press Release No.01.29.08.2000, in http://eco-action.org/opm/news/2000.html, accessed 27 
June 2002. 
152 The internal conflict between Seth Rumkorem and Jacob Prai on the matters of arms supply in March 
1976 led these respective leaders to set up the OPM-Victoria and the OPM-Pemka. While the former 
based its struggle in the northern border region close to PNG with its armed wing called Tentara 
Pembebasan Nasional, TPN or TEPENAL, the OPM Pemka centred its activities on Biak Island and its 
armed wing was named PAPENAL. In the struggle for independence, Papua was divided into nine 
regional zones each with regional command, which are Merauke, Wamena, Jayapura, Paniai, Yapen 
Waropen, Fakfak, Manokwari, Biak Numfor and Sorong. Theoretically, they were under the supreme 
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Rumkorem. The continued rivalries in the central leadership impacted to their respective supporters at the 
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resulted in the death and imprisonment of OPM members at the hands of other OPM factions. One good 
illustration of the fragmented organization of this movement was in 1994. In August, the attacks on the 
Freeport mine were conducted by the OPM Commands from the Fak-fak and Baliem regions. Reportedly 
these attacks were ordered by the local commanders, and were not the work of Central Command. See 
Elmsie, Irian Jaya in the 1990s:…., pp. 28-58; and confidential interview with JPR 1, one senior military 
staff from the Army Military regional Command, Jayapura, 14 January 2004. 
153 It was worth noting that there were also occasions when the Indonesian security forces did not use 
repressive means to crack down the separatists. The “Smiling Policy” to free some military staff of the 
Military Area Command (KODAM) kidnapped by the OPM in the PNG border in 1978-1982 could be 
taken as a good illustration. In these military operations, all the hostages could be freed without any 
bloodshed. See Samsudin, Pergolakan di Perbatasan: Operasi Pembebasan Sandera Tanpa 
Pertumpahan Darah, Jakarta, P.T. Gramedia Pustaka Utama, 1995. 
154 Neles Tebay, “Human Rights in Papua: An Overview”, paper presented at the conference “Autonomy 
for Papua – Opportunity or Illusion?”, Berlin,  4-5,June 2003, in the Friedrich Ebert Foundation, the 
West-Papua-Network and Watch Indonesia, Autonomy for Papua – Opportunity or Illusion?, p. 71. As a 
consequence of the DOM status pre 98, the authority limited access to Papua by outside observers, such 
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conducted several military operations in Papua. These included military operations in 

Jayawijaya regency (1977), Operation Clean-Sweep (Operasi Sapu Bersih) I and II 

(1981), Operation Reinforce (Operasi Galang) I and II (1982), Operation Clean-Up 

(Operasi Tumpas, 1983-1984), Operation Clean-Sweep (1985) and another military 

operation in Mapnduma in 1996.155   

The Indonesian government justified their repressive approach in Papua by saying that 

they were merely reacting to violent political dissidents. As the Chief of the Papuan 

Military Command said in January 2004, “We are only conducting our duty to keep the 

country unified. We prevent secessionism from growing”.156 However, it is noteworthy 

to acknowledge that the Indonesian military has not always been completely united on 

the need for a repressive approach. Major-General Samsudin, for example, the former 

assistant for operations to the Papuan Military Command (1975-1978), argued in 1995 

that the repressive approach merely perpetuated mistrust and provided an action-

reaction relationship between the Indonesian security forces and the OPM.157 In a 

similar tone, Angie Ng Siew Kim in her thesis on the conflict in Papua, also argued that 

this process of violent action and reaction is inclined to have a “cyclical nature”.158  

 

Although there was a short-lived period of tolerance for political activities in Papua in 

1998-1999, the security approach, which was characteristic of New Order Government, 

was in fact still evident after the fall of Suharto. Under the presidency of Habibie and 

Abdurrahman Wahid, the Papuan independence supporters enjoyed unprecedented 

latitude of political movement and expression. While Habibie agreed to accept a 

dialogue with the 100 Papuan leaders as explained above, Wahid allowed the raising of 

previously banned "Morning Star" flags associated with the independence movements 

across Papua and officially changed the province’s name to Papua.  

                                                                                                                                                                          
as journalists and researchers, who were required to obtain a permit (surat jalan) either through the 
Director General of the Social and Political Affairs (Ditjen Sospol) or the region’s military commander. 
Once in this area, they had to report to military checkpoints in the villages they visited. In further  
restricted “red Zone” areas, local people were also required to carry “pass permits” obtained from the 
village head (kepala desa) or from the local military commander, in order to go in and out of the village. 
See RFK Memorial Center for Human Rights, “Rape and Other Human Rights Abuses by the Indonesian 
Military in Irian Jaya (West Papua), Indonesia”,  May 1999, available from 
http://www.rfkmemorial.org/CENTER/vaw_report5.htm, p. 2 and notes no. 22, accessed 10 January 
2005. 
155See Budiardjo and Liong, West Papua: The Obliteration of …, pp. 67-86. 
156 Interview with the Chief of Papuan Military Command, Major-General (TNI) Nurdin Zaenal, 
Jayapura, 18 January 2004. 
157 See Samsuddin, Pergolakan di Perbatasan: Operasi..... 
158 Angie Ng Siew Kim, Revisiting the Conflict in Papua: Causes, Catalysts and Consequences, Honours 
Thesis, National University of Singapore, 2001/2002, p. 51. 
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The moderate approach of the Indonesian government, however, was applied 

inconsistently. While it undertook this approach in order to find a peaceful settlement 

for the conflict, at the same time it also exercised a hard-line solution. The intensifying 

calls for independence of Papua in the aftermath of Suharto’s demise in 1998 fuelled 

anxieties in Jakarta and the government turned to a repressive approach to crack-down 

on this movement. Its hard-line approach was evident in the suppression of the pro-

independence movement in 1998 and 2000.159 Many reports on the Papuan 

independence movement in that period revealed that the Indonesian security forces used 

violent means to disperse flag-raising ceremonies in several regions in Papua, which 

caused many victims, mostly Papuans civilians. Many of the demonstrators were 

wounded, killed or charged with treason under the Criminal Code.  

 

The use of military repression as a means of eradicating separatism in Papua 

undoubtedly dominated in the Megawati government which replaced the Wahid 

administration on 23 July 2001. The abduction and assassination of Theys Hiyo Eluay, 

the top leader of the Papuan Presidium Council on 10 November 2001 by some 

members of the Indonesian Army’s Special Forces (Kopassus) evidently signalled a 

return to the security approach. The Indonesian army chief, Ryamizard Ryacudu 

described the seven men from Kopassus who were involved in this murder as “national 

heroes”.160 The killing was likely to have been specifically aimed at dismantling the 

Presidium.  

 

The on-going preference for military operations was also seen in an incident in Wamena 

on 4 April 2003. Kopassus, which had been ordered to leave the province, was recalled 

to conduct military operations to find weapons and ammunition stolen from the 

Wamena Military District Command (KODIM). In their efforts to find the perpetrators 

of the attack, the Indonesian armed forces were accused of carrying out gross human 

rights abuses.161 According to the Head of Komnas HAM's Papua investigation team, 

                                                           
159 For more detail about these cases,  for example see Human Rights Watch, Violence and Political 
Impasse …. 
160 Andrew Burrell and Yayu Yuniar, “Fears of spiraling violence in Papua”, Australian Financial 
Review, 2 December 2003, available from 
http://www.indonesiaouse.org/focus/Papua/2003/12/120203Fear_of_spiralling_violence_in_Papua.htm 
accessed 12 December 2005. 
161 In this regard, the Indonesian security forces carried out sweeping in local villages in the vicinity of 
Wamena. Although further clarification is still needed, the National Commission on Human Rights 
(Komnas HAM) in its preliminary findings alleged that the Indonesian military (TNI) committed human 
rights abuses in Wamena. However, Major-General (TNI). Nurdin Zaenal, the Chief of Military Base 
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Saafroedin Bahar, TNI personnel tortured 48 people, killed seven, burned churches, 

burned houses and forcibly evacuated some 7,000 residents in Wamena, especially in 

Kawayage village, between April and June 2003 during a raid by the Army.162  

 

In addition to this security approach, the Megawati administration also attempted a 

peaceful settlement of the conflict in Papua. The government had high hopes that the 

special autonomy bill which came into effect on 21 November 2001 would draw 

support away from the independence movement. Under Law No. 21/2001, Papua 

acquired a greater share of authority and revenues, and a stronger recognition of its 

customary law.163 However, instead of implementing the special autonomy law, Jakarta 

attempted to accelerate the implementation of Presidential Instruction (Inpres) No. 

1/2003, a policy issued in January 2003 to split Papua into three provinces. This move, 

according to Harun Al-Rasyid, an Indonesian law expert, contradicts the special 

autonomy law,164 and is also seen by Papuans as an attempt to weaken its struggle. 

Although many Papuans and Papuan Regional Parliament formally rejected this 

Presidential Instruction, the Government insisted on the implementation of the partition 

of Papua which subsequently caused conflicts between Papuans, as indicated in the 

clash between pro-partition and anti-partition groups in Timika in August 2003. The 

government’s argument that the 2003 Presidential Instruction was designed to make 

Papua’s bureaucracy more efficient might be accepted. However, this instruction also 

reflected the prevailing sentiment in Jakarta’s political and military circles that a 

crackdown on separatist movements in Papua was needed.165  

 

The Indonesian government has drawn harsh criticism from human rights observers for 

its management of the separatist movement in Papua. The government’s determination 

to impose hard-line solutions to resolve the conflict in Papua caused many civilian 
                                                                                                                                                                          
Command Papua rejected the report of Komnas, calling its finding “baseless”. During the interview in 
Jayapura on  18 January 2004, he said that  “these accusations of human rights abuses are not true.” 
162 Interview with Saafroedin Bahar, the Head of Komnas’s team on Papua and Amiruddin, a member of 
Komnas’s team on Papua in Jakarta, on 10 December 2003 and 9 December 2003 respectively. See also 
UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, Indonesia: OCHA Consolidated Situation 
Report No. 155, 21November 2003, available from 
http://www.reliefweb.int/w/rwb.nsf/0/0f3fa077b69f8ef8c1256de50047e4c1?OpenDocument, accessed 8 
March 2004. 
163 See Democratic Center Cendrawasih University, Principal Thoughts Concerning Development 
Policies in Papua Provinces Critical Considerations on Implementation and Implications: The Validity of 
Undang-Undang No.45/1999, Undang-Undang No 21/2001 and Inpres No.1/2003. 
164 See Harun Al-Rasyid, Analysis of the legal defects of the attempt to divide Papua, a paper presented in 
Berlin, June 2003. 
165 For a more in depth analysis on the policy to divide Papua into three provinces and its problems, see 
International Crisis Group, Dividing Papua: How not to do it, Indonesian Briefing, Jakarta/Brussels, 9 
April 2003, pp. 1-15. 
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casualties in Papua. They have had much experience in political repression. The 

Indonesian army and elite police (BRIMOB) units’ were mishandling the separatist 

groups by conducting indiscriminate "sweeping" operations which resulted in numerous 

human rights violations. These included extrajudicial killing, arbitrary detention, 

disappearance, torture, rape, intimidation, destruction of goods and property, forcing 

large numbers of civilians to flee to the surrounding forests and even crossing the 

border to Papua New Guinea. Indeed, in a recent study by the Allard K. Lowenstein 

International Human Rights Clinic, Yale Law School, it argued that Indonesia’s 

repressive rule against the Papuan people could constitute crimes against humanity and 

may rise to the level of genocide.166 It is worth noting that the existence of human rights 

problems in Papua has been recognized by the Indonesian government. In 2001, when it 

ratified the Law No 21/2001 on Special Autonomy for the Province of Papua, the 

Government officially acknowledged that  
 … the people of Papua understand very well what is to suffer from the violation of human 
 rights. The people of Papua have clearly experienced a trauma from violations of fundamental 
 human rights in the past which ceaselessly haunt many Papuans until today.167

 

Unfortunately one cannot summarize human rights violations in Papua 

comprehensively, partly because there is little systematic documentation of human 

rights violations in Papua.  According to Wim Rumsawir, a priest and a Papuan 

community leader, Papuans are not good at writing about their experiences; a lot of 

Papuan suffering is still unarticulated. Although human rights violations were countless 

in Papua, he repeatedly asserted that they were not all recorded.168 The Indonesian 

government’s policy of barring journalists and international observers to Papua has also 

seemed to be a very effective way in keeping human rights violations in this territory 

hidden for many years from the international community.169 As a consequence, human 

rights observers have had major difficulties in examining the real situation of human 

rights in Papua.  

 

                                                           
166 Elisabeth Brundige, Winter King, Priyneha Vahali, and Stephen Vladeck (et al.), Indonesian Human 
Rights Abuses in West Papua: Application of the Law of Genocide to the History of Indonesian Control,  
a paper prepared for the Indonesian Human Rights Network, the Allard K. Lowenstein International 
Human Rights Clinic Yale Law School, November 2003, pp. 75-76. 
167 See Agus Sumule, Mencari Jalan Tengah: …., p. 57. 
168 Interview with Willem F. Rumsawir, a Papuan religious leader and a lecturer at Sekolah Teologi Issac  
Kening (GKI) at Jayapura , Jayapura, 7 January 2004. 
169 Linda Kaucher, “No Agreement in West Papua”, available from 
http://www.greenleft.org.au/back/1998/337/337p19b.htm, accessed on 20 April 2004. 

 219

http://www.greenleft.org.au/back/1998/337/337p19b.htm


Based on some reports and information collected from various secondary and primary 

sources throughout 1991 and 2004 when my study was conducted, 170 human rights 

violations and outbreak of violence in Papua occurred sporadically in the territory. The 

data reveals that human rights violations took place in ten out of eleven administrative 

areas of the province of Papua, including Sorong, Manokwari, Fak-fak, Nabire, Paniai, 

Mimika, Puncak Jaya, Jayapura, Jayawijaya and Merauke. Only in Yapen Waropen, 

were no human rights violations reported. During the period of study, there were 46 

incidents, including 292 extrajudicial killings, 439 arbitrary detentions, 33 

disappearances, 81 kidnappings and 32 tortures. Moreover, there were also reports of 

destruction of goods and property, rape, indigenous Papuans fleeing to the border, 

intimidation, and other form of serious mental and bodily harm, often committed by the 

security forces but sometimes by Papuans. Based on these data collected, it can be 

concluded that Indonesian mishandling the separatist movement in Papua had caused 

Papuans to experience long decades of human rights abuse. Their experiences of rights 

abuses have led the Papuans to collective consciousness of being exploited and 

oppressed by the Indonesian government, especially its security forces.171 Thus, it 

should not surprise anybody that a basic desire to gain independence has consequently 

been always present in Papua. 

 

Although a combination between the use of force and peaceful settlement by the special 

autonomy law and partition of the province has slightly reduced vociferous demands for 

groups openly advocating independence, the secessionist movement has yet not chilled. 

While the OPM still continued its sporadic armed struggle, some Papuans put more 

effort into gaining international support for their struggle for independence and freedom 

from human rights abuses, including in Australia.  It is therefore very pivotal to 

understand the Australian government’s position on the situation in Papua, and its 

responses to the human rights violations in this territory, especially under the Keating 

and the Howard administrations. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
170 See Appendix 4 some cases of human rights violations in Papua: January 1991 - December 2004. 
171 Tebay, Human Rights in Papua…, p. 74. 
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Forgive and Forget: Human Rights Issues and the Australian Response 

during the Keating Administration  

 

One of the striking things about Papua was that its geographical proximity to Australia 

was not enough to ensure the Keating government’s interest in Papua’s fight for self-

determination and freedom from human rights abuses. There were occasions when the 

Australian Labor government raised its concerns over the human rights situation in 

Papua, yet these matters did not generate a high level of government interest. During 

the period of Paul Keating’s Prime Ministership, from 20 December 1991 to 11 March 

1996, the government said little and did little in response to human rights violations in 

Papua. In fact, it was not until April 1995 that human rights abuses in the territory 

began to attract more government attention. Most of the official responses were 

apparently prompted by Australian Council for Overseas Aid (ACFOA) which on 5 

April 1995 submitted a report to the government outlining a worsening human rights 

situation in Papua, especially around the Freeport McMoRan Copper & Gold mine site.  

 

Although, as previously discussed, there were a large volume of reports on alleged 

human rights violations in Papua during the period 1991-1996, this did not generate 

much discussion between the Government and the Australian Parliament. Parliament 

was remarkably silent on the issue also. Indeed between 1991 and 1994 human rights in 

Papua were not once debated in the upper house of the Parliament. As revealed in the 

Commonwealth of Australia Parliamentary Debates Senate Official Hansard,172 the 

issue of Papua was debated for the first time in the Senate in 1995, a full four years 

after the Keating Government came to power.  

 

Even in 1995 the issue was raised in Address-in-Reply debates in the parliament only 

three times and attracted little public attention. Only Senators Margetts and Alston, 

from the Greens and the Liberal Parties respectively, displayed an interest in this issue.  

Senator Margetts required clarification from the government on the visit by Australia’s 

Ambassador in Jakarta to investigate human rights violations in the Freeport mine in 

Papua, while Senator Alston criticized the government for its lack of interest in 

responding to human rights violations in the vicinity of Freeport mine in Papua. The 
                                                           
172 The Senate Official Hansard records are debates in the Senate to provide information to constituents  
what their representatives saying. The name of Hansard was originally derived from a former printer to 
the English House of Commons, T.C. Hansard. Australia subsequently inherited this system. See Graham 
Maddox, Australian Democracy in Theory and Practice, 2nd ed., Sydney, Longman Cheshire Pty, 1991, p. 
204. 
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Keating government in its response appeared to ignore such criticism by simply saying 

that it had done enough by stating its concerns over the matter (see Table 6). 

 

Table 6 

The issue of Papua in Australia’s Parliamentary Debates Senate Official Hansard, 

December 1991- March 1996 

 

No Date Question to Answer 
from 
 

Topic Response 

 
1 

 
31 Aug 
1995173

 
Senator 
Richard 
Kenneth 
Robert 
Alston,   
Liberal 
Parties, 
Victoria 

 
Senator 
Bob 
Collins, 
Minister 
for 
Transport 

 
Prime Minister is not 
serious about alleged 
human rights abuses 
in Irian Jaya, 
especially in 
responding human 
rights allegation in 
the vicinity of 
Freeport. 

 
There is no doubt the 
Australian government 
has raised concerns 
about human rights in 
Irian Jaya using 
diplomatic channels. 

 
2 

 
18 Sept 
1995174

 
Senator 
Diane 
Elisabeth 
Margetts,  
Greens Party, 
WA 

 
Senator 
Gareth 
Evans 

 
Freeport mine 
- The value of trade 
between Australia 
and Freeport 
- The amount of good 
and services that 
Australia exported to 
Freeport 
- How much copper 
concentrate did the 
Freeport mine sell to 
Australia? 
- Why is Freeport 
mine important for 
Australia?   
- What is the 
percentage of 
Australian ownership 
in the Freeport mine? 

 
- The data is not 
available. 
- According to the 
company’s purchase 
orders, PT. Freeport 
Indonesia spent A$235 
million in 1994 on 
Australian goods and 
services. 
- Freeport sold 10, 000 
metric tonnes of copper 
to Mount Isa Mines, 
Australia in 1994-95 
Financial Year. 
- PT. Freeport 
Indonesia is a 
significant importer of 
Australian goods and 
services, ranging from 
toothpicks to major 
capital pieces of 
equipment.  
- PT. Freeport has 
advised that this 
information is currently 
not available 

                                                           
173 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 13, 37th parliament, 
1st session and 8th period, Canberra, Government Publishing Service, 28-31 August 1995, pp. 427-858. 
174 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 14, 37th parliament, 
1st session and 8th period, Canberra, Government Publishing Service, 18-21 September 1995, pp. 861-
1326. 
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3 

 
19 Sept 
1995175

 
Senator Diane 
Elisabeth 
Margetts,  
Greens Party, 
WA 

 
Senator 
Gareth 
Evans 

 
Visit of Australian 
Ambassador, Allan 
Taylor to Irian Jaya in 
July 1995 to investigate 
human rights allegation 
and thirty seven deaths 
at the Freeport mine.  

 
The visit provides an 
opportunity to examine 
conditions in the 
provinces and 
opportunities there for 
Australia.  
The document on this 
visit is classified. 

 

 

The lack interest of Papua in the Parliament was reflected in a series of human rights 

reports published by the Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and 

Trade in the House of Representatives.176 This committee published reports in 1992 and 

1994 with a similar title “A Review of Australia’s Efforts to Promote and Protect 

Human Rights”, and a third report titled “The Australian Government International 

Human Rights Policy and Activities 1994-1995” published in 1996.  

 

In the first report, the issue of Papua was mentioned in a few words in the form of 

recommendations by the committee. The committee urged the Government to back the 

United Nations initiative to begin consultations with all the parties to the conflict and to 

make representations to the Indonesian Government about the use of the Anti 

Subversion Law. The committee expressed its concern over this Law, because it was 

frequently used by the Indonesian authorities to crack down on peaceful protests, 

including in Papua.177 The Government did not make any reply to the former 

recommendation and it merely responded to the latter by accepting the recommendation. 

In the Government’s point of view, it had made representation about the use of the Law 

to the Indonesian Government and reported that the Law had been used less frequently 

in the last few years in Indonesia.178  

 

Interestingly, the issue of Papua in its fight for freedom from abuses was not covered in 

the 1994 and 1996 reports. This was shown for example in the second report of the 

                                                           
175 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No.14, 37th parliament, 
1st session and 8th period, Canberra, Government Publishing Service, 18-21 September 1995, p. 1028. 
176 This is one of the House of Parliament’s committee which is set up to inquire into a subject of foreign 
policy and trade. It is appointed by votes of both houses of parliament and composed of selected members 
form both houses. See P. J. Boyce, R. K. Forward and et al., Dictionary of Australian Politics, 
Melbourne, Longman Cheshire, 1980, pp. 144-45. 
177 Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, The Parliament of the Commonwealth 
of Australia, A Review of Australia’s Efforts to Promote and Protect Human Rights, Canberra, 
Australian Government Publishing Service, Canberra, December 1992, pp. 78-79.  
178 Government Response to The Report of the Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade on  
A Review of Australia’s Efforts to Promote and Protect Human Rights, p. 60 
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committee which mainly dealt with the conflict in East Timor and Aceh.179  The issue 

of Papua was raised again when the Joint Standing Committee made an inquiry on 

Australia’s relations with Indonesia in 1993. In its final report, this committee 

recommended that the government facilitate reconciliation between the Indonesian 

government and the people of Irian Jaya through discussion.180  

 

The Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) displayed a similar lack of 

interest in Papua. Little information was available publicly from DFAT about Papua, 

either in its Annual Report, ministerial news releases or statements of policy contained 

in the department publications of Backgrounder (until 1992), The Monthly Record (up 

to 1992) and Foreign Affairs and Trade Record (up to 1997).  

 

With specific regard to the DFAT Annual Report, it is interesting that the department’s 

concern with human rights in Papua first emerged only in the mid 1990s. As its 

1994/1995 report to federal parliament suggested, the relationship with Indonesia 

remained central to Australian foreign policy. Yet, the DFAT noted that the relationship 

was not without problems due to Australia’s concerns over human rights violations in 

East Timor and Irian Jaya. The Australian Government, according to this report, raised 

the issue of human rights abuses in Irian Jaya on several occasions.181 Not only did the 

Government use diplomatic channels through its embassy in Jakarta to get up-to-date 

assessments and to monitor the human rights situation in Papua, it made also 

representations to the Indonesian Government on Papua.  In July 1995 for example, the 

Australian Ambassador in Jakarta, Allan Taylor, visited Papua to follow up the ACFOA 

report alleging human rights violations in the Freeport mining sites.182 In addition to 

this concern, the DFAT report also considered that despite significant advancement, 

                                                           
179 See Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, The Parliament of the Commonwealth of 
Australia, A Review of Australia’s Efforts to Promote and Protect Human Rights, Canberra, Australian 
Government Publishing Service, December 1992, pp. 76-79; Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
Defence and Trade, The Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, A Review of Australia’s Efforts to 
Promote and Protect Human Rights“, Canberra, Australian Government Publishing Service, November 
1994, pp. 204-207; Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, The Parliament of the 
Commonwealth of Australia, The Australian Government International Human Rights Policy and 
Activities 1994-1995, Canberra, Australian Government Publishing Service,  19 September 1996. 
180 Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, The Parliament of the 
Commonwealth of Australia, Australia’s Relations with Indonesia, Canberra, Australian Government 
Publishing Service, November 1993, p. 110. 
181Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Annual Report 1994/1995, downloaded from 
http://www.dfat.gov.au/dept/annual_reports/94_95/programs.html#P1554_116006, accessed on 26 
May  2004. 
182Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Annual Report 1995/1996, Canberra, Australian Government 
Publishing Service, 1996, p.53. 
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Indonesia’s human rights record was still poor by international standards. Therefore, it 

would continue to raise its concerns over human rights in their bilateral relationship.183  

 

However, in the DFAT 1995/1996 Annual Report, the Department also recognized that 

Government concerns over human rights in East Timor and Irian Jaya would not 

overshadow the relationship with Indonesia. The report stated that:  
A measure of the strength and resilience of the relationship was its success in weathering some of 
the more controversial issues of the year…Other on-going problems (particularly East Timor, Irian 
Jaya and human rights generally) continued to demand sub-program attention, but without being 
allowed to dominate the relationship.184  
 

By this statement, the Australian Government inferred that human rights issues would 

not be a top priority in its foreign policy agenda towards Indonesia. The government 

would not allow human rights issues in Papua to dominate the relationship with its 

closest northern neighbour. It was merely one agenda item in the relationship between 

two countries, which, according to Australian Foreign Minister Gareth Evans, had 

broadened in the latter years to become “dynamic, multi-layered and multi-

dimensional”.185 The problem with this statement, as Geoffrey Barker argued in The 

Age, was that the Government tended to emphasise these wider interests to override 

other concerns such as human rights.186 This scepticism was further underlined by 

Keating’s 2000 statement which seemingly refused to censure human rights violations 

in some parts of Indonesia, including in Papua. Australia’s many interests in its 

relationship with Indonesia apparently inhibited the Government in expressing its 

concern over human rights in Indonesia. As Paul Keating later reflected in his book 

“Engagement: Australia Faces The Asia-Pacific”,  
Defense cooperation between Australia and Indonesia had been developing well. We saw it as an 
important element in developing trust between the two countries. Already, Australia was the most 
significant source of foreign military training for the Indonesian Army. We were careful to avoid 
some sensitive areas that could involve human rights issues....187

 

The message from this statement was obvious, that the Australian Government had no 

intention of letting human rights issues sour its relationship with Indonesia. 

 

                                                           
183Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Annual Report 1994/.... 
184 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Annual Report 1995/…. 
185Cited by Glen St.J. Barclay, “Problems in Australian Foreign Policy, July-December 1994”, 
Australian Journal of Politics and History, Vol. 41, No. 2, 1995, p. 184. 
186 Geoffrey Baker, “End Australia’s Wimpishness on Regional Issues”, The Age, 15 March 1991 
187 Paul Keating, Engagement: Australia Faces The Asia Pacific, Sydney, Macmillan Australia, 2000, p. 
138. 
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The Government’s efforts to avoid condemning Indonesia’s human rights abuses in 

Papua were especially apparent following ACFOA’s release of a report on Papua on 5 

April 1995. According to this report “Trouble at Freeport: Eyewitness Accounts of West 

Papuan Resistance to the Freeport McMoran Mine in Irian Jaya, Indonesia and 

Indonesian Military Repression June 1994 - February 1995”, Indonesian soldiers had 

allegedly killed at least thirty seven unarmed civilians in this territory since June 

1994.188 Accordingly, ACFOA in its final report urged the Australian government to 

press for an investigation by the United Nations and Indonesia’s own human rights 

commission.189 Although the ACFOA report complicated the relationship with 

Indonesia, particularly because there was subsequently growing domestic pressure on 

the Keating Government to raise allegations with the Indonesian authorities,190 

Canberra apparently remained very cautious in its response. When asked whether he 

expected to raise the allegation of human rights violations in Papua with President 

Suharto in his fifth visit to Indonesia on 15 September 1995, Keating gave a very 

equivocal answer. At his news conference, he said that he would not go with a 

“travelling slate” of human rights breaches in Indonesia. “I mean, he [Suharto] could 

point to problems we have, prejudicial views about the Aboriginal community, denying 

them equal opportunity and access. What would you say about that?”.191   

 

In contrast to Keating, the Australian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans 

seemingly took a far more critical view of the human rights situation in the Freeport 

mine area in Timika, Papua. Soon after ACFOA released its report in April 1995, Evans 

expressed his grievances as quoted by an Australian official, “[t]he Australian 

government would be very concerned if the serious allegations in the [ACFOA] report 

proved to be true”.192 Moreover, he requested the Australian Ambassador in Jakarta, 

Allan Taylor to visit this province in July 1995 to follow up concerns about allegations 

of human rights abuses in Timika.193  On the domestic front, this apparently different 

approach between Keating and Evans was seized upon by the opposition spokesman for 
                                                           
188 See Laporan Pelanggaran Hak Asasi Manusia terhadap Penduduk Lokal di Wilayah Sekitar Timika, 
Kabupaten Fak-fak, Irian Jaya, Tahun 1994/1995, disusun dibawah tanggung jawab Mgr.H.F.M. 
Munninghoff, Uskup Jayapura, Jayapura, 1 Agustus 1995, p.2; Geoffrey Baker, “Indonesia Admits 
Casualities”, Australian Financial Review, 11 April 1995; South China Morning Post, “Bali Visit Crucial 
to Keating”, 14 September 1995. 
189 BBC, “Indonesian Human Rights Abuses Alleged in Irian jaya”, 10 April 1995. 
190Greg Earl, “Indonesia meeting holds many challenges for PM”, Australian Financial Review, 15 
September 1995. 
191 David Lague, “Poll Supports Hard Line on Timor”, The Sydney Morning Herald, 15 September 1995; 
David Lague, “Jakarta Under Pressure”, The Sydney Morning Herald, 31 August 1995. 
192 Reuters News, “Australia to probe Indonesia atrocity allegations”, 7 April 1995 
193 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Annual Report 1995/…, p. 53. 
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foreign affairs, Alexander Downer, who criticised the Government over the way it dealt 

with allegations of human rights abuses in Papua. Downer also used the opportunity to 

question Keating in Parliament.194   

 

These two seemingly different approaches within the Australian Government between 

Keating and Evans, may have arisen largely due to differences in communication styles. 

In contrast to his aggressive style in parliament, Keating tended to avoid direct criticism 

of Papua and of Indonesia in general. On the other hand, Evans was typically more 

forthright in his criticism. He made a concrete statement to express his deep concerns 

and also asked the Australian Ambassador in Jakarta to seek clarification on this 

matter.195  Senator Gareth Evans highlighted his strong views on 30 August 1995, as 

follows: “[The Australian Government] asks that the Indonesian Government 

investigate independently and thoroughly all the allegations that have been made, and 

that it publish the results of those investigations and bring to book any persons who 

might be found responsible for the acts alleged”.196  

 

Nevertheless, both Keating and Evans conveyed the impression that allegations of 

human rights violations in Papua would not be allowed to undermine the search for a 

constructive relationship with the Indonesian Government. While the Australian public 

expected their government to take stronger action, especially after the Australian 

Ambassador in Jakarta, Allan Taylor, submitted a report following his visit to the 

province from 23-30 July 1995 stating that he was convinced that Indonesian security 

forces were responsible for human rights abuses in Papua,197 the Australian government 

was only willing to express its concerns in the form of a mild public statement and a 

letter from the Australian Foreign Minister to his Indonesian counterpart, Ali Alatas.198 

As Gareth Evans put it, “I raised my general concerns about the situation in Irian Jaya 

with Indonesian Foreign Minister, Ali Alatas in Brunei on 1 August, and having now 

received the Ambassador’s full report, I have today sent a detailed letter to my 

                                                           
194 Colin Brown, “Australian Foreign Policy: July – December 1995”, Australian Journal of 
Political and History, Vol.  42, No. 2, 1996, p. 147. 
195 Lague, “Jakarta under ….”. 
196 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, “Allegations Concerning Irian Jaya”, Media Release M102, 
30 August 1995, in http://www.dfat.gov.au/media/releases/foreign/1995/m102.html, accessed on 8 
December 2005. See also Craig Skehan and David Lague, “Jakarta Accused of Massacre”, The Sydney 
Morning Herald, 30 August 1995; see also David Lague, “Jakarta under pressure”, The Sydney Morning 
Herald, 31 August 1995. 
197 BBC, “Australian Ambassador Raises Irian Jaya Deaths”, 2 August 1995 
198Ibid; David Lague, “Poll Supports Hard Line on Timor”, The Sydney Morning Herald, 15 September 
1995 
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counterpart”.199  Whilst recognising that in this letter Australian Foreign Minister, 

Gareth Evans urged the Indonesian government to investigate human rights violations in 

Papua, there was in fact no further expression of Australian concern which was 

translated into more practical action. This apparent willingness to give Indonesian the 

benefit of the doubt was suggested by the Australian government’s praise for 

Indonesian determination to investigate human rights abuses in Freeport. As Evans 

stated “I welcome the investigation into the allegations currently being undertaken by 

Indonesia’s Human Rights Commission”.200   

 

The gulf between rhetoric and substance of the Australian foreign policy on human 

rights perhaps became most apparent when Canberra quickly adopted the position that 

human rights in Papua were an internal issue for Indonesia and the recent allegations of 

abuses by ACFOA were indeed causing Indonesia “difficulties”. As Keating at his news 

conference argued:  
These are issues which concern all of us but the matter was in the hands of Indonesia. Indonesia 
is under no misapprehension about the difficulties these sort of incidents cause its reputation 
around the world. I think it feels a natural pressure there.201

 

This statement clearly confirmed Australia’s official stance on human rights violations 

in Papua. The Government recognised human rights in Papua as an “internal problem” 

meaning Australia had no part in it because Papua was part of Indonesia and it was 

solely its responsibility to solve its own problems.202 Yet, this policy certainly 

contradicted the Australian government’s initial strong stance on human rights as 

transcending rights of states, meaning that human rights are the same the world over and 

human rights abuses in any country are the business of the whole world, as discussed in 

Chapter Three. To argue that human rights violations could be assessed subordinated to 

political imperatives, such as clearly displayed on Papua, contradicted the Australian 

government policy that human rights ought to be regarded as trans-cultural values. As 

The Age in its editorial opinion observed, “It may or may not be in Australia’s 

                                                           
199 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, “Allegations concerning Irian …”. 
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standards of human rights. But how we do this is important, in doing so we should not forget that in the 
last resort, countries have to manage their own domestic affairs and solve their own problems”. See The 
Age, “In search of a new image for Australia in our region”, 19 July 1992. 
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enlightened self-interest to adopt this posture [a case by case approach in human rights 

policy], but this is essentially the Government’s view.” 203

 

The Labor government’s inconsistency in its human rights policy is perhaps most 

apparent into contrast between its treatment of Papua and its reaction to human rights 

abuses arising from the suppression of the 1988 pro-democracy movement in 

Myanmar.204 In the view of the Australian Government, its harsher response to 

Myanmar occurred because it related to the fundamental issue of human rights. In the 

Australian point of view, the Myanmar case involved a violent suppression of what was 

manifestly a peaceful demonstration.205 Australia not only condemned Myanmar by 

issuing a robust ministerial statement,206 but the Government was also keen to reinforce 

its opposition with sanctions and took every opportunity to press the military 

government of Myanmar through bilateral and multilateral representations.207 In 

government-to-government representations, Australia which was the third largest donor 

with $12 million annually to Myanmar, suspended its development assistance to that 

country.208 Moreover, in order to maintain its strong pressure on Myanmar, Australia 

together with the United States and the European Community also made unilateral 

decisions to carry out an embargo on arms sales and defence contracts.209 Australian 

government policies on human rights were therefore neither consistent nor impartial. 

 

The discernible tendency in Australian foreign policy to respond differently to human 

rights violations caused considerable concerns within the Australian community. 
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Despite Papua apparently being forgotten by the Australian public,210 Australian 

newspapers were occasionally very critical towards the Government’s apparent ‘double-

standard’ policy as exposed in Papua. In an article in The Age entitled “End Australia’s 

Wimpishness on Regional Issues”, Geoffrey Barker attacked the government strongly:  
Australia firmly and properly opposed Saddam’s invasion to Kuwait. It fearlessly criticised the 
Soviet’s crackdown on the Baltic states, and China’s brutal suppression of pro-democracy 
students. It has consistently attacked South African apartheid polices. Yet Australia’s political 
and moral courage seems to evaporate in the face sometimes outrageous and often provocative 
actions by its closet neighbours, notably Indonesia, …. Our politicians and diplomats avert their 
eyes and fall silent when these nations act in ways offensive to our standards and values. ...It is 
silent about the harsh impact of Indonesia’s transmigration policy on Papuans in Irian Jaya….It 
has been timid about the vicious behaviour of Indonesian colonialists and soldiers towards 
Papuans in Irian Jaya.211

 
The Age also began to examine critically the future prospects of Australian policy in 

relation to the human rights situation of its Asian neighbours.  
It is important that to them [Asian neighbours], out of self-respect, Australia should speak with a 
straight-forward and single message. It is no good telling China and Indonesia that human rights 
abuses are not really our concern and then laying down a different rule to Papua New Guinea 
and others more susceptible to our instruction. 212

 

Another criticism of the Keating Government policy in dealing with human rights 

violations in Papua was occasionally expressed by non-government organisations. This 

included groups such as Amnesty International Australia, Australian Council for 

Overseas Aid (ACFOA), Australian West Papua Association (AWPA), Friends of the 

Earth (F.O.E) Fitzroy, and the Environmental Centre of the Northern Territory Inc 

(ECNT). While AWPA was one organisation whose raison d’etre was specifically 

directed towards Papua, others were organised for other purposes (such as 

environmental and development assistance issues), but which occasionally directed their 

attention to human rights in Papua. Nevertheless, they were similarly critical of 

Australian government policy in Papua. Among their major concerns were the 

government’s ‘quiet diplomacy’ policy, the link between aid and human rights, and the 

relationship between defence co-operation and human rights.   

 

In one specific instance, Harris Van Beek, national director of Amnesty International 

Australia strongly criticised Australian policy for relying on “quiet diplomacy” in 

dealing with Papua.  At an inquiry by a parliamentary sub-committee into Australian 
                                                           
210Duncan Howard et al., AWPA, A Submission to the Foreign Affairs Sub-committee of the Joint 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade in reference to their inquiry into Australia’s relations 
with Indonesia, Submission No.91, Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, Joint Committee of 
Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, Foreign Affairs Sub-Committee (Reference: Australia’s Relations 
with Indonesia), Vol. 4, Canberra, 24 February 1992, S774. 
211 Barker, “End Australia’s Wimpishness…”. 
212 Michael Kirby, “What are the Future Directions For Human Rights?”, The Age, 8 January 1994.  
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and Indonesian relations, he argued “[t]he policy of quiet diplomacy has not brought 

about better human rights protection in … Irian Jaya …”. This was, he further argued, 

partly because “[t]he torture and ill-treatment of political detainees in military custody is 

institutionalised in Indonesia….Torture is routinely used to extract confessions from 

political detainees in Indonesia.213  

 

Additionally, Amnesty expressed its great concern that Australian arms sales and its 

training of Indonesian forces aided the Indonesian military and contributed to human 

rights violations in Papua.214 In the face of the record of the Indonesian military, 

especially Kopassus (Indonesian Special Forces Command), in their abuses of rights of 

the Papuans, human rights activists did not appreciate the Australian Government’s 

point that there was no connection between Australia’s training of Kopassus and the 

abuses its members commit. This contention was also disputed by other non 

government organisations, such as Friends of the Earth (F.O.E). In its submission to the 

Parliament of Australia, F.O.E urged the government to cease its military assistance, to 

make aid conditional on the respect of human rights and to promote an act of self 

determination in Irian Jaya through the United Nations.215   

 

Correspondingly, concerns about military cooperation and human rights were also 

raised in Parliament. Some members of the parliament, such as Senator Sid Spindler of 

the Australian Democrats asked critical questions about Australia’s defence relationship 

with Indonesia, especially in its continuing provision of military equipment and training 

for Indonesia. In the Senate debate on 5 May 1993, Senator Spindler strongly urged that 

the Australian government stop its defence cooperation, including providing military 

                                                           
213 Reuters, “Torture Frequent in Indonesia, Amnesty Says”, 19 May 1992. 
214 Amnesty International Australia, Submission to Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and 
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training, weapons and equipment to countries where such assistance would be used for 

suppressing political dissent.216

 

None of these critical opinions appeared to have a substantial effect on the 

government’s position on Papua. Keen to improve bilateral ties further, Canberra 

seemed to be reluctant to bring up sensitive human rights issues in Papua in a manner 

that may have upset Jakarta. Despite ample evidence of rights violations in Papua, as 

reported by various sources, Canberra continued to provide the Indonesian military with 

equipment and training. Since 1989, Indonesian military forces used Australian supplied 

equipment with a total value of A$2,359,627, including Steyr rifles,217 4.5 inch 

ammunition and practice ammunition for naval guns, commercial explosives for seismic 

purposes, cryptographic equipment, two Pratt and Whitney engines for DC3 aircraft, 

spare-parts for F 404 and T 700 engines.218 This not only typified Australia’s awkward 

case by case approach in human rights policy, the Australian military equipment was 

sent to Indonesia in clear contradiction of Australia’s  policy on considering human 

rights in the export of defence equipment. As clearly stated in the Department of 

Defence publication “Australian Controls on the Export of Defence and Related Goods 

– Guidelines for Exporters March 1994”, exports of Australian military equipment will 

not be permitted to “governments which seriously violate their citizen’s rights”.219  

 

In addition to being a military supplier, the Australian Defence Forces (ADF) had 

seized every chance to promote military cooperation with Jakarta by joint military 

exercises and training Indonesian troops. In fact, Australia had become an important 

foreign provider of military training to Indonesia and Indonesia held more military 

exercises with Australia than it did with any other country in the 1990s.220 There were 

more than five hundred Indonesian military personnel, included from its special forces 
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(Kopassus) and its Army Strategic Reserve (Kostrad), trained by the ADF during the 

period of 1991-1995.221 The two countries had also engaged in frequent joint military 

exercises. Between 1991 and 1996, Australia carried out warfare exercises about 

seventeen times with Indonesian army, navy and air force (see Table 7). The 

intensification of these military training and exercises therefore suggested the 

thickening of defence cooperation between Australia and Indonesia.  

 

Table 7 

Australia-Indonesia Joint Military Exercises, 1991-1996 

 

Date   Exercises 

1991-1992 New Horizon (maritime exercise with the Indonesian  navy) 

1992-1993 Kakadu (maritime exercise with Indonesia and other navies from the 

region) 

AUSINDO (tactical air transport exercise with Indonesia) 

1993-1994 Night Mongoose (special forces exercise in Indonesia) 

Ausina Patrolex 2/93 (maritime patrol exercise) 

AUSINDO 93 (air transport seminar) 

Ausina 9-93 (maritime exercise) 

1994-1995 Night Komodo (special forces exercise in Indonesia) 

Ausina 3/94 (maritime exercise) 

Rajawali/Ausindo 94 (air defence exercise) 

Ausina Patrolex 94-1 (maritime exercise) 

Elang Ausindo 94 (air exercise) 

1995-1996 Swift canopy 95 (exercise at Shoalwater Bay with Indonesian army) 

Indonex (land exercise) 

Kakadu 2 (fleet concentration with other navies from the region) 

Ausina 95-1 (maritime exercise) 

Night Komodo (special forces exercise) 

 
Source: Bilveer Singh, Defense Relations Between Australia and Indonesia in the Post-Cold War 
Era, Westport (Connecticut), Greenswood Press, 2002, p. 75. 

 

                                                           
221 The detailed number of Indonesian military personnel training in Australia as follows, during the 
period of 1991-1992: 52, 1992-1993: 89, 1993-1994: 120, and 1994-1995: 128 personnel, while for 
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the Australian Minister of Defence, Senator Robert Ray in the parliament on 19 September 1994 and  28-
31 August 1995, in the Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senates Weekly Hansard, 
No. 15, 37th parliament, 1st session, 5th period, 19-22 September 1994, and No. 13, 37th parliament, 1st 
session, 8th period, Canberra, Government Publishing Service, 28-31 August 1995, p. 52.  
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It was also clear that the Australian government was not interested in linking its aid to 

Indonesia with human rights as was demanded by some critics. When asked, during a 

visit to Indonesia in April 1992, whether he would link Australian aid to Indonesia’s 

human rights record, Keating assured Indonesia that there would be no conditionality in 

its aid.  He put it in a clear statement, “[i]t [aid] is not linked, has not been linked and 

will not be linked during the visit”.222 The ACFOA’s executive director, Russell 

Rollason, in turn, contended that by declining to link aid to respect for human rights the 

government was merely giving comfort to the Indonesian military.223

 

The above explanation demonstrates that the debate over Papua did reveal a difference 

in attitude between the Australian government and its public about responding to human 

rights in Papua. In this situation, the Labor government was caught in a difficult 

position. The Keating Government had often to perform carefully to avoid the putative 

‘choice’ between reassuring Australian domestic audience on the government’s 

commitment to human rights, and  maintaining ‘first class’ relations with Indonesia.224 

Yet, the Keating government was seemingly not a successful balancer. The Labor 

Government was advocating a soft line in responding human rights violations in Papua, 

even at the expense, if necessary, of its domestic critics. Since Paul Keating came to 

power as the Australian Prime Minister in 1991, little was said or done by the 

Government about human rights situation in Papua. 

 

There are some hypothetical reasons which may explain this reluctance on the part of 

the government. Firstly, the Australian Government stance on Papua was clearly 

influenced by Paul Keating’s vision of Australia’s future in the Asia Pacific region - a 

theme which was reiterated on many occasions, including in his speech in Sydney in 

April 1992, in which he said “…Asia is where our future substantially lies; that we can 

and must go there; and that this course we are on is irreversible”.225 Here, the driving 
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force of Keating’s policy was the need to enhance the national interest of Australia, 

economically and strategically. He believed that the well-being of Australians could be 

best promoted through economic policies, particularly in enhancing trading relations 

within Asia Pacific countries and the security of Australia could be best served by 

seeking security “with Asia rather than from it.” In his public lecture in the Institute of 

Southeast Asian Studies in Singapore in 1996, Keating stated: 
Australia’s closer relationship with Asia is partly driven by economic realities, of course. 
Already two-thirds of our trade is with the APEC region, more than half of it with East Asia. But 
our engagement with the region around us is not just commercial. And it is not just the result of 
some crude economic determinism. It goes – and must go – much deeper than that. It goes to a 
genuine desire for partnership and real involvement. For example, it has changed our thinking 
about our defence – on the basis that Australia needs to seek its security in Asia rather than from 
Asia.226

 

In order to achieve these goals, Keating viewed the world in “concentric circles”. In this 

regard, the Australian continent was in the center of his concentric circle, while the next 

circle was countries that were geographically close to Australia.227 This principle helps 

explain the Labor Government’s focus and interest in its immediate neighbour, namely 

Indonesia. The importance of Indonesia for Australian foreign policy was best 

summarized by Paul Keating’s in a 1994 speech in Sydney. He affirmed that “No 

country is more important to Australia than Indonesia. If we fail to get this relationship 

right, and nurture and develop it, the whole web of our foreign relations is 

incomplete”.228

 

In this context, from the moment he became Prime Minister, Paul Keating maintained 

that Australia considered Indonesia as one of the top priorities in his government’s 

foreign policy. Advancing cordial economic, political and security relationships with 

Indonesia largely consumed the Australian foreign policy agenda. For that reason alone, 

the claim of Papuans to independence from Indonesia and human rights problems in 

Papua were marginalised and were not allowed to emerge as a major political issue in 

Australian foreign policy. The dogma of security and economy was seemingly applied 

at the expense, if necessary, of other foreign policy principles, such as human rights. 

Implicit in this approach was a perception that pursuing human rights issues would 
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merely damage profitable relationships with Indonesia.229 As Mark Metherell observed 

in The Age,  
Insiders say that while he [Senator Gareth Evans] may take a more cautious approach in dealing 
with human rights issues in Indonesia, these matters nonetheless were pursued in private talks. It 
is clear that while by themselves such tiffs have may minimal effect, the aggregate effect can 
work to weaken Australia’s influence and trading position.230  
 

 
Secondly, the Keating government was able to ignore human rights abuses in Papua 

because there was minimal public pressure on the issue. While there were exceptions, 

such as concerns expressed by ACFOA, AWPA, F.O.E. Fitzroy and ECNT as above 

discussed, the Australian public at large was not very interested. There were a number 

of reasons for this. One was the isolation and the lack of information coming out of the 

territory.231 Papua was not comparable to the discussion going on which characterized 

the East Timor problem. While East Timor ostensibly dominated the human rights 

agenda for the Australian public and the Government during the Keating period, Papua 

seemed to be marginal.  In the absence of significant public pressure about the way and 

the extent to which the policy on Papua should be implemented, the Australian 

government did not see the need to devote much attention to the issue in its foreign 

policy. Although the influence of public pressure on Australian foreign policy making 

was only one factor among many, it did appear to confirm Kevin Rudd’s observation 

that Australian foreign policy is “a continuation of the Australian domestic politics by 

other means”.232 In other words, the fact that little had been said and done by the 

Australian government on Papua was primarily a representation of Australians’ attitudes 

on the issue. 

 

From the aforementioned discussion, it can be concluded that human rights in Papua did 

not attract a great deal of attention by the Australian Labor Government, or the 

Australian public. Nevertheless, this issue had often put the Government in a delicate 

position. While some sections of the Australian community were critical towards the 

violation of human rights by the Indonesian military in Papua, the Australian 
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Government took a soft approach, a judgment which was taken from the perspective of 

Australia’s larger national interests.  

 

Back Pedalling: Human Rights Issues and the Australian Response during the 

Howard Administration  

 

In order to make a careful assessment of the Australian response to human rights issues 

in Papua under the Liberal-National Coalition government, it is necessary to consider 

the periods prior to and after the East Timor crisis in 1999 in separate sections. 

Choosing the East Timor crisis to be foregrounded in this section is based on the 

presumption that it significantly affected on Australia’s bilateral relationship with 

Indonesia, including on Australia’s attitudes to Papua.  

 

Prior to the East Timor crisis: 1996 to 1999 

 

As soon as the conservative coalition government under the Liberal Party leader, John 

Howard took office on 11 March 1996, it faced some significant foreign policy 

challenges including the issue of Papua. On 18 March 1996 some student activists in 

Papua were arbitrarily arrested, tortured and detained by the Indonesian authorities 

following a demonstration and riot at the Abepura market, Jayapura. This demonstration 

was in response to the death in custody in Jakarta of Dr Thomas Wainggai a senior Biak 

statesman, who was jailed for twenty years for his part in the 1988 declaration of West 

Papuan independence. His death raised deep anxiety among the Papuans and they 

demanded that the Indonesian authorities hold a proper inquiry into its cause. When a 

crowd of some ten thousand people gathered at Sentani airport at Jayapura, to meet the 

plane carrying Wainggai’s body, the Indonesian security forces had already picked up 

his corpse. This event intensified rumors in Papua that Wainggai had been killed. While 

the cause of the death remained uncertain, in Abepura, a crowd of people, who had 

waited since morning and failed to see the corpse, felt disappointed. They began to riot 

in the vicinity of the market resulting in one soldier and four civilians being killed.233  

 

Wainggai’s death was not only a shock in Papua but also sent shock waves throughout 

Australia. His death attracted a debate in the Australian Senate. This concern was 
                                                           
233 LBH Jayapura, Team Investigasi Yayasan Lembaga Bantuan Hukum Indonesia, LBH Jayapura 
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evident on 9 September 1996 when Australian Greens Senator Bob Brown asked a 

question about the Australian Government’s response to the death of Wainggai. In this 

regard, the new Coalition government was made aware of the widespread allegations of 

human rights abuses in Papua as soon as it came to power. Although Alexander Downer 

did not regard Wainggai’s death as an important issue to be discussed with his 

counterpart Ali Alatas during his first visit to Indonesia as foreign minister in April 

1996, Downer did express his concern about human rights in Papua more generally, 

including the role of the military. The Australian Government was not keen to 

investigate Wainggai’s death, since it believed that the cause of his death was natural as 

had been confirmed by a doctor from the International Committee of the Red Cross 

(ICRC).234

 

Although he did not make further inquiries into Wainggai’s death, the fact that Downer 

raised human rights problems more generally in Papua on his visit to Jakarta could be 

seen as an attempt to give some credibility to the government’s claims to be a defender 

of human rights. To underline its claims, the government also sent its embassy officers 

and its Ambassador in Jakarta to visit the province as they did again in 1997.235 While 

these responses showed that the coalition government was responsive to the issue of 

human rights in Papua, in substantive terms there was very little to show that the 

government was prepared to match its words with action as far as Papua was concerned. 

What became apparent during the Howard prime ministership between 1996 and prior 

to the 1999 East Timor intervention was that the issue of human rights slowly lost 

momentum as the government seemingly lost interest in what was happening in Papua.  

 

This was in spite of the fact that during the first term of the Howard government and 

prior to the East Timor episode (March 1996 – September 1999), there were gross 

human rights abuses in Papua as widely reported by non-government organizations and 

churches (see Appendix 4 on some cases of human rights violations in Papua). 

Nonetheless, these allegations of human rights violations seemed not to attract much 

government attention. Howard was no less muted in his response to human rights issues 

in Papua as Keating had been. Keating for most of the time ignored and said little about 

human rights abuses in Papua, but Howard said nothing all. Although the coalition 
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government’s Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer on some occasions made statements 

to present his concern, it was unclear to what extent the Prime Minister shared this 

concern since Howard is not on the record as having said anything publicly about Papua 

till 1999. He slowly began to pay attention on the issue, especially after Australia’s 

involvement in the East Timor crisis galvanized Indonesian sensitivity about Papua. In 

addition to this, there is a paucity of government speeches, statements, reports or 

opinions, in responding to human rights violations in Papua. Even if there were 

responses, these were largely confined to occasions in Parliament when members asked 

questions to the government regarding its policy on Papua.   

 

Interestingly, little attention was paid by the government to the question of human rights 

violations in Papua outside Parliament. For example, there was no mention of Papua in 

the Annual Reports published by the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade between 

1996 and 1999. It can be inferred that the Australian government paid less attention to 

Papua. Human rights issues in Papua were only mentioned in the Department’s 2000-

2001 Annual Report: 
We [the Australian Government] expressed our support for Indonesia’s territorial integrity and we 
consistently urged the Indonesian authorities to protect the human rights of Indonesian citizens, 
including in Aceh, Irian Jaya and the Maluku provinces.236  

 

Whatever the intentions of this statement, it appeared that human rights in Papua hardly 

registered on the Australian foreign policy agenda. They were regarded as part of 

Indonesia’s internal problems, in which the Australian government only appealed to the 

Indonesian authorities to pay attention to. With this stand, the Howard government can 

be regarded as having discarded its main stated principle in the conduct of foreign 

policy, i.e. the advancement of human rights regardless of circumstances. The 

government, as discussed in Chapter Three, repeatedly stated that “human rights [were] 

an inseparable part of Australia’s overall foreign policy approach”,237 and committed 

itself to the universality and indivisibility of human rights.238  
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The government’s scant interest in Papua was also reflected in government publications. 

Compared to the Keating government which published a series of reports on human 

rights from 1992 to 1995 which touched on human rights issues in Papua, Howard was 

apparently not keen to continue publishing similar reports or to review the 

implementation of the government policy on human rights more generally. During his 

first tenure in his office between March 1996 and November 1998, there were only two 

reports relating to human rights. In 1998, the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 

published The Human Rights Manual which provided general information for 

understanding the issue and assisted the government in the promotion of human rights. 

In the same year in June, a review of Australia’s regional human rights dialogue entitled 

Improving But…: Australia’s Regional Dialogue on Human Rights was also released by 

the Human Rights Sub-Committee of the Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs 

Defence and Trade. These two reports, however, did not mention the issue on Papua at 

all. In 1999, the Joint Standing Committee published another human rights report which 

was called Australian Efforts to Promote and Protect Freedom of Religion and Belief. 

Again, this report did not bring up the human rights issue in Papua, because it merely 

focused on the specific aspect of human rights in religion and belief in Australia.239  

This report was a product of the inquiry made by the Minister for Foreign Affairs, 

Alexander Downer on 28 April 1999 for the Committee to inquire into Australia’s 

efforts to promote and protect freedom of religion and belief.  

 

Concerns about human rights abuses were thus marginal to the Howard government’s 

interests. The new coalition government was primarily interested in domestic Australian 

issues with a stronger focus on the economy rather than international issues such as 

human rights.240 After his victory in 1996, Howard’s government was conservative and 

inward-looking. Some political analysts and scholars, such as Michelle Grattan, Paul 

Kelly and Bilver Singh, suspected that in contrast to the previous duet of Keating and 

                                                           
239 See more details about these three human rights reports in the Department of Foreign Affairs and 
Trade, Annual Report 1998-1999, Canberra, Australian Government Publishing Service, p. 273; the 
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Human Rights Manual 2004, available from 
http://www.dfat.au/hr/hr_manual_2004, accessed on 16 December 2005; Joint Standing Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, Improving …but: Australia’s Regional Dialogue…; Joint Standing 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, Conviction with Compassion: A Report on Freedom 
of Religion and Belief, Parliament of Australia, available from 
http://www.aph.gov.au/house/committee/jfadt/Religion/Relch_1.htm, accessed on 14 December 2005. 
240 Cited by Paul Kelly,  “All the world’s stage”, The Australian, 5 July 2003; Michelle Grattan (ed.), 
Australian Prime Ministers, Sydney, New Holland Publishers (Australia) Pty Ltd, 2000, p. 448; Bilver 
Singh, Defense Relations Between Australia and Indonesia in the Post-Cold War Era, Westport, 
Greenwood Press, 2003, p. 103. 

 240

http://www.dfat.au/hr/hr_manual_2004
http://www.aph.gov.au/house/committee/jfadt/Religion/Relch_1.htm


Evans, Howard and Downer came to power as “foreign policy novice”.241 The best 

explanation for the government’s rather muted response on the issue of human rights in 

Papua was therefore most likely the heavy emphasis the Howard government gave to 

economic policy in his first term. As his visit in Jakarta on 16-18 September 1997 

exemplified, Howard did not regard human rights as an important issue to discuss with 

President Suharto. He spent much time explaining Australia government’s economic 

policy.242  

 

The issue of human rights more generally and in Papua in particular began to come 

alive from mid 1998. There are a number of explanations. First, it was driven by 

changing international circumstances, especially in Indonesia. President Suharto was 

overthrown in May 1998 providing new opportunities for Papuans to publicly express 

their political views as well as their long experience of human rights abuses under the 

repressive rule of the Indonesian military.243 After more than thirty years of 

authoritarian rule, Indonesia in general and Papua in particular entered a new phase of 

openness which allowed information on the territory to be much more publically 

available.  

 

Second, soon after the fall of Suharto, human rights abuses of various kinds were 

widespread in Papua in response to the increasing demand by the Papuan independence 

movement for secession from Indonesia. There were many cases during 1998-1999 in 

which the Indonesian security forces cracked down on the separatists in Papua using 

repressive means (see Appendix 4 on some cases of human rights violations in Papua). 

When these cases became known they had a strong resonance in the Australian 

community and the parliament. As revealed in the parliamentary debates, the issue of 

Papua was intensively discussed during the period of June 1998- November 1999. 

While there were only three questions on Papua raised in the Senate debates for the 

whole period of the Keating Government from December 1991- March 1996, this 
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occurred twenty seven times in the period of the Howard Government. Eighteen of the 

twenty seven questions were asked in the period 1998-1999.244  

 

This intensifying debate on Papua was clearly ignited by the profound political 

transformation in Indonesia after Suharto’s departure in 1998. The demise of the 

Suharto government and his replacement by his deputy, B.J Habibie, created what many 

saw as a potential opening for discussion about Australia’s relations with Indonesia and 

especially about the situation in Papua. The supporters of Papua in Australia, including 

Senator Bob Brown and Senator Diane Elisabeth Margetts from Australian Greens, 

sensed the opportunity provided by the changing political circumstances in Indonesia. 

They knew that times were changing and it was timely for Australia to reassess its 

foreign policy regarding Indonesia in general and Papua in particular. They urged the 

government to support the Papuans in their struggle for self-determination.245   

 

However, this strong position was in sharp contrast to the Howard government’s 

attitude to Papua. Australia’s foreign policy remained embedded in appeasing Indonesia 

and showed little appreciation of the changing political realities in Jakarta and Papua. 

The government continued to take minimum initiatives to this matter.  Notwithstanding 

a few useful initiatives, such as visiting the province by the Australian Embassy’s 

officers and its Ambassador, expressions of concern and discussing allegations of 

human rights violations in Papua with the Indonesian authorities and the relevant 

institutions (local church groups, non-government human rights organizations and 

ICRC),246 the Howard government was likely committed to continuing the same human 

rights policy as its predecessors on Papua. It followed the example set by the previous 

Labor Government of avoiding any action that might give offence to Indonesia.  

 

The handling of the Biak incident is a good example. The incident in which the 

Indonesian army allegedly opened fire on a crowd of sleeping people at Biak jetty 

happened on the morning of 6 July 1998. These people been guarding their Morning 
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Star flag raised a few days earlier. No one knows the exact death toll, but the Indonesian 

Council of Churches, as quoted by journalist Lindsay Murdoch, suspected that this 

incident caused more than 100 people to be killed and hundreds more injured.247  

 

Despite an official Australian government report confirming that the massacre took 

place, the Australian Government allegedly refused to publicly condemn the Indonesian 

military. In an article in the Sun-Herald in November 2001, a senior serving Australian 

Defence Force intelligence officer, Captain Andrew Plunkett, argued that the Australian 

government had “turned a blind eye and did not raise an official public protest”, thereby 

“giving a green light to the Indonesian military’s subsequent atrocities in East 

Timor.”248  

 

Captain Plunkett made his comment after the Sun-Herald received copies of 

confidential e-mails he exchanged with a member of the defence staff  in the Australian 

Embassy in Jakarta, Major Don Weadon, who was sent to Biak over the period of 11-14  

July 1998 to investigate the incident. In e-mails, dated in 3 February, Major Weadon 

wrote to Captain Plunkett: 
During my visit to [Colonel F.X Agus Edyono, the chief of the local military command] I had 
expressed (as an official representative of Australia) disapproval of their actions, so to a degree 
Australia had condemned the actions (not sure, but Downer probably said something at much 
higher level)…Government/DFAT types probably took the stance that our point had been made, 
and why ruin all chance at further access/dialogue to score a few more points. The view is/was 
that we cannot bully the Indonesians into becoming a better nation if so, they will simply tune 
out to us. …Anyway…I think I summed up the info by saying it was almost certain ABRI had 
responded in a very heavy-handed manner on 6 July 98, and ...were likely to have beaten, killed 
and tortured many people.249  

 

A claim by Captain Plunkett in the Sun-Herald that the Australian government sought 

to bury an intelligence report about the 1998 incident at Biak, was vigorously denied 

in a news release by the DFAT, as being “completely without foundation”.250 Yet, 
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demands by the Australian West Papua Association and the Australian Greens’ leader 

Bob Brown that the government release the Weadon report to the public was never 

successful.251 This was partly because DFAT classified his report as “a highly 

classified document”. As Senator Jocelyn Newman, representing the Defence Minister 

John Moore, responded to Senator Bob Brown in the parliamentary debates,   
Although some of the information given in the report is already in the public domain, the report 
provides far greater detail. It provides a mass of information that in its totality would be 
damaging to our international relations.252

 

The message from this statement was obvious; in this case, the Australian Government 

did not want to affront Indonesia.253 Despite the fact that the government had sent 

Weadon to visit Biak immediately after the incident (on 11-14 July 1998 and 31 July-5 

August 1998) and expressed its concern over the incident to the Indonesian 

authorities,254 the formulation of its response obviously involved a careful balancing of 

its bilateral relationship with Indonesia. Very soft language was the Howard 

government’s preferred way to express its concerns over the Biak incident. During his 

visit to Jakarta on 8-10 July 1998, for instance, Australian Foreign Minister, Alexander 

Downer urged “restraint” on the Indonesian authorities with relation to Papua.255  

 

To sum up, the Howard government’s response to human rights in Papua prior to the 

1999 East Timor episode was largely characterized by a policy of endearment. The 

Howard government’s near silence on the deterioration of the human rights situation in 

Papua signalled that it wanted to appease Indonesia. It continued to ignore feelings of 

apprehension on the part of Australian public towards Indonesia, especially about the 

continued reports of human rights abuses in Papua by the Indonesian security forces.  

 

This raises the question as to why there was not any reassessment of Australia’s foreign 

policy in Papua. One explanation for this is that for the Howard government, as for 

others before it, Indonesia was important to Australia in terms of its bilateral 
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relationship and its wider interests within the Asia-Pacific region.256 Giving economic 

and strategic priority to the relationship with Indonesia and the region had apparently 

been the basis for Australia’s policy of endearment towards its northern neighbours and 

for excusing human rights abuses in Indonesia in particular and in the region in general. 

In October 1996 Australian Foreign Minister Alexander Downer, as quoted by The 

Sydney Morning Herald, said that “Australia will have to be less outspoken on human 

rights if it wishes to integrate more fully with East Asia”.257 This soft position on the 

issue of human rights was repeated a year later when Downer gave the opening address 

to the Joint Conference of the Indonesia-Australia Business Council and the Australia-

Indonesia Business Council in Denpasar, Bali, on 16 June 1997, as follows: 
…And those who are suddenly arguing that Australia should turn its foreign policy on its head 
and to be the most publicly vocal, aggressive campaigner on human rights in Asia, rather than 
striving in a more Asian way to achieve results, I say they are not serious about engagement with 
Asia. They hanker for an earlier era. They too would confine Australia to a lonely future.258

 

This statement eloquently indicates that the Howard Government was prepared to 

compromise in its human rights policy in the region and especially to Indonesia. In 

retrospect it is therefore unsurprising that the foreign policy initiatives on human rights 

taken by the Howard government from 1991 to 1999 prior to the East Timor episode 

towards Indonesia in general and in Papua in particular were very limited. Despite the 

mounting campaign of intimidation, arbitrary detention, torture and killing conducted 

by the Indonesian military against the Papuans, the Australian government evidently 

contented itself with a few diplomatic initiatives. This is not to suggest that the 

government did not receive advice that did not support its soft position, such as clearly 

expressed by some members of the parliament (mostly from the Australian Greens and 

the Democrats). Nonetheless, the policy the Howard government took suggests that 

good relations with Indonesia continued to be priority, whatever the humanitarian cost 

in Papua. Its foreign policy remained entrenched within an overall framework of order 

and stability, in which Indonesia was deemed as the best guarantor of Australia’s 

strategic interests. Australian Defence Minister, Robert Hill in the Senate in July 1998 

underscored this point by saying, “We are certainly not going to go out and promote an 
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independent stand [on Papua].  Not only is it not our business, but it will lead to internal 

instability and more violence of the type that [Australia] is seeking to avoid”.259

 

Post the 1999 East Timor episode to 2004 

 

Australia’s support for self determination in East Timor after twenty years of 

recognising Indonesian sovereignty and its high profile in a peacekeeping role in the 

East Timor episode in September 1999, significantly affected Australia’s bilateral 

relationship with Indonesia. The relationship between Australia and Indonesia had 

experienced frequent ups and downs, but the East Timor crisis, according to former 

Australian Ambassador in Indonesia, Rawdon Dalrymple, plummeted Australia-

Indonesia relations to their lowest point since at least 1965.260 Gareth Evans and Bruce 

Grant had argued in 1995 that the bilateral relationship was so substantial “that it [was] 

reasonable to assume that only a very large storm would seriously disturb” it.261 The 

East Timor crisis 1999 provided a storm large enough to explode the relationship.  

 

While Australia’s role in East Timor was believed in Canberra as a triumph of 

Australian foreign policy, it was deemed by many Indonesians as betrayal and 

humiliation (see Appendix 11 Anti-Australian sentiment in Indonesia).262 For almost 

three months since its troop deployment in Dili on 20 September 1999, Ikrar Nusa 

Bhakti, an international relations specialist at the Indonesian Institute of Sciences, noted 

that Australia became a constant target of severe criticism in Indonesia. A range of anti-

Australian activities were staged, such as demonstrations and mass rallies in front of the 

Australian Embassy in Jakarta and the office of the State of Western Australia in 

Surabaya. Anger at Australia was most marked with the burning of the Australian flag 

and a demand for a freezing of diplomatic ties with Canberra. The Indonesian Importer 

Association also threatened to boycott Australian imports.263 The most serious outcome 

of the anti-Australian sentiment was Jakarta’s cancellation of the Australia-Indonesia 

Security Agreement in September 1999. This action marked an ending of the close 
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security relationship, which had been achieved by the Keating government with the 

signing of the security agreement between Australia and Indonesia in December 1995. 

 

Not only did the relationship decline to its lowest level, Australia’s involvement in East 

Timor also increased tension, especially over new claims in political circles in Jakarta 

that Australia intended to break apart Indonesia and more specifically to support the 

separatist movement in the province of Papua.264 This allegation was further inflamed 

by statements by some Australian non-government organisations (NGOs) supporting 

independence movement in Papua. Australian People for Health, Education and 

Development Abroad (APHEDA) which is the overseas aid arm of the Australian trade 

union movement, for instance, in its Annual Report 2001, talked about its “campaigns 

in support of independence in West Papua, Palestine and Western Sahara”.265 Though 

Canberra denied supporting Australian NGOs in their activities in Papua, Indonesia 

remained concerned at the government funds going to NGOs which Jakarta accused of 

actively supporting Papuan independence.266   

 

The charge that Australia supported the independence movement in Papua came from 

various circles in Indonesia, such as diplomats, members of the military, members of 

parliament and intellectuals. As the Indonesian foreign minister, Alwi Shihab said on 29 

May 2000 “Australia endangers our national integrity through upheavals that take place 

in Papua.”267 Even though he did not provide any evidence for his accusation, he further 

asserted that there were certain groups in Australia who were supporting secessionism 

in Papua.  

 

Similar accusations were also expressed by some members of the Indonesian army. In 

2000, Military Commander of Udayana, Major-General Kiki Syahnakri, said that 

foreign powers (including Australia) were plotting to take over Papua. He stated that,  
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We have to take measures to prevent Irian Jaya (West Papua) from becoming the next target of 
international moves, following the holding a joint exercise by US, Singapore and Australia 
armed forces near the territory.268

 

A year later, a similar warning was voiced by Indonesian Defence Minister, Mohamad 

Mahfud. In his speech at the Army’s Staff and Command College in Bandung on 22 

January 2001, Mahfud bluntly alerted Indonesia’s armed forces that  
[T]he US and Australia have territorial designs on Irian Jaya…[T]here was evidence [that] 
foreign military agents were operating in Indonesia, often using foreign non-government 
organisations as a cover…foreign interference remained a significant factor in Indonesia’s 
separatist problems.269

 

Moreover, some members of Indonesian parliament also expressed their dismay at the 

support in Australia for the Papuan independence movement. Most notable were Amien 

Rais, speaker of Indonesia’s supreme parliamentary body, the People’s Consultative 

Assembly (Majelis Permusyawaratan Rakyat, MPR) and Akbar Tanjung, speaker of the 

lower house of parliament (Dewan Perwakilan Rakyat, DPR). They refused to meet 

John Howard on a scheduled visit to the Indonesian Parliament during his two day visit 

to Jakarta on 6-8 February 2002. The parliament’s objection hinged on its allegation, 

that Australia was undermining Indonesian sovereignty by supporting independence for 

Papua.270  

 

These lingering suspicions indicated that Australia’s relations with Indonesia remained 

strained. The long delays surrounding a scheduled visit of the fourth Indonesian 

President elected on 19 October 1999, Abdurrahman Wahid, to Australia was a good 

illustration of how difficult it was to rebuild their relationship post the East Timor 

referendum. Despite the fact that Wahid eventually managed to visit Australia in June 

2001, the frequent rescheduling of the visit indicated that the working relationship 

between two countries did not progress substantially. Although some contemporary 

problems, such as refugees/asylum seekers from Iraq and Afghanistan traveling through 

Indonesia and the war on terrorism have generated an apparent opportunity for renewed 

cooperation between Australia and Indonesia, Rawdon Dalrymple, a former Australian 

Ambassador to Indonesia and Deputy Secretary of the Department of Foreign Affairs, 

claimed in 2003 that “there is no sense of warmth or reaching out for a deeper 
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engagement of interests and perspectives. Indeed on both sides there is a much more 

careful approach.”271   

 

A sense of uneasiness in their relationship remained apparent in the continuation of 

Indonesian accusations about Australia’s intentions in Papua. President Megawati, who 

in 2001 replaced Abdurrahman Wahid, raised again Indonesia’s angst over Australia. 

She expressed her concern about Australian NGOs advocating independence for Papua 

when John Howard visited Jakarta in February 2003. Megawati told Howard that 

Australian NGOs were “hampering” the bilateral relationship.272 A spokesman for the 

Indonesian foreign affairs ministry, Marty Natalegawa, later explained “we will make 

known our concern not to allow certain groups under the guise of democracy, free 

speech and the like basically to try to disrupt and disturb our national unity which we 

will defend, as would any other sovereign country”.273 Continuing Indonesian disquiet 

was also voiced by the Charge D’Affaires Ad Interim of the Indonesian Embassy in 

Canberra, Imron Cotan. In his interview with Graeme Dobell on ABC Radio in June 

2003, Cotan said   
Some of your people here in Australia barrack (for) these separatist movements, so we have to 
deal with this issue cautiously because if it is out of hands that can also have implications to our 
bilateral relations.274

 
 

Against the background of the continuing poor relationship with Indonesia and 

suspicions among some sections of Indonesia’s elite about Australia’s intentions in 

Papua, Canberra was probably persuaded to talk less about Papua. Australia’s response 

to human rights in this territory could only exacerbate tension between Canberra and 

Jakarta. It was in this context that the Australian government’s minimalist attitude to 

Papua should be understood. Instead, the Australian government tried to do everything 

it could at this point to repair ill relations with Indonesia even if it meant ignoring 

human rights abuses in Papua. Throughout the post East Timor crisis to 2004, therefore, 

the Howard government relatively made very few statements and expressions of its 

human rights concerns on Papua to avoid any possible offence to the Indonesian 

authorities. Although there has been increased domestic pressure on the government to 

act more forcefully on Papua, by for instance sending an Australian Parliamentary 
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delegation to this territory,275 Canberra seemed unable or unwilling to act. It showed no 

inclination to go beyond limited statements and expressions of concern. As Senator 

Robert Hill, Minister for Environment and Heritage, when he was representing the 

Minister of Foreign Affairs told in parliament on 11 October 2000 “[t]here is little 

Australians can do, however, in these circumstances, other than urge restraint by all 

sides and urge that they seek to resolve political matters through non violent means.”276  

 

This statement signaled that the Howard government would be doing as little as possible 

in dealing with Papua. The government would seemingly not allow its fragile 

relationship with Indonesia to be at risk from protests and comments on human rights 

abuses in Papua. This position was further underlined at the Pacific Island Forum in 

Kiribati in October 2000. Whilst the leaders of the twenty-six countries at the Forum 

expressed “deep concerns about recent violence and loss of life in the Indonesian 

province of West Papua”, John Howard sought directly to pre-empt diplomatic damage 

to Australia-Indonesia relations by asserting the government’s support for Indonesian 

sovereignty over Papua.277 On this occasion, Howard clearly stated that “[w]e have 

always taken the view that West Papua is an integral part of the Indonesian republic. We 

have never advocated anything to the contrary and we won’t.”278   

 

In light of the continuing hostile and ‘paranoid’ circumstances in Indonesia, it is not 

surprising that the conservative Australian government, in those circumstances, should 

reaffirm its commitment to Indonesia’s existing territorial boundaries.279 Australia’s 

recognition of Indonesian sovereignty in Papua was reiterated on a number of occasions 

by many senior officials in the Howard government. In his meeting with the Indonesian 
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President Megawati in Jakarta in February 2002, Howard repeated Australia’s 

acceptance of Indonesian sovereignty in Papua. Similar assurances were also given by 

Alexander Downer, the Australian Ambassador to Indonesia, David Ritchie and his 

Deputy, Leslie A. Rowe. Perhaps most importantly, the White Paper on Defence, 

Australia’s National Security: A Defence Update 2003, also highlighted a similar 

position that “Indonesia’s territorial integrity remains in Australia’s national 

interests”.280

 

The Australian government gave a further strong assurance of its commitment to 

Indonesia in its present form by arguing that any further fragmentation of Indonesia 

would be against the strategic interests not only of Indonesia but of Australia itself and 

the South East Asia region in general. As Downer said in December 2000, “…without 

exception that the break-off of parts of Indonesia, including Irian Jaya, would be a 

strategic disaster for Indonesia’s neighbours, including Australia.”281 Downer even 

predicted the “Balkanisation” of Indonesia and “bloodbaths” if the territory ever became 

independent.282 Moreover, in relation to other Indonesian allegations that Australian 

Government aid money has been used to support separatist movements in Papua283, 

Downer stated that “the Australian Government has instituted a code of conduct for 

NGOs in Indonesia that prevents funding of organizations that operate contrary to the 

laws and policies of Australia and Indonesia.”284

 

Whilst recognising that Australia repeatedly gave its assurance that Papua was part of 

Indonesia, some Indonesians seemingly remained suspicious. As the East Timor case 

exemplified, Australia changed its policy after twenty-four years of supporting the 
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canberra.org.au/speeches/2003/030616cbr.htm, accessed on 9 July 2004 
284Joint Ministerial Statement,Sixth Australia-Indonesia Ministerial Forum and Fourth Australia-
Indonesia Development Area Ministerial Meeting, Jakarta, 11 March 2003, pp. 2-3. 
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Indonesian occupation in East Timor. Quite reasonably, they therefore asked whether 

Australia might change its stance on Papua. Respected political commentator Michelle 

Grattan noted this concern in her article in The Sydney Morning Herald in 2002, 
The fears held – despite Australian denials – by many Indonesians about West Papua are 
understandable. After all, it’s only several years ago that Australia said – and certainly believed- 
that East Timor should remain part of Indonesia. International circumstances and Australian 
opinion changed. Some Indonesians no doubt believe the same metamorphosis of opinion may 
happen with West Papua.285

 

The sceptical view described here was also shared by an Indonesian diplomat who was 

posted in Canberra around the end of 1990s. In the interview conducted in Jakarta in 

December 2003, the diplomat claimed that “Jakarta’s lost confidence and trust toward 

Australia over East Timor was apparently not fully recovered. If Australia could reverse 

its stand on East Timor, it could surely do so again in Papua”.286  

 

Therefore, the issue of a secessionist movement in Papua remained a delicate issue for 

Canberra and Jakarta. Indonesian distrust did not abate especially since some groups 

outside government, as the confidential Indonesian diplomat in the 2003 interview 

claimed, supported self determination in Papua. The Indonesian diplomat put it plainly  
On many occasions, many senior officials in the Australian government and the opposition have 
repeatedly declared their support for the territorial integrity of Indonesia. The Australian 
government has many times declared its endorsement of Indonesian sovereignty in Irian Jaya, 
yet some groups in Australia have supported the independence of Irian Jaya. These emanate 
from some politicians in the parliament, especially the Australian Greens leader Bob Brown and 
the Australian Democrats Party leader Andrew Bartlett; various non-government organisations 
and trade unions, such as ACFOA, ACTU, APHEDA, AVI and AWPA; some academics in the 
Australian universities, for example James Fox (ANU), Paul James (RMIT), Sam Blay (UNS), 
Karen Polgaze (University of Queensland), Scott Burchill and Damien Kingsbury (Deakin 
University); some significant Church groups, such as Uniting Church; and some influential 
journalists such as Rowan Callick, Ben Bohane, and Norman Abjoresen.287

 
Critical views from these groups outside the government which took up human rights 

issues in Papua have put the Australian government in a very difficult position. Indeed, 

Papua is often regarded by “many senior figures in the Australian government” as “the 

greatest single challenge” to Australian foreign policy with Indonesia after East 
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Timor.288 On one hand, the Australian government was required to respond to human 

rights violations in Papua whenever they came to public notice. On the other hand, 

government representations on the human rights situation in Papua would inevitably 

irritate the government in Jakarta.289  This was a dilemma for the Australian 

government, because any responses it made on Papua would be likely viewed by 

Indonesia with deep suspicion.290 As Ikrar Nusa Bhakti said in 2003, “The more 

frequently Australia talks about Papua and criticises what is happening in Papua, the 

stronger Indonesian suspicions towards Australia are likely to become”.291  

 

The interesting question now is how can the Australian government reconcile this 

delicate position? In this case, the Howard government was similar to the Keating 

administration. In a parliamentary democratic system in which the government relies on 

the consent of its people,292 the Australian government was certainly not silent on 

human rights problems in Papua, but it was hardly outspoken. The Australian 

government’s response to the escalation of human rights violations in Papua around 

2000 when the Indonesian security forces frequently used repressive means to crack 

down on the independence movement was a good illustration.293 In this case, Alexander 

Downer warned Indonesia on the Nine Network’s Sunday Television Program. 

Indonesia, in Downer’s perspective, had learned from the past of East Timor 

experience, it was counter-productive to use violent means to suppress the movement.  

He contended as follows, 
Acts of violence against local people inevitably breed enormous resentment and tend to be 
counter-productive and, of course, are not morally supportable. They have to deal with the 
situation in West Papua with a degree of restraint and appropriate respect for human rights.294

 

On another occasion, Downer repeated a similar warning to Indonesia to learn from its 

mistakes in East Timor, when was he speaking at the launch of a government report on 

the East Timor crisis in mid July 2001, 
I say to the Indonesians, and to the TNI (army) leadership, you have to heed the lessons of East 
Timor…The international community will be outraged if there is a repetition of human rights 
abuses of the kind seen in East Timor. It is not going to be in Indonesia’s national interests for TNI 

                                                           
288 Paul Dibb, “Leader must aid stability”, The Australian, 30 October 1998. See also Shirley Scott, 
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to behave that way… Indonesia is going to make life very difficult for itself, including with the 
international community, if there are human rights violations by TNI in various provinces of 
Indonesia.295

 

Notwithstanding a few warning statements, however, Australia’s tendency has been to 

avoid any gesture or action that might upset Indonesia. Though the moral case for 

protesting against human rights violations in Papua may have a strong resonance within 

some elements in the Australian community, the Australia government would not 

undermine its national interests by risking efforts to rebuild the relationship with 

Indonesia. As David Goldsworthy observed,  
The Australian government’s predicament was clear. For the sake of repairing the major 
relationship it felt it had no alternative but to back Indonesia on territorial integrity grounds, 
even if repressive action were being taken [by Indonesia].296  

 

It is clear that the Australian government treated human rights in Papua as less 

important than its strategic interest in mending relations with Indonesia. Thus, human 

rights violations in Papua were politely tolerated rather than severely criticised, because 

the Australian government wanted to preserve the status-quo with respect to the existing 

Indonesian boundaries.  In his interview with Barrie Cassidy on the ABC Television on 

25 May 2003, Downer said 
…My concern is that if Indonesia as a state gradually broke up - if you started to abandon the 
colonial boundaries, the concept of the Dutch East Indies becoming the Republic of Indonesia - 
it would set in place a chain reaction. I think you would have a disastrous security situation in 
South East Asia and it would set people against people in the region, possibly having quite direct 
international implications. It might not directly involve Australia so much but it would end up 
with us having a fundamentally unstable region just to our north. We have got enough problems 
in the region without compounding them by supporting the disintegration of the Republic of 
Indonesia, I mean, that’s definitely not a policy for Australia to pursue.297

 

In this situation, it is in Australia’s interests to prevent Papua sliding into conflict with 

Indonesia, as in the East Timor case. What they want is the issue of Papua to “simply go 

away” from public discourse.298 Interestingly, even in established democracies such as 

in Australia, the government utilized various methods in its attempts to control and to 

marginalise the active lobby groups on Papua. Not only did it pressure them, but 

Canberra also used other strategies, such as threats to withdraw funding and blocking 

any motion on the issue of Papua in the Senate. In late February 2003, for example, 

ABC Radio National immediately dropped its initial support for broadcasting ‘The 
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Morning Star Concert” in Melbourne which was organised by the ACTU, the Australian 

Greens and Democrats parties, after the Minister for Communication, Richard Alston 

contacted ABC managing director Russell Balding. In this case, ABC Radio was 

directed not to support or broadcast the concert, due to the sensitivities of the 

Indonesian Government.299 A similar rationale caused the Australian Government to 

block any motion on self-determination for Papua in the Senate. It was revealed in the 

Senate Hansard that the Government combined with the opposition Labor Party to brush 

aside a motion on the Papua issue which was mostly supported by the Greens Party 

members. On 23 November 1999, 8 March 2000 and again on 12 October 2003, for 

instance, Senator Bob Brown brought and pursued support for a motion on Papua in the 

Australian Senate, but, the government blocked the issue from coming to vote. The 

motion supporting the Papuans’ rights to raise their flag, which was proposed by 

Senator Bob Brown on 12 October 2003, was blocked by the government which argued 

that “the matter [was] not urgent”. In this case, the Labor Party showed no more 

willingness than the Liberal Party to support the motion.300 This bipartisan stand on 

Papua was indicative of the marginal position that Papua occupied in the agendas of the 

major parties in Australia.   

 

In addition to down playing its role in Papua, the Australian government also declined 

to meet with the leaders of the West Papua independence movement. At the meeting of 

Pacific leaders in 2000 for example, Howard declined to talk with them.301 In 

Melbourne, Downer also refused to meet a Papua Council Presidium representative, 

Fransalbert Joku. In response to this, Joku said of Downer’s refusal that he “wishes the 

West Papua situation will just blow away. He’s making a terrible mistake.”302 Indeed, 

this kind of attitude from the Australian government contrasted with that of New 

Zealand, whose Foreign Minister Phil Goff appeared much more sympathetic to the 
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Papua movement. At the inaugural Southwest Pacific Dialogue in Jogyakarta in 2002, 

Goff offered to be a broker in the conflict in Papua.303

 

Nonetheless, the Australian government’s attempts to marginalise some lobby groups 

on Papua evidently showed little success. The issue of Papua, as Paul Kelly claimed, 

increasingly has “its own dynamic and is beyond the control of our political leaders.”304 

While Kelly was referring primarily to the dynamics of the situation within Indonesia, 

his observation applies equally to Australia. A democratic government, such as 

Australia, aspires to serve its people rather than ruling over them. Its citizens of that 

society are free to advocate any cause they like and the government has to respond to 

any public criticisms, not to control them.  As Bill Hayden once said,  
There are people outside, for all of us working politicians, who sometimes become a bloody 
nuisance and we wish they’d go away, but the fact is that they are there because we have a 
pluralistic system.305  

 

Indeed, the growing dynamic of the Papua issue within the Australian community was 

unmistakable. In parliament, Senator Bob Brown facilitated the establishment a group 

called “Parliamentarians for West Papua” on 3 November 2000. Three days before 

launching this group, he also hosted a media conference for John Koknak, a Free Papua 

Movement leader. In this conference, Brown and Koknak demanded Australia put 

pressure on Jakarta for a vote of self-determination for Papua. Australia’s involvement 

was important, according to Senator Brown, “[i]f further bloodshed is to be avoided in 

West Papua”. He continued to say that “[i]t’s time John Howard refreshed Jakarta with 

a reminder of the human rights of West Papuans”.306  

 

Australian Democrats leader Senator Andrew Bartlett also followed a step taken by the 

Greens party with the launching of an “Independence for West Papua Global 

Campaign” in March 2002. The campaign called on “the United Nations Secretary-

General Kofi Annan to urgently review the UN’s role in the 1969 sham referendum.”307 

In supporting Papua’s fight for freedom, the Australian Democrats Party also provided 
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funds to some non-government human rights organisations in Papua, including Elsham 

(Institute for Human Rights Study and Advocacy, or Lembaga Studi dan Advokasi Hak 

Asasi Manusia).308  Elsham is a respected non-government organisation which for many 

years has actively attempted to internationalize the Papua cause and document human 

rights violations in Papua. 

 

In Melbourne, ACTU vice-president, Greg Sword, along with several Victorian union 

leaders signed a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with Martin Luther Wanma and 

Jacob Rumbiak as representatives of the West Papua leadership on 24 October 2000. 

Significantly, this MOU also urged the United Nations to sponsor a referendum and to 

investigate human rights abuses in Papua.309 Although the shadow foreign minister, 

Laurie Brereton immediately attacked Sword for expressing views on Papua which only 

damaged Australia’s relations with Indonesia and therefore was  “inconsistent with 

Labor Party policy”, the signing of the MOU certainly revealed that “divisions” within 

the party ranks over the territory had emerged.310 Sword was also a leading Labor Party 

figure, but seemingly felt no need to stick to ALP policy.  

 

In view of these significant developments, it has become apparent that ‘the battle lines’ 

between the government and Papua lobby groups have been drawn. While some 

elements within the unions, the parliaments, the churches and academics were ready to 

support self-determination and were critical of human rights abuses and the heavy-

handedness of the Indonesian military towards Papuans, the government was not yet 

ready for the consequences of turning Jakarta into an enemy. As Paul Kelly said, “The 

moral case for West Papuan independence may be strong. But the strategic case for 

caution is overwhelming. To support the dismantling of another country or a process to 

achieve this dismantling would be an unfriendly act at best and, more accurately, it 
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would be seen as the action of an enemy”.311 This way of thinking was at the core of the 

Australian government’s mild attitude in responding to Papua post 1999. As stated 

above by Downer in his interview with Barrie Cassidy on ABC Television on 25 May 

2003, Australia’s best national interests were served by preserving Indonesia’s existing 

boundary.  

 

Another factor complicating the advancement of the human rights situation in Papua 

was the changing international environment in the aftermath of 11 September 2001 and 

the October 12 Bali bombings. Since these two events, the question of how to provide 

for the national security of Australia has increasingly become an important issue for 

Canberra. With the war against terrorism overshadowing Australian foreign policy, 

Australia’s appetite for raising questions on human rights abuses in Papua was slim 

indeed.312 The dim prospect was evidently revealed with the Australian government’s 

decision to restore ties with the Indonesian Special Forces (Kopassus) in August 

2003.313 The ties which were severed following gross human rights abuses by the elite 

force in East Timor during 1999, were restored in the name of cracking down on 

terrorism.314 This is despite knowledge of Kopassus’ alleged involvement in human 

rights abuses in Papua, including the assassination of Theys Hiyo Eluay. In 1998, the 

chief of ADF, Admiral Chris Barrie said that Australia would take a “watch and see” 

attitude in military cooperation between Australia and Indonesia because post-Suharto 

human rights investigations linked the Kopassus units to widespread human rights 

abuses in Aceh, East Timor and Papua315. Yet, Australia’s defence minister, Robert Hill 

stated in 2002 the proposed joint-exercises involving Australia’s Defence Forces and 

the Indonesian Special Forces, Kopassus, was necessary as he saw as it as the only 

counter-terrorist force in Indonesia.316 Although some, including Damien Kingsbury,317 
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expressed their opposition to the resumption of ties with Kopassus, on February 2006 

Australian Special Forces carried out a joint-counter-terrorism and hijack recovery 

exercises with this Indonesian Special Forces in Perth. This two-week exercise called 

“Dawn Kookaburra” was very significant in terms of Australia-Indonesia’s military 

cooperation. It was the first time in seven years that Australian and Indonesian Special 

Forces commenced a joint military exercise after Australia cut its ties in 1999. In this 

regard, Australian Defence Minister, Robert Hill defended the decision to resume this 

cooperation on the grounds that it was in Australia’s national interest to save Australian 

lives. As he quoted by The Australian on 21 March 2006, Hill said “In this era of 

heightened terrorist threats it is in Australia’s interests to engage with regional special 

forces, such as Kopassus, to safeguard the lives of Australians and Australian interests 

abroad”.318

 

Conclusion 

 

In reviewing Australian government responses to human rights abuses in Papua, it is 

hard not to conclude that this subject has been and will continue to be one of the largest 

and most sensitive issues in the relationship between Australia and Indonesia. Although 

appeasing successive Indonesian regimes has been part of both the Keating and the 

Howard government’s agenda, the growing domestic pressure in favour of self 

determination and concerns over the Indonesian military’s repressive rule in Papua 

emanating from politicians, academics, the trade union movement, churches, foreign aid 

organizations and other lobby groups, have been continuing impediments in attempts to 

improve relations with Indonesia. Even though both governments attempted to 

neutralize and marginalize the influence of these agencies; their pressures will probably 

continue to intensify. The experience with East Timor has given encouragement to them 

to believe that Australia should be actively involved in Papua. 
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There is not much to distinguish the positions of the major parties on human rights in 

Australian foreign policy on Papua. It is hardly surprising that both the Keating Labor 

and the Howard coalition liberal government had conflicts of interest in responding to 

human rights issues, but these caused the government responses to politely tolerate 

rather than severely criticize human rights abuses. In fact, post of the 1999 East Timor 

episode both parties were doubly concerned to be seen to be backing Indonesia’s 

territorial integrity. 
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Chapter Six 

 

HUMAN RIGHTS  

IN AUSTRALIAN FOREIGN POLICY: 

WHAT HAVE WE LEARNT? 
 

 

Introduction  

 

The previous chapters have helped to draw a road map for understanding the responses 

to human rights violations in East Timor (1991-1999) and Papua (1991-2004) taken by 

the Keating and Howard governments. They did this by setting theoretical foundations 

of the thesis, discussing Australian government policy on human rights, tracing the 

background context that led to human rights problems in the two territories, and 

analysing responses taken by respective governments. In this final chapter, attention 

will be given to the main empirical focus of the thesis, the differences and similarities 

between the two administrations in their human rights policy over this whole period.  

 

A central finding of this study is that there was little difference in views between the 

two governments. Australia’s shift from a pragmatic foreign policy to one more 

principled in the 1999 East Timor episode was a definite exception to the pattern. 

Within days of the East Timor episode, the Coalition government quickly reverted to 

work within the realist mould as it attempted to mend its relationship with Indonesia in 

order to underpin security and for economic reasons, regardless of the continuation of 

human rights violations in Papua.  

 

The final portion of this chapter will discuss the implication of these findings. It will 

consider the extent that such findings challenge or alter existing accounts in the 

literature, as well as the popular claim in Indonesia that Australia has a hidden agenda to 

dismantle Indonesia. It will also consider the implications of these findings for the 

future direction of human rights in Australian foreign policy. Finally, with these two 

considerations, the chapter will locate this study in the scholarly debate over one of the 

most contentious contemporary issues in international diplomacy, namely the place of 

human rights in foreign policy.  
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Australia, East Timor and Papua: The triumph of Realism over Common 

Humanity? 

 

Beyond doubt, human rights had become a priority in Australian foreign policy in the 

years between 1991 and 2004 during the Prime Ministerships of Paul Keating and John 

Howard. The two administrations’ demarches and declarations frequently emphasised 

the importance of human rights in foreign policy.  

 

To implement their human rights policy, both governments based their arguments on 

similar principles of universality, consistency and non-discrimination. Under these 

principles, Gareth Evans in his address to the 1989 annual meeting of Amnesty 

International in Sydney said that “Australia has not cut its human rights representations 

to suit the cloth of its bilateral political and commercial relations”.1 The importance of 

non-discrimination in the Australian government’s human rights policy was also 

underlined by Australia’s subsequent Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer. In his 

speech on November 1997, Downer stated unambiguously 
We cannot simply speak with a loud voice when injustice occurs on the other side of the world, while 
whispering softly or remaining silent when similar events take place within our own region. Base 
convenience must not be the lodestar which determines our activism.2

 

From these viewpoints, we can assume that Australia had a policy of non-selectivity and 

not tailoring its human rights representations to gratify bilateral political and 

commercial relations. But, as the case studies illustrate, the Keating and the Howard 

governments’ responses to East Timor and Papua were far from their stated principles. 

 

The Keating government’s responses to human rights violations in East Timor and 

Papua revealed in stark terms the discrepancy between the moral rhetoric of its policy 

on human rights and subsequent practices. As noted in chapters four and five, 

Canberra’s responses were weak indeed. While it was obvious that the East Timor case 

had a greater impact in Australia than the events in Papua; Australia made virtually no 

response at all in either case. This was more or less similar to the responses at the 

Howard Coalition government after its election in 1996 up to 1999. As discussed in 

                                                           
1Gareth Evans, “Human Rights and Foreign Policy”, Keynote address to the annual meeting of Amnesty 
International Australia in Sydney on 19 May 1989, in The Monthly Record, Vol. 60,  No. 5, May 1989, 
pp. 194-5. 
2 Alexander Downer quoted by Ann Kent,  “Australia and the International Human Rights Regime", in 
James Cotton and John Ravenhill (eds.), The National Interest in a Global Era: Australia in World 
Affairs 1996-2000, Oxford University Press in association with The Australian Institute of International 
Affairs, South Melbourne, 2001, p. 264. 
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chapters four and five, the Coalition government also took a minimalist approach on 

human rights violations in these two territories. Human rights abuses in these regions 

were politely tolerated rather than severely criticised, condemned and punished.   

 

The two administrations generally adopted similar types of responses to human rights 

violations in East Timor and Papua. From 1991 to the period leading up to the 1999 

referendum in East Timor, they exhibited four types of responses which can be 

categorised as follows: first, irregular monitoring via human rights delegations to the 

territories; second, human rights dialogue and representations to Indonesian officials; 

third, expressing human rights concerns in the form of public statements via mass-

media; and fourth, humanitarian assistance in the form of financial and humanitarian 

aid.  

 

In short, these types of actions were essentially non-intrusive exercises which eschewed 

shaming or imposing sanctions on Indonesia. In this light, it was predictable that very 

soft and conciliatory language became the Keating and the Howard governments’ 

preferred means of expressing their concerns over the Indonesian military’s abusive 

behaviour in East Timor and Papua. The official line from the Australian government 

was that the issue of human rights was an Indonesian affair and that it should let the 

Indonesians handle this. Yet, despite full knowledge of human rights abuses inflicted 

upon the East Timorese and Papuans, the Australian government also chose to offer 

greater allegiance to Jakarta than to the victims by attempting to persuade other 

countries to stop pressing Indonesia for human rights abuses. This attitude was evident, 

for instance, when Paul Keating visiting Washington D.C in September 1993, he urged 

the US to adopt a softer approach to human rights in Asia, particularly in Indonesia and 

China.3 His appeal was related to the US policy which cited human rights violations as 

the reason for its arms and trade sanctions against these two countries.4  

 

The “softly, softly approach” of successive Australian governments, as Ann Kent called 

it,5 was obviously in contrast to its robust response to human rights violations in other 

countries. In the case of Papua, for instance, the Keating government’s stand was far 

less vigorous than its response to Myanmar. Besides making strong statements critical 
                                                           
3 Geoffrey Barker, “Human rights: Keating attacked”, The Age, 15 September 1993; The Age, “The wrong 
signal”, Editorial Opinion, 15 September 1993; Kenneth Davidson, “We’re all dressed up, please tell us 
where to go”, The Age, 16 September 1993.  
4 Martin Daly, “PM washes blood from other hands”, The Age, 18 September 1993.  
5 Kent, ”Australia and the International Human …”, p. 273. 
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of Myanmar, Australia also cut off its aid and military equipment export and training to 

Yangon. The inconsistency was also obvious when dealing with the issue of human 

rights violations in East Timor. In Chapter Four, I showed how the Howard government 

had sharply contrasting reactions to human rights abuses in East Timor compared with 

Cambodia, Namibia and Myanmar. The government actively engaged in sponsoring the 

United Nations Commission on Human Rights for the 1997 resolutions on the human 

rights situation in the latter, yet its reaction against East Timor by comparison was quite 

mild. It did not vote on a similar resolution on this territory. These different responses 

exposed the moral hypocrisy and inconsistencies in Australia’s policy on human rights.  

 

Thus, the review of Australia’s human rights policy in East Timor and Papua between 

1991 and 1999 evidently showed a considerable element of continuity. The evidence 

presented in this thesis plainly demonstrates that the Howard government was 

committed to continuing the same practical and accommodating policy over East Timor 

and Papua as its predecessors. Any differences between the two governments were more 

of style, in response to a transformed setting, rather than substance. 

One of the constant tensions analysed in this thesis was the conflicting perception 

between the Australian public (including some non-governmental organisations, ethnic 

communities, churches, academicians and sections of media) and the government about 

the morality of Australian foreign policy. As noted in chapters four and five, Australia’s 

pragmatic responses to human rights violations in East Timor and Papua caused 

substantial concerns within the Australian community. It opened up considerable 

differences over the politics and morality of human rights policy. On the one hand, 

some substantial groups in the Australian community deemed the government to be 

conducting an immoral foreign policy by condoning human rights abuses by Indonesian 

security forces in East Timor and Papua. By appeasing Indonesia, Australia was 

accused of endorsing their behaviour. Basically, these dissenters wanted Australia to do 

everything practical to increase pressure on Indonesia, including: retreating from the 

government’s recognition of Indonesian sovereignty over East Timor and opposing any 

linkage in areas of security and the military, including the cessation of military aid. Yet, 

the Keating and the Howard governments were more interested in ‘quiet diplomacy’ 

rather than making confrontational statements and behaviour. By exercising this 

approach, they probably hoped for practical improvements in human rights outcomes in 

East Timor and Papua. As a consequence, although various incidents of domestic 
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concern on human rights situation in Papua and East Timor continued to complicate 

Australia’s relations with Indonesia, both governments cautiously managed these issues 

by taking minimalist responses and actions.  

This raises the core issue: what was happening to the Australian principle of consistency 

and non discrimination in its foreign policy on human rights? What were the factors that 

led to the Keating and the Howard government being inconsistent with their own human 

rights principles? 

 

There are at least two factors which constrained the implementation of Australian 

human rights policy in East Timor and Papua. These are the Australian national interest 

and the sovereignty issue. These factors affected both the Keating and Howard 

governments’ perceptions and influenced their policy on human rights in these two 

regions. 

 

National interests 

 

First, let us examine the Australian governments’ calculation of its political, security 

and economic interests as a justification for their stand on human rights violations in 

East Timor and Papua.  

 

Taking a realist perspective, the Australian government has a prime responsibility for 

the national interest and to fight for the interests of all Australians. But it has also to be 

responsible to the values and ethics of the Australian people. As clearly stated in the 

1997 White Paper on Australia’s Foreign and Trade Policy, “[n]ational interests cannot 

be pursued without regard to the values of the Australian community including its 

support for fundamental rights.”6   

 

Nevertheless, with special regard to the Australian government’s relations with 

Indonesia, Australia’s foreign policy faces the difficulty of how to synchronise its 

national interests, and its values. As discussed in Chapter Three, Four and Five, this 

obviously entailed difficult assessments and choices. There was within Australia, 

however, growing debate on the way and the extent to which this policy should be 

                                                           
6 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, In the National Interest: Australia’s Foreign and Trade 
Policy, White Paper on Australia’s Foreign and Trade Policy, Canberra, Commonwealth of Australia, 
1997, p. iv. 
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implemented. The Australian Labor Foreign Minister, Senator Gareth Evans noted that 

the question was not whether to act but rather how to act, as he said in an address in the 

annual meeting of Amnesty International in Sydney on 19 May 1989,    
[t]here are obviously occasions when we have to make choices about how best to handle a human 
rights issue in order to be effective and protect our national interests at the same time. With careful 
handling, human rights policies need not conflict with the short term need of other policies to achieve 
political, defence, trade, investment, tourism or other objectives.7

 

The task was seen as one of balancing human rights considerations with the other 

interests in Australia’s bilateral relationship with Indonesia. In other words, the 

government had to deal with moral imperatives and practical interests. This debate came 

into even sharper focus during the 1990s as the Keating Labor government moved its 

foreign policy of comprehensive engagement to the Asia Pacific region in general and 

Indonesia in particular.8 In terms of human rights issues, the impact of such policy was 

predictably alarming. In his 1989 report on Australia and the Northeast Asian 

Ascendancy, for example, Ross Garnaut recommended that the government should be 

less active on human rights issues in Asia if it was to succeed in forging closer 

economic ties with Asia. Though Garnaut’s argument received a variety of critiques, his 

message gained support from the government.9 With emphasis on the pursuance of its 

own interests by maintaining good relations with Indonesia, the Keating government 

virtually turned a blind eye to human rights violations in East Timor and Papua. These 

issues were relegated to the margins of Australia’s overall relationship with Indonesia. 

Australia’s pragmatic policy towards Indonesia was continued by the Howard Liberal 

National government. This (stand) was for a very simple reason: Indonesia was 

considered to be within the vital sphere of Australian strategic and economic interest. 

 

Maintaining its physical integrity and sovereignty has always been Australia’s first 

foreign policy priority.10 Australia’s ‘isolated’ geographic position has seen Australian 

                                                           
7 Gareth Evans, “Human Rights and Australian Foreign Policy”, Keynote address to the National Annual 
General Meeting of Amnesty International Australia, Sydney, 19 May 1989, p. 5, available from 
http://www.crisisgroup.org/home/index.cfm?id=25818&J=1, accessed 12 June 2005. 
8 Ian Russell, Peter Van Ness and Beng-Huat Chua, Australia’s Human Rights Diplomacy, Canberra, The 
Australian National University, 1992, p.1. 
9 James Cotton, Crossing Borders in the Asia-Pacific: Essays on the Domestic-Foreign Policy Divide, 
New York, Nova Science Publishers, Inc, 2002, p. 194.  See also about the Garnaut’s report in Van Ness 
and Chua, Australia’s Human Rights …, pp. 41-43. 
10 As mentioned in Chapter Three, both the Keating and the Howard governments accorded the issue of 
security the highest priority in its foreign policy. During the Keating Labor Government, the first priority 
was maintaining a positive security and strategic environment in the region; secondly was pursuing trade, 
investment and economic cooperation; thirdly was contributing to global security; and lastly was making 
a realistic contribution to the cause of good international citizenship. See Gareth Evans, Making 
Australian Foreign Policy, Melbourne, Australian Fabian Society, 1989, pp. 30-44. In the period of the 
Howard government, Australian national interests were clearly defined in the 1997 White Paper on 
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security planners and officials always give priority to its northern boundary. This is 

because there is nowhere else for threats to Australian security to come from.11 Such 

fears of an attack from the North directly and indirectly put Australia in a dependent 

position with respect to its relationship with its northern neighbours. That is why the 

Australian approach to national security and foreign policy is focused not only on 

defence preparedness (by bolstering its own defence capability or pursuing strategic 

alliances, for instance), but also on achieving a stable and attractive political and 

economic environment in the region within a framework of regional partnership. A 

politically unstable or economically vulnerable region will pose a potential threat to 

Australia’s national security. 

 

The geographic reality of Australia’s place in the region consequently causes Indonesia 

to occupy a special place in Australian foreign policy. Both sides of politics in Australia 

have long recognised Indonesia’s strategic importance. As Australia’s nearest northern 

neighbour, after Papua New Guinea (PNG), some argue that Indonesia could serve as a 

strategic shield against any possible attack to Australia’s northern approaches.12 For 

national security reasons, Australia would attempt to maintain good co-operation with 

Indonesia in handling any potential threat, especially coming through the islands to the 

north of Australia.  

 

Maintaining a good relationship with Indonesia was also important based on the 

assumption that Indonesia itself posed a potential security risk. An unstable and 

politically fragile Indonesia could pose security challenges to Australia. Though 

Indonesia became more democratic after Suharto resigned in May 1998, it was still 

volatile with a fragmented political system.13 The power of the central government was 

weak, while the potential of the country to break up was very real. Indonesia is an 

archipelagic state with 17,508 islands (6,000 inhabited). It  is the fourth  country  in  the  

                                                                                                                                                                          
Australia’s Foreign and Trade Policy as “the security of the Australian nation and the jobs and standard of 
living of the Australian people”. See Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, In the National Interest: 
Australia’s Foreign and Trade Policy…, p. ii. 
11 Carlyle A. Thayer, “Australian Perceptions and Indonesian Reality”, New Zealand International 
Review, Vol. XIII, No. 3, May/June 1988, p. 5. 
12 Paul Dibb, Review of Australia’s Defence Capabilities – Report to the Minister for Defence, Canberra, 
Australian Government Publishing Service, 1986, p. 48; T.B. Millar, Australia in Peace and War: 
external relations since 1788, 2nd ed., Botany (NSW), Australian National University Press, 1991, p. 372. 
13 Paul Kelly, “A relationship to get right,” The Australian, 8 June 2005.  
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Map 4.  Indonesia’s geo-strategic importance 

 

 
Source: Department of Defence, Australia’s Strategic Policy, Canberra, Department of Defence, 1997, 
p. 11. 
 

world from the viewpoint of population with 242 million people (in July 2005) and has 

about 300 diverse ethnic and language groups.14 The Indonesian government’s attempts  

to hold its territorial boundaries have also encountered security problems. The 

secessionist movements in Aceh, Papua, and of course East Timor before its successful 
                                                           
14 Data cited from The World Factbook Online, “Indonesia”, available from 
http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos/id.html#Geo, accessed 10 June 2005.  
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separation in 1999, were evidence of the fragile security situation. The apprehension of 

the fragility of its northern neighbour to Australian security was evident for instance in 

defence analyst Paul Dibb’s statement in May 1998, that “a unified Indonesia is vital to 

Australia’s national interest” and its possible Balkanisation is “something we must 

make absolutely sure does not happen”.15 A similar concern was also expressed by 

Richard Woolcott, when he claimed that “it is foolish to suggest the fragmentation of 

Indonesia into a number of independent states need not concern Australia”.16

 

In strategic terms, therefore, there has long been a strong belief among Australian 

decision makers that it is advantageous to Australia to have a stable and unified 

Indonesia as a neighbour. Splitting up Indonesia would not provide any protection for 

Australia’s vulnerable northern approaches. Rather than engaging in a costly conflict 

with its neighbour, therefore, there was a view that many of the objectives of Australian 

defence policy could be obtained indirectly by maintaining friendly relations with 

Indonesia.17 Taking this into consideration, it is perhaps understandable that Australian 

foreign policy would give priority to a good relationship with Indonesia first and the 

issue of human rights places like in East Timor and Papua, second. As Keating 

admitted, “[a] stable and productive relation with Indonesia” would better serve the 

Australian national interest.18 “Australia’s national interest”, according to Australian 

Foreign Minister Alexander Downer in the Sydney Morning Herald on 14 November 

2000, “was best served by not supporting independence movements”.19 The government 

believed that to support secessionists would merely encourage a fragmentation of the 

region into many smaller and less viable states, with uncertain consequences for 

Australia’s security. It was therefore their belief that they must support Indonesia in 

upholding its territorial boundaries.20  

                                                           
15 Paul Dibb cited by Scott Burchill, “East Timor, Australia and Indonesia”, in Damien Kingsbury (ed.), 
Guns and Ballot Boxes: East Timor’s vote for independence, Clayton, Monash Asia Institute, 2000, p. 
174. 
16 Richard Woolcolt quoted by Burchill, “East Timor, Australia and…”, in Kingsbury (ed.), Ibid, p.175. 
17Richard Leaver, “Introduction: Australia, East Timor and Indonesia,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 14, No. 
1, 2001, pp. 2-3. 
18 Don Watson, Recollections of a Bleeding Heart: A Portrait of Paul Keating PM, Milson Point (NSW), 
Random House Australia Pty. Ltd., 2002, p. 634. See also Gareth Evans on his statement in the Senate of 
the Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate, No. 16, 36th par, 1st session and 5th 
period, 10-13 October 1994, p. 1299. 
19 Alexander Downer cited by Pip Hinman (the National Secretary of Action on Solidarity with Indonesia 
and East Timor (ASIET), “West Papua-Howard repeats Timor crimes”, Green Left Weekly Online, 2000, 
available from http://www.greenleft.org.au/back/2000/429/429p11.htm, accessed 26 November 2004.  
20 Separate interviews with Richard Chauvel, Scott Burchill, Colin Brown on 24 June 2004, 25 June 2004, 
and 3 June 2005. Interviews with Chauvel and Burchill were conducted in Melbourne, and with Brown in 
Perth. See also Scott Burchill and Damien Kingsbury, “Australia and Indonesia: Beyond Stability, 
towards Order, Canberra Bulletin of Public Administration, No.102, December 2001, p. 68; Stewart 
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In addition to political and strategic interests, economic interests also collide with 

human rights concerns in the Australian government’s approach to East Timor and 

Papua.  In terms of its economic interests in these two regions, Australia concentrated 

on the resource and energy sectors.21 In an article reviewing East Timor’s importance to 

Australia, James Cotton stated that reserves of oil and gas beneath the Timor Sea, in an 

area known as the Timor Gap, were sufficiently large to justify Australia’s significant 

economic interests in this territory.22 Its considerable commercial interest in these 

potentially lucrative gas and oil deposits was a major motive behind successive 

Australian government’s support for Indonesian occupation of this territory at the 

expense of fundamental rights of the East Timorese.23  

 

In contrast with East Timor, Australia had relatively small commercial interests in 

Papua. This was reflected, for instance, by the modest number of Australian companies 

operating in Papua and the low level of Australian investment in this region. According 

to the Head of the Investment and Promotion Board of Papua Province, Al Hamid, there 

were about ten Australian companies operating in the province in 2003. Aside from P.T. 

Cendana Indo Pearl operating in Sorong (the north coast of Papua Province), most of 

these companies, according to Hamid, did not make their own investments but rather 

worked as sub-contractors with Freeport-McMoRan, the US copper and gold mining 

company operating in Tembagapura (in the middle of Papua Province).24  

 

Given the relative economic insignificance of Papua to Australia, Australian economic 

interest should always be considered in its broader context of Indonesia. In this regard, 

Australia’s economic interests in Indonesia were considerable, which in turn 

undermined its human rights concerns in this territory. Indonesia is important to 

Australia’s economy for geo-strategic and trade reasons. Indonesia derives its geo-

                                                                                                                                                                          
Firth, Australia in International Politics: An Introduction to Australian Foreign Policy, St.Leonard 
(NSW), Allen & Unwin, 1999, p. 205. 
21 Interview with Kepala Badan Penanaman Modal Asing Propinsi Papua (the Head of the Investment and 
Promotion Board of Papua Province), Al Hamid, in Jayapura, 13 January 2004; and George Trinade de 
Camoes, the First Political Secretary in the Timor Leste Embassy in Indonesia, Jakarta, 9 December 2003.  
22 James Cotton, “Australia’s Interest in East Timor”, The Straits Times, 3 March 1999, available from 
http://www.unsw.adfa.edu.au/hass/politics/research/staff_papers/jc1.html, accessed on 5 May 2005. 
23 Oxfam Community Aid Abroad, The Timor Gap Treaty-Where To Now?, Briefing Paper No. 25, 
February 2000, p. 4; Tania Lawrence, The Timor Gap and Australia’s Foreign Policy on East Timor: 
Principles versus Pragmatic Policy, unpublished Honours dissertation, Asian Studies,  School of Social 
and Cultural Studies, University of Western Australia, October 1999, pp. 6-16.  
24 Interview with the Head of the Investment and Promotion Board of Papua Province, Al Hamid, in 
Jayapura (Papua), 13 January 2004. 
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strategic importance from its location at the crossroads of the world’s most important 

sea-routes between the Indian Ocean and the Pacific Ocean. It is through Indonesian sea 

lanes that Australia conducts much of its commercial interests with the rest of the world 

and especially with its major trading partners in North East Asia. As the Australian 

Defence Association (ADA) in its submission to the parliament, acknowledged   
[m]ore than half Australia’s economy is directly or indirectly dependent upon secure shipping. Much 
of Australia’s trade and much of the trade of Australia’s major trading partners in North East Asia 
pass through the Indonesian straits of Lombok, Ombai and Wetar. Secure transit through these waters 
is vital to Australia’s economy.25

 
Indonesia is also important to the Australian economy in terms of direct trade. In 2002, 

for instance, Indonesia was Australia’s tenth largest export market and the eighth largest 

source of imports. On the other hand, Australia was Indonesia’s eighth largest export 

market and sixth largest source of imports.26 Indonesia’s economic significance is 

clearly evidenced in the level of bilateral trade relations in the period 1991-2003, as 

illustrated in the table below.  

Table 8 

Relative importance of bilateral trade to Australia and Indonesia, 1991-2003 

(A$ million) 

 
           Australia’s merchandise trade with Indonesia         Australia’s service trade with Indonesia  
                               
 Year             Exports    Imports     Net         Total              Exports      Imports      Net           Total 
                                                     Export     Trade                                                 Exports     Trade 
 
1991-  92          -                -            -                 -                   365            234          131            599     
1992-  93       1,715        1,305        410       3,020                 495            345          150           840 
1993 - 94       1,906        1,105        801       3,011                 630            398          232        1,028         
1994 - 95       2,113        1,198        915       3,311                 840            485          355        1,325 
1995 - 96       2,716        1,522     1,193       4,238                 971            550          421        1,521 
1996 - 97       3,305        1,864     1,441       5,169              1,029            707          322        1,736   
1997 - 98       2,751        2,868       -118       5,619                 993            682          251       1,615 
1998 - 99       2,199        3,275    -1,076       5,474                 835            583          252       1,418 
1999 - 00       2,408        2,701       -292       5,109                 806            525          281       1,331 
2000 - 01       3,111        3,315       -204       6,426                 883            576          307       1,459         
2001 - 02       3,194        4,010       -817       7,204                 962            638          324       1,600 
2002 - 03       2,908        4,600    -1,692       7,508                   -                 -                         - 

 
Source: compiled from Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, Foreign 
Affairs Sub Committee, The Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, Near Neighbour – Good 
Neighbours: An Inquiry into Australia’s Relationship with Indonesia, Canberra, May 2004, pp. 71-
79. 

 
                                                           
25 Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, Foreign Affairs Sub Committee, The 
Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, Near Neighbours – Good Neighbours: An Inquiry into 
Australia’s Relationship with Indonesia, Canberra, May 2004, pp. 35. 
26 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, The APEC Region Trade and Investment 2003, Canberra, 
Government Publishing Service, 2003, p. 6; Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and 
Trade, Foreign Affairs Sub Committee, The Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, Near 
Neighbours – Good Neighbours…, p. 60. 
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The table illustrates two opposing trends in Australia-Indonesia bilateral trade. In terms 

of merchandise trade, Australia’s trade position with Indonesia since 1996-1997 has 

declined from a $1.44 billion dollar surplus to a deficit of $1.69 billion in 2002-2003.  

On the other side, the trend in service trade has been slightly more favourable to 

Australia. Australia’s exports in services to Indonesia grew from $365 million in 1991-

92 to $962 million in 2001-02.   

 

Australian and Indonesian economic relations have clearly rested on a significant trade 

base. Their economies are equally important to each other. In addition to this, 

Indonesia’s huge population and its geographic proximity also suggest that there is great 

potential for Australian products to penetrate even further into the Indonesian market.  

 

Given the strategic and economic importance of Indonesia to Australia, some officials 

in Canberra believed that the preservation of the relationship between Australia and 

Indonesia should be the principal consideration in Australian policy.27 The net effect, 

even where human rights objectives were accorded a high rhetorical priority in the 

Keating and the Howard administrations, was to subordinate concerns over human 

rights violations in East Timor, Papua and other territories in favour of strategic and 

economic advantages. This consideration was largely based on Australia’s perception of 

Indonesia’s capacity to upset or improve the balance of power in the region, which in 

turn could undermine Australian security and prosperity. This concern implied that 

Australia’s security and its economic interests were linked to the security and stability 

of Indonesia. This situation was best summed up by the Joint Standing Committee on 

Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, Foreign Affairs Sub Committee in the Australian 

Parliament in its 2004 report:  
The health of Indonesia’s economy is important to Australia both in terms of its bearing on the 
bilateral trade and investment relationship and also because of the link between economic prosperity 
and security and stability in the region.28

 
 
Sovereignty 
 
 
In addition to consideration of its strategic and economic interests, the second constraint 

to the implementation of the Australian policy on human rights in East Timor and Papua  
                                                           
27 See Carlyle A. Thayer, “Australia-Indonesia relations: The Case of East Timor”, International 
Conference on Australia and East Asian Security into the 21st Century, Department of Diplomacy, 
National Cheng Chi University, Taipei, Taiwan, 8 October 1999, p. 1. 
28 Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence  and Trade, Foreign Affairs Sub Committee, 
The Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, Near Neighbours – Good Neighbours: …., p. 59. 
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was the doctrine of sovereignty.  

As noted in Chapter Two, sovereignty and human rights are linked in contradictory 

ways. On the one hand, sovereignty is an accepted norm in the present society of states. 

By this notion, as enshrined by Article 2(7) in the U.N. Charter, a state is prohibited 

from intervening in the affairs of another sovereign state. On the other hand, this focus 

on sovereignty runs counter to the widely held view that human rights is a trans-national 

border issue. This inherent tension between non-intervention in other states’ domestic 

affairs and the protection of human rights poses the hardest test for international society. 

Sovereignty, in this regard, could often prevent a government from expressing its 

human rights concerns towards another government. At the same time, however, as 

Richard Falk pointed out, it can also serve as a shield which enables a government to 

engage in cruel conduct towards its own people.29  

Sovereignty has been used by both Australia and Indonesia to constrain human rights 

criticism. It was evident when some Indonesian members of parliament opposed 

external human rights criticism towards Indonesia. Perceiving human rights criticism as 

tantamount to meddling in Indonesia’s domestic affairs, the Indonesian parliament 

urged in November 2000 that any visit by President Abdurrahman Wahid to Australia 

be conditional on Australia apologising for “interference” in Indonesian affairs in East 

Timor and Papua.30 While Australia rhetorically holds the view that human rights are 

not solely the internal affair of any country, it was also often willing to summon the 

notion of sovereignty to justify its soft pedalling on Indonesian military abuses in the 

two regions. As Howard said in Bali in April 1999, 
 [W]e are dealing with a part of the sovereign Republic of Indonesia and it is not for other countries to 
 attempt some kind of micro-definition of each and every individual act which would take place in 
 somebody else’s country. Others don’t, or ought not, seek to do it in relation to Australia and I don’t 
 seek to do it in relation to Indonesia.31

                                                           
29 Richard Falk, “Sovereignty and Human Rights: The Search for Reconciliation”, Global Policy Forum, 
May 2000, p. 2,  in http://www.globalpolicy.org/nations/future/0312falk.htm, accessed on 13 June 2005. 
30 Paul Stenhouse, “Strength vital in volatile mix”, The Courier-Mail, 9 November 2000. See also a 
similar critical comment by Chairman of House Commission I, Ibrahim Ambong, in Vivian Goldner, 
“Howard should have delayed his visit: Ambong”, The Jakarta Post, 6 February 2002, available from 
http://intranet.usc.edu.au/wacana/isn/howard_visit.html, accessed 26 October 2004. On February 2002, 
Indonesian Parliamentary leaders agreed to boycott a planned meeting with John Howard, as a protest 
against what they describe as his “arrogant and unfriendly” attitude towards Indonesia, especially as 
shown as in the East Timor case. See Mark Bowling, “PM en route to meet Indonesian President”, in 
Australian Broadcasting Corporation, TV Program Transcript, 5 February 2002, available from 
http://www.abc.net.au/7.30/content/2002/s474250.htm, accessed 2 November 2005. 
31 See John Howard, The Hon John Howard MP Joint Press Conference with His Excellency B J Habibie 
President of the Republic of Indonesia, Bali Hilton International, 27 April 1999, transcript available at 
http://www.pm.gov.au/news/interviews/1999/bali2704.htm, accessed on 3 May 2005. See also John 
Howard, Radio Interview John Faine with John Howard, Radio 3LO, 25 April 1999, transcript available 
at http://www.pm.gov.au/news/interviews/1999/3LO2504.htm, accessed 3 May 2005. 
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A similar concern with sovereignty was expressed by Australian Foreign Minister 

Alexander Downer in his statement regarding the international peace-keeping force in 

East Timor. In Bali on 27 April 1999, Downer argued that “Australia was diligent in 

pushing hard to ensure measures were taken to curb this violence and that when Habibie 

and Howard met in Bali on 27 April, the Indonesian president ‘categorically rejected’ 

Australia’s calls for a peacekeeping force to be sent in”.32  In this case, Indonesia 

rejected this proposal for the sake of its domestic audience. As Habibie’s foreign affairs 

adviser, Dewi Fortuna Anwar said, the proposal was rejected because it was anxious 

that domestic nationalists may deem the deployment of foreign military troops upon 

Indonesian soil as a violation of Indonesian sovereignty.33   

These statements explained why Australia found it hard to formulate and to enforce its 

policy instruments on human rights when developing its bilateral relations with 

Indonesia, even if its objective was to constrain violence. The notion of sovereignty had 

evidently affected the ability of the Australian government to react. While it recognised 

the terrible suffering of East Timorese and Papuans, it also affirmed the principle that 

human rights violations could not justify the unilateral use of force.  John Howard 

recognised this situation when he explained the reasons why Australia continued to 

voice a certain unwillingness to commit to the peace-keeping force before the United 

Nations sanctioned it. In his television interview on September 1999, Howard simply 

said this would represent “an invasion of Indonesia”.34  

For all the above reasons, it is particularly important to note that the Australian national 

interest and the sovereignty issue were two basic elements constraining Australia in 

responding to human rights violations in East Timor and Papua. R. J. Vincent and Evan 

Luard identify three sets of difficulties that confront the pursuit of human rights in 

foreign policy. These are the need to pursue economic interests, to achieve security 

interests and to gain and maintain good relationships with other countries. As noted in 

Chapter Two, Luard also adds another factor which is sovereignty and the principle of 

non-interference in other states’ internal affairs.  Vincent and Luard plainly show that 

                                                           
32 Alexander Downer, “East Timor: Looking back on 1999”, Australian Journal of International Affairs, 
Vol. 54, No. 1, 2000, pp. 6-7. 
33 Dewi Fortuna Anwar, “Implementasi Kebijakan Luar Negeri dan Pertahanan Australia terhadap 
Indonesia: Studi Kasus Timor Timur (1996-2001)”, in Ganewati Wuryandari (ed.), Indonesia dalam 
Kebijakan Luar Negeri dan Pertahanan Australia 1996-2001, Pusat Penelitian Politik, Lembaga Ilmu 
Pengetahuan Indonesia (P2P-LIPI), Jakarta, 2001, p. 116. 
34 See John Howard, Transcript of the Prime Minister The Hon John Howard MP Television Interview 
with John Laws, Foxtel, on 27 September 1999, pp. 3-5, available from  
http://www.pm.gov.au/news/interviews/1999/foxtel2709.htm, accessed 3 May 2005. 
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each of these factors work against the pursuit of human rights in foreign policy. In the 

Australian context, it clearly revealed that these factors did not always run parallel with 

its human rights concerns. 

Public Pressure 

There was also present, however, another factor which contributed significantly to the 

policy environment within which Australian foreign policy makers had to operate in 

relation to the issues of human rights in East Timor and Papua. This factor is pressure 

brought to bear on the government by various domestic interest groups. The media, 

together with non-governmental organisations such as Amnesty International Australia, 

Friends of the Earth, Australia West Papua Association, the Environmental Centre of 

the Northern Territory Inc., the Australia East Timor Association, and the Australian 

Council for Overseas Aid, churches, ethnic communities, and various trade unions had a 

substantial influence in shaping Australian public opinion, and through it, Australian 

foreign policy.35

In focusing on the Australian public and media, it has become clear in this study that 

attitudes towards East Timor and Papua differed. The claim of Papuans to independence 

and the remedies for human rights violations did not attract the same level of support as 

East Timor. Although the people in the two regions had experienced similar human 

rights violations which were largely caused by the Indonesian military, the reaction of 

the Australian public to violations in Papua was quite subdued in comparison. There 

were several reasons factors for this. One, as I detailed in Chapter Five, was limited 

access to information coming out of Papua. This situation was in great contrast to the 

issue of East Timor which had been part of the human rights agenda for the Australian 

public and media since 1975.36 The close historical connection, emotional attachment to 

this territory, the presence of the sizeable East Timorese refugee community and the 

effectiveness of the East Timorese lobby group in Australia were among the reasons for 

the high profile of the issue in Australia. The case of East Timor illustrates well Keith 

Suter’s statement in his article “East Timor: Indonesia’s Sharpeville” in Current Affairs 

                                                           
35 See the role of media and interest groups in Australian foreign policy for more detailed in Alan Gyngell 
and Michael Wesley, Making Australian Foreign Policy, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press,  2003, 
p. 188; Nancy Viviani, Australian Attitudes and Policies Towards Indonesia 1950 to 1965, Thesis for the 
Degree of Doctor of Philosophy, the Department of International Relations, Research School of Pacific 
Studies, Australian National University, November 1973, especially in Chapters Two and Four, pp. 25-
79, and pp. 115-142. 
36 The different responses of Australian public on East Timor and Papua was drawn from an interview 
with Richard Chauvel, Victoria University, Melbourne, 24 June 2004. 
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Bulletin (December 1992) said “concern for human rights in international affairs is often 

measured by a nation’s [physical and emotional] proximity to the problem”.37

In the absence of significant public pressure about the way and the extent to which 

policies on Papua should be implemented, not much pressure was exerted on the 

Australian government to devote much attention to the issue in its foreign policy. This 

situation was in great contrast to East Timor, where “strong domestic pressure”, as 

Nancy Viviani stated, had “an impact on policy.”38 The significant base of support for 

East Timor in Australia prior to 1999, set the scene for the overwhelming Australian 

public outrage about the violence surrounding the 1999 ballot in this territory, which, as 

I have discussed in Chapter Four, forced the government reluctantly to respond. The 

Howard government, which initially not only tolerated, but also supported the retention 

of East Timor by the Indonesian government, had to shift its policy.39 Given that public 

policy is relatively responsive to public opinion in Australia,40 there is no doubt, that the 

outrageous violence in East Timor worsening and the vast mounting of public pressure 

made it politically impossible for the government to have continued a do-nothing 

policy.41 These factors, together with the policy shift by Habibie on East Timor, 

prompted a response from Australia to make a policy change. If it had done, otherwise, 

as Colin Brown said, the Liberal government might have lost power in the national 

election.42 Australia could certainly not have continued to support Indonesian 

occupation of East Timor, while the Indonesian government itself had already exercised 

its policy shift on this territory.  

So, in the 1999 East Timor episode, suddenly, the picture was reversed. Quite unlike the 

cautious approach that had marked Australian diplomacy towards Indonesia since the 

early 1990s, the Australian government moved to be an active state player by providing 

leadership, infrastructure and the biggest troop deployment to the international military 

                                                           
37 Keith Suter quoted by Geoffrey C. Gunn, A Critical View of Western Journalism and Scholarship on 
East Timor, Journal of Contemporary Asia Publishers, Manila and Sydney, 1994,  p. 199. 
38 Viviani, Australian Attitudes and Policies….,  p. 260. 
39 Interview with Scott Burchill, Deakin University, Melbourne, 25 June 2003. 
40 Gyngel and Wesley, Making Australian Foreign…, p. 184. 
41 Clinton Fernandes, Reluctant Saviour: Australia, Indonesia and the Independence of East Timor, 
Melbourne, Scribe Publication, 2004, p. 113. 
42 Interview with Colin Brown, Curtin University, Perth, 3 June 2005.  
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force in charge  of restoring order in East Timor.43 This assertive foreign policy 

fortified  

the point that the Howard government’s decision to stop the humanitarian crisis in East 

Timor could hardly have been motivated by an authentic humanitarian purpose as the 

government initially claimed. “If humanitarian abuses had been of primary importance 

at that time”, according to James Cotton, the intervention should surely have been 

carried out long beforehand.44 It was worth noting that by the end of 1998, all of the 

information coming into the intelligence community was assuring the government of the 

high probability of violence in East Timor with the Indonesian security forces supplying 

arms to pro-Jakarta militia groups.45 The harsh reality of intelligence reports and the 

undeniable atrocities in East Timor as reported by various sources, however, were not 

enough to press the government into taking practical action. One strident demand from 

the Labor Party opposition, the press and the public protest was that they called 

Canberra for immediately sending its peace-keeping force to end the violence in East 

Timor.46 Nevertheless, it waited till the referendum of September 1999 when the 

government, which for after twenty four years (1975-1999) supported, tolerated and 

forgave Indonesia’s terrible military actions against the East Timorese, finally made its 

policy shift on East Timor. Its action was conducted under the banner of morality and 

human rights.  

                                                           
43 Elisabeth Prado, “Humanitarian Intervention: Successful outcomes without humanitarian motives? 
Indonesia, Australia and intervention in East Timor”, 54th Annual Political Studies Association 
Conference, University of Lincoln, 5-8 April 2004, p. 10.  
44 James Cotton, “Against the Grain: The East Timor Intervention”, Survival, Vol. 43, No.1, Spring 2001, 
p. 130. The similar cynical argument was also expressed by Colin Brown in his personal interview on 3 
June 2005 in Perth. 
45 Desmond Ball, “Silent witness: Australian intelligence and East Timor” The Pacific Review, Vol. 14, 
No. 1, 2001, p. 43. 
46 Labor’s foreign affairs spokesman, Laurie Brereton, for instance, repeated calls for the Howard 
government to asset itself a “leading role” in a UN force in East Timor. See Mike Head, “Western calls 
for intervention mount after Timor killings”, World Socialist Web Site, 20 April 1999, available from 
http://www.wsws.org/articles/1999/apr1999/timor-a-20.shtml, accessed 31 May 2006, p. 4; Mike Head, 
“Australian troops placed on alert for intervention in neighbouring countries”, World Socialist Web Site, 
13 March 1999, available from http://www.wsws.org/articles/1999/mar1999/aut-m13.shtl, accessed 31 
May 2006, p. 3. In September 1999, tens of thousands of people demonstrated in Australia’s major cities 
and demanded for an Australian-led UN peacekeeping force. Some of their banners said “Send Australian 
UN troops now!”, “Stop the Killings. Peacekeepers now”. See it more Linda Tenebaum, “East Timor and 
protest politics”, World Socialist Web Site, 17 September 1999, available from 
http://www.wsws.org/articles/1999/sep1999/tim-s17.shtml, accessed 31 May 2006, p. 1; Brian Toohey, 
“Why not bomb Indonesia too?”, Australian Financial Review, 13 April 1999; Brian Toohey, “No more 
talk…It’s get tough time in Timor”, Australian Financial Review, 20 April 1999. In his article, Toohey 
argued that the US-NATO bombing of Serbia to be a precedent for an Australian-led UN mobilization 
against Indonesia. It was because there was not a lot of difference in kind between human rights 
violations committed by Serbian and Indonesian forces. He also argued that Australia should shift its 
policy to Indonesia, because a continued acceptance of atrocities in East Timor would never provide a 
firm foundation for good Australia-Indonesia relations. 
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If Australia was rhetorically so passionate in the call for intervention in East Timor on 

humanitarian grounds due to the abusive behaviour of the Indonesian military, was the 

same logic applied to the people in Papua who also had very similar experience of 

human rights violations? Was there any aggressive pressure from Canberra in the case 

of Papua in the years between 1991 and 2004?   

As shown in Chapter Five, the answer is clearly no. While the Australian government 

actively led the 1999 humanitarian intervention in East Timor, it did not alter its 

position on human rights in Papua. The Howard government was evidently willing to 

turn a blind eye to atrocities carried out by the Indonesian military in Papua. Human 

rights abuses seemed to have all but disappeared from view in Papua. In the months 

following its involvement to curb violence in East Timor, the Australian government 

put much effort into paving the way to rebuild its relations with Indonesia. Despite what 

human rights groups were saying about the Indonesian security forces’ abusive attitude 

to Papuans, Canberra restored full military ties and unambiguously reiterated its support 

for Papua as an integral part of Indonesia.  

Why did the government maintain its support of Indonesian sovereignty in Papua 

regardless of ongoing human rights abuses there? Was its objective just to pacify 

Indonesia’s anxieties, expressed by some of its political elites (as discussed in Chapter 

Five), over Australia secretly plotting to facilitate the break-away of Papua?  

In this light, two considerations influenced the government in its stand on Papua. They 

encompass historical and contemporary aspects. One concern expressed by the 

government to the period and before after 1999 was the different historical status of 

Papua and East Timor. One obvious difference is that the latter was never part of the 

Dutch colonial empire; it was only incorporated into Indonesia following the 1975 

invasion. Therefore, East Timor continued to be internationally regarded as a ‘non-self 

governing territory’ under the Portuguese administration. On the other hand, although 

there was a flawed process of transition in Papua, was supervised by the United Nations 

in 1969 and Indonesian sovereignty over the territory was subsequently recognised. In 

other words, as John Howard argued in Kiribati on 29 October 2000, the two territories 

were consequently not comparable,  
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 West Papua is an integral part of Indonesian republic. We have never advocated anything to 
 the contrary and we won’t because the circumstances…and the history [are] quite different 
 from the history of East Timor.47

The second reason frequently stated by the Howard government in the period post 1999 

is that the policy of supporting Indonesian sovereignty over Papua was in Australia’s 

national interests.48 The government sought a new basis for Australian foreign policy on 

Indonesia, especially with regard to greater anxieties in Indonesia over Australia’s 

political intentions to dismember Papua after East Timor (Chapter Five). In this case, 

having decided to become involved in international military support for the East 

Timorese, there were two options remaining in terms of Australia’s relations with 

Indonesia: a move towards rapprochement with Indonesia, or to remain in an uneasy 

position largely because of expressing its human rights concerns over Papuans. It 

seemed clear that the government attempted the first course of a shift towards 

rapprochement and that a solid commitment to seeing Papua remains part of Indonesia 

was the most obvious way of achieving it.  

The Howard Coalition government, like its predecessor, has constantly believed that the 

secession of Papua would be contrary to Australia’s national interest. Politicians’ 

reference to the risk of ‘balkanization’ of Indonesia has given clues as to the main 

political security, and economic interests dictating the coalition’s policy on Papua. In 

the Australian perspective, the fragmentation of Indonesia has always been perceived as 

potentially posing a host of security, social and economic difficulties.49 As Downer said 

in December 2000, “…without exception the break-off parts of Indonesia, including 

Irian Jaya, would be a strategic disaster for Indonesia’s neighbours, including 

Australia.”50 If it was splitting up, a senior journalist, David Jenkins warned in 2001 

article in the Sydney Morning Herald that “the alternative to what we now have, it is 

                                                           
47 John Howard cited by Meg Gurry, “Perspective on Australian foreign policy 2000”, Australian Journal 
of International Affairs, Vol. 55, No. 1, 2001, p. 8. 
48 Interview with Colin Brown, Perth, 3 June 2005. 
49 Milton Osborne, “A unified and stable Jakarta serves us best”, The Australian, 31 July 1996. See also 
Pip Hinman, “Howard ignores the lessons of Timor”, Green Left Weekly Online, Issue # 460, 15 August 
2001, available from http://www.etan.org/et2001c/august/12-18/15howard.htm, accessed 25 May 2005. 
50 Alexander Downer quoted by The Sydney Morning Herald, “Editorial: West Papua Bleeding”, 19 
January 2001.  This similar concern was repeated on several occasions by Australian officials in the form 
of public statements and documents. See for instance Commonwealth of Australia, Advancing the 
National Interest: Australia’s Foreign and Trade Policy White Paper, Canberra, Commonwealth of 
Australia, 2003, p. 19.  
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sometimes said, is ‘three Bruneis and five Bangladeshes’”. Jenkins argued that it could 

be “a nightmare” for Australia.51   

An understanding of these unintended consequences of Papua’s secession together with 

Indonesian sensitivities after the loss of East Timor, has therefore became the main 

basis for much of Australian academic, foreign policy and defence planners’ advice that 

the Australian government has little choice than to maintain its pragmatic policy by 

supporting Papua as an integral part of Indonesia.52 In this light, it was therefore hardly 

surprising that the Howard government quickly retreated from its initial stated 

commitment on human rights as previously demonstrated in the 1999 East Timor 

episode, as well as on his ambitious idea of the so-called ‘Howard Doctrine’, i.e. the 

doctrine of spreading Australian values in the region.  As it turned out, Australia’s 

national interests were allowed to run over the human rights of the Papuans. The 

Howard administration’s diminutive responses to continuing human rights abuses in 

Papua only strengthened a view that his government’s human rights policy had shifted 

away from its emphasis on good international citizenship as shown in the 1999 East 

Timor episode towards self-interest. Concerns of realpolitik obviously pushed aside 

human rights, signaling a return to a policy adopted by Australia for twenty-four years 

in the case of East Timor. So, Howard’s policy on Papua indicates a clear return to the 

“realism” that had characterized the Keating and the Howard governments prior to 

1999.53  

 

Conclusion 

The thesis concludes that successive Australian governments in 1991-2004, 

encompassing the Keating years (1991-1996) as well as Howard’s three consecutive 

terms as Prime Minister (1996-2004), were trapped between their rhetoric of human 

rights and the pursuit of realpolitik in the region. This finding is clearly evident in the 

two case studies which are used in this thesis, namely East Timor and Papua. On the 

one hand, Australia made a commitment that it would uphold the principle of human 

rights as one of its national interests. On the other hand, Australia deemed that 

maintaining stable and good relations with Indonesia was a greater priority. Protecting 

                                                           
51 David Jenkins, “Indonesia and Australia: Under the scar tissue”, The Sydney Morning Herald, 21 
March 2001. 
52 Richard Chauvel, “Australia’s Strategic Environment: The Problem of Papua”, Agenda, Vol.11, No.1, 
2004, p. 48; Interview with Alan Dupont, the Australian National University, Canberra, 2 October 2003.  
53 The Australian, “Indonesia repeats its Timor past in West Papua”, 22 November 2000. 
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East Timorese and Papuans from Indonesian military abuses was considered secondary 

to its diplomatic relations with Indonesia, potentially undermining Australian regional 

agendas and possibly creating regional political security tensions. Australia sought to 

avoid and neutralise any potential set-back in the bilateral relationship with Jakarta, 

because a breakdown of relations was considered more costly to Australia’s security and 

economic interests than those of Indonesia. The short lived shift of policy in the 1999 

East Timor episode was only possible because of the precipitous political developments 

in Indonesia and the effectiveness of the Australian public pressure, two factors that 

forced the government to practice the principled foreign policy that it initially promoted.  

Since the East Timor case was a definite exception to the pattern, it was understandable 

that the old style of foreign policy – pragmatism - was applied to Papua in the 

immediate aftermath of 1999. Australian policy on human rights in this region was 

repeatedly judged from the perspective of Australia’s overall national interest. 

Whenever human rights issues in the territory were raised, it should be hardly surprising 

that Australia’s government prioritised its overall national interests at the expense of the 

issue of human rights abuses in Papua.   

As a result of these findings, therefore, it can be concluded that there was a considerable 

gap between rhetoric and substance when it came to human rights in Australian foreign 

policy under the Keating and Howard administrations in 1991-2004. This gulf was an 

indication that there was a deep tension in advancing Australian human rights policy, 

i.e. between idealism and political reality that played out in the Keating and Howard 

governments’ inconsistency on developing its policy and practice.   

 

Implications of the study 

 

Although the current study mainly deals with Australian foreign policy in responding to 

human rights violations in East Timor and Papua, the implications of the findings 

should not be confined to these cases only. There are several issues worthy of note 

when reflecting upon the implications of this study.  

 

What conclusions, for instance, can be drawn from this study about the widespread 

perception in Indonesia that Australia harbours a hidden agenda to turn Papua into an 

independent state? This sort of claim arose partly because the 1999 events unfolding in 

 281



East Timor were perceived quite differently in Indonesia and in Australia.54 The 

coverage of destruction that spurred Australian public outrage and demands for the 

government’s immediate action was almost totally absent in Indonesia. Australia’s 

humanitarian intervention in East Timor in 1999 caused anxieties within Indonesia’s 

political elite about Australia’s intentions regarding its territorial integrity.  As the 2003 

report by Pusat Penelitian Politik, Lembaga Ilmu Pengetahuan Indonesia (Centre for 

Political Research, Indonesian Institute of Sciences) pointed out, 
[S]ome Indonesians believed that Australia did not support the territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Indonesia. ….This belief was reinforced by Australian military involvement in East 
Timor after its 1999 referendum that resulted in the separation of East Timor from Indonesia.55  

 

These anxieties were further cultivated by Indonesian memories of Australia opposing 

Papua becoming part of its unitary state. Richard Leaver asserted that Australia’s 

support for “an independent West Papua state” during the 1950s had become “ghosts 

from the past” which “were queuing up to haunt future generations [of Indonesians]”.56 

Some Indonesians might still have memories about such events to strengthen their 

suspicions toward Australia on Papua. One crucial question that needs to be asked is 

whether the popular notion that Australia, especially after its involvement in the 1999 

East Timor episode, harbours any secret desire to separate Papua from Jakarta, is 

soundly based.  

 

The answer to this, as determined through a close examination of the two periods of 

Australian policy on human rights over thirteen years of the Keating and the Howard 

governments (1991-2004), has shown to be both ‘yes’ and ‘no’. The first view suggests 

that Australia will support self-determination in Papua. After twenty-four years 

supporting Indonesian sovereignty over this territory, the Australian government finally 

changed its policy to support the East Timorese self-determination after it was forced to 

by international circumstances and public pressure. Given this policy shift, this thesis is 

therefore taking the position that a similar rationale might also be applied in Papua. In 

this case, the precedent established by the 1999 Australian humanitarian intervention in 

East Timor might be repeated in Canberra’s assessment to involve itself in Papua. One 

                                                           
54 See Richard Chauvel, “Relations Between Democratic Neighbours: Indonesia and Australia”, in 
Damien Kingsbury and Arief Budiman (eds.), Indonesia The Uncertain Transition, Hindmarsh (South 
Australia), Crawford House Publishing, 2001, pp. 255-56. 
55 See Adriana Elisabeth, Dewi Fortuna Anwar, Hilman Adil, Ikrar Nusa Bhakti, Japanton Sitohang, and 
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Pusat Penelitian Politik, Lembaga Ilmu Pengetahuan Indonesia (P2P-LIPI), Jakarta, 2003, p. 1 and see 
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56 Leaver, “Introduction: Australia, East Timor and….”, p. 21. 

 282



conceivable scenario might be an escalation of conflict in Papua leading to the 

Indonesian government extensively using force to resolve the conflict and thereby 

increasing the possibility of large scale human rights violations. If the situation was to 

get so bad (i.e. in terms of human rights violation) in Papua that the world (in this case 

the US and the UN) unites to force Indonesia to hold a referendum and broad sections 

of the Australian public demands that the government take action in this territory, 

Canberra might be persuaded to undertake humanitarian intervention in Papua. 

 

However, it would be a mistake to overestimate the potential for Australian support for 

self-determination in Papua. As the findings of this thesis also noted, governments from 

either side of politics in Australia, the Keating Labor and the Howard Liberal 

governments, with the exception of the 1999 East Timor episode, predominantly 

accepted that maintaining a good relationship with Indonesia always took greater 

priority than human rights in either East Timor or Papua. It was acknowledged that the 

overall relationship had to be in good shape as a great many interests were at stake in 

Indonesia. In this sense, therefore, any idea that Australia’s grand master plan is secretly 

to plot the breakaway of Papua from Indonesia is difficult to justify. There is absolutely 

no intention in Canberra, keen for a variety of reasons to maintain cordial relations with 

Jakarta, to intervene militarily on humanitarian grounds in Papua as it did in East 

Timor. If events in Papua unfold in a similar pattern as in East Timor, it is unlikely that 

Australia would take the lead in any intervention. As it was in East Timor in 1999, it 

would be reluctant to exercise direct pressure on Jakarta, except as “a last resort.”57 The 

rationale which underpins this assessment is that Australia does not want to see 

Indonesia disintegrate if Papua seceded from Indonesia. Canberra is far more worried 

about the consequences of a break-up Indonesia than the US. The break-up of 

Indonesia, as previously discussed, would greatly complicate the strategic picture in the 

region, especially for Australia. The emergence of a number of small states in its north 

has prompted Australia’s concerns over an array of security threats, including trans-

national crimes, refugees flow and environmental dangers.58  

 

                                                           
57 Paul Dibb, “Indonesia: key to South-East Asia’s security”, International Affairs, Vol. 77, No. 4, 2001, 
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58 For more detail on the implication of Indonesia’s disarray to regional security, including to Australia, 
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Another rationale is because Canberra is aware that any move to support secessionism 

in Papua would probably provoke serious armed conflict with Indonesia. As foreign 

policy commentator Paul Kelly plainly warned,  
 The moral case for West Papuan independence may be strong. But the strategic case for 
 caution is overwhelming. To support the dismantling of another country or a process to 
 achieve this dismantling would be an unfriendly act at best and, more accurately; it would be 
 seen as the action of an enemy.59

 

One lesson from East Timor is that Indonesian sovereignty over Papua does not depend 

ultimately on Australian support for it, but on Indonesian capabilities to establish a form 

of governance capable of protecting and promoting human rights, including those of 

Papuans.60 In line with this perspective, Colin Brown points out that Indonesian respect 

for human rights in Papua increasingly becomes Australia’s concern. Contrary to 

popular belief, this concern is not driven by moral principle. Indonesian advancement of 

human rights in Papua will clearly serve Australian security interests. If Indonesia does 

this, it would be strengthening Indonesia’s position in this territory and this in turn, 

would be advantageous for Australia’s geo-political position. Brown finally underlines 

his strong view that without any human rights present in this territory, Papua might 

potentially secede from Indonesia.61   

 

This thesis is particularly concerned with the Australian government’s attitudes to 

human rights abuses in East Timor and Papua. In essence, the findings of the present 

study indicate that there was a gulf between government policy and practice on human 

rights. Nevertheless, it should be acknowledged that East Timor before its successful 

separation in 1999, and Papua were both regions within Indonesia and that Australian 

responses towards human rights violations in these two territories were conditioned by 

the Australia-Indonesia relationship. So the findings in this study cannot necessarily be 

generalised to Australia’s attitudes to human rights in other countries. This is because 

the formulation of foreign policy is not made “in vacuo”.62 It entails a complex process 

which takes into account many internal as well as external factors.63 The perspectives 

and assumptions taken from a range of factors include the degree of public interest, the 

power of the country concerned, the views and actions of other states and the Australian 
                                                           
59Paul Kelly, “Danger in mixed signals on Irian Jaya”, The Australian, 1 November 2000.  
60 Interview with a confidential Australian intelligence officer (CA1), Canberra, 28 September 2003.  
61 Interview with Colin Brown, Perth, 3 June 2005. 
62 Peter E. Baehr, The Role of Human Rights in Foreign Policy, New York, St. Martin’s Press, 1994, p. 
49. 
63  Nancy Viviani, “The Official Formulation of Foreign Policy”, in FA Mediansky and AC Palfreeman 
(eds.), In Pursuit of National Interests: Australian Foreign Policy in the 1990s, Sydney, Pergamon Press, 
1988, p. 46. 
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interests at stake. All of these issues will influence Canberra’s perception of the issue 

and the policy that will be pursued in its foreign relations.64 Inevitably, Australia’s 

human rights policy will also be interpreted in accordance with such considerations. The  

policy choices that a government makes from this range of considerations will therefore 

vary from case to case and will depend on the extent to which the factors referred to 

above are present and how they are configured. This explains why human rights 

violations in foreign countries do not always receive similar responses from Australian 

governments. Its attitude to human rights violations will therefore be determined on an 

empirical, case-by-case basis. 

 

In which direction Australian foreign policy on human rights will now move is still 

unclear. What is obvious from the present study is that notwithstanding the 1999 East 

Timor episode, Australian human rights policies to East Timor and Papua from 1991 to 

2004 exemplified the practice of double standards. Faced with threats to its security and 

economic interests, Australia has been demonstrated to sacrifice its support for human 

rights. This policy choice offers a clear indication of the relative weight given by the 

Australian government to these competing goals. By that relative weighting, the 

government illustrates the lack of importance that is attached to human rights in its 

foreign policy. Its policies in East Timor and Papua illustrate how competing objectives 

may undermine its human rights goals. 

 

Although analysing Australian foreign policy on human rights requires an appreciation 

of a range of factors specific to the case, the result of this study suggests a dim picture 

about the future direction of human rights in Australian foreign policy. Such a note of 

scepticism cannot be avoided given the realist pattern of governance that predominated 

in Canberra. As Richard Falk asserted,  
[t]he realist frame of reference entertains extremely serious, principled doubts about the 
relevance of law and morality to the proper operation of the state system. Realism is not easily 
reconciled with the human rights tradition unless such concerns are pragmatically invoked as an 
instrument of foreign policy, and even then only in a selective and opportunistic manner.65  

 
 

                                                           
64 Hugh Smith, “Foreign Policy and the Political Process”, in Mediansky and Palfreeman (eds.), In 
Pursuit of National Interests…, p. 22; See also David Dutton, “Human Rights Diplomacy”, in Peter 
Edwards and David Goldsworthy (eds.), Facing North: A Century of Australian Engagement with Asia, 
Volume 2: 19702 to 2000, Carlton, Melbourne University Press, 2003, p. 128. 
65 Richard Falk, Human Rights Horizons: The Pursuit of Justice in a Globalizing World, New York, 
Routledge, 2000, p. 40. 
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If the realist pattern of government continues to characterise Australian foreign policy, 

Australia will apply selectivity in its human rights policy. This means that Australia will 

pick and choose what it counts as human rights according to what suits itself rather than 

based on the severity of the abuses. This is particularly so when Australia makes human 

rights criticisms of other countries on the basis of its selfish considerations. The moral 

dimension may be present in its foreign policy but it only comes to the fore when this 

does not conflict with its vital national interests.66 Thus, Australia paid greater attention 

to human rights in Kosovo and in the former Yugoslavia than in China. Its responsive 

attitude in these two former countries owed less to any point of international law, and 

more to the fact that Australia’s vital security and economic interests were not 

involved.67

The Australian government’s inconsistent attitude to human rights abuses potentially 

affects and decreases its international credibility on human rights. Australia’s 

inconsistent stand on the case of East Timor, for instance, was widely considered to 

have resulted in the failure of its bid to be elected to the United Nations Security 

Council in 1996.68  

In the last section of this thesis I would like to relate the findings of this study to one of 

the most difficult issues in contemporary international relations, the complex 

relationship between ethical issues and the conduct of politics in interstate relations. As 

                                                           
66 Nicholas J. Wheeler, Saving Strangers: Humanitarian Intervention in International Society, Oxford, 
Oxford University Press, 2000, p. 106. 
67 Australia, for instance, welcomed and tacitly accepted the prosecutions of individuals for war crimes in 
the former Yugoslavia, while it was much less keen to see prosecutions in Indonesia. One indication was 
that it secured the election of Justice David Hunt to the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former 
Yugoslavia. See Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Annual Report 2000-2001, available in 
http://www.dfat.gov.u/dept/annual _reports/00_01/s02/02_1-1-7.html, accessed 28 July 2005. Australia 
showed no enthusiasm for assisting investigators who were inquiring into the crimes against humanity 
that were committed against the East Timorese in 1999 by Indonesian former generals and militia leaders. 
See Fernandes, Reluctant Saviour: Australia…, p. 118.  For more detail about the case of Kosovo, see 
Anup Shah, “Crisis in East Timor A Comparison with Kosovo”, Globalissues, in 
http://www.globalissues.org/Geopolitics/EastTimor/Kosovo.asp, 10 September 2000,  accessed 3 May 
2005; Nick Beams, “Kosovo and East Timor: a reply to a WSWS reader”, World Socialist Web Site, 1 
October 1999, http://www.wsws.org/articles/1999/oct1999/rep-o01_prn.shtml, accessed 3 May 2005. 
Australia’s response to human rights violations in China can be obtained from Bruce Jacobs, “Appeasing 
China’s leader not the way”, The Age, 30 June 2005; Brian Harradine, “Kowtowing to abusers”, The Age, 
30 June 2005; and Greg Sheridan, “Chinese human rights abuse a no-go zone”, The Australian, 25 June 
2005. 
68Sam Makinda in an interview with Tania Lawrence, in Lawrence, The Timor Gap and Australia’s 
Foreign …, p. 29. See also Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, “United Nations Security Council 
Elections”, Media Release, FA 118, 22 October 1996, available from 
http://www.dfat.gov.au/media/releases/foreign/1996/fa118.html, accessed 27 July 2005. In this election, 
Australia mounted a vigorous campaign among all 185 member states of the United Nations, but Sweden 
and Portugal were countries which were successfully elected to be member of the United Nations Security 
Council. 
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previously discussed, the problem of what nation states do about human rights abuses in 

their neighbouring countries remained crucial in Australian foreign policy. The fact that 

Australia had committed itself, in rhetoric at least, to the principle of universal human 

rights, seemed hardly to matter at all in Australia-Indonesia relations over the period of 

1991 to 2004. The two case  studies on human rights abuses  in  East  Timor  and  Papua  

evidently reflected the tensions between realist and idealist conceptions of international 

society, analysed in the works of R. J. Vincent, Nicholas J. Wheeler, Peter E. Baehr, and 

Karen E. Smith and Margot Light.69 The dilemma arose predominantly because human 

rights interests were consistently subordinated to developing bilateral relations with 

Indonesia.  

 

Despite the fact that human rights received bipartisan support, there was a range of 

opinions on how Australia should deal with Indonesian abuses of human rights, both 

from the parties and in the community. There were inherent tensions between the 

‘dissenters’ and ‘the pragmatic’ groups within the Australian community. On the one 

hand, there was a set of groups and individuals, as discussed above, which were very 

critical of Indonesia’s human rights record in East Timor and Papua. Continued reports 

of Indonesian security forces abuses in these territories were among the reasons which 

motivated them to seek stronger action from the Australian government. On the other 

hand, the latter group perceived a stable and friendly relationship with Indonesia as 

crucial to Australia’s national interest. Among the supporters of this position were the 

Indonesian lobby, the mainstream foreign-policy establishment, business, and the 

mainstream defence establishment. They basically preferred to ignore human rights 

violations in East Timor and Papua in order to facilitate a stable relationship with 

Indonesia, trade opportunities and Australia’s security interests. This helps to explain 

why some business groups, such as the chief of the Business Council of Australia, Brian 

Loton and the Industry Minister, Senator Button did not want the 1991 Dili incident to 

undermine Australia’s friendly and fruitful relationship with Indonesia. Paul Keating’s 

criticism of the Howard government for its handling the 1999 East Timor crisis should 

also be seen in this perspective. In Keating’s view, Australia should not have intervened 

militarily in East Timor. On an ABC Radio National interview in early October 1999, 

                                                           
69 R. J. Vincent, Human Rights and International Relations, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 
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he accused Howard’s handling of the East Timor crisis for causing the bloodshed in this 

territory. In Keating’s view, East Timor was Australia’s “worst foreign policy disaster 

since the Vietnam War”, because  it  caused  the  bloodshed  in  this  territory.70 Keating  

 

levelled further arguments that Howard should not have pressed Indonesia for a  vote on  

independence, as he said “[if] John Howard had not written that letter in February, the 

Timor disaster would not have started to unfold”.71 Keating’s statements were indeed 

one indication that there were some in the ‘political establishment’ who opposed 

Australia’s policy shift on Indonesia in general and in East Timor in particular (though 

he was in a minority on this view). Contrary to the dissenters group, the pragmatic 

group showed their allegiance to maintaining good relations with Indonesia, not to the 

fundamental rights of the East Timorese.  

 

It became clear to me after comparing these two case studies on East Timor and Papua 

that there were differences between the rhetoric and the implementation of policy. 

Consistency was evidently difficult because Australia was ultimately unable to 

reconcile the perceived imperative of maintaining good relations with Indonesia and the 

conviction that the East Timorese and Papuans were entitled their basic rights to a life, 

and freedom from fear and torture. Given the wider national security and economic 

issues at stake, the Australian government took the pragmatic side by not seeking to 

make human rights considerations a significant factor in dealing with Indonesia. This 

strong emphasis on strategic and economic matters indicated the way in which realism 

largely dominated Australia’s relations with Indonesia.   

 

However, the fact that Australia espoused human rights was an important factor that 

made the ‘lapse’ from realism possible. Although the Australian government tended to 

emphasise considerations of deference to sovereignty and national interest when it came 

to dealing with human rights violations in Indonesia, the goal of upholding human 

rights never disappeared from its rhetoric. Thus, when the concerted attention and 

pressure of the Australian community in support for the people of East Timor made it 

difficult for the government to avoid a dramatic shift in its policy on East Timor in 

                                                           
70 BBC News, “Howard under fire over Timor”, World Mediawatch, 6 October 1999, 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/asia-pacific/466947, accessed on 2 November 2005 
71 Australian Broadcasting Corporation News Online, “Howard hits back at Keating over criticism”, The 
World Today, 5 October 1999, 12.10 pm, p.3, available from 
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1999,72 the Australian government was able to represent this in terms that were 

consistent with its stated foreign policy goals. After years of ‘quiet dialogue’ with 

Indonesia over human rights, the  deployment  of  a multinational military  force to curb  

violence in East Timor enabled it to claim credit for defending human rights in the 1999 

crisis.  In his article in Australian Journal of International Affairs in 2000, Downer 

stated obviously that  
The considerations that drove Australia to respond as it did to the post-election violence were 
essentially humanitarian – namely, the pressing need, in the face of Indonesia’s incapacity to do 
so, to bring a halt to the wanton destruction and suffering that engulfed East Timor in 
September….As a nation, Australians can take considerable pride in how we responded to the 
historic challenge that events in East Timor placed before us. We translated our policy 
commitments [on human rights] into concrete action…73

 

Australia’s emphasis on human rights in its foreign policy was short lived as confirmed 

by its approach to human rights violations in Papua post 1999. Yet the way that 

Australia finally dealt with the humanitarian catastrophe in East Timor suggests an 

important lesson in the context of human rights and foreign policy. The case of East 

Timor demonstrated that non-government actors are able to be essential players in 

bringing effective political pressure to bear on a government when human rights are at 

stake. 

 

Evidence in this study suggests that there is no simple recipe to resolve the tension 

between human rights and foreign policy. Whoever decides to make human rights a 

constituent element of foreign policy is going to encounter difficult policy choices on 

whether and when it will give a higher priority to human rights over other foreign policy 

considerations.74 The interests promoting Realpolitik (realism) usually win in these 

policy choices. This study, however, also shows that in some circumstances human 

rights can become the driver. What this study offers in the last section is a view that the 

state, as Tim Dunne and Nicholas J. Wheeler argue, is no longer the sole gatekeeper in 

promoting and defining human rights issues.75 As well as the state, non-government 

organizations have obviously become prominent not only in global ethics but also in 

                                                           
72 Stephen R. Shalom, Mark Shelden and Richard Tanter, “Introduction”, in Stephen R. Shalom, Mark 
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politics. Their robust attention and pressure can in some circumstances hold a 

government accountable and force it to translate its human rights rhetoric into policy. 

Non-government organisations in Australia played an important role in guaranteeing 

respect for human rights. Thus, the question is no longer how to resolve the dilemma 

between human rights and foreign policy, but it is more appropriate to ask the question 

on how to understand the changed dynamics of local and global human rights 

constituencies and how they constrain and shape the foreign policy choices of 

governments. 
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
_____________________________________________________ 

 
 
ABRI Angkatan Bersenjata Republik Indonesia, Indonesian Armed 

Forces 
ACFOA   Australian Council for Overseas Aid 
ACTU   Australian Council of Trade Unions 
ADF     Australian Defence Forces 
AETA   Australian East Timor Association 
AFC   Act of Free Choice 
AITI  Associacao Integraciao de Timor Indonesia, Association for the 

Integration of East Timor and Indonesia 
AIIET   All Inclusive Intra-East Timor Dialogue 
ALP Australian Labor Party 
APEC Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation 
APODETI            Associacao Popular Democratica Timorense, Timorese Popular 

Democratic Association 
ASDT    Associacao Social Democrata Timorense, Timorese Social  
   Democratic Party  
ASIET   Australia East Timor Association 
ASIS   Australian Secret Intelligence Service  
AWPA   Australia West Papua Association    
AusAID  The Australian Agency for International Development 
BAIS   Badan Intelijen Strategis  
BMP  Besi Merah Putih, Red and White Iron 
BRIMOB  Brigade Mobil, Police Mobile Brigade 
CFMEU  Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union 
CNRM Conselho Nacional da Resistencia Maubere, National Council of   

Maubere Resistance 
CNRT Conselho Nacional da Resistencia Timorense, National Council 

of Timorese Resistance 
DEA Department of External Affairs 
DFAT Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 
DIO   Defence Intelligence Organisation  
DOM Daerah Operasi Militer, Military Operation Zone 
DSD   Defence Signals Directorate  
ELSHAM Lembaga Studi dan Advokasi Hak Asasi Manusia, Institute for 

Human Rights Study and Advocacy 
FALINTIL  Forcas Armandas de Libertacao Nacional de Timor-Leste, East 

Timor National Liberation Army 
FORERI Forum Rekonsiliasi Masyarakat Irian Jaya, Forum for 

Reconciliation of the people of Irian Jaya 
FRETILIN  Frente Revolucionara de Timor Leste Independente, the 

Revolutionary Front for an Independent East Timor 
GPK   Gerakan Pengacau Keamanan, Security Disturbers Group 
HREOC Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission  
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ICCPR International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
ICESCR International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 
IMET International Military, Education and Training 
IMF International Monetary Fund 
INTERFET International Force in East Timor  
INPRES Instruksi Presiden, Presidential Instruction 
KPP-HAM Commission of Inquiry into Human Rights Violations  
KODAM  Army Military Regional Command 
KODIM  Military District Command 
Komnas HAM Komisi Nasional Hak Asasi Manusia, National Commission for 

Human Rights 
KOREM  Komando Resort Militer, Military Resort Command 
KORAMIL  Komando Rayon Militer, Military Rayon Command 
Kopassus  Komando Pasukan Khusus, Indonesian Special Forces 
KOTA                         Klibur Oan Timur Aswain, Sons of the Mountain Warriors 
LBH Lembaga Bantuan Hukum, Indonesian Legal Aid Institute or 

Foundation 
NAP National Action Plan 
NEI   Netherlands East Indies  
NGOs   Non-Governmental Organisations 
MUA Maritime Union of Australia 
OCHA   UN office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs   
ONA   Office of National Assessments   
OPM Organisasi Papua Merdeka, Free Papua Movement 
PDP Presidium Dewan Papua, Papuan Presidium Council  
PKI                              Partai Komunis Indonesia, Indonesian Communist Party 
PNG    Papua New Guinea 
RAAF   Royal Australian Air Force  
RAN   Royal Australian Navy  
RTC Round Table Conference 
SPC South Pacific Commission 
TNI Tentara Nasional Indonesia, Indonesian Defence Forces 
UDHR   Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
UDT    Uniao Democratica Timorense, Timorese Democratic Union  
UN   United Nations 
UNAMET   United Nations Mission in East Timor 
UNCHR  United Nations Commission on Human Rights 
UNDP   United Nations Development Program 
UNHCR  United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees  
UNGA   United Nations General Assembly 
UNTEA  United Nations Temporary Executive Authority  
WNG   West New Guinea 
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Appendix 1 
 

 
SOME CASES OF HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLATIONS IN EAST TIMOR 

 
November 1991 – September 1999 

 
 
1991 
 
12 November Indonesian security forces opened fire on a large crowd attending a memorial service at 

Santa Cruz cemetery and a pro independence rally in the East Timor capital city of Dili. 
Government sources claimed that nineteen were killed and ninety one were injured, while 
NGOs sources put the figure at two hundred and seventy three dead and three hundred and 
seventy six injured.1   

 
 
1992 
 
March The Indonesian military took a preventive measure to keep the young East Timorese people 

under control upon the arrival of the ship Lusitania Expresso. One hundred college students 
were arrested and taken to the Battalion 744 barracks in Taibesse, Dili.2  

 
3 March There were reports that Indonesian security forces intimidated the Timorese in Taibesse, 

Dili and Jakarta, including allegation of the detention of five hundred young people in 
relation to the Dili massacre. 3

 
July-August During the months preceding the Non-Aligned Movement Summit in September and the 

first anniversary of the Santa Cruz massacre, there were reportedly numerous arrests in 
Lospalos, Maliana, Ermera, Viqueque, Bacau and Dili. In Viqueque in late July and August, 
twenty two people were arrested, among them were civil servants. Some of them, including 
Fernando da Silva Nobai, Miguel Soares Pinto and Xisto Pereira, were severely tortured 
after being taken into custody. In Dili, twenty students and fifty youths were also arrested.4

 
September An unknown number of young East Timorese were reportedly arrested and charged as being 

the leaders of a clandestine group. They experienced torture with electric shocks, beatings 
with a club, and were forced to kneel on sharp rocks, burned with cigarettes and electric 
irons. 5

 

                                                           
1TAPOL Bulletin, “Demonstration leaders escape from Indonesia”, No.114, December 1992, p.21; The 
Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, East Timor: Report of the Senate Foreign Affairs, Defence and 
Trade References Committee, Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra, December 2000, p. 86; Herb Feith, 
“East Timor After the Dili Massacre”, in Pacific Research, February 1992, p. 5.  
2 Xanana Gusmao, “Letter to Boutros Boutros-Ghali, Secretary General of the United Nations”, dated 31 
January 1991, in Sarah Niner (ed.), To Resist is To Win: The Autobiography of Xanana Gusmao, Richmond 
(Vic, Aus), Aurora Books, 2000, p. 160, pp. 153-161. 
3 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, 36th parliament, 1st session 
and 5th period,  No.2, 2-5 March 1992, p. 545. 
4TAPOL Bulletin, “Military grip on East Timor tightens”, No. 113, October 1992, p. 11; TAPOL Bulletin, 
“Dili, November 12: mourning prohibited”, No. 114, December 1992, p. 22.  
5 Amnesty International, Power and Impunity: Human Rights under the New Order, Amnesty International 
Publication, London, September 1994, p. 60. 
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8 September A woman and her family suffered several days of torture by Indonesian soldiers who were 
searching for her son, whom they suspected of membership of a pro-independence group. 
She was arrested and interrogated.6  

 
8 December   A number of East Timorese, including Xanana’s family had been detained by the 

Indonesian military, after raising questions on the report of the death of Jourge Manuel 
Serrano and family members of Xanana Gusmao in Dili.7

 
 
1993  

According to the Commission for Truth and Reconciliation Report, there were eleven cases 
of fatal violations and disappearances of civilians reportedly committed by ABRI in 1993. 
These were in Lautem, Bacau, Manatuto, Ermera, and  Manufahi.8   

 
1994 
 
 
Mid  year Twenty East Timorese were serving sentences ranging from a few years to life 

imprisonment for subversion. Most were accused of organizing the procession to the Santa 
Cruz Cemetery in November 1991, including Fransisco Miranda Branco (15 years), and 
Gregorio da Cunha Saldanha (life imprisonment). The security forces also arrested some 
East Timorese who had held protests against the Dili massacre in Jakarta. Many were 
allegedly tortured while being interrogated.9

 
November  Around the time of the November 1994 APEC meetings in Bogor, about one hundred 

people were detained without charge during demonstrations in Dili. Detentions continued 
during further violent protests in December 1994 and January 1995. Reports of torture 
increased in frequency beginning in November 1994, including electric shocks, mock 
execution, severe beatings and burning with cigarettes. The Indonesian government finally 
sentenced some of these detainees for their involvement in anti-government protests, 
including at least thirteen people who received prison sentences of five to thirty months, and 
five months for another five. 10  

 
Late 1994 and 
Early 1995        The number of persons who were detained temporarily without warrant by security forces 

increased during late 1994 and 1995.11  
 
 
1995 
 
 
January Security forces captured five civilians in Dili. They were not identified and it is believed  

they were executed.12   

                                                           
6 Ibid,  p.70. 
7 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, 36th parliament, 1st session 
and 6th period, No. 20, 7-10 December 1992, pp. 4377-8. 
8 The Commission for Reception, Truth and Reconciliation. (2006). Chega, table 37 in the file 07.2. Unlawful 
killings and enforced disappearances.  Retrieved  20 February, 2006, from http://www.ictj.org/cavr.report.asp. 
For the most comprehensive catalogue of human rights abuses in East Timor from 1975 to 1999 available to 
date, see this Report.   
9 Amnesty International, Power and Impunity…, p. 83. 
10 U.S. Department of State, Indonesia Human Rights Practices 1995, March 1996, pp. 5-7, available from  
http://www.usemb.se/human/human 95/indonesi.htm, accessed on 16 December 2004. 
11U.S. Department of  State, Indonesia Human Rights Practices …, p. 6. 
12 U.S. Department of State, Indonesia Human Rights Practices…, p. 4. 
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1 January Demonstrations and protests occurred in Baucau. The Indonesian military allegedly opened 

fire on defenseless protesters, including killing Armanda Ximenes.13

 
2 January Troops opened fire on a crowd of about a thousand unarmed protesters gathered outside a 

church in Baucau, 120 km from East of Dili. Five to six people were shot dead and many 
wounded. The crowd gathered to protest the killing of Armanda Ximenes the previous 
day.14  

 
9 January Five to nine students who were involved in the demonstrations at the University of East 

Timor, which had been held since early January, were ‘missing’. While the Indonesian 
police confirmed their disappearance in late February, some claimed that they were shot by 
soldiers from Battalion 744 (the Timorese battalion) at their headquarters.15  

 
 
12 January Extrajudicial killings/execution by security forces occurred in Gariana village, Liquica. 

Security forces killed six unarmed civilians. The military claimed that they were killed in a 
firefight between soldiers and guerillas. However, in its report of this incident, the National 
Human Rights Commission (Komnas-HAM) alleged that the military forces involved had 
tortured and murdered the suspects. Eventually, the military court-martialed two soldiers for 
this killing.16  

 
6 February Manuel Carrascalao, a member of the provincial parliament and GOLKAR, admitted that 

eight pro-independence activists had been murdered by death squads known as ‘ninja’ since 
early January. 17

 
9 February Military apparatus and paramilitary groups were purportedly involved in a raid on the house 

of Gilman Gusmao, the bother in law of Xanana. His and some of his neighbours’ houses 
were destroyed. 18  

 
17 February Security forces reportedly remained in their habitual pattern of arbitrary arrest and 

harassment. Four young men were arrested for allegedly being independence supporters 
then ‘disappeared’.19

 
9 March A wave of arrests occurred in Liquica and Dili following the 12 January Liquica incident. 

Security forces announced that thirty people in Liquica and Dili had been arrested on 4 
March. Some suspected that the detainees were villagers who agreed to be questioned by 
the Komnas-HAM in their search for evidence about the atrocities.20   

 
Sept - Oct  More than 200 East Timorese were arbitrarily arrested in additional widespread 

disturbances in September and October.21 Other sources estimated that around two hundred 
and forty people were arrested, including Boby Xavier, a clandestine activist. Police stated 
that thirty five of them would go on trial on charges connected to the disturbances in 
September and October.22  

 
                                                           
13 TAPOL Bulletin, “Abuses escalate in East Timor”, No 127, February 1995, p. 18. 
14TAPOL Bulletin, “Abuses escalate ….”, Ibid; David Jenkins, “Jakarta digs for danger in Irian Jaya”, The 
Sydney Morning Herald, 7 April 1995. 
15 Reuters as quoted by TAPOL Bulletin, “Situation in Timor goes from bad to worse”, No.128, April 1995, 
pp. 3-4. 
16TAPOL Bulletin, “The Liquica massacre”, No. 128, April 1995, p. 1; TAPOL Bulletin, “Abuses escalate…”, 
p. 18. 
17 TAPOL Bulletin, “Situation in Timor goes …”, p. 3. 
18 Ibid. 
19 Reuter quoted by TAPOL Bulletin, Ibid. 
20 Ibid, pp. 3-4. 
21 U.S. Department of  State,  Indonesia Human Rights Practices…., p. 7. 
22 TAPOL Bulletin, “Terror reigns in Timor”, No.132, December 1995, p 8. 
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1996 
 
25 April  Paulino dos Reis was murdered by Lieutenant Eka Hardianto, during a village ceremony. 

He reportedly killed dos Reis, because the victim provoked Haridianto by saying harsh 
things about the security forces. Hardianto received a light sentence of eight months 
imprisonment for his killing. 

 
 A month after the trial of Hardianto, however, an East Timorese member of the local 

legislative (DPRD), Antonio Luis Soares Manututo, was sentenced to two years after being 
guilty of an act of “rebellion and of making and passing petrol bombs”. Moreover, Afonso 
Goncalves Vierra was sentenced to eight months of conspiring to separate East Timor from 
Indonesia, and planning a large demonstration for Christmas Eve.23  

 
Early May  Andre de Sousa, whose his brother married Maulea, Xanana Gusmao’s sister, was shot 

dead by security forces for burning the Indonesian flag in Commoro street, Dili. Around the 
same time, a high school student named Paolo dos Reis, from a village near Baucau was 
also shot dead by security forces for allegedly being connected with the armed resistance.24  

 
11 June  Mass protests erupted in Baucau after a member of the armed forces desecrated a picture of 

the Virgin Mary on the wall of a mosque. The excessive used of force against the protesters 
reportedly caused the death of three East Timorese. In the aftermath of this demonstration, 
one hundred and forty four East Timorese were rounded up. They were never again seen 
since their arrests.. 25

 
28 October  A young Timorese, Azito Freitas, from a village near Baucau, was taken into custody and 

subjected to violent physical abuse in order to get him to confess to the killing of an East 
Timorese soldier, Sergeant Juliao Fraga. Fraga was shot dead in Bacau in 24 October as he 
rode his motorbike from a meeting. He had reportedly been hit repeatedly by gunfire. The 
Indonesian forces alleged that he had been killed by ‘rebels’ or members of the clandestine 
front.26   

 
1997 
 
23 March  Between three hundred and five hundred East Timorese youths and students demonstrated 

in front of the Mahkota Hotel after Jamsheed Marker, the Special Representative of the new 
UN Secretary General Kofi-Annan cancelled his visit to the University of East Timor. 
Security forces used harsh repression in dealing with this peaceful demonstration. Armed 
security forces reportedly began to stab, beat, shoot, and using tear-gas against the 
demonstrators. Four people were reportedly killed, eighteen had gunshot wounds, thirty 
four were less seriously wounded and ninety were missing. Two East Timorese women 
were arrested and taken into detention. They were forced to strip naked.27   

 
June Security forces launched a raid and took brutal revenge against armed resistance in 

connection to the events in late May, when  the Falintil began a series of operations against 
the army and police units in protest at the holding of elections in  East Timor. They attacked 
a police post in Laga-Toaucau, a police van transporting  Brimob in Baguia, the barracks of 
Brimob in Bairopite, polling stations in Baucau, Quelicai, Viqueque and Ossu. They also 
ambushed an ABRI truck in Ermera and burnt the market at Mercado in Baucau. More than 
fifty members of the security forces (mostly from BRIMOB) and seventeen Timorese 
civilians were killed by resistance forces. The crackdown began in early June, with eighty 

                                                           
23 TAPOL Bulletin, “Continuing violations in East Timor”, No.138, December 1996, p. 9  
24 TAPOL Bulletin, “Killings in East Timor”, No.135, June 1996, p. 20. 
25 East Timor Human Rights Centre in Melbourne as quoted by TAPOL Bulletin, “Continuing violations in 
East Timor”, No.138, December 1996, p. 9. 
26 TAPOL Bulletin, “Continuing violations in…, p. 9. 
27 TAPOL Bulletin, “More atrocities in East Timor”, No.140, April 1997, p. 1. 
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five people reportedly having been rounded up in Baucau between 5-16 June. They were 
detained and tortured in order to get confessions about their links with the resistance.28

 
25 June  Indonesian troops captured and allegedly executed David Alex, an East Timorese guerrilla 

in Baucau. The military version was that he was wounded in a shoot-out and subsequently 
died from loss of blood while being transported from Baucau to Dili. Along with David 
Alex, four others were captured, including Jose Anonio Belo, Manuel Loke Matan and Gil. 
They reportedly underwent severe torture. 29

 
1998 
 
October  The Halilintar militia and TNI troops allegedly committed human rights abuses at Alas, 

Manufahi district. They were believed responsible for arbitrary arrests, torture, killing, 
kidnapping and burning, the destruction of infrastructure in this town and forcing many 
people to flee to Alas church.30  

 
9 November  The authorities launched a military operation to search for those thought responsible for the 

killing of four suspected intelligence agents (Sergeant Abdul Latief, Sergeant Zainuddin, 
and civilian, Ir. Muhammad Slamet Imam Prabowo, SE and Siswanto) in the transmigration 
site of Weberek (thirty kilometres from Alas) on 31 October, and of three soldiers (Privates 
Calistro Hornay, E Bodi da Costa and Sg. Petrus Bere) in the subdistrict military command 
of Alas on 9 November. In their last attack, the attackers also stole virtually the entire stock 
of firearms of the command and took thirteen soldiers hostage. Military operations in Alas 
were intensified after these two attacks. Reports of abuse in dealing with the suspected 
armed guerrillas continued. These included people being dragged from their homes in the 
middle of night, denied access to the area and restricting the freedom of movement of 
residents. At least two people were reportedly killed by the military (Vicente, the village 
head of Taitudak and his son) and over one hundred civilians had sought refugee in 
churches, worried about military reprisals.31  

 
December  Two FALINTIL members charged into a primary school classroom and shot the 56-year-old 

teacher Fransisco Amaral in front of his class in the district of Viqueque.32

 
1999 
 
 
January   The reportedly enforced movement of a large population of the town of Suai after the 

WANRA attacked the independence activists. An enforced movement of population also 
occurred in Dili.33

 
January- October There were reportedly 182 cases of gender-based human rights abuses, including rape, 

kidnapping and slavery.34

                                                           
28 TAPOL Bulletin, “Human Rights abuses hit a new low”, No.142, August 1997, p.15; TAPOL Bulletin, “All-
out-offensive in East Timor”, No.141, July 1997, pp.  2-3. 
29 TAPOL Bulletin, “Guerrilla leader put to death”, No.142, August 1997, p. 17. 
30 KPP-HAM, “Full Report of the Investigative Commission into Human Rights Violations in East Timor”, in 
Hamish McDonald, Desmond Ball, James Dunn, Gerry van Klinken, David Bourchier, Douglas Kammen and 
Richard Tanter, Masters of Terror: Indonesia’s Military and Violence in East Timor in 1999, Canberra Papers 
on Strategy and Defence No.145, Canberra, Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, ANU, 2002, p. 23. 
31 Human Right Watch, “East Timor Massacre Reports Still Unconfirmed, Both Sides Must Respect Rights”, 
available from http://www.hrw.org/press98/nov/etimor1123.htm, accessed 6 September 2004, pp. 1-2.  
32 Don Greenlees and Robert Garran, Deliverance: The Inside Story of East Timor’s Fight for Freedom, 
Crows Nest ( NSW), Allen & Unwin, 2003, p. 44. 
33 KPP-HAM, “Full Report of the Investigative …”, p. 32; Far Eastern Economic Review, “Up in Arms: 
Indonesian military looks set to sour independence plans”, 18 February 1999, p. 25. 
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5 April Besi Merah Putih militia shot to death between twenty two and forty unarmed civilians who 

were sheltering from the militia attack in Liquica’s church, a district located 45 km to the 
west of the capital, Dili. Eyewitness accounts by church clergy and others confirmed that 
the military stood by and did not make any attempt to stop the violence. The TNI claimed 
the deaths resulted from a clash between pro-independence and pro-integration groups.35

 
14 April  Military personnel and the Halilintar militia reportedly captured Longinus, a villager at 

Titabou , subdistrict Maliana. He was brought and then mistreated until he died at the 
village of Batugede, subdistrict Balibo. 36

 
17 April After a rally in front of the provincial government’s office, the Aitarak militia destroyed the 

office of Dili’s only newspaper, and then attacked the home of independence figure, Manuel 
Carrascalao, where more than one hundred and forty people were sheltering. Carascalao’s 
son was among approximately fifteen killed.37 The Aitarak militia commander, Eurico 
Gutteres was found guilty of this attack. After several years in jail, he was then released 
before completing his 10 years punishment. 38

 
19 April  TNI backed militia was alleged to have killed as many as thirty people and wrecked 

business and houses39

 
4 July  A team of NGOs, accompanied by personnel from UNAMET and UNHCR, took 13 

truckloads of food and medicine to about 3000 refugees in Fare and Faulara in the town of 
Ermera. But on their return journey through Liquica, members of Besi Merah Putih militia 
attacked the convey. One member of the NGO party was shot, four were wounded and then 
died.40  

 
19 August The militia attacked a crowd of pro-independence supporters outside a church compound in 

the town of Suai leaving several injured.41  
 
31 August Three UN staff were killed in the town of Gleno42

  
3 September Pro-Jakarta militias rampaged in Dili and reportedly killed two civilians in front of the UN 

compound43

 
4 September  The result of the ballot was announced at the Mahkota Hotel in Dili, with 78.5% voting 

against special autonomy. Within an hour of this announcement, the militia reportedly 
attacked UNAMET office, and killed two of its staff in Liquica.44 They also destroyed and 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
34 For more detail on human rights violations cases from January to October 1999 see James Dunn, “Crimes 
Against Humanity in East Timor, January to October 1999: Their Nature and Causes”, A report to UN, July 
2001, pp. 1-68. 
35 Dionisio Babo Soares, “Political Developments Leading to the Referendum”, in James J. Fox and Dionisio 
Babo Soares (eds.), Out of the Ashes: Destruction and Reconstruction of East Timor, Adelaide, Crawford 
House Publishing, 2000,  p. 69. Hamish McDonald, “Masters of Terror: Indonesia’s Finding”, in McDonald, 
Ball, Dunn, Klinken, Bourchier, Kammen and Tanter, Masters of Terror: …, p. 12; Human Rights Watch, 
“Justice Denied for East Timor: Indonesia’s Sham Prosecutions, the Need to Strengthen the Trial Process in 
East Timor, and the Imperative of U.N. Action”, available from 
http://www.hrw.org/backgrounder/asia/etimor1202bg.htm, accessed 6 September 2004, p 4. 
36 KPP-HAM, “Full Report of the Investigative ….”, p. 31. 
37 McDonald, “Masters of Terror: Indonesia’s …”, p. 13. 
38 Human Rights Watch, “Justice Denied for East Timor…”, pp. 4-5. 
39 John McBeth, ,”Second Thoughts”, in Far Eastern Economic Review, 29 April 1999, p. 18. 
40 Harold Crouch, “The TNI and East Timor Policy”, in Fox and Soares (eds.), Out of the Ashes…, p. 165. 
41 Soares, “Political Developments Leading to …”, p. 74.  
42 Dan Murphy and John McBeth, “Scorched Earth”, in Far Eastern Economic Review, 16 September 1999, p. 
13. 
43 Ibid. 
44 Human Rights Watch, ”Justice Denied for East Timor…”,  p. 4. 
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burnt houses in the village of Debos. One high school student was shot dead and his body 
was taken away in a police truck. Villagers fled to a Church in Suai and joined hundreds of 
others already camped there.45

 
5 September At least one hundred killed in and around Dili. Most foreign journalists and observers flee46

 
6 September  The residence of Bishop Belo in Dili, where many refugees stayed to get sanctuary from the 

militia’s threats, was allegedly attacked and destroyed by local militia and the Indonesian 
elite forces. 47

 
7 September Three priests believed to have been killed in a joint operation between the Indonesian armed 

forces and Mahidi and Laksaur militia during a massacre of hundreds of people taking 
shelter at the local church in the south cost town of Suai. Among the victims were Farther 
Hilario Madeira, Father Fransisco Soares and Father Tarcisius Dewanto.48  

 
11 September  Four men suspected of being pro-independence supporters were killed at the Lautem 

military district (Kodim) headquarters. They were initially captured by the Alfa Team 
militia and then detained in the Kodim. They were Olandino, Norberto, Joan Branco and 
Alfonso Costa. 49

 
8 September   Dadurus Merah Putih and other militias attacked dozens of refugees sheltering in the town’s 

police headquarters in Maliana. Security forces reportedly did nothing to stop this violence, 
which resulted in at least seventy killed by bullet and knife. Bodies were taken away in 
trucks later that night.50  

 
21 September A Dutch journalist for The Financial Times (London), Sander Thoenes, was reportedly 

killed by men in Indonesian military uniforms in Dili. 51

 
 
25 September  The Alfa Team militia ambushed a vehicle taking a church delegation to Baucau in Los 

Palos. Nine were killed, including two nuns and an Indonesian journalist, Agus 
Mulyawan.52   

 
September  A large-scale massacre reportedly occurred in Oecussi district. The TNI Battalion 745, 

located in Los Palos, had been accused of this massacre.53  
 

At least six cases of large-scale evacuation at Dili, Baucau and Lautem were also reported. 
Around two hundred and fifty thousand people were forced to flee to East Nusa Tenggara 
territory. 54

 
 
                                                           
45 McDonald, “Masters of Terror: Indonesia’s …, p. 6. 
46 Murphy and  McBeth, “Scorched Earth”, p. 13. 
47 Arnold S. Kohen, “The Catholic Church and the Independence of East Timor”, in Richard Tanter, Mark 
Selden and Stephen R. Shalom (eds.), East Timor, Indonesia, and the World Community: Resistance, 
Repression, and Responsibility , Bulletin of Concerned Asian Scholars, Vol.32, Nos.1 and 2, 2000, p.19; 
McDonald, “Masters of Terror: Indonesia’s …”, p. 16. 
48 Soares, “Political Developments Leading to …”, p. 75. 
49 KPP-HAM, “Full Report of the Investigative …”,  p. 30.  
50 McDonald, “Masters of Terror: Indonesia’s …”, p. 13. 
51 Human Rights Watch, “Unfinished Business: Justice for East Timor Press Backgrounder August 2000”, 
available from http://hrw.org/backgrounder/asia/timor/etimor-back0829.htm, accessed 6 September 2004, p. 
6. 
52  McDonald, “Masters of Terror: Indonesia’s…”, p.13. pp. 6-14.  
53 Human Rights Watch, “Justice Denied For East Timor…”, p. 6. 
54 KPP-HAM, “Full Report of the Investigative …”, p. 32. 
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Appendix 2 
 

 SENATE DEBATES ON EAST TIMOR 
IN THE PERIOD OF THE KEATING GOVERNMENT, 

 
 21 December 1991- 20 March 1996 

 
 
No Date Questioner Responder Topic Responses 
      
1 25 Feb 

199255
Senator Spindler The 

Honourable 
the President 
and the 
members of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 11 
citizens request the 
Australian government to 
demand the UN 
sponsored inquiry into 
Dili massacre; request the 
Government to promote 
talk the UN to Indonesia 
and East Timor; demand 
cessation of all military 
traffic between Canberra 
and Jakarta; and cancel 
plan trip the Australian 
Prime Minister to Jakarta. 
 

 

2 3 March 
199256

Senator Bourne Senator Gareth 
Evans 

What are steps being 
taken by Australia on 
continuing intimidation 
the Indonesian security 
forces against the 
Timorese, including 
allegation of the detention 
500 people in Taibesee 
(Dili) and in Jakarta. This 
detention had a 
connection with the Dili 
massacre. 

The Australian 
Foreign Minister has 
raised this issue to 
his counterpart, Ali 
Alatas. The 
Australian Embassy 
in Jakarta is also 
continuing to make 
clear representations 
to the Indonesian 
Government of the 
Australian belief that 
no one should be 
detained or 
penalised for non-
violent political 
activities. 

3 3 March  
199257

Senator Tambling Senator Gareth 
Evans 

How many Australians is 
in the international 
protest ship the Lusitania 
Expresso? 

 

4 3 March 
199258

Senator Spindler Senator Gareth 
Evans 

Petition letter by 
Australian citizen 
demands the Australian 
Government to cease all 
military ties and aid with 

 

                                                           
55 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No.1, 36th parliament, 1st 
session and 5th period, Canberra, 2 January 1992 and 25-27 February 1992, p. 50. 
56 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 2, 36th parliament, 1st 
session and 5th period, Canberra, 2-5 March 1992, p. 545. 
57 Ibid, p. 547. 
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Indonesia, reverse the 
Australian formal 
recognition of Indonesia 
over East Timor and 
sponsor the UN talk on 
the future of East Timor. 

5 24 March 
199259

Senator Coulter The 
Honourable 
the President 
and the 
members of 
the Senate 

Petition letter by 15 
Australian citizens call 
the Australian 
Government to halt 
military aid and training 
to Indonesia, sponsor the 
UN to investigate Dili 
massacre and campaign 
internationally to press 
Indonesian talks on East 
Timor. 

 

6 24 March 
199260

Senator Bourne Senator Robert 
Ray 

Senator Bourne requires 
the government’s 
guarantee that no 
Australian military 
equipment has been used 
by the Indonesian 
military operation in East 
Timor. 

 

7 26 March 
199261

Senator Spindler  Petition from 179 citizens 
urge Senate to press the 
government for  
supporting talks on East 
Timor future by 
Indonesia, Portugal and 
East Timorese. 

 

8 28 April 
199262

Senator Coulter Senator 
Button, 
representing 
the Prime 
Minister 

Linking aid and human 
rights abuses in East 
Timor. 

 

9 28 May  
199263

Senator Jones Senator Gareth 
Evans 

Petition letter from 17 
citizens request the 
Australian government to 
talk with Indonesia and 
East Timor under the UN 
auspices; demand an 
inquiry into Dili 
massacre; and cease the 
Australian defence 
cooperation program with 
Indonesia.  

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
58 Ibid, p. 547. 
59 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 3, 36th parliament, 1st 
session and 5th period,  Canberra, 24-26 March 1992, p. 927. 
60 Ibid, p. 1011. 
61 Ibid, p. 1122. 
62 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 5, 36th parliament, 1st 
session and 5th period,  Canberra, 1992, 28-30 April 1992, p. 1634. 
63 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 7, 36th parliament, 1st 
session and 5th period, Canberra, 26-28 May 1992, pp. 2834-38. 
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10 28 May  
199264

Senator Bourne Senator Gareth 
Evans 

What is the Australian 
government response to 
the Horta’s peace plan 
proposal which indicates 
that East Timor 
opposition groups prepare 
to engage in 
unconditional talks with 
Indonesia under the UN 
auspices? 

The peace proposal 
is interesting, but it 
is not one on which 
Canberra proposed 
to take any action. 
The reasons are (1) 
it is not clear that the 
proposal has the full 
support of the East 
Timorese 
community; and (2) 
the government 
continues to regard 
the peace plan as a 
matter for the 
Indonesian 
government. 

11 1 June 
199265

Senator Jones The Australian 
Government 

Presenting petition letter 
from 6 citizens urge the 
government to sponsor 
the UN inquiry into Santa 
Cruz massacre, and cease 
all military cooperation 
between Canberra and 
Jakarta. 

 

12 1 June 
199266

Senator Jones The Senate in 
Parliament 

Petition letter from 266 
citizens who call the 
government to urge the 
UN to investigate human 
rights violations in East 
Timor and to stop 
military cooperation 
between Australia and 
Indonesia. 

 

13 16 June 
199267

Senator Bourne Senator Gareth 
Evans 

There were discrepancies 
in the sentences between 
the civilian who 
organised the protest 
march in Dili on 12 
November 1991 and the 
military commence with 
the killing of unarmed 
marchers on the same 
occasion. 

 

14 3 Nov 
199268

Senator Powell  Give notices: 
A delegation of the Joint 
Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, Defence and 
Trade recently visited 
Indonesia and was 
refused to visit East 

 

                                                           
64 Ibid, pp. 2909-10 
65 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 8, 36th parliament, 1st 
session and 5th period, Canberra, 1-4 June 1992, p. 3099. 
66 Ibid, p. 3099. 
67 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 9, 36th parliament, 1st 
session and 5th period, Canberra, 16-19 June 1992, p. 3647. 
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Timor. 
15 4 Nov 

199269
Senator Bourne Senator Gareth 

Evans 
What is the government 
response on a report of 
comments made by the 
East Timorese Governor, 
Abilio Soares that there 
were many people death 
in the Dili massacre?  

 

16 12 Nov  
199270

Senator Coulter  Notices of motion. 
The first anniversary of 
the Dili massacre. 

 

17 12 Nov 
199271

Senator Kernot  Notices of motion. 
The first anniversary of 
the Dili massacre 

 

18 12 Nov  
199272

Senator 
Chamarette 

 Notices of motion. 
The first anniversary of 
the Dili massacre 

 

19 12 Nov 
199273

Senator Spindler  Oil exploration in East 
Timor. Senator Spindler 
is calling the Government 
to withdraw from the 
Timor Gap Treaty 

 

20  24 Nov  
199274

Senator Bourne Senator Gareth 
Evans 

Xanana Gusmao: 
Indonesia charges 

 

21 25 Nov  
199275

Senator 
Chamarette 

The President  
of the Senate 

Xanana Gusmao:  
Senator Chararette is 
raising a question relating 
to his arrest. 

 

22 26 Nov 
199276

Senator 
Chamarette 

 Notice the arrest of the 
East Timorese resistance 
leader Xanana Gusmao 
on 20 November 1992. 

 

23 2 Dec 
199277

Senator Bourne Senator Robert 
Ray,  
representing 
the Minister 
for Foreign 
Affairs and 
Trade 

Xanana Gusmao:  
Senator Bourne is raising 
a question on securing 
access by Red Cross and 
Amnesty International to 
visit Xanana.  

 

24 2 Dec 
199278

Senator 
Chamarette 

Senator Gareth 
Evans 

Immigration: East 
Timorese who want to 
leave East Timor through 
normal channel. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
68 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 16, 36th parliament, 1st 
session and 6th period, Canberra, 3-5 November 1992, p. 2066. 
69 Ibid, p. 2204. 
70 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 17, 36th parliament, 1st 
session and 6th period, Canberra, 9-12 November 1992, p. 2833. 
71 Ibid, p. 2834. 
72 Ibid, p. 2835. 
73 Ibid, p. 2835. 
74 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 18, 36th parliament, 1st 
session and 6th period, Canberra, 24-26 November 1992, p. 3252. 
75 Ibid, p. 3423. 
76 Ibid, p. 3556. 
77 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 19, 36th parliament, 1st 
session and 6th period, Canberra, 30 November, 1-3 December 1992, p. 4035. 
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25 8 Dec 
199279

Senator Bourne Senator Gareth 
Evans 

Senator Bourne is raising 
a question on the report 
of the death Jourge 
Manuel Serrano and 
family members of 
Xanana Gusmao by 
military. 

Not sure what is 
happening in East 
Timor. However, the 
atmosphere in East 
Timor has certainly 
been tense 
sometimes and 
aware that a number 
of East Timorese, 
including Xanana’s 
family has been 
detained. The 
Australian Embassy 
in Jakarta had made 
a representation on 
this issue.  

26 10 Dec  
199280

Senator Bell  Notice: Senate condemns 
the Indonesian military 
occupation in East Timor 

 

27 24 May  
199381

Senator Giles Senator Gareth 
Evans 

The Government’s 
response to the trial of 
Xanana Gusmao. Is it a 
fair trial? 

Xanana’s life 
sentence is in fact 
less severe 
compared with the 
charges laid and the 
sentence handed 
down in trials of 
other so-called 
rebels in Indonesia. 
The Australian 
Government’s hope 
that the Indonesian 
authorities will see 
the handling of 
Xanana’s case as an 
occasion for 
achieving longer 
term reconciliation 
in East Timor, 
including through 
such as a major 
reduction in the 
military presence, 
further recognition 
of East Timor’s 
distinctive cultural 
identity and 
possibility some 
greater autonomy. 
 
Senator Evans had 
instructed to the 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
78 Ibid, p. 4096. 
79 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 20, 36th parliament, 1st 
session and 6th period, Canberra, 7-10 December 1992, pp. 4377-8. 
80 Ibid, p. 4614. 
81 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 4,  37th parliament, 1st 
session and 1st period, Canberra, 24-27 May 1993, pp. 1064-5. 
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Australian Embassy 
in Jakarta to rise 
with Indonesian 
authorities the need 
for continuing 
regular access by the 
ICRC to Xanana. 

28 24 May  
199382

Senator Bourne Senator Gareth 
Evans 

How are Xanana’s close 
friends and family 
members who were 
arrested by Indonesian 
authority? 

Australia’s concerns 
is not only Xanana, 
but to all detainees 
in East Timor. Hope 
they will be given 
legal representation, 
not ill treated and 
the ICCR will be 
granted for access. 

29 27 Sept  
199383

Senator 
Chamarette 

Senator Gareth 
Evans 

What is the justification 
for the increase number 
of Indonesian military 
training and reciprocal of 
Australian special air 
services troops in 
Indonesia. How this 
increase cooperation 
further Australia’s 
attempt to protect human 
rights in our region. 

Australian training 
for Indonesian 
military personnel 
aims to enhance 
Indonesia’s self-
defence capability 
and is not directed to 
the Indonesian 
armed forces 
internal security 
function, whether in 
East Timor or 
elsewhere in 
Indonesia. The 
Government 
monitors closely 
human rights 
observance in 
Indonesia and 
particularly in East 
Timor. The 
Government 
continues to engage 
the Indonesian 
government in a 
dialogue on a range 
of human rights 
issues. It regularly 
raises these issues at 
the highest levels of 
Indonesian 
government. 

30 30 Sept 
199384

Senator 
McGauran 

 The Australian 
Government needs to 
reassess its policy to East 
Timor. 

 

                                                           
82 Ibid, p. 1070. 
83 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 8, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 2nd  period, Canberra, 27-30 September 1993, p. 1239. 
84 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 8, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 7th  period, Canberra, 27-30 September 1993, pp. 1600-2. 
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31 28 Oct 
199385

Senator Bourne  Notice of motion:  
To give notice on human 
rights situation and the 
Indonesia’s military 
presence in East Timor; 
and to call on Australia to 
revise its recognition on 
Indonesian sovereignty 
over East Timor; to call 
the Indonesian 
Government to release 
Xanana, and to encourage 
Prime Minister to seek 
international support for 
East Timor self-
determination. 

 

32 2 Feb 
199486

Senator 
Chamarette 

Senator Gareth 
Evans 

What are the Australian 
government’s responses 
to the East Timor Peace 
Plan drafted by the 
National Council of 
Maubere Resistance 
(CNRM) 

The government was 
aware the CNRM’s 
Peace Plan presented 
by Ramos Horta to 
the Council of 
Foreign Relations in 
New York on 14 
May 1992. 
The question has 
been answered in the 
Senate Hansard on 
28 May 1992 (p. 
2909) that while the 
peace proposal was 
interesting it was not 
one on which 
Canberra proposed 
to take any action. 
The reasons were (1) 
it was not clear that 
the proposal has the 
full support of the 
East Timorese 
community; and (2) 
the government 
continues to regard 
the peace plan as a 
matter for the 
Indonesian 
government.  

33 21 Feb 
199487

Senator 
Chamarette 

Senator Gareth 
Evans 

A recent report (Pilger 
documentary) of the 
killing on the number of 
200 East Timorese 
following Dili massacre. 

Pilger alleges on 
second series of 
killing which took 
away from the 
cemetery. 

                                                           
85 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 11, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 2nd  period, Canberra, 26-28 October 1993, pp. 2684-85. 
86 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 1, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 3rd period, Canberra, 1-3 February 1994, p. 291. 
87 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 3, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 3rd  period, Canberra, 21-24 February 1994, pp.  770-771. 

 306



 
What actions are taken by 
the Australian 
government to investigate 
Pilger’s claims on gross 
human rights abuses in 
East Timor? 

 
According to 
Senator Evans,  
“…we have never 
obtained any 
evidence to suggest 
the number of deaths 
was anything like 
the scale that has 
now been alleged in 
this Pilger 
documentary”. 
Moreover, “…we 
have no evidence to 
suggest that these 
killings were 
deliberate acts of the 
state policy in any 
way. Rather, all 
evidence seemed to 
be that they were a 
case of aberrant 
behaviour by 
elements of the 
military”. The 
government believed 
“the Indonesian 
government’s 
actions following the 
killings”…, [and the 
Indonesian 
authorities] 
”amounted to a 
really credible 
response to the 
event”. 

34 14 March 
199488

Senator 
Chamarette 

 Give notice:  
The gross human rights 
abuses in East Timor 
since Indonesian 
occupation in 1975; the 
domination of Indonesian 
military, business in East 
Timor; and call on the 
Government to limit its 
link with Indonesia as a 
mark of solidarity to East 
Timor. 

 

35 22 March 
199489

Senator Margetts Senator Robert 
Ray 

What is the implication of 
Indonesian special forces 
(Kopassus) currently 
training in Australia 
towards human rights 
abuses in East Timor and 
Irian Jaya? 

The training is to 
foster a regional 
defence relationship. 
There are no plans 
for counter-
insurgency training 
to be provided by 

                                                           
88 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 5, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 3rd period, Canberra, 14-17 March 1994, p. 1492. 
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Australian forces. 
36 23 March 

199490
Senator 
Reynolds, and 
Senator Margetts 

Senator Gareth 
Evans 

What is the Australian 
government response to 
claim which is made by 
George Aditjondro? He 
alleged 271 people died 
in the Dili massacre, 
while another 200 were 
missing. 

The government 
expressed its 
concern to Indonesia 
about discrepancies 
in the various 
account of those 
missing. 

37 30 May 
199491

Senator 
Chamarette 

 Gives notice: 
-Senate welcomes the 
European Parliament 
resolution on 10 March 
1994 on East Timor and 
its efforts in bringing 
Indonesian Government 
to account the Dili 
massacre. 
-Senate urges Australian 
government to follow the 
European step and cut all 
defence cooperation. 

 

38 30 May 
199492

Senator Bourne Senator Gareth 
Evans 

What is the Australian 
government response to 
the Philippine 
government which 
banned the Asia Pacific 
Conference on East 
Timor in the Philippine in 
University of Manila on 
31 May to 4 June 1994. 

The matter is an 
issue between 
Philippine and 
Indonesia. 

39 7 June 
199493

Senator 
Chamarette 

Senator Gareth 
Evans 

Similar question to no. 
38. 

 

40 7 June 
199494

Senator Julian 
John James 
McGauran 

Senator Gareth 
Evans 

Killing of 5 Australian 
journalists. 

-We will ever know 
the precise 
circumstances in 
which these 
journalists died. 
- While not 
forgetting some of 
the awful things that 
have happened, 
nonetheless the 
government has to 
look to the future. 
Indonesia is 
significance to 
Australia’s future in 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
89 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, , No. 6, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 3rd  period, Canberra, 22-24 March 1994, p. 1926. 
90 Ibid, p. 2059. 
91 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 7, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 4th  period, Canberra, 3-5 May 1994, p. 144. 
92 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 9, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 4th  period, Canberra, 30-31 May 1994, 30-31 May and 1-2 June 1994, p. 821. 
93 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 19, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 3rd  period, Canberra, 6-9 June 1994, p. 1373. 
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terms of security, 
strategic and 
economy. 

41 27 June 
199495

Senator 
Chamarette on 
behalf of Senator 
Margetts 

Senate Give notices that the 
Senate:  
-welcomes East Timor 
Forum in Kuala Lumpur 
on 24 June 1994. 
-urges the Indonesian 
Government to be more 
open on East Timor issue. 
-calls on the Australian 
Government to 
participate to resolve East 
Timor and to cease 
ignoring human rights 
violation in order to 
facilitate Australian trade 
opportunities. 

 

42 23 
August 
199496

Senator 
Chamarette 

Senator Gareth 
Evans 

Question No. 1467: East 
Timor. 
-In the light of Keating’s 
wish for the 
establishment of 
international criminal 
court, would Australia 
bring those 
responsibilities for the 
death of East Timorese 
during Indonesian 
invasion to court? 
-Would Australia support 
the United Nations for 
sponsoring referendum in 
East Timor? 

It is unlikely that 
Indonesia would 
consent its citizens 
being tried for 
alleged war crimes 
during Indonesian 
invasion, and 
therefore improbable 
that the Government 
would ever be called 
upon to take position 
on the matter of 
supporting or not 
supporting a move 
to being such 
individual in an 
international 
criminal court. 
-Australian 
government would 
consider carefully 
any initiation. A 
referendum could be 
one such initiative, 
but needs Indonesian 
approval. 

43 23 
August 
199497

Senator Bourne Senator Gareth 
Evans 

-Will East Timor be 
discussed with the 
Indonesian President in 
the Keating’s 
forthcoming visit? 
Will the government 

East Timor is one 
part of our total 
relationship with 
Indonesia, arose in 
the context of the 
very productive 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
94 Ibid, pp. 1376-77. 
95 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 12, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 4th period, Canberra, 27-30 June 1994, p. 2010. 
96 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 13, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 5th period, Canberra, 23-25 August 1994, p. 155. 
97 Ibid, p. 157. 
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make a representation on 
Xanana’s detention? 

relationship. 
Australia followed 
closely Xanana. It 
has a number of 
representations 
concerning his 
health and welfare. 

44 19 Sept 
199498

Senator Margetts Senator Robert 
Ray 

What is the government 
response on the 
comments made by Air 
Commodore, Peter 
Nicholson, from the 
Northern Territory, 
Darwin on East Timor, 
that human rights 
violations in East Timor 
were overplayed. 

His statement was 
not a representation 
of the Australian 
Government on East 
Timor. 

45 10 Oct 
199499

Senator Kernot Senator Gareth 
Evans 

Is Australia’s human 
rights policy on East 
Timor built on sand? Its 
quiet diplomacy did 
evidently not work 
(continuing torture, 
killings in East Timor). 

Australia’s approach 
is not too much quiet 
diplomacy, but 
productive 
diplomacy. That 
means, in turn, 
principled 
diplomacy, being 
prepared in raise 
these issues in every 
environment around 
the world where it is 
appropriate to do so 
and to do so by 
reference to 
universal standards 
of decency, human 
liberty and dignity. 
Our approach as 
pragmatic one, we 
do generate the 
results. 

46 13 Oct 
1994100

Senator Margetts Senator 
Collins, 
Minister for 
Resources  

Timor Gap Treaty. 
How much is Australian 
financial earnings? What 
companies are involved 
in oil mining? 

-no production of oil 
(to date), so no 
financial earnings. 

47 20 Oct 
1994101

Senator 
Harradine 

Senator Gareth 
Evans 

What is the government 
response to comments 
made by Bishop Belo 
who denounced that the 
Indonesian authorities 
conducted a programmed 
systematic plan for 
sterilisation in East 

No further 
comments, not yet 
read the report. 

                                                           
98 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 15, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 5th period, Canberra, 19-22 September 1994, p. 957. 
99 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 16, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 5th period, Canberra, 10-13 October 1994, p. 1299. 
100 Ibid, pp. 1757-59. 
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Timor. This birth control 
program by coercive 
violated human rights. 

48 8 Nov 
1994102

Senator Childs The President 
and members 
of the Senate 

Petition letter by 14 
citizens reverse 
Australian recognition of 
Indonesia as ruler of East 
Timor; call to dialogue 
between East Timor, 
Indonesia and Portugal,  
and appeal for the release 
of Xanana. 

 

49 9 Nov 
1994103

Senator Margetts Senator Gareth 
Evans 

The condition of 10 East 
Timorese detained by 
Indonesia in Dili. 

-They were detained 
as a result of the 
protests in April in 
Dili. 
-there was no 
information that 
indicates they have 
been tortured. 
-Australian Embassy 
raised the detained 
situation with 
Indonesian 
Government. 

50 10 Nov 
1994104

Senator Margetts Senator Gareth 
Evans 

What is Australian 
foreign policy on East 
Timor, and what is 
rationale? 
-What are countries 
recognise Indonesian 
sovereignty over East 
Timor other than 
Australia?. 
 

-Australia 
recognises 
Indonesia’s 
sovereignty over 
East Timor. In 1979, 
the Coalition gave 
de jure recognition. 
The Labor 
Government 
explicitly confirmed 
its recognition 
policy in a statement 
to Parliament by the 
then Prime Minister,  
Mr. Hawke on 22 
August 1985 
(Parliament 
Hansard, 22 August 
1985, p.222) 
-The Government 
believes the best 
way to serve and 
advance the interests 
of people of East 
Timor is by working 
constructively with 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
101 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 17, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 5th period, Canberra, 17-20 October 1994, pp. 2163. 
102 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 18, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 5th period, Canberra, 7-10 November 1994, p. 2559. 
103 Ibid, pp  2824-25. 
104 Ibid, p. 2958. 
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the Indonesian 
Government with 
framework of 
recognition of 
Indonesia’s claim 
over the territory, 
rather than a spirit of 
confrontation.. 
- At least 31 
countries can be 
assessed as having 
indicated that they 
have recognised the 
sovereignty of 
Indonesia over East 
Timor of some time 
since 1976. 

51 15 Nov 
1994105

Senator 
Chamarette 

 Gives notice that the 
Senate deplores the action 
of Indonesian military to 
use of tear gas to disperse 
the rally to mark the 
anniversary Dili 
massacre. It indicates a 
continuation of 
Indonesian suppression of 
peaceful gathering.  
Senate calls the 
Australian government to 
withdraw from all 
defence cooperation with 
Indonesia, and joins the 
US to banning arms sale 
to Indonesia. 

 

52 15 Nov 
1994106

Senator 
Chamarette 

 Give notice that the 
Senate deplores the 
continuing violation of 
human rights in Indonesia 
and calls the Australian 
government to support 
self-determination in East 
Timor. Senate also urges  
Indonesia to withdraw its 
military administration in 
East Timor. 

 

53 16 Nov 
1994107

Senator Bourne Senator. 
Gareth Evans 

Senator Bourne is asking 
whether recent 
disturbances at the 
Turismo Hotel in Dili on 
13 November 1994 
would affect to Australian 
aid project in East Timor. 

All personnel 
associated with 
Australian aid 
project are safe. 
There are 14 
Australians working 
in 3 projects: water 
supply and sanitary 

                                                           
105 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 19, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 5th period, Canberra, 14-17 November 1994, pp. 3069-70. 
106 Ibid, p. 3071. 
107 Ibid, p. 3142. 

 312



project, veterinary 
service project and 
the regional 
planning project. 
-the origins of the 
current disturbance 
appear to have been 
predominantly 
ethnic tension 
between East 
Timorese and non 
East Timorese from 
Indonesia.  

54 6 Dec 
1994108

Senator Jones  Petition letter from 562 
citizen call to ban 
military aid because 
Indonesia illegal 
occupation and gross 
abuses of human rights in 
East Timor, and reverse 
Australian recognition on 
Indonesia sovereignty 
over East Timor. 

 

55 8 Dec 
1994109

Senator Kernot Senator Gareth 
Evans 

Asking for more 
information about 31 
countries which recognise 
Indonesia’s sovereignty 
over East Timor. 

Based on three 
categorisations 
which may indicate 
their actions as 
having indication to 
recognise 
Indonesian 
sovereignty over 
East Timor. 

56 7 Feb 
1995110

Senator Bourne Senator Gareth 
Evans 

Inconsistency of 
Australian position 
between recognition of 
Indonesia’s annexation of 
East Timor and the same 
time continuing to 
profess support for 
process of self-
determination in East 
Timor. 

Australia recognises 
that the people of 
East Timor do have 
a right of self 
determination to 
choose, in effect, 
how they are 
governed. This has 
been Australia’s 
position since before 
the events of 1975 
and has never been 
reversed. The UN, in 
relations to East 
Timor, has certainly 
recognised that there 
can no solution to 
self-determination 
and related issue 
without the 

                                                           
108 Ibid, p. 3951. 
109 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 21, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 5th period, Canberra, 5-8 December 1994, p. 4226. 
110 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 2, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 6th period, Canberra, 6-9 February 1995, p. 575. 
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cooperation with 
Indonesian 
government. 
 
A claim of a right to 
self-determination 
exists with 
recognition of 
sovereignty. The 
situation is that 
before 1975 
Australia recognised 
Portuguese 
sovereignty over 
East Timor, while at 
the same time, 
simultaneously 
recognised the right 
to self-determination 
of the East Timorese 
people. There is no 
difference between 
the situation then 
and now. 

57 8 Mar 
1995111

Senator Jones The President 
and the 
member of the 
Senate 

Petition letter from 60 
citizens urge to Senate to 
ban all military aid to 
Indonesia of its illegal 
occupation in East Timor 
and reverse its 
recognition of Indonesian 
sovereignty over east 
Timor. 

 

58 28 Mar 
1994112

Senator 
McKiernan 

The President 
and the 
member of the 
Senate 

Petition letter from564 
citizens ask Senate to 
reverse Australia’s 
recognition over 
Indonesia on East Timor, 
support involvement of 
the East Timorese people 
on dialogue, release 
Xanana, and condemn 
continuing human rights 
violation in East Timor. 

 

59 30 March 
1994113

Senator Bourne The President 
and the 
member of the 
Senate 

Petition letter from 457 
citizens. The content of 
this petition are generally 
similar to no. 60 above. 

 

60 26 June 
1995114

Senator Bourne The President 
and the 
member of the 
Senate 

Petition letter from 97 
citizens ask Senate to 
support the UN initiates 
on East Timor, repeal the 

 

                                                           
111 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 4, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 6th period, Canberra, 6-9 March 1995, pp. 1469-70. 
112 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 6, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 6th period, Canberra, 27-30 March 1995, p. 2249. 
113 Ibid, p. 2483. 
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Timor Gap, and stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. 

61 22 Aug 
1995115

 The President 
and the 
member of the 
Senate 

Petition letter from 31 
citizens. The content of 
this petition letter is 
similar to no. 60 above. 

 

62 24 Aug 
1995116

Senator Jones The President 
and the 
member of the 
Senate 

Petition letter from 31 
citizens ask Senate to 
stop training Kopassus, 
and withdraw its military 
aid to Indonesia (A$4. 
6m). 

 

63 29 Aug 
1995117

Senator Bourne The President 
and the 
member of the 
Senate 

Petition letter from 141 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 62 above. 

 

64 31 Aug 
1995118

Senator Bourne The President 
and the 
member of the 
Senate 

Petition letter from 122 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 62 above. 

 

65 19 Sept 
1995119

Senator Bourne 
 
 
 
 
 

The President 
and the 
member of the 
Senate 

Petition letter from 68 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 62 above. 

 

66 19 Sept 
1995120

Senator Bell The President 
and the 
member of the 
Senate 

Petition letter from 45 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 62 above. 

 

67 21 Sept 
1995121

Senator Bourne The President 
and the 
member of the 
Senate 

Petition letter from 117 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 62 above. 

 

68 21 Sept 
1995122

Senator Childs The President 
and the 
member of the 
Senate 

Petition letter from 285 
citizens on East Timorese 
refugees. They should be 
given refugee status not 
to force to resettle in third 
world countries. 

 

69 25 Sept 
1995123

Senator Bourne The President 
and the 
member of the 

Petition letter from 141 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
114 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 11, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 7th period, Canberra, 26-30 June 1995, p. 1746. 
115 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 12, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 8th period, Canberra, 22-24 August 1995, p. 36. 
116 Ibid, p. 289. 
117 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 13, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 8th period, Canberra, 28-31 August 1995, p. 547. 
118 Ibid, p. 725. 
119 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 14, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 8th period, Canberra, 18-21 September 1995, p. 970. 
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121 Ibid, p. 1171. 
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Senate no. 62 above. 
70 27 Sept 

1995124
Senator Bourne The President 

and the 
member of the 
Senate 

Petition letter from 130 
citizens. 

 

71 16 Oct 
1995125

Senator Bourne Senator Gareth 
Evans 

East Timorese refugee: 
Senator Bourne is asking 
about the Australian 
government’s argument 
at the International Court 
of Justice that Portugal 
has no moral/ legal 
sovereignty over East 
Timor, and that refugees 
have no legitimate status 
to remain in Australia 
because they are under 
sovereignty of Portugal. 

400 East Timorese 
are seeking asylum. 
They are regarded as 
Portuguese by virtue 
of having born in 
that country during 
the period when 
Portugal had 
sovereignty over it. 

72 16 Oct 
1995126

Senator 
Chamarette 

Senator 
Bolkus, 
Minister for 
Immigration 
and Ethnic 
Affairs 

East Timor refugee: 
-government intention to 
send East Timor’s 
refugee in Australia to 
Portugal 

-still in process: 
people will be assed 
for refugee status in 
accordance with 
international 
accepted definition. 

73 16 Oct 
1995127

Senator Bourne  Give notice that Senate 
notes that  
-16 October marks the 
20th anniversary of the 
killing 5 journalists; 
- express distress at 
reports suggesting that 
successive Australian 
governments have always 
known that they were 
murdered by Indonesian 
troops, but they failed to 
do anything about; 
-demand Indonesian 
government through 
Australian government to 
investigate thoroughly. 

 

74 16 Oct 
1995128

Senator Margetts  Give notice as similar as 
Senator Bourne on no. 73 
above. 

 

75 17 Oct 
1995129

Senator Bourne The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 123 
citizens call Australian 
government to support 
UN initiative on East 
Timor self-determination, 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
123 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 15, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 8th period, Canberra, 25-28 September 1995, p. 1352. 
124 Ibid, p. 1487. 
125 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 16, 37th parliament, 1st 
session and 8th period, Canberra, 16-19 October 1995, pp. 11782-83. 
126 Ibid, p. 1786. 
127 Ibid, pp. 1801-02. 
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repeal the Timor Gap, 
stop military cooperation, 
and release all Timorese 
political prisoners. 

76 19 Oct 
1995130

Senator Bourne The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 117 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 75. 
 

 

77 23 Oct 
1995131

Senator Bourne The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 106 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 75. 
 

 

78 24 Oct 
1995132

Senator Bourne The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 102 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 75. 
 

 

79 26 Oct 
1995133

Senator Bourne The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 100 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 75. 
 

 

80 14 Nov 
1995134

 The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 231 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 75. 
 

 

81 14 Nov 
1995135

Senator 
Chamarette 

 Gives notice the 
anniversary of the Dili 
massacre on 12 
November, calls on 
Australian government to 
withhold all arms sales to 
Indonesia. 

 

82 16 Nov 
1995136

Senator Bourne The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 123 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 75. 
 

 

83 21 Nov 
1995137

Senator Bourne The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 146 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 75. 
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84 27 Nov 
1995138

Senator Bourne The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 74 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 75. 
 

 

85 29 Nov 
1995139

Senator Bourne The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 111 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 75. 
 

 

86 30 Nov 
1995140

Senator Bourne The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 86 
citizens. The content of 
this petition is similar to 
no. 75. 
 

 

87 30 Nov 
1995141

Senator 
Chamarette 

 The Australian 
government has different 
measures on human 
rights abuses in Burma, 
Nigeria and East Timor. 
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Appendix 3   
 

SENATE DEBATES ON EAST TIMOR IN THE PERIOD OF  
THE HOWARD GOVERNMENT, 

 
20 March 1996 – 31 December 1999 

 
 
No Date Questioner Responder Topic Responses 
      
1 1  

May 
19961

Senator Bell The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 15 
citizens. They call the 
Australian government to 
support UN initiative on 
East Timor’s self 
determination, repeal the 
Timor Gap, and stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. They also ask the 
Indonesian government to 
release all Timorese 
political prisoners. 

 

2 28 
May 
19962

Senator 
Margetts 
  
 

The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Notices of motion:  
The Senate notes the 
election promises made by 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
Downer, that the Coalition 
would be more consistent on 
human rights in East Timor 
and Indonesia. It also notes 
that human rights abuses are 
still continuing in East 
Timor. It calls on Australian 
government to stop 
Australian de jure 
recognition over Indonesian 
sovereignty on East Timor, 
to stop military cooperation 
and to call release of 
Xanana from prison. 

 

3 28 
June 
19963

Senator 
Kemp  

 He tabled the report on the 
death of five Australian 
journalists, statements from 
Downer and Indonesian 
foreign minister about this 
death. 

 

4 21 
Aug 
19964  

Senator  
Bourne 

The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 399 
citizens which call the 
government to support UN 
initiative on East Timor’s 
self determination, to repeal 
the Timor Gap, and to stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. They also ask the 

 

                                                 
1 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 1, 38th parliament, 1st 
session and 1st period, Canberra, 30 April and  1-2 May 1996, p. 77. 
2 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 4, 38th parliament, 1st 
session and 1st period, Canberra, 27-31 May 1996, p. 1119. 
3 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 6, 38th parliament, 1st 
session and 1st period, Canberra, 24-28 June 1996, p. 2592. 
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Indonesian government to 
release all Timorese 
political prisoners. 

5 21 
Aug 
19965

Senator 
Brown 

 Notices of motion: the 
application of five hundred 
East Timorese refugees. 

 

6 9 
Sept 
19966

Senator 
Brown 

 East Timorese refugees: The 
discussion on this issue is 
postponed on  8 October 
1996 

 

7 19 
Sept 
19967

Senator 
Panizza 

The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 47 
citizens which support UN 
resolution and initiation on 
East Timor, urge the 
Indonesian government to 
enter dialogue with East 
Timorese, and halt 
Australia’s military 
cooperation with Indonesia. 

 

8 8 Oct 
19968

Senator  
Brown 

The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

East Timorese refugees: The 
discussion on this subject is 
agreed to be postponed on 
28 October 1996 

 

9 14 
Oct 
19969

Senator 
Bourne 

 Gives notice that Senate 
congratulates Bello and 
Horta on Nobel prize.   

 

10 14 
Oct 
1996
10

Senator  
Brown 

 Gives notice that Senate 
congratulates Belo and 
Horta on Nobel prize and 
calls on support for self-
determination in East 
Timor. 

 

11 15 
Oct 
1996
11

Senator 
Denman  

The President 
and member of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 12 
citizens which support self-
determination for East 
Timor. 

 

12  15 
Oct 
1996
12

Senator 
Denman  

 Gives notice on the Nobel 
prize award to Bello and 
Horta. 

 

13 15 
Oct 
1996
13

Senator 
Bourne 

 Gives notice on the Nobel 
prize award to Bello and 
Horta. 

 

14 16 
Oct 

Senator 
Brown 

 Gives notice that Senate 
celebrates Belo and Horta’s 

 

                                                                                                                                               
4 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No.7, 38th parliament, 1st 
session and 1st period,  Canberra, 20-22 August 1996, p. 2744. 
5 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 7, 38th parliament, 1st 
session and 2nd period, Canberra, 20-22 August 1996, pp. 2752-53. 
6 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 8, 38th parliament, 1st 
session and 2nd period,  Canberra, 9-12 September 1996 and 16-19 September 1996, pp. 3054-56. 
7 Ibid, pp. 3593-94. 
8 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 10, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 2nd period, Canberra, 8-11 October 1996, p. 3652. 
9 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 11, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 2nd period, Canberra, 14-18 October 1996, p. 4087. 
10 Ibid, p. 4089. 
11 Ibid, p. 4160. 
12 Ibid, p. 4163. 
13 Ibid, p. 4165. 
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1996
14

Nobel prize and calls the 
Australian government to 
support self-determination 
for East Timor. 

15  16 
Oct 
1996
15

Senator Hill, 
Leader of 
the 
Government 
in the Senate 

 Responding notices of 
motion. 

The Government’s 
position on East 
Timor: 
The successive 
Australian 
governments have 
recognised 
Indonesia’s 
sovereignty over 
East Timor since 
1979. There has been 
no change to the 
Government’s policy 
on East Timor 
including the East 
Timorese right of 
self-determination. 
From the outset, in 
1975, Australia made 
it clear that it did not 
approve the way of 
Indonesia 
incorporated East 
Timor into 
Indonesia. 

16 16 
Oct 
1996
16

Senator 
Brown 

Senator Hill, 
Robert, acting 
Minister for 
Foreign 
Affairs 
 

Senate voted unanimously 
to call on the Australian 
government to support self-
determination for East 
Timor. Why did the Prime 
Minister not make aware of 
the government’s new 
backing support for self-
determination in East 
Timor? 

The Australian 
government policy 
on East Timor did 
not change; 
including the right of 
self-determination, 
but Australia 
acknowledges that 
any-form of self-
determination needs 
the cooperation of 
the Indonesian 
government. 

17 16 
Oct 
1996
17

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator Hill, 
Robert, acting 
Minister for 
Foreign 
Affairs 
 

Asking about Australia’s 
comments on Bob Dole’s 
campaign in USA that 
Indonesian military has 
slaughtered hundreds of 
thousand in East Timor. 

Not appropriate to 
comment that 
happened in USA. 
The government 
wishes a further 
change in East 
Timor. 

18 31 
Oct 
1996
18

Senator 
Brown 

 The Senate agrees to 
postpone the discussion of 
East Timor asylum seekers 
on 5 November. 

 

19 18 
Nov 

Senator 
Margetts 

 Gives notice that the Senate 
notes the Malaysian 

 

                                                                                                                                               
14 Ibid, p. 4211. 
15 Ibid, pp. 4248-49. 
16 Ibid, p. 4268. 
17 Ibid, p. 4273. 
18 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 12, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 2nd period, Canberra, 28-31 October 1996, p. 4837. 
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1996 
19

government deported ten 
Australian attending East 
Timor’s conference, 
deplores PM did not check 
this fact before making any 
statements about this 
outrageous attack on civil 
liberties by Malaysian 
government, and calls 
Malaysian government to 
apologise to this ten 
Australians. 

20 19 
Nov 
1996
20

Senator 
Panizza 

 Petition letter from 238 
citizens on East Timor 
refugees. They urge the 
government to grant 
humanitarian consideration 
for East Timor’s refugee 
applicants. 

 

21 19 
Nov 
1996
21

Senator 
Margetts 

 Motion: Agreed to postpone 
an international conference 
on East Timor in Malaysia 
till the next day of sitting. 

 

22 21 
Nov 
1996
22

Senator 
Margetts 

 Motion: Agreed to postpone 
an international conference 
on East Timor in Malaysia 
till the next day of sitting. 

 

23 25 
Nov 
1996
23

Senator 
Schacht 

Senator Hill, 
Robert, 
representing 
Minister for 
Foreign 
Affairs 

East Timor conference in 
Malaysia. 
Does the Minister share 
Mahatir’s view that 
Australian journalists are 
congenital liars 

No 

24 2 Dec 
1996
24

Senator 
McGauran 

 Petition letter from 4,085 
citizens about East 
Timorese refugees. They 
ask the government to grant 
special humanitarian 
consideration for their 
refugee applicants. 

 

25 11 
Feb 
1997
25  

Senator 
Bourne 

 Petition letter from 30 
citizens. They support all 
UN resolutions and 
initiatives on East Timor, 
support self-determination 
for East Timor, repeal 
Timor Gap Treaty, and call 
the government to stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. They ask the 

 

                                                                                                                                               
19 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 14, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 2nd period,  Canberra, 18-21 November 1996, p. 5412. 
20 Ibid, p. 5634. 
21 Ibid, p. 5635. 
22 Ibid, pp. 5743-44. 
23 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 15, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 2nd period,  Canberra, 25-29 November 1996, p. 5879. 
24 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 16, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 2nd period, Canberra, 2-5 December 1996, p. 6419. 
25 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 10, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 3rd period,  Canberra, 13 February 1997, p. 452. 
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Indonesian government to 
release all Timorese 
political prisoners, 

26  25 
Feb 
1997
26

Senator 
Heffernan 

Senator 
Parker, 
Minister for 
Resources and 
Energy 

The development of Timor 
Sea and the company 
involved to this project. 

The oil field called 
Elang Kakatua was 
found and held by 
BHP 42, 42%, Sartis 
21, 42%, Petroz 14, 
95% and Inpex 21, 
21%; while the Udan 
and Bayu Gas 
condensate is held by 
joint authorities. 

27 3 
Marc
h 
1997
27

Senator 
Bourne 

President and 
members of 
Senate 

Petition letter from 124 
citizens. They support all 
UN resolutions and 
initiatives on East Timor, 
support self-determination 
of East Timor, call to 
release all Timorese 
political prisoners, repeal 
Timor Gap Treaty, and stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. 

 

28 6 
Marc
h 
1997
28

Senator 
Bourne 

President and 
members of 
Senate 

Petition letter from 72 
citizens. They support all 
UN resolutions and 
initiatives on East Timor, 
support self-determination 
of East Timor, call to 
release all Timorese 
political prisoners, repeal 
Timor Gap Treaty, and stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. 

 

29 19 
Marc
h 
1997
29

Senator 
Bourne 

President and 
members of 
Senate 

Petition letter from 68 
citizens. They support all 
UN resolutions and 
initiatives on East Timor, 
support self-determination 
of East Timor, call to 
release all Timorese 
political prisoners, repeal 
Timor Gap Treaty, and stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. 

 

30 21 
Marc
h 
1997
30

Senator 
Mac. 
Gibbon 

 Do a adjourn that 
inaccuracy on Australian 
media reporting Indonesia 
and East Timor could 
promote prejudice in the 
wider community. E.g. an 
article in Herald Sun by Jim 

 

                                                 
26 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 3, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 3rd period, Canberra, 24-27 February 1997, pp. 897-98. 
27 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 4, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 3rd period, Canberra, 3-6 March 1997, p. 1084. 
28 Ibid, p. 1393. 
29 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 5, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 3rd period,  Canberra, 17-21 March 1997, p. 1825. 
30 Ibid, p. 2187. 
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Aubrey (anti-Indonesian 
lobby) on the death of five 
Australian journalists as ‘the 
secret of an execution’. The 
accurate point is that there 
were five journalists 
employed by Australian 
press (two Australians, two 
British, and one New 
Zealander).  

31 6 
May 
1997
31

Senator 
Brown 

President and 
the members 
of Senate 

Petition letter from 22 
citizens. They support all 
UN resolutions and 
initiatives on East Timor, 
call into dialogue with East 
Timorese, release all East 
Timor political prisoners 
and halt military 
cooperation. 

 

32 14 
May 
1997
32

Senator 
Margetts 

 East Timorese refugees: 
Following the recent 
decision of the Federal 
Court on the status of East 
Timorese refugees in 
Australia, it affirmed that 
Australia’s desire to 
increasingly secure the good 
relations with Indonesia has 
spawned the government’s 
push to demand that East 
Timor was be denied 
asylum on the grounds that 
many East Timor in fact 
have Portuguese nationality 
and therefore should be 
denied refugee status. 
The political opportunism of 
such position has been 
widely condemned, 
particularly given the 
Australia’s government 
strenuous arguments in the 
ICJ that Portugal’s current 
lack of connection with East 
Timorese meant that it had 
no legal authority to 
represent the East Timorese 
in international forum. 

 

33 28 
May 
1997
33

Senator 
Bourne 

 Gives notice that the Senate 
is encouraged by the 
promise that British 
government will work with 
Portugal toward East Timor 
solution. The Senate calls 
on Australia’s government 

 

                                                 
31 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 7, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 4th period,  Canberra, 6-7 May 1997, p. 2688. 
32 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 8, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 4th period,  Canberra,12-15 May 1997, pp. 3306-09. 
33 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 9, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 4th period, Canberra, 26-30 May 1997, p. 3889. 
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to support UN resolution on 
East Timor, release all 
political prisoners, support 
self-determination, and stop 
military cooperation. 

34 16 
June 
1997
34

Senator 
Bourne 

President and 
the members 
of Senate 

Petition letter from 13 
citizens. They support all 
UN resolutions and 
initiatives on East Timor, 
support self-determination 
of East Timor, release all 
Timorese political prisoners, 
repeal Timor Gap Treaty, 
and stop military 
cooperation with Indonesia. 

 

35 29 
Sept 
1997
35

Senator 
Bourne 

 Gives notice that the Senate 
notes the UNCHR 
resolution on 1997/63 on 
East Timor, expresses deep 
concern on continuation of 
human rights abuses in East 
Timor, and calls Australian 
government to request 
Indonesian government to 
take all necessary measure 
to ensure full respect on 
human rights. 
 

 

36 29 
Sept 
1997
36

Senator 
Brown 

Senator Hill, 
representing 
Minister for 
Foreign 
Affairs and 
Trades 

Death of five Australian 
journalists and East 
Timorese refugee. 

Sherman Report 
examined the death 
of five Australian 
journalists and 
mentioned Yunus 
Yosfiah, but it drew 
no conclusion 
whether Junus 
involved in Balibo.  
 
Australia is not 
subjecting East 
Timor’s asylum 
seekers stateless. 
1565 East Timor 
applicants are being 
processed in line 
with Australia’s 
international 
obligation under the 
terms of the UN 
Commission relating 
to the status of 

                                                 
34 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 10, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 4th period,  Canberra, 16-20 June 1997, p. 4196. 
35 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 15, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 5th period,  Canberra, 29-30 September 1997 and 1-2 October 1997, pp. 7095-96. 
36 Ibid, pp. 7173-74. 
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Refugee. 
37 1 Oct 

1997
37

Senator 
Parer 

 Timor Gap Zone of 
Cooperation. 
He tabled the 1996 annual 
report of the Australian-
Indonesian joint authority 
for Timor Gap Treaty. 

 

38 20 
Oct 
1997
38

Senator 
Brown 

 Deaths of five Australian 
journalists: 
-calls the Federal 
Government to release all 
intelligence files 
significance to their death; 
-calls Indonesian 
government to investigate 
the death and acknowledged 
the truth; 
-allows East Timorese for 
self-determination. 

 

39 21 
Oct 
1997
39

Ms. Kernot, 
Cheryl 

 Deaths of  five Australian 
journalists: agreed to be 
postponed till 30 October 
1997 

 

40 28 
Oct 
1997
40

Senator 
Brown 

 Deaths of five Australian 
journalists: agreed to be 
postponed till the next day 
of setting. 

 

41 10 
Nov 
1997
41

Senator 
Margetts 

 Human rights abuses in East 
Timor: 
Gives notice that Australia 
was a non-voting of the 53rd 
session on the UNCHR 
resolution 1997/63 on ‘the 
situation in East Timor’, 
endorses UNCHR 
Resolution 1997/63 which 
has decided to encourage 
UN Security General to 
continue find just solution to 
East Timor. 

 

42 10 
Nov 
1997
42

Senator 
Margetts 

 Gives notice that the Senate 
endorses UNCHR 
Resolution 1997/63, and 
supports the right of the 
East Timorese people for 
self determination.  

 

43 11 
Nov 
1997
43

Senator 
Margetts 

 Human rights in East Timor: 
agreed that human rights in 
East Timor will be 
postponed till 17 November 
1997. 

 

                                                 
37 Ibid, p. 7373. 
38 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 16, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 5th period,  Canberra, 20-23 October 1997, p. 7594. 
39 Ibid, p. 7719. 
40 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 17, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 5th period,  Canberra, 27-30 October 1997, p. 8219. 
41 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 18, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 5th period,  Canberra, 10-11 November 1997, p. 8589. 
42 Ibid, p. 8591. 
43 Ibid, p. 8762. 
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44 11 
Nov 
1997
44

Senator 
Margetts 

 Self determination for East 
Timorese. 

 

45 17 
Nov 
1997
45

Senator 
Brown 

Senator Hill, 
representing 
Minister for 
Foreign 
Affairs and 
Trade 

Human rights in East Timor. 
-What is the government’s 
response to Belo’s 
description of actions by 
authorities at the University 
of East Timor last Friday as 
involving “incredible 
brutality”? 
-Is it true that two people 
were shot and eight 
arrested? 

-Shooting incident 
was in the University 
of East Timor on 14 
November 1997. The 
Embassy does not 
have any confirmed 
record of death, a 
number received gun 
shot. 
-Australia calls full 
respect on human 
rights in East Timor. 
It gave $300,000 to 
support ICCR in East 
Timor this year. 
-East Timor issue 
raised in recent visit 
of Howard with 
Soeharto. 

46 17 
Nov 
1997
46

Senator 
Brown 

 The Senate agree that the 
discussion on the death of 
Australian journalists will 
be postponed till the next 
day of sitting. 

 

47 17 
Nov 
1997
47

Senator 
Margetts 

 The Senate agree that 
human rights in East Timor 
will be postponed till the 
next day of sitting. 

 

48 18 
Nov 
1997
48

Senator 
Bourne 

 Petition letter from 155 
citizens. They support all 
UN resolutions and 
initiatives on East Timor, 
support self-determination 
of East Timor, release all 
Timorese political prisoners, 
repeal Timor Gap Treaty, 
and stop military 
cooperation with Indonesia. 

 

49 18 
Nov 
1997
49

Senator 
Bourne 

 Notice of motion: Dili 
massacre and 14 November 
1997 incident (several 
students were shot in the 
University of East Timor). 
Notes: 
-12 November 1997 is sixth 
anniversary of Dili 
massacre; 
- Senator Bourne calls on 
the Australian government 
to support the work of UN 

 

                                                 
44 Ibid, p. 8762. 
45 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 19, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 5th period,  Canberra, 18-19 November 1997, p. 8849. 
46 Ibid, p. 8873. 
47 Ibid, p. 8873. 
48 Ibid, p. 8968. 
49 Ibid, p. 8972. 

 327



on international acceptable 
solutions to East Timor 
issue. 

50 18 
Nov 
1997
50

Senator 
Margetts 

 Human rights abuses in East 
Timor: 
Gives notice that Australia 
was a non-voting of the 53rd 
session on the UNCHR 
resolution 1997/63 on ‘the 
situation in East Timor’, 
endorses UNCHR 
Resolution 1997/63 which 
has decided to encourage 
UN Security General to 
continue find just solution to 
East Timor 

 

51 18 
Nov 
1997
51

Senator 
Brown 

 The death of Australian 
journalists. 
Gives motion: Indonesian 
government has to 
investigate it and allows self 
determination in East 
Timor. 

 

52 19 
Nov 
1997
52

Senator 
Margetts 

 The discussion on East 
Timor’s self determination 
will be postponed on 25 
November 1997. 

 

53 24 
Nov 
1997
53

Senator 
Margetts 

 East Timor: human rights. 
Senator Margetts proposes 
the Senate to endorse 
UNCHR Resolution 
1997/63, and support the 
right of East Timorese to 
self-determination. 

 

54 25 
Nov 
1997
54

Senator 
Eggleston 

Senator Parer, 
Minister for 
Resources and 
Energy 

Recent developments of the 
Timor Gap Treaty. 

Senator Parer met 
with his counterpart, 
Sudjana in Cairns for 
8th Ministerial 
Meeting. In this 
meeting, they 
addressed the 
problem that would 
occur if processing 
occurred outside the 
zone of cooperation, 
whether it is in 
Indonesian water or 

                                                 
50 Ibid, p. 8973. 
51 Ibid, p. 8974. 
52 Ibid, p. 9141. 
53 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 20, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 5th period,  Canberra, 24-28 November 1997, p. 9247. 
54 Ibid, p. 9348. 
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in Australian water.  
55 2 Dec 

1997
55

Senator 
Bourne 

The President 
and the 
Members of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 240 
citizens. They support all 
UN resolutions and 
initiatives on East Timor, 
support self-determination 
of East Timor, call to 
release all Timorese 
political prisoners, ask to 
repeal Timor Gap Treaty, 
and demand to stop military 
cooperation with Indonesia. 

 

56 2 Dec 
1997
56

Senator 
Bourne 

 Timorese Democrat Union 
(TDU) Congress. 
Gives notice that the Senate 
notes: 
- on 3-6 December 1997, the 
Timorese will hold 
Congress in Perth with 
international delegation, 
including all Australian 
states, Portugal, 
Mozambique etc; 
-the Congress will formulate 
new policy direction which 
TDU will take into the UN 
sponsored talk on East 
Timor; 
- the Senate’s 
disappointment at the 
decision of Australian 
Embassy in Paris to reject 
the visa application of 
seventeen Portuguese 
delegation, and 
-the refusal to grant visas 
runs contrary to the 
Government’s policy of 
support for the UN 
sponsored talk on East 
Timor; -the Senate calls 
Minister for Immigration to 
grant their visas. 

 

57 4 Dec 
1997
57

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator 
Vanstone, 
representing 
Minister for 
Immigration 
and 
Multicultural 
Affairs 

Timorese Democrat Union 
(TDU) Congress: Visa 
Application. 
Senator Bourne raises a 
question on the Australian 
government decision for not 
granting visa to seven 
Portuguese delegations, 
while it granted to ten other 
Portuguese on the same 
conference. 

They do not meet all 
of the visa 
requirements. 

58 2 Mar 
1998
58

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator 
Vanstone, 
representing 

The reasons for the 
government’s rejection of 
visitor visa application from 

They did not meet all 
of the visa 
requirements. They 

                                                 
55 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 21, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 5th period,  Canberra, 1-5 December 1997, p. 10039. 
56 Ibid, p. 10043. 
57 Ibid, pp. 10381-82. 
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Minister for 
Immigration 
and 
Multicultural 
Affairs 

seven delegates to the 
second National Congress 
of the Timorese Democrat 
Union that was held in Perth 
from 3-6 December 1997.  

did not attach 
supporting 
document, such as 
not providing details 
contacts. 

59 2 Mar 
1998
59

Senator 
Bourne 

The President 
and the 
Members of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 68 
citizens. They support all 
UN resolutions and 
initiatives on East Timor, 
support self-determination 
of East Timor, call to 
release all Timorese 
political prisoners, call to 
repeal Timor Gap Treaty, 
and ask to stop military 
cooperation with Indonesia. 

 

60 3 Mar 
1998
60

Senator 
Bourne 

The President 
and the 
Members of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 135 
citizens. They support all 
UN resolutions and 
initiatives on East Timor, 
support self-determination 
of East Timor, call to 
release all Timorese 
political prisoners, demand 
to repeal Timor Gap Treaty, 
and urge to stop military 
cooperation with Indonesia. 

 

61 3 Mar 
1998
61

Senator 
Calvert 

The President 
and the 
Members of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 15 
citizens. They call on the 
Australian government to 
rescind recognition of the 
Indonesian sovereignty over 
East Timor. 
 
 

 

62 12 
Mar 
1998
62

Senator 
Margetts 

 Notices of motion. 
Gives notice that the Senate 
notes:  the endorsement by 
the Senate of the UNCHR 
Resolution 1997/63 on East 
Timor in November 1997; 
the Commission will sit 
from 16 March-24 April 
1998 in Geneva and 
consider a European draft 
resolution on human rights 
in Indonesia/East Timor; 
Indonesian Government has 
not implement any of 
recommendations. The 
Senate calls on the 
Australian government to 
give support to the principle 
of a further motion on 

 

                                                                                                                                               
58 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 1, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 6th period,  Canberra, 2-5 May 1998, pp. 30-31. 
59 Ibid, p. 38. 
60 Ibid, p. 180. 
61 Ibid, p. 183. 
62 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 2, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 6th period,  Canberra, 9-12 March 1998, p. 890. 
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Indonesia at the 54th session 
of the Commission and 
President Indonesia to 
implement resolution. 

63 23 
Mar 
1998 
63

Senator 
Margetts 

 Senate agreed that the 
discussion on human rights 
in East Timor and Indonesia 
will be postponed till the 
next day of setting. 

 

64 24 
Mar 
1998
64

Senator 
Margetts 

 Senate agreed that the 
discussion on human rights 
in East Timor and Indonesia 
will be postponed till the 
next day of setting. 

 

65 25 
Mar 
1998
65

Senator 
Margetts 

 Senate agreed that the 
discussion on human rights 
in East Timor and Indonesia 
will be postponed till the 
next day of setting. 

 

66 26 
Mar 
1998
66

Senator 
Margetts 

 Notices of motion. 
Gives notice that the Senate 
notes: the endorsement by 
the Senate of the UNCHR 
Resolution 1997/63 on East 
Timor in November 1997, 
the Commission will sit 
from 16 March to 24 April 
1998 in Geneva and 
consider a European draft 
resolution on human rights 
in Indonesia/East Timor, 
and welcomes the 
continuing efforts of the 
Komnas HAM to 
investigate human rights 
violations, including the 
establishment of an office in 
Dili. 

 

67 31 
Mar 
1998
67

Senator 
Bourne 

The President 
and the 
Members of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 135 
citizens support all UN 
resolutions and initiatives 
on East Timor, support self-
determination of East 
Timor, release all Timorese 
political prisoners, repeal 
Timor Gap Treaty, and stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. 

 

68 8 
April 
1998
68

Senator 
Margetts 

Senator 
Vanstone, 
representing 
Minister for 

East Timor Asylum Seekers. 
There is 1300 East Timorese 
in Australia and they are 
seeking for refugee status. 

Refugee status is 
decided on its 
individual merits 
with reference to 

                                                 
63 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 3, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 6th period,  Canberra, 23-26 March 1998, p. 1060. 
64 Ibid, pp. 163-64. 
65 Ibid, p. 1287. 
66 Ibid, p. 1351. 
67 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 4, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 6th period,  Canberra, 30-31 March 1998 and 1-3 April 1998, pp. 1605-6. 
68 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 5, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 6th period, Canberra, 6-8 April 1998, pp. 2508-2510. 
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Immigration 
and 
Multicultural 
Affairs 

Australia did not accept, 
because they were 
Portuguese, while it was de 
jure recognition of 
Indonesian sovereignty over 
East Timor. 

1951 Convention 
Relating to the Status 
of Refugee, as 
amended by the 1967 
Protocol Relating to 
the Status of 
Refugee.  
 
The issue of 
Australia’s de jure 
recognition of 
Indonesia over East 
Timor is totally 
separate from and 
irrelevant to the issue 
of the determination 
of applications for 
refugee status under 
the reference of 
conventions. 

69 14 
May 
1998
69

Senator 
Bourne 

The President 
and the 
members of 
Senate 

Petition letter from 22 
citizens support all UN 
resolutions and initiatives 
on East Timor, support self-
determination of East 
Timor, release all Timorese 
political prisoners, repeal 
Timor Gap Treaty, and stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. 

 

70 25 
May 
1998
70

Senator 
Brown 

 Gives notice that the Senate 
calls on President Habibie to 
release Xanana, and to 
allow East Timorese a free 
to vote. 

 

71 26 
May 
1998
71

Senator 
Brown 

 Gives notice that the Senate 
calls on President Habibie to 
release Xanana, and to 
allow East Timorese a free 
to vote. 

 

72 22 
June 
1998
72

Senator 
Brown 

 Gives notice that the Senate 
calls on President Habibie to 
release Xanana, and to 
allow East Timorese a free 
to vote. 

 

73 23 
June 
1998
73

Senator 
Brown 

 The issue relating to East 
Timor will be postponed till 
the next day of sitting. 

 

74 24 
June 

Senator 
Brown 

 Gives notice that the Senate 
calls on President Habibie to 

 

                                                 
69 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 6, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 6th period, Canberra, 12-14 May 1998, p. 2791. 
70 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 7, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 7th period,  Canberra, 25-29 May 1998, p. 2975. 
71 Ibid, p. 3089. 
72 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 8, 38th parliament, 
1st session and 7th period, Canberra, 22-26 June 1998, p. 3600. 
73 Ibid, p. 3767. 
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1998
74

release Xanana, and to 
allow East Timorese a free 
to vote. 

75 24 
June 
1998
75

Senator 
Cook, 
Deputy 
Leader of 
the 
Opposition 
in the Senate 

 Gives notice that the Senate  
-expresses  the view that 
changing circumstances 
have opened an opportunity 
to achieve real progress 
toward a just to end the 
conflict; 
-notes Habibie’s recent offer 
to grant a ‘special status’ for 
East Timor; 
-calls Indonesian 
government to release 
Xanana and takes steps to 
ensure all respecting of 
human rights of all East 
Timorese, and allows self-
determination of Eat Timor. 
(Amendment to Senator 
Brown’s motion) 

 

76 10 
Nov 
1998
76

Senator 
Brown 

 Gives notice that the Senate 
notes that 12 November 
1998 is the 7th anniversary 
of the Santa Cruz massacre, 
joins the UN in calling 
Indonesian Government to 
release Xanana and calls 
Indonesian government to 
revoke the repressive anti-
subversion law. 

 

77 11 
Nov 
1998
77

Senator 
Bourne 

The President 
and the 
members of 
Senate 

Petition letter from 343 
citizens support all UN 
resolutions and initiatives 
on East Timor, support self-
determination of East 
Timor, release all Timorese 
political prisoners, repeal 
Timor Gap Treaty, and stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. 

 

78 12 
Nov 
1998
78

Senator 
Brown 

 Gives notice that the Senate 
notes that 12 November 
1998 is the 7th anniversary 
of the Santa Cruz massacre, 
joins the UN in calling 
Indonesian Government to 
release Xanana and calls 
Indonesian government to 
revoke the repressive anti-
subversion law. 

 

79 24 
Nov 

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator Hill, 
representing 

What is the government 
response to the incident at 

The ICRC has 
indicated that there is 
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75 Ibid, p. 3975. 
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1998
79

Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

Alas (in the south-central 
East Timor) where 44 
people were killed during a 
recent military sweep? 

no evidence of 
troops having 
opened fire on local 
population. The 
Embassy will 
continue its efforts to 
establish precisely 
what did occur. 

80 24 
Nov 
1998
80

Senator 
Bourne 

The President 
and members 
of the Senate 

Petition letter from 47 
citizens support all UN 
resolutions and initiatives 
on East Timor, support self-
determination of East 
Timor, release all Timorese 
political prisoners, repeal 
Timor Gap Treaty, and stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. 

 

81 25 
Nov 
1998
81

Senator 
McGauran 

 Adjourment: Indonesia. 
The fall of Suharto is timely 
for Australia to reassess its 
foreign policy regarding 
East Timor. 

 

82 30 
Nov 
1998
82

Senator Hill Senator 
Bourne 

An answer to reporting 
killings in Alas.  
 
The ICRC in Jakarta and 
East Timor are investigating 
the reported killing. 
Ultimately, responsibility 
for clarification of the facts 
relating to incident with the 
territory of the Republic 
Indonesia lies with 
Indonesian government. 
 

 

83 3 Dec 
1998
83

Senator 
Margetts 

 Motion: East Timor asylum 
seekers. 
Senate agrees that this issue 
is postponed till the next 
day of sitting. 

 

84 7 Dec 
1998
84

Senator 
Margetts 

 Motion: East Timor asylum 
seekers. 
Senate agrees that this issue 
is postponed till the next 
day of sitting. 

 

85 8 Dec 
1998
85

Senator 
Margetts 

 Motion: East Timor asylum 
seekers. 
Senate agrees that this issue 
is postponed till the next 
day of sitting. 
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86 9 Dec 
1998
86

Senator 
Bourne 

 Petition letter from 77 
citizens support all UN 
resolutions and initiatives 
on East Timor, support self-
determination of East 
Timor, release all Timorese 
political prisoners, repeal 
Timor Gap Treaty, and stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. 

 

87 9 Dec 
1998
87

Senator 
Margetts 

 Motion: East Timor asylum 
seekers. 
Senate agrees that this issue 
is postponed till the next 
day of sitting. 

 

88 9 Dec 
1998
88

Senator 
Brown 

 Adjourment: East Timor. 
Australia needs to redress 
the unspeakable wrong in 
East Timor, and assuages 
the complicity of successive 
Australian government what 
has happened in Balibo. 

 

89 10 
Mar 
1999
89

Senator 
Bourne 

 Petition letter from 180 
citizens support all UN 
resolutions and initiatives 
on East Timor, support self-
determination of East Timor 
release all Timorese 
political prisoners, repeal 
Timor Gap Treaty, and stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. 

 

90 22 
Mar 
1999
90

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator 
Newman, 
representing 
Minister for 
Defence 

Colonel Brian Millen 
visiting East Timor. What is 
the purpose of the visit and 
what is the result? 

Colonel Millen, 
Australian Army 
Attaché to Indonesia 
visited to East Timor 
over the period 2-6 
December 1998 as a 
result of the 
allegations of a 
massacre at Alas and 
concerned 
expressing by the 
Government about 
those allegations. He 
also inquires about 
troop’s number in 
East Timor. Colonel 
Millen reported that 
the incident in Alas 
appeared to be more 
of a civil disturbance 
involving a number 
of parties rather than 

                                                 
86 Ibid, p. 1553. 
87 Ibid, p. 1571. 
88 Ibid, pp. 1609-11. 
89 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 2, 39th parliament, 
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a military attack. His 
observations did not 
substantiate claims 
that a massacre had 
occurred although he 
could confirm that 
houses had been 
burned and between 
1 and 9 people had 
been killed. The 
military command in 
East Timor informed 
that there were 
12.000 troops in East 
Timor at that time. 
The Australian 
Government 
encouraged ABRI to 
use restraint when 
dealing with civil 
unrest, and has 
expressed its 
concerns regarding 
human rights abuses 
to the Indonesian 
Government and 
ABRI on many 
occasions. 

91 29 
Mar 
1999
91

Senator 
Bourne 

 Petition letter from 14 
citizens support all UN 
resolutions and initiatives 
on East Timor, support self-
determination of East 
Timor, release all Timorese 
political prisoners, repeal 
Timor Gap Treaty, and stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. 

 

92 30 
Mar 
1999
92

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator Hill, 
representing 
Minister for 
Foreign 
Affairs 

Does Minister agree that in 
order to have a peaceful in 
East Timor, East Timor’s 
resistance groups are 
disarmed and ABRI is 
discouraged from arming 
anymore Timor resistance? 

For long-term 
stability and peaceful 
in East Timor 
disarming of these 
various groups are 
desirable. Our 
capacity to bring that 
state of affairs about 
is limited. We have 
made representations 
to the government of 
Indonesia. 

93 19 
April 
1999
93

Senator 
Hogg 

 Senator 
Alston, 
representing 
Minister for 
Foreign 
Affairs. 

East Timor: ABRI. 
Asking for confirmation on 
foreign minister’s 
assessment that Indonesian 
government is not in favour 
of the sorts activities that 

Indonesian 
government is not 
monolithic. The 
relations between the 
civilian government 
and the military are 
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have been taking place in 
East Timor. Is this 
assessment encompasses the 
leadership of ABRI, 
especially General Wiranto? 

probably a lot more 
complex that it is in 
the country where 
there is a clear policy 
superiority in the 
Australian context in 
the hands of civilian. 
 
It is the view of the 
Australian 
government that 
from the President 
down there is a 
commitment to try to 
ensure that the 
government and the 
armed forces act as 
decisively as 
possible to stop 
violence. 

94 19 
April 
1999
94

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator 
Alston, 
representing 
Minister for 
Foreign 
Affairs. 

East Timor: ABRI 
Did the investigation report 
by two Australian diplomats 
on the Liquica massacre last 
week establish any 
involvement by ABRI on 5 -
6 April and 17-18 April in 
the Dili incident? 

The visit was to 
obtain a more 
accurate picture. 
The government has 
no reason to believe 
that President 
Habibie does not 
have a commitment 
to ensuring that those 
who are responsible 
to that violence have 
to be punished.  
 

95 19 
April 
1999
95

Senator 
Bourne 

 East Timor: matters of 
urgency. 
Gives notice that the Senate 
notes the escalation of the 
violence in East Timor and 
urges the Australian 
Government to take strong 
leadership role in doing 
anything possible to bring 
about a just and peaceful 
solution.  

 

96 19 
April 
1999
96

Senator 
McGauran 

 Adjourment: East Timor. 
The security deterioration in 
East Timor due to the 
militia given the Indonesian 
military support is 
undertaking a terror 
campaign towards a mass 
population of East Timor. 
Twenty five people were 
murdered in Liquica. 
Australia needs to make a 
certain changes to and shifts 
in its policy on Indonesia in 
general and East Timor in 
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particular.   
- A new policy of frank 
engagement should replace 
the old policy of 
constructive engagement; 
-Australia’s stated 
preference for autonomy 
changes into total 
independence of East 
Timor; 
-No matter what it will take 
in Australia-Indonesia 
relations, there will be a free 
vote regarding East Timor 
future. 
-Frank engagement will 
require a whole new 
language in Australia and 
Indonesia relations. 

97 21 
April 
1999
97

Senator 
Bartlett 

Senator 
Vanstone, 
representing 
Minister for 
Immigration 
and 
Multicultural 
Affairs. 

East Timor: visa 
application. 
 
What is the government 
action in relation to prompt 
processing of assistance for 
people in great hardship as a 
result of armed conflict? 

Not having any 
information with 
respect to the 
question. It will be 
referred to Mr. 
Ruddock. 

98 22 
April 
1999 
98

Senator 
Margetts 

Senator 
Alston, 
representing 
the Prime 
Minister. 

East Timor: ABRI. 
PM and Minister for 
Foreign Affairs have stated 
publicly that they know 
ABRI has armed the militia 
-Where has the approval 
come from such a large 
expenditure? 
-How will Australia 
persuade Habibie in the 
meeting in Bali next week 
to control ABRI? 
-The ABRI involvement in 
arming militia highlights the 
need for military 
intervention. 
-The PM recently rejected 
all proposals to send 
Australian troops to East 
Timor as part of an 
international peacekeeping 
ahead of any final 
agreement at the UN 
sponsored talks of 
autonomy between 
Indonesia and Portugal in 
New York.  

-The Australian 
government has 
consistently 
expressed its concern 
about the behaviour 
of some aspects of 
ABRI. 
- The government 
welcomes the 
progress in East 
Timor. General 
Wiranto achieved 
peace agreement 
which was signed by 
pro-integration and 
pro-independence 
representatives. 
-PM had 
conversation with 
Habibie on 19 April. 
He concerned about 
the behaviour of 
certain militia 
groups. 
-It is premature to 
talk at this stage of 
sending in troops or 
other contingents to 
effectively impose a 
will on the people. If 
the people 
themselves are 
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prepared to honour 
that agreement 
signed yesterday, 
matters will change 
significantly over the 
period. 

99 22 
April  
1999
99

Senator 
Vanstone 

Senator 
Bartlett 

The Australian government 
is deeply concerned about 
the recent violent in East 
Timor. It has been 
monitoring the situation 
closely. We have strongly 
urged the authorities to 
disarm the militia 

 

100 28 
April 
1999
100

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator Hill, 
representing 
the Prime 
Minister. 

East Timor: ABRI. 
What representations were 
made by PM at the Bali 
talks about disarming the 
pro-integration militia? 
 

The government 
ensured Habibie to 
establish peace and 
stability during 
consultation and 
autonomy vote. This 
remains the primacy 
responsibility of the 
Indonesia’s 
government. 

101 28 
April 
1999
101

Senator 
Margetts 

Senator 
Vanstone, 
representing 
Minister for 
Immigration 
and 
Multicultural 
Affairs. 

East Timor’s refugees. 
Given the deterioration of 
human rights situation in 
East Timor and Australia’s 
current policy of not 
accepting the people fleeing 
from East Timor as eligible 
for refugee status in 
Australia, what intentions 
does the government have in 
relation to East Timorese 
people arriving at 
Australia’s borders seeking 
for refugee status. 

No detailed 
information on these 
concerns and 
questions. The 
question would be 
passed to the 
Minister. 

102 29 
April 
1999
102

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator Hill, 
representing 
Minister for 
Foreign 
Affairs. 

East Timor: militias. 
On last Friday, Catholic 
Church reported that there 
was a meeting of Indonesian 
military and militia leaders 
in Dili. They agreed to kill 
or neutralise both bishops in 
East Timor as well as priests 
and nuns in an effort to 
undermine the Catholic 
Church’s ability to provide 
sanctuary. 
What does the government 
do to ensure that militias are 
disarmed? 

There is a violent 
situation in East 
Timor. The primary 
responsibility for 
security is on the 
hand of the 
Indonesian 
government. 

103 29 
April 

Senator 
Vanstone 

Senator 
Margetts 

Answering questions on the 
refugee status of East 
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1999
103

Timorese. 
There is no blanket policy 
under which East Timor are 
ineligible for refugee status 
in Australia. Each 
application for protection is 
considered on its own 
merits. 

104 26 
May 
1999
104

Senator 
Bourne 

The President 
and the 
members of 
the Senate 

Petition letter from 7 
citizens support all UN 
resolutions and initiatives 
on East Timor, support self-
determination of East 
Timor, release all Timorese 
political prisoners, repeal 
Timor Gap Treaty, and stop 
military cooperation with 
Indonesia. 

 

105 21 
June 
1999
105  

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator Hill, 
representing 
Minister for 
Foreign 
Affairs 

The Liquica massacre in 
East Timor 

The number of 
deaths is unknown, 
partly because of the 
rapid clean-up of the 
area by security-
forces, and because 
there may have been 
deaths at a later date 
due to injuries 
received in the 
incident. Given the 
evident of ferocity of 
the attack, non-ABRI 
estimates of over 25 
killed are not 
implausible. In Bali 
meeting, PM urged 
Indonesia to prevent 
violence in East 
Timor. 

106 9 Aug 
1999
106

Senator 
Brown 

 Petition letter from 239 
citizens call to withdraw de 
jure recognition of 
Indonesia over East Timor, 
release and repatriate of all 
East Timor prisoners in 
Indonesian jails, provide 
temporary visas for all East 
Timor asylum seekers in 
Australia, and support the 
UN Secretary-General in his 
efforts to achieve a  
comprehensive peace plan 
in East Timor. 

 

107 10 
Aug 

Senator 
Hogg 

Senator Hill, 
representing 

East Timor: ADF. 
Is the Australian 

The Australian 
Government and 
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1999
107

the PM Government making a 
contingency plan for 
deployment of Australian 
forces in East Timor?  

Defence Force have 
prepared it. They 
discussed the 
possibility of peace-
keeping contribution 
in certain 
circumstances. 
Australia has been in 
the constant dialogue 
with the UN 

108 10 
Aug 
1999
108

Senator 
Brown 

Senator Hill, 
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs. 

East Timor: Armed 
Indonesian Police. 
Can an explanation be 
provided of the influx of 
more armed Indonesians 
into East Timor? Why are 
Indonesian police armed 
and Australia and other UN 
police not? 

Based on the New 
York Agreement on 
5 May 1999, 
Indonesian police is 
mandated with sole 
responsibility for the 
maintenance of law 
and order in East 
Timor for the 
duration of the 
process of 
consultations. 
Indonsian 
government 
enhanced its police 
presence in East 
Timor by additional 
2,900 personnel. 
The decision to arm 
national police 
forces is one for 
Indonesian 
governments to 
make. 

109 2 
Sept 
1999
109

Senator 
Ferguson 

Senator 
Vanstone, 
Minister 
Justice and 
Customs. 

East Timor: Australian 
Federal Police. 
What are the functions 
undertaken by Australian 
Federal Police in East 
Timor. 

To advice the 
Indonesian police in 
the discharge of their 
duties and to 
supervise the escort 
of ballot papers and 
boxes to and from 
the polling sites. 

110 20 
Sept 
1999
110

Senator 
Faulkner 

Senator 
Alston, acting 
Leaders of the 
Government in 
the Senate. 

East Timor: Red Cross 
Assessment. 
East Timor has basically 
destroyed and several 
hundred thousand of East 
Timorese are internally 
displaced and 200,000 fled 
or been forcibly removed to 
West Timor. These figures 
were consistent with 
Australian assessment. 

While internally 
displaced person 
within East Timor 
was estimated 
140,000, and 
significant numbers 
flew away. 

111 20 
Sept 

Senator 
Cook 

Senator 
Alston, 

East Timor: independence. 
The Military Commander in 

There are elements 
in the Indonesian 
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1999
111

representing 
Minister for 
Foreign 
Affairs. 

Dili, Colonel Suratman on 
30 May 1999 Sunday 
program said: “If the pro-
independence down, it 
won’t just be the 
Government of Indonesia 
that has to deal with what 
follows. The UN and US are 
also going to have to solve 
the problem. And well if 
this does happen then 
there’ll be no winners, 
everything is going to be 
destroyed. East Timor won’t 
exist as it does now. It’ll be 
much worse than 23 years 
ago”. 

military who were 
not supportive of the 
process. 
We were always 
concerned that there 
was a serious risk of 
violence, but we 
certainly, we did not 
anticipate the level 
which ultimately 
occurred. 

112 20 
Sept 
1999
112

Senator 
Cook 

Senator 
Alston, 
representing 
Minister for 
Foreign 
Affairs. 

East Timor: International 
Commission of Inquiry. 
Human Rights 
Commissioner, Mary 
Robinson’s proposal for an 
international commission of 
inquiry into East Timor 
atrocities. Will the 
government lend every 
support? 

These are matters 
that are best left until 
a later point in time. 
They are other 
matters that are more 
urgent. 

113 20 
Sept 
1999
113

Senator 
Brown 

Senator 
Alston, 
representing 
Minister for 
Foreign 
Affairs. 

East Timor: military aid. 
-What recognition and 
facility is being given to 
Xanana and the CNRT, the 
government in exile, so they 
can begin difficult work of 
representing the people of 
East Timor from Darwin? 
-Has military aid has been 
stopped between Australia 
and Indonesia? 

Xanana arrived on 
19 September. His 
mere presence in 
Darwin does not 
constitute a 
government in exile. 
His security remains 
a critical issue. The 
government has done 
its best to ensure that 
he is fully apprised 
of the difficulties 
that might be faced if 
he was return. 
Whilst we have 
suspended joint 
exercise and training 
program, and we 
have certainly 
suspended exercise 
with Kopassus, we 
have not at this point 
in time terminated all 
military agreements 
with Indonesia. 

114 20 
Sept 
1999
114

Senator 
West 

 Petition letter from 789 
citizens call to withdraw de 
jure recognition of 
Indonesian sovereignty over 
East Timor, suspend 
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military ties with Indonesia, 
advice Indonesian 
government to disarm pro-
Jakarta militia, advice 
Indonesian government to 
authorise with the UN to 
dispatch a peacekeeping 
force to East Timor, 
increase funding ABC to re-
establish Radio transmitter 
in Darwin, and urge UN to 
investigate and prosecute 
those responsible for the 
atrocities in East Timor. 

115 20 
Sept 
1999
115

Senator 
McLucas 

 Petition letter from 149 
citizens call to withdraw de 
jure recognition of 
Indonesian sovereignty over 
East Timor , suspend 
military ties with Indonesia, 
advice Indonesian 
government to disarm pro-
Jakarta militia, advice 
Indonesian government to 
authorise with the UN to 
dispatch a peacekeeping 
force to East Timor, 
increase funding ABC to re-
establish Radio transmitter 
in Darwin, urge UN to 
investigate and prosecute 
those responsible for the 
atrocities in East Timor, and  
call international institution 
to suspend all financial 
assistance to Indonesia. 

 

116 20 
Sept 
1999
116

Senator 
Tambling 

 Adjournment: East Timor. 
The situation in East Timor 
over the past three weeks 
has been horrific. The 
people of Australia have 
been particularly affected 
for several reasons: the 
geographical proximity of 
the two regions, our past 
close historical ties with the 
Timorese and the large 
number of Timorese people 
in Australia. This bond with 
the Timorese is a special 
one. 

 

117 21 
Sept 
1999
117

Senator 
Alston 

 Gives notice that the Senate 
notes the overwhelmingly 
choice for independence 
exercise by East Timor on 
30 August 1999, welcomes 
UN Security Council 
Resolution 1264 authorising 
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a multinational force to 
restore peace and security in 
East Timor, protects UN 
mission in East Timor and 
facilitates humanitarian 
assistance, and expresses its 
full support for the 
Australia’s serving with 
multi-national force. 

118 21 
Sept 
1999
118

Senator 
Harris 

 Gives notice that the Senate 
notes the overwhelmingly 
choice for independence 
exercise by East Timor on 
30 August 1999, welcomes 
UN Security Council 
Resolution 1264 authorising 
a multinational force to 
restore peace and security in 
East Timor, protects UN 
mission in East Timor and 
facilitates humanitarian 
assistance, and expresses its 
full support for the 
Australia’s serving with 
multi-national force. 

 

119 22 
Sept 
1999
119

Senator 
Jacinta 
Collins 

Senator 
Newman, 
representing 
the Minister 
for Defence 

East Timor: Australian 
troops. 
How Australia is going to 
be able to rotate Australian 
troops in East Timor, given 
the Howard government 
abolished the Ready 
Reserve Scheme in their 
first term of government. 

Australia established 
a second brigade in 
Northern Australia to 
such a state of 
preparedness and 
readiness. 

120 22 
Sept 
1999
120

Senator 
Hogg 

Senator 
Newman, 
representing 
the Minister 
for Defence. 

East Timor: Australian 
troops. 
Will they have appropriate 
medical support for their 
operation in East Timor?  

They were well 
prepared, even 
before their 
departure, included 
all medical check up 
and psychological 
briefing. 

121 22 
Sept 
1999
121

Senator 
Alston 

Senator 
Faulkner 

Answering question on East 
Timor and the US. 

The government is 
fully satisfied with 
the contribution that 
the US is making to 
the multi-force in 
East Timor. 

122 23 
Sept 
1999
122

Senator 
Faulkner 

Senator Hill, 
representing 
the Prime 
Minister. 

East Timor: peacekeeping. 
What steps is the 
government taking to stop 
continuing violence? 

The INTERFET is 
expanding its 
coverage of East 
Timor to ensure 
order and security. 

123 23 
Sept 

Senator 
Jacinta 

Senator 
Alston, 

East Timor: troops rotation. 
How Australia is going to 
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1999
123

Collins representing 
Minister of 
Defence. 

be able to rotate Australian 
troops in East Timor, given 
the Howard government 
abolished the Ready 
Reserve Scheme in their 
first term of government. 

124 23 
Sept 
1999
124

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator 
Newman, 
representing 
Minister of 
Defence. 

East Timor: land mine. 
Are the reports true that 
INTERFET has taken land 
mine in East Timor? 

Australian 
government is a 
signatory to the 
Ottawa Convention. 
It does not endorse 
the use of land mine. 

125 23 
Sep 
1999
125

Senator 
Newman 

Senator 
Bourne 

East Timor: land mine. 
Anti-tank mines are not 
being deployed in East 
Timor. 

 

126 27 
Sept 
1999
126

Senator 
Faulkner 

Senator Hill, 
representing 
the Prime 
Minister. 

East Timor: foreign policy. 
 

 

127 27 
Sept 
1999
127

Senator 
Cooney 

Senator Hill, 
representing 
the Prime 
Minister. 

East Timor: detainees. 
Indonesian military and 
police are now withdrawing 
from East Timor. How will 
INTERFET deal with the 
people it detains there? 

The matter is 
somewhat unclear. 

128 27 
Sept 
1999
128

Senator 
West 

 Petition letters from 139 
citizens on East Timor 

 

129 28 
Sept 
1999
129

Senator 
Faulkner 

Senator 
Newman, 
representing 
minister for 
Defence 

East Timor: media briefing. 
Why was media briefing 
cancelled on the East Timor 
deployment?  

No briefing on this 
matter. 

130 28 
Sept 
1999
130

Senator 
Newman 

Senator 
Faulkner 

Answering the question on 
media briefing. 
Joint briefings are being run 
in Dili by Majen Gosgrove 
and UNAMET 
representatives. No need to 
restate in Canberra. 

 

131 28 
Sept 
1999
131

Senator Hill Senator 
Cooney 

Answering question on East 
Timor and detainees. 
There is continuing 
functioning of Indonesian 
law enforcement in East 
Timor. Future arrangement 
for the administration of 
justice in East Timor is 
being arranged. 

 

                                                                                                                                               
123 Ibid, p. 8800. 
124 Ibid, p. 8805. 
125 Ibid, p. 8813. 
126 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 15, 39th parliament, 
1st session and 4th period,  Canberra, 27-30 September 1999, p. 8888. 
127 Ibid, p. 8891. 
128 Ibid, p. 8905. 
129 Ibid, p. 9013. 
130 Ibid, p. 9024. 
131 Ibid, p. 9025. 
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132 29 
Sept 
1999
132

The 
President 

 Petition letters from 195 
citizens persuade Indonesian 
government to accept a UN 
sponsored multinational 
peacekeeping force in East 
Timor, provide 
humanitarian assistance to 
East Timor, and provide 
substantial aid to East 
Timor. 

 

133 29 
Sept 
1999
133

Senator 
Payne 

 Adjournment: East Timor. 
Need to rebuild East Timor 
post ballot. 

 

134 19 
Sept 
1999
134

Senator 
Crossin 

 Adjournment: the current 
situation in East Timor, the 
government’s decision to 
close Cox Peninsula, tower 
near Darwin, and an urgent 
assistance to East Timor 

 

135 29 
Sept 
1999
135

Senator 
Mason 

 Adjournment: human rights 
in East Timor 

 

136 11 
Oct 
1999
136

Senator 
Schacht 

Senator Hill, 
representing 
the Prime 
Minister. 

East Timor: peacekeeping. 
In the light of yesterday 
border clash between 
Australia and Indonesian 
troops, what action the 
government has taken to 
minimise the risk of further 
conflict between TNI and 
INTERFET? 

Yes, incident close 
to the border where 
the INTERFET 
forces returned fire 
in self-defence. They 
entitled to do under 
the terms of UN 
Security Council 
resolution 1264. 
There were 
differences in the 
assessment of the 
geography. 

137 12 
Oct 
1999
137

Senator 
West 

 Petition letters from 6 
citizens persuade Indonesian 
government to accept a UN 
sponsored multinational 
peacekeeping force in East 
Timor, provide 
humanitarian assistance to 
East Timor, and provide 
substantial aid to East 
Timor. 

 

138 12 
Oct 
1999
138

Senator 
Brown 

 Notice of motion no. 318. 
Senator Brown calls to the 
Australian government to 
withdraw de jure 
recognition of Indonesian 
control and rule in East 

 

                                                 
132 Ibid, p. 9163. 
133 Ibid, pp. 9204-06. 
134 Ibid, pp. 9206-08. 
135 Ibid, pp. 9209-10. 
136 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 16,  39th parliament, 
1st session and 4th period,  Canberra, 11-14 October 1999, p. 9335. 
137 Ibid, pp. 9453-54. 
138 Ibid, p. 9456. 
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Timor to be taken as a 
formal motion.  

139 12 
Oct 
1999
139

Senator 
O’Brien 

 The opposition does not 
agree to formality. Senator 
O’Brien supports Senator 
Brown’s motion, but the 
matter would go through 
debate. 

 

140 12 
Oct 
1999
140

Senator 
Brown 

 Suspension of standing 
order. 
The matter is both urgent 
and important. Australia is a 
sole country who recognises 
Indonesian sovereignty over 
East Timor. 

 

141 12 
Oct 
1999
141

Senator 
Chapman 

 Adjournment: humanitarian 
aid to East Timor 

 

142 18 
Oct 
1999
142

The 
President 

 Petition letters from 25 
citizens persuade Indonesian 
government to accept a UN 
sponsored multinational 
peacekeeping force in East 
Timor, provide 
humanitarian assistance to 
East Timor, and provide 
substantial aid to East 
Timor. 

 

143 20 
Oct 
1999
143

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator Hill, 
representing 
Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

East Timor: peace-keeping. 
The leadership of peace-
keeping force in East Timor. 

Discuss the matter to 
Minister of Foreign 
Affairs. 

144 20 
Oct 
1999
144

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator Hill, 
representing 
Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

East Timor: sovereignty. 
 

Government position 
on this debate is 
same days ago, but it 
is inappropriate to 
discuss at this time, 
because the matter 
will be determined 
within Indonesia 
within a short period 
of time. 

145 20 
Oct 
1999
145

Senator 
Allison 

 Motion East Timor. 
Australian local government 
(e.g. the city of Darebin-
Melbourne) participate in 
the reconstruction of East 
Timor’s physical 
environment and civil 
society. 

 

146 22 Senator  Petition letters from 44  

                                                 
139 Ibid, pp. 9456-57. 
140 Ibid, p. 9457. 
141 Ibid, pp. 9496-97. 
142 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 17,  39th parliament, 
1st session and 4th period, Canberra, 18-21 October 1999, pp.9824-25. 
143 Ibid, p. 10042. 
144 Ibid, p. 10047. 
145 Ibid, pp. 10064-65. 
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Nov 
1999
146

West citizens call to withdraw de 
jure recognition Indonesian 
sovereignty over East 
Timor, suspend remaining 
military ties with Indonesia, 
support calls for 
international institution to 
suspend all financial 
assistance to Indonesia, 
advice Indonesian 
government to disarm pro-
Jakarta militia in East 
Timor, and advice 
Indonesian government to 
authorise the UN to dispatch 
a peace-keeping force. 

147 23 
Nov 
1999
147

Senator Ian 
Champell 

 Leave to table a statement 
on East Timor: ADF 
deployment by Prime 
Minister 

 

148 23 
Nov 
1999
148

Senator 
Despoja at 
the request 
Senator 
Bourne 

 Motion: East Timor’s vote 
in Indonesian Parliament. 
Senate notes that the 
Indonesian Parliament voted 
on 19 October 1999 to annul 
the 1978 decree 
incorporating East Timor as 
the 27th province of 
Indonesia; East Timor is the 
independence state under 
the auspices the UN; and 
Senate congratulates East 
Timor people and MPR. 

 

149 29 
Nov 
1999 
149

Senator 
Tambling 

 PM visited East Timor 
yesterday.  

 

150 30 
Nov 
1999
150

Senator 
Bartlett 

Senator 
Vanstone, 
representing 
Minister for 
Immigration 
and 
Multicultural 

East Timor: refugee 
How is to guarantee that the 
refugee return and have 
adequate food and welfare? 

 

                                                                                                                                               
146 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 18, 39th parliament, 
1st session and 4th period, Canberra, 22-26 November 1999, p. 10295. 
147 Ibid, pp. 10415-19. 
148 Ibid, p. 10425. 
149 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 19, 39th parliament, 
1st session and 4th period,  Canberra, 29-30 November 1999, pp. 10986-88. 
150 Ibid, pp. 11034-35. 

 348



Affairs. 
151 6 Dec 

1999
151

Senator 
Bartlett 

Senator 
Vanstone, 
representing 
Minister for 
Immigration 
and 
Multicultural 
Affairs. 

East Timor: refugee. 
The returning of Australian 
voluntary. 

 

152 6 Dec 
1999
152

Senator 
Harradine 

Senator Kemp, 
representing 
the Minister 
for Treasurer. 

East Timor’s peace-keeping 
force: cost burden. 
The exercise of East Timor 
is going to fall heaviest on 
those tax paying families. 
Why? 
 

 

153 6 Dec 
1999
153

Senator 
Vanstone 

Senator 
Bartlett 

Answering question on 
Australian voluntary. 
213 voluntary returned to 
East Timor from Leeuwin 
residents. 

 

154 8 Dec 
1999
154

Senator 
O’Brien 

Senator Hill, 
representing 
Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs. 

East Timor: Allowances to 
Departmental Office. 

 

155 8 Dec 
1999
155

Senator 
O’Brien 

Senator 
Newman, 
representing 
Minister for 
Defence. 

East Timor: Military 
Personnel Allowances 

 

      
 

                                                 
151 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, No. 20, 39th parliament, 
1st session and 4th period, Canberra, 6-8 December 1999, p.11173. 
152 Ibid, pp. 11174-75. 
153 Ibid, pp. 11182-83. 
154 Ibid, p. 11542. 
155 Ibid. 
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Appendix 4 
 

 
SOME CASES OF HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLATIONS IN PAPUA 

 
January 1991 – December 2004 

 
1994 
 
Mid  Around 300 people from Amungme demonstrated at the Freeport McMoRan Copper 

and Gold mining company and raised the Morning Star flag. This was followed by 
clashes between the OPM and the military. Accused for being the initiator of this 
demonstration, five Kelly Kwalik’s members of families were arrested and four of them 
later died. There were cases reported that at the villages of Tsinga and Hoea in the 
vicinity of Freeport mine, gardens and houses were destroyed by the Indonesian security 
forces.156  

 
9 October Anti-OPM military operation continued in Timika in connection with the mid 1994 

 demonstration by the Amungme’s peoples at Freeport. There were cases reported of 
extrajudicial detention and torture of five Amungme people (including Josepha 
Alomang) who were alleged to have cooperated with the OPM. Alomang was dragged 
from her home by soldiers conducting anti-OPM operations in the area. The soldiers 
were convinced she was the wife of guerilla commander, Kelly Kwalik (her husband, in 
fact, is Markus Kwalik). For two weeks she was incarcerated in a toilet.157

 
25 December Security forces continued their raid, descending on nearby villages and taking brutal

 revenge on civilians in connection to the mid 1994 Freeport demonstration. Twenty 
 civilians from Waa village were arrested and tortured, and three Dani people died at 
Tembagapura, near Freeport mines. 158

 
1995 
 
16 April  In Jila village, in the vicinity of Timika, there was a case reported that Piet Tebang, 

 an Ekari tribesman was stabbed by security forces in their anti-OPM military
 operation. 159

 
31 May In Kwamki Lama village, 5 km from Timika airport, a military operation concerning 

Battalion 752 Panai continued to find OPM supporters. This led to the death of  eleven 
local people.160 Some even claimed sixty-nine civilian deaths were due to military 
 repression from June 1994-May 1995.161

 
15 August The Yogi brothers took seventeen employees of the timber company, PT Kamundan 

 Raya, a subsidiary of the Djajanti Group, at West Mimika area (60 km  west of Timika.  
On 18 September 1995, two hostages were found murdered. 162

 
November On the border of Irian Jaya and PNG, two Indonesian high school students were 

captured and taken across the border to PNG by the OPM. They were released, 
 unharmed, on 28 January 1996. 163

                                                 
156 These are taken from H.F.M. Munninghoff, Laporan Pelanggaran Hak Asasi Manusia Terhadap 
Penduduk Lokal di Wilayah sekitar Timika, Kabupaten Fak-Fak, Irian Jaya, Tahun 1994/1995, 
Keuskupan Jayapura, Jayapura, 1 Agustus 1995; Laporan Pelanggaran Hak Asasi Terhadap Penduduk 
Lokal di wilayah Freeport Indonesia Company Tahun 1994/1995, Jayapura, 1995. 
157 Ibid.  
158 Ibid. 
159 Ibid. 
160 Ibid. 
161 Yoni, No.01/Gao “Yoni”/Oct 1995, Ada apa Irian? 
162 Chris Ballard, “Irian Jaya”, The Contemporary Pacific, Vol. 9, No. 2, Fall 1997, pp. 470-71. 
163 Ibid, p. 471. 
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14 November The OPM attacked military personnel who were guarding some heavy equipment 

belonging to PT. Tunas Jaya in Komen near Waropko village, Merauke. One member of 
Battalion 751 Merauke, Blasius Weeripang, died, and Jumat Muntu was wounded. 
 Local people from some villages in the vicinity of the accident fled from their villages 
because they were afraid of military revenge. Six Irianese were arrested and detained by 
Kostrad 432 and Kopassus. 

 
1996 
 
8 January An OPM unit led by Kelly Kwalik kidnapped twenty-four researchers (European and

 Indonesian non-Irianese), along with several of their Irianese colleagues and 
 assistants from the Lorentz Natural Reserve at the Mapnduma village (160 km east of 
 Timika). After negotiation led by the International Red Cross failed, Indonesian 
 Special Forces (Kopassus) launched the hostage-takers operation in September 1995. 
Two of the Indonesian hostages, Navy Panekenan and Yosias Lasamahu were killed by 
their captors. The military then sought to capture OPM which caused villagers near the 
vicinity of Mapnduma to flee. Extrajudicial detention continued whilst local houses and 
churches burned. 164  

 
18 March  A crowd of some ten thousand people gathered at Sentani to meet the plane carrying 

 Dr. Thomas Wainggai’s body. He was a senior Biak statesman, who was jailed for 
 twenty years for his part in the 1988 declaration of West Papuan independence. He died 
of heart failure in his jail in Cipinang, Jakarta. As the corpse passed through  
 Abepura market at Jayapura, sections of the crowd began to riot in Abepura market 
 where many migrants sell their products. It resulted in one soldier and four civilian 
deaths. After this incident, the police conducted a sweep in the vicinity of Abepura. 
Hengky Yoku, Yusak Wonatorey and Samuel Saha, as three activists from Irian Jaya 
Youth Forum (Forum Generasi Muda Irian Jaya - FGMIJ) were detained.165

 
2-4 July  Administrative Reform Minister, TB. Silalahi, announced in April that a further two 

 thousand Irianese would be recruited as civil servants in 1996. When a limited 
 number of appointments were made in Nabire on 2 July, a disappointed crowd of two 
 thousand people attacked government offices, local houses and the local jail. It resulted 
in one fatality, six people were stabbed and eighty civilian were detained by 
 Battalion 753 Nabire, which  then were handed to police. Sixty of them were later 
 released. 166

1998 
 
May   The Indonesian military continued its operations in Bela, Alama and Mapnduma 

 villages in Timika with the aim of eliminating OPM members, led by Kelly Kwalik 
(who took hostages in Mapnduma in 1996). Local people fled, civilians were shot, and 
houses and churches burned. There were cases reported from December 1996- October 
1997 that there were eleven shot dead, two people missing and some civilian  wounded, 
thirteen churches burnt, one hundred and sixty-six houses burnt and one local 
community building burnt. Some also reported human rights cases from January – 
March 1998, namely thirty-seven refugees died due to starving and decreasing health 
 condition. 167

 
2 July  A mass demonstration in favor of independence, led by Filep Jacob Samuel, flew the

 Morning Star’s flag in Sorong (Biak, the north coast of Papua). The demonstration 

                                                 
164 Ibid, p. 470. 
165 Team Investigasi Yayasan Lembaga Bantuan Hukum Indonesia – LBH Jayapura, LBH Jayapura 
tentang Insiden Abepura, Irian Jaya, 1996, LBH Jayapura, Jayapura, 1996. 
166 Team Investigasi Yayasan Lembaga Bantuan Hukum Indonesia - LBH Jayapura, Kerusuhan Nabire, 
Laporan Hasil Investigasi Pelanggaran Hak Asasi Manusia, Irian Jaya, 1996, LBH Jayapura, Jayapura, 
1996. 
167 Gereja Kemah Injil Indonesia (GKII) Wilayah Irian Jaya Daerah Mímica, Gereja Katholik Paroki Tiga 
Raja Timika, Gereja Kristen Injil (GKI) Irian Jaya Klasis Mímika, Laporan Pelanggran Hak Asasi 
Manusia dan Bencana di Bela, Alama, Jila dan Mapnduma Irian Jaya, Timika, Irian Jaya, Mei 1998, 
Jayapura, 1998. 

 351



followed by clashes between security forces and demonstrators, which led to seven 
people being tortured, thirty four people shot, four civilian missing, twenty-two 
civilians wounded, thirteen military wounded and twenty-two civilian died. Local 
people also found women’s mutilated bodies washed up on the coast of Biak between 
27-30 July 1998.   Allegedly, these women were taken out at sea on Indonesian navy 
ships during the Sorong incident, where they were later raped, sexually mutilated, and 
thrown overboard. 168

 
4 July The Indonesian military reportedly shot civilians. Steven Suripatty was killed. No 

 further information was available regarding the place of this incident. 169

 
25 December The Sorong policemen were reportedly cruel towards three drunken youth from Rufei 

 Pantai. This action later resulted in a violent clash between the policemen and the local 
community. There were cases reported of extrajudicial detention of sixteen local 
 people.170

1999 
 
5 May  An OPM group, led by Hans Bomay, took eleven hostages near Arso, a town near the 

PNG border. The attack left four dead and three wounded. The remaining 
 hostages were taken across the border, and were rescued unharmed by PNG soldiers. It 
was alleged that Bomay’s group had close link with Indonesian military officials.171

 
5 July  Flying the Morning Star flag in an amusement park at Sorong, led by the Head of the 

West Papuan National Committee (Komite Nasional Papua Barat), Yoab Syafle, with 
his 30 members. It was suspected that this event was ordered by Kelly Kwalik. There 
were cases reported that security forces responded brutally to the demonstrators 
(kicking, arresting, extrajudicial detention and unexplained disappearances). Twenty-
five people were legally accused of leading the demonstration, one Indonesian non 
 Irianese was stabbed by demonstrators, shops and cabs were burnt. 172

 
1 July and  The independent supporters flew the Morning Star flag in both Genyem and the Imbi’s 

 Garden, at Jayapura on 1 July and 1 December. Even though the Genyem flag raising 
was relatively peaceful, some political activists, including Theys Eluay,  were arrested. 
They were charged for “sowing their hatred” against the government and brought to 
trial. 173

 
9 September Around ninety demonstrators flew the Morning Star flag in front of the local parliament 

building at Sorong (Biak). Police brutally dispersed the demonstrators with firearms. 
This led to three shot, ten people were detained for questioning. One of them, Denis 
Yowen then died in police custody. According to the police’s version of events, he had 
suffered from epslepsy, but other detainees said his death was caused by being brutally 
beaten by police. 174

                                                 
168 Lembaga Bantuan Hukuam Indonesia – LBH Jayapura, Laporan Hasil Investigasi LBH Jayapura, Aksi 
Massa dan Tindakan Kekerasan yang dilakukan oleh aparat Keamanan di kabupaten Biak, tanggal 11-17 
July 1998, LBH Jayapura, Jayapura, 1998; Alberth Rumbekwan, Laporan Pelanggaran HAM di Biak 
Irian Jaya (Paska Pembubaran Kelompok Pro-Kemerdekaan Papua Barat), 6 July 1998, Jayapura, 1998. 
169 Theo P.A. van den Broek and J. Budi Hernawan, et al.,  Memoria Passionis di Papua: Kondisi Sosial 
Politik dan Hak Asasi Manusia Gambaran 2000, Sekretariat Keadilan dan Keuskupan Jayapura and 
Lembaga Studi Pers dan Pembangunan (LSPP), Jakarta, 2001,  p. 238 
170 Koordinator Pencari Fakta dari Gerakan Mahasiswa Kristen Indonesia (GMKI) Cabang Sorong, 
Pengaduan tentang Akibat Sikap dan Tindakan Polres Sorong Dalam Insiden 25 Desember 1998 di Rufei 
Pantai, Kabupaten DT II Sorong, Propinsssi Irian Jaya, 1998. 
171 Human Rights Watch, Indonesia Human Rights and Pro-Independence Actions in Papua 1999-2000, 
p.182, available from http://www.hrw/org/reports/2000/papua/index.htm#TopOPage, accessed 11 
October 2003. 
172 LBH  Jayapura, Laporan Investigasi Pengibaran Bendera Bintang Mejora dan Tindakan Kekerasan 
yang dilakukan oleh aparat keamanan di kabupatenSorong, tanggal 11-17 July 1999, LBH Jayapura, 
Jayapura, 1999; LBH Jayapura, Resume Kasus Pelanggaran HAM di Papua Tahun 1999, LBH Jayapura, 
Jayapura, 1999. 
173 LBH Jayapura, Resume ...1999. 
174 Human Rights Watch, Indonesia Human Rights and Pro-Independence Actions in …, p. 182. 
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24-25 September Violence in Manokwari occurred as police checked the tickets of boardingship 

passengers. It resulted in one death, three were shot, the police station and local 
parliament office was burnt, nine houses destroyed, and one car and one motor cycle 
destroyed. 175

 
2 October The dispute between a trader from South Sulawesi and two Irianese youths fueled 

 violence in a market in Timika. The local people were jealous since market was 
 occupied primarily by migrants. Two indigenous Irianese deaths, three migrant’s 
 died, eight were treated in hospital, some buildings burnt. 176

 
11 November Several people were wounded in Timika after flying the banned Morning Star flag in 

front of Catholic church.177  
 
Unkown  Unkown case. The report mentioned military violence in Pegunungan Bintang. 178

 
2000 
 
16 February Autonomy campaign broadcast on the Indonesian Republic Radio (RRI) by John Gluba 

Gebze, a candidate for the head Merauke municipality, caused anger among local 
people. They destroyed RRI’s and municipality’s offices in Merauke. Clashes between 
 military forces and Papuans led to three people being shot (one of them later died) and 
21wounded. 179

 
28 July  There was an incident reported that military forces shot local people in Sorong. They 

 refused to allow the ship dock bringing Ambonese refugees to Papua. Five civilians 
were shot. In searching the main actors behind the demonstration in Sorong,  police 
subsequently arrested three supporters of Papuan independence. These were Apalos 
 Sew (the Head of Panel Sorong); Alfaris Labagu (member of Panel); and Andi Way 
(Commander of Papuan Task Force in Sorong). 180

 
22 August Around sixty people from North Waigeo flew the Morning Star flag in front of 

Immanuel Boswesen Church in Sorong. This activity was later banned by security  
personnel which led to three deaths, twenty-eight were detained and ten treated in 
hospital. 181

 
7 October Flying the Morning Star was banned in Wamena. This led to violence between the 

Wamena communities and security forces. Indonesian migrants were caught in the 
middle. In this violence, twenty-four non-Papuans and seven Papuans were killed. Some 
of the migrant’s home were also destroyed.182 In the aftermath of this incident, twenty-
two Papuans were arrested for the killings. But, almost all were political leaders who 
were not connected with the violence.183  

 
5 November Violence was reported after police banned the raising of the Morning Star flag in 

Merauke. Five civilians were shot dead, eighteen were wounded causing local people 
flee.184

 

                                                 
175 LBH Jayapura, Resume ... 1999. 
176 Tim Investigasi HAM Lemasa Timika, Laporan Kerusuhan 30 September 1999 Timika Papua Barat 
(K 30 S/TPB), Timika, 2 October 1999, Timika, 1999. 
177 LBH Jayapura, Resume ....1999. 
178 van den Broek and Hernawan, Memoria Passionis di Papua 2000...,  p. 238. 
179 Ibid, pp. 19-20. 
180 Ibid, p. 76-77. 
181 Polda Irian Jaya Resort Sorong, Peristiwa Berdarah 22 Augustus 2000 Boswesen Sorong; Kronologis 
Kejadian penyerangan Terhadap petugas di Jalan Yos Sudarso depan Gereja Immanuel Boswesen 
Sorong pada hari Selasa, tanggal 22 Agustus 2000, Sorong, 2000. 
182 Chris Ballard, “West Papua”, The Contemporary Pacific, Fall 2002, p. 469. 
183 See Human Rights Watch, Violence and Political Impasse in Papua, Vol. XX, No. X, July 2001. 
184 van den Broek and Hernawan, Memoria Passionis di Papua 2000..,  pp. 161-2 
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1 December In Fak-fak, Sorong, Manokwari and Tiom, flag-raising ceremonies were brutally 
 interrupted. Some died, and multiple arrests were carried out on charges of 
 subversion. Five of the PDP leaders, including Theys Eluay, were arrested on charges 
 of treason.185

 
2 December A group of people flew the Morning Star flag in front of the local regional office in 

 Merauke. After policemen hauled down the flag, around one hundred masses got angry. 
With their bows, arrows and spears they tore up the Indonesian flag, sparking a violent 
situation. Police shot dead seven people, two reportedly being tortured and later died in 
hospital. Three received bad injuries, including one police officer. As consequence of 
this incident, twelve members of the Papuan Task Force were arrested, including the 
Panel Head of Merauke, Januarius Wiwaron. There were also border-crossings (Papuan 
people fleeing to PNG) especially those from Kuda Mati village. 186

 
7 December An unknown group of people attacked the police station in Abepura (Jayapura) and 

 causing one death. Three policemen were also wounded. This led to brutal violence as 
police first swept through the neighborhood areas searching to the attackers, including 
on three dormitories (IMI, Ninmin and Yapen-Waropen). The police later swept through 
residential neighborhoods in Jayapura, especially in Baru Kotaraja, Skyline and Abe 
Pantai.  Thirty three people from the student dormitory were taken into police custody 
and were severely beaten. Three students killed and one hundred individuals were 
detained in police headquarters. 187

 
2001 
 
16 January An OPM unit led by Willem Onde kidnapped eighteen workers from the  Korean owned 

logging company, Tunas Korindo, at Asiki forest (Merauke). Among Onde's demands 
was a request for the military to pay his debt at the “Romantika” bar in Merauke. Onde 
also demanded meeting with President Abdurrahman Wahid, Amien Rais and Akbar 
Tanjung. The crisis was resolved with the return of hostages and Onde was flown to 
Jakarta, where he met with some Indonesian elites. After his return to Papua, on 10 
September 2001 Onde and his lieutenant, John T.Kandam, were found deaths in the 
river near Merauke with gunshot wounds to their chests. With his death, some raised 
doubts about the nature of the kidnapping, because Onde had long been in close 
negotiation with the local Kopassus commanders. Some suspected that Onde’s 
relationship with the military had expired. However, some also argued his death could 
have been associated with his extortion problem with Korindo, Inc, or internal conflict 
within OPM.188

 
 In Sarmi, there was also reported cases that one member of OPM, Bastian Wasiat, was 

shot in the conflict between military forces and OPM.189

 
3 February A group of armed people attacked the Indonesian special forces (Kopassus) office 

branch at the Betaf village (Jayapura), stealing guns and other military equipment. Four 
members of Kopassus died, as did one of the attacker.190

 
6 April  OPM was alleged to have kidnapped and killed three staff members of P.T. Dharma 

Mukti Persada in  Wasior  (Manokwari).191

 

                                                 
185 Ibid. 
186 Ibid, pp. 127-128. 
187 Ibid, pp. 132-134. See also, Human Rights Watch, Violence and Political Impasse …, supra note 169, 
at 15. 
188 Sekretariat Keadilan dan Perdamaian Keuskupan Agung Merauke, Laporan dan Analysis: Mengapa 
Pembunuhan terhadap Williem Onde dan John Tumin Kandam belum diinvestigasi?, Merauke, Juni 
2002. 
189 van den Broek and Hernawan, Memoria Passionis di Papua 2001…, p. 11. 
190 Ibid, p. 18. 
191 Ibid, p. 44. 
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10 April  The Indonesian Commission of Human Rights declared the report of its investigation  
into the 2000 Abepura, stating that there were serious human rights violations against 
humanity in Abepura in 2000.192

 
1 May  The lowering of the Morning Star flag by police led to violent clashes with local people 

in Manokwari. Five people were shot. 193

 
7 June  OPM kidnapped two Belgium tourists in Ilaga (Puncak Jaya municipality). On 21 

 July 2000, Titus Murib, an OPM commander, demanded that the Belgium ambassador 
come to Ilaga to hear Papuan independence aspirations.194

 
13 June  In Wasior (Manokwari), members of Mobile Brigade (Brimob) were reportedly 

attacked and killed by thirty people from an unknown group. Five members of Brimob 
were killed. Security forces subsequently raided the neighborhood area. Many local 
people in the Wasior area who did not know about the incident were arrested and 
tortured. Some of their houses were burnt, whilst cattle and gardens were destroyed. 
According to ELSHAM, a local NGO, twelve Papuans were killed and another twenty-
six went missing, though some of the latter may be alive. The police also destroyed 
houses and arrested more than one hundred and fifty people. 195

 
19 June  The Commander of Sabhara Police in Manokwari, Komisaris Besar Seminar 

Sembayang, allegedly intimidated Yan Warinusi, a human rights activist and lawyer. 
This intimidation was connected to the Wasior case. On 19 July  2000, some human 
rights activists and churchmen gave a press release stating that terror and intimidation 
had to be stopped. 196

 
10 November  Theys Hiyo Eluay, the prominent pro-independence leader, and his driver, 

 Aristoteles Masoka, were kidnapped on the way home to Sentani from the Kopassus 
 office in Hamadi, Jayapura. On 11November 2000, Theys was found dead in Koya 
 Tengah (50 km from Jayapura). His driver was never found. Theys was killed by 
Kopassus members, who were later jailed but with a light sentence. 

 
7 December Swiss journalist, Oswald Iten, who was in jail in Jayapura for eleven days in December 

2001 because he was accused of taking “political photograph” of Papuans wanting 
 independence,  launched a human rights case against the city’s chief of police, Daud 
Sihombing. While he was in jail, at 4.30 a.m. on 7 December, Iten said that he 
witnessed Indonesian police using “clubs, staffs and slit bamboo whips” to beat 
Papuans. Of the hundred Papuans that the police arrested, all were university students 
accused of being involved in an attack on a police station. Three of them died from their 
injuries.197

 
2002 
 
31 August Gunmen ambushed a group of school teachers employed by the Freeport McMoran, 

who were returning from an afternoon picnic near the Freeport mine in Tembagapura. 
The attackers killed two Americans and two Indonesians, and injured twelve others. 
Some alleged that members of the Indonesian army were responsible for the murders in 
order to push Freeport to increase its payment to the military. 198

                                                 
192 See Theo P.A. van den Broek and J. Budi Hernawan, et all., Memoria Passionis di Papua: Kondisi 
Sosial Politik dan Hak Asasi Manusia Gambaran 2001, Sekretariat Keadilan dan Keuskupan Jayapura 
and Lembaga Studi Pers dan Pembangunan (LSPP) Jakarta, 2003, p. 45. 
193 van den Broek and Hernawan, Memoria Passionis di Papua 2001…, p. 51. 
194 Ibid, p. 67. 
195 Ibid, p. 70 and pp. 186-187. John Rumbiak, supervisor of Elsham, claimed that “[i]n a June operation 
in the Wasior area.., 94 people were arbitrary detained and tortured, even one death in police custody, 10 
extra-judicially killed, 51 houuses burnt down”. Quoted by David Costello, “Megawati takes aim at 
separatists”, The Courier –Mail, 9 October 2001. 
196 van den Broek and Hernawan, Memoria Passionis di Papua 2001…, pp. 72-73. 
197 Greg Poulgrain, “News man hits police chief on human rights”, The Courier-Mail, 11 January 2001. 
198 Elizabeth Brundige, Winter King and Priyneha Vahali (et.al), Indonesian Human Rights Abuses in 
West Papua: Application of the Law of Genocide to the History of Indonesian Control, a paper presented 
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2003 
 
3 April   Weapons stolen in the Wamena Military District. In its military operation to find these 

missing weapons, security forces reportedly used repressive method, which resulted in 
some deaths (including Titus Murib, an OPM leader who stole the weapons). There 
were also numerous arrests, local residential home and churches burnt, garden and cattle 
destroyed, and Kawayage people ran from their homes because of the military 
operation.199

 
23 August In Timika, fighting between advocates and opponents of the government plan for a 

 tripartite division of Papua. Over one thousand people, using arrows and spears, had 
engaged in the violent confrontation which began on 23 August in the proposed new 
 province of Central Irian Jaya. In the clashes, five Papuans were reportedly killed, two 
migrants were killed, and dozens injured. After this incident, on 27 August 2003 the 
Indonesian government shelved its plans to create a new province of Central Irian 
Jaya.200

 
2004 
 
12 March Based on the information that the OPM would launch its military operation to sabotage 

Indonesian election on April 2004, some military task forces attacked the OPM at 
Kamenawari village, 40 km west of Sarmi, Jayapura. A violent clash ensued. Twenty 
military task forces from Yonif 753 killed the OPM leader, Lieutenant Colonel Leo 
Wresman, Fransina Saweri and two children, Agus and Susana. The wife of an OPM 
member was also detained.201

 
9 April  A group of Papuans who claimed to be OPM members attacked and killed security 

 personnel, which safeguarded logistics for the Indonesian election at the Okaba village, 
Merauke. One policeman, Brigadier- police Anwar Mas’ud, and a member of the 
Regional Unity Party of Merauke Municipality, Cornelius Yolmen Siloi, were killed. A 
member of Okaba Election Supervision Committee, Asriani Kani, and another seven 
civilians were kidnapped and later found unharmed. However, Brigadier General Hans 
Richard Joweni in the east Jayapura coast, General Melkiyanus Awom in West Biak 
and Leutinant Colonel Lambert Pekeuker, who claimed to be “the real” OPM, sent a 
letter to the Catholic diocese at Jayapura denying any involvement on the Okaba 
attack.202  

 
20 April  In the court, Manase Furima and Mathius Furima were charged with subversion. They 

allegedly attacked eleven members of security forces which were guarding some 
workers from P.T. Djajanti in Kampung Meriandi, District Fafuruar, Teluk Bintuni 
municipality. This attack led to the death of five people.203 
 

                                                                                                                                               
for the Indonesian Human Rights Network, the Allard K. Lowenstein International Human Rights Clinic, 
Yale Law School, November 2003, p. 46. 
199 Interview separately with Saffroeddin Bahar and Amiruddin, at Jakarta, on 10 December 2003 and 9 
December 2003. 
200 Kompas, “Kandasnya Ambisi Sang Sersan Mayor”, 7 September 2003. 
201 Harian Papua Post, “Pimpinan OPM Sarmi Tewas Dalam Penyerangan TNI, Danrem: Diduga 
Kelompok itu Berencana Gagalkan Pemilu”, March 15, 2004. Harian Papua Post, “TNI Kejar Anggota 
TPN/OPM, Danrem: Alex Makabori Masuk Target Operasi”, 15 March 2004. Harian Cenderawasih 
Post, “Daerah Persembunyian, Dikepung, Danrem: Istri GPK Masih Diamankan, Dua Anak-anak 
Diserahkan ke Keluarganya” 16 March 2004. 
202 Harian Cenderawasih Pos,”Motifnya, Ingin Merdeka Dari Kasus Penyerangan yang Menewaskan 
Brigpol Anwar di Okaba Merauke”, 14 April 2004. For their respective letter see Elsham News Service, 
“Penyerangan di Okaba dilakukan atas Provokosi Orang Yang Mengaku Utusan TPN/OPM”, 16 April 
2004. 
203Harian Cenderawasih Pos, “Tersangka Kasus Bintuni Dijerat Pasal Berlapis Dikenakan Kasus Makar, 
Penghadangan Aparat dan Kepemilikan Senjata Tajam”, 15 Juli 2004. 
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Appendix 5 
 
 

SENATE DEBATES ON PAPUA DURING THE PERIOD OF  
THE HOWARD GOVERNMENT, 

 
March 1996 – December 2004 

 
 
No Date Questioner Responder Topic Response 
      
1 9 Sept 

19961
Senator Chris 
Evans 

Senator Robert 
Hill Robert, 
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

Question No.1187 
The response of 
Australian 
Government to the 
death of Dr.Thomas 
Wainggai (the leader 
of OPM) in Jakarta 
-Has Australia 
registered concerns 
over the increased 
violence by 
Indonesian military 
against West 
Papuans? 
-Has the Indonesia 
Government 
implemented 
recommendation 
made in September 
1995 by the 
Indonesian Komnas 
HAM following 
earlier violence in 
West Papua? 

- Australian Foreign 
Minister, Alexander 
Downer raised human 
rights issue, especially 
on Irian Jaya to his 
Indonesian counterpart 
Ali Alatas during his 
visit to Jakarta. But, it 
was not about the death 
since ICRC doctor 
confirmed that he died 
of natural causes. 
He discussed with 
Alatas on security 
situation in Irian and 
the role of military. 
 
- Following the 
Komnas’s report, ABRI 
conducted further 
investigation and three 
soldiers and one junior 
officer were arrested. 
 

2 4 Feb  
19972

 

 Senator Robert 
Hill, 
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs  

Freeport Mine, Irian 
Jaya. 
-What impact will the 
proposed dumping of 
waste by Freeport 
have on the Arafura 
Sea and Australian 
waters? 
-What representations 
has the Government 
made to the mine 
owners or the 
Indonesian 
Government, and 
reported killing by 
Indonesian army of 
48 Amungme people 
since 1994? 
 

-Based on the findings 
by the Dames and 
Moore Audit Report 
and a subsequent 
verification study taken 
by BAPEDAL (the 
Indonesian 
Environment Protection 
Agency) in 1995, it is 
unlikely that marine life 
in the Arafura Sea and 
Australian waters are 
being significantly 
affected by operations 
at the Freeport mine. 
-The Australian 
Government takes a 
close interests in Irian  
Jaya. Irian Jaya was 
among the issues 

                                                 
1 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, 38th parliament, 1st 
session, 2nd period, Canberra, 9-12 September and 16-19 September 1996, p. 3097. 
2 Available from  http://parlinfoweb.aph.gov.au/piweb/view_document.aspx?id=748878&table=HANS, 
accessed on 22 July 2004. 
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discussed by Downer 
during his visit in 
Indonesia in April 
1996. The Australian 
Ambassador to 
Indonesia and its 
officers regularly visit 
the province. The 
Government has also 
been concerned about a 
number of reported 
incidents of violence, 
including abuses of 
human rights by 
Indonesian army and 
the OPM in January 
1996. 
 
The Australian 
Embassy in Jakarta will 
continue to monitor the 
human rights and 
environmental situation 
in and around the area 
of Freeport, including 
through regular visits 
and liaison with 
relevant Indonesian 
Government and NGOs 
and Freeport 
management. 

3 27 May 
19973

Senator 
Margetts 

 West Papua: 
Suspension of 
Standing Order. 
Senator  Brown put 
the motion on West 
Papua, which was 
consisted of three 
statements: self 
determination, human 
rights and calling the 
Australian 
Government to 
maximise diplomatic 
efforts to ensure the 
right and safety of 
West Papuans and 
their leaders. This 
motion was rejected 
by ALP, but Senator 
Margetts urged again 
that the motion  
should be agreed to. 
 

Result: 
-Yes:  7 (Senator: 
Allison, Bourne,  
Margetts, Despoja, 
Barlett, Brown and 
Muray) 
 
- No:  46 

4 28 June 
19984

Senator 
Brown,  
 

Senator Robert 
Hill, 
representing 

Question No.1186 
Irian Jaya: Drought 
Assistance 

In late 1997, the 
Australian Embassy in 
Jakarta reported that 

                                                 
3 Available from http://parlinfoweb.aph.gov.au/piweb/view_document.aspx?id=373657&table=HANS, 
dated accessed 22 July 2004. 
4 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard, 38th parliament, 1st 
session, 7th period, Canberra, 22-26 June 1998, p. 3736. 
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the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs  

famine was causing 
deaths in the highlands 
of Irian Jaya with the 
concurrence of the 
Indonesian 
Government, the 
Australian Government 
immediately provided 
fund $1.3 m. 
 
In 1998 Australia 
contributed a further 
contribution of up to 
$10m to cover drought 
relief operation in Irian 
through a joint exercise 
between ADF, AusAID 
and ABRI to deliver 
food supplies to remote 
village. 

5 29 June 
19985

Senator Brown  Gives notice that the 
Senate notes that: 
- the words of former 
PM , Whitlam , in 
1962 that ‘ we never 
pushed the question  
of self-determination 
with determination’ 
in relation to West 
Papua (Irian Jaya) 
remain true, and 
- recent 
demonstrations in 
Jakarta and elsewhere 
underscored a strong 
movement by West 
Papua seeking 
political freedom in 
1998 and 
- calls on the 
Government to 
reinvigorate 
Australia’s approach 
to West Papuan 
freedom movement 
by moving to ensure 
a fully enfranchised 
vote on self-
determination in 
West Papua. 

 

6 1 July  
19986

Senator Brown  West Papua : 
Suspension of 
Standing Orders. 
Ask that general 
business notice of 
motion No.1191, 
relating to call for 

 

                                                 
5 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard , 38th parliament, 1st 
session, 2nd period, Canberra, 29-30 June and 1-3 July 1998, pp. 4322-23. 
6 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard , 38th parliament, 1st 
session, 2nd period, Canberra, 29-30 June and 1-3 July 1998, p. 4607. 
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condemnation of 
human rights 
violation and an act 
of self-determination 
in West Papua to be 
supported, be taken 
as formal. 

7 1 July  
19987

Senator 
Margetts 
 

 Senator Margetts 
supported the motion 
for the suspension of 
standing orders  for 
condemnation of 
human rights 
violation and an act 
of self-determination 
in West Papua. 
 

 

8 1 July  
19988

Senator Brown Senator Robert 
Hill,  
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

Allegations of human 
rights abuses in Irian 
Jaya. 
-The Australian 
Government response 
to a massacre 
committed by the 
Indonesian army in 
the village of Bella, 
Alama and Ilaga 
(Paniai) in 1996-
1997. 
 

The Government is 
aware of the report on 
human rights violations 
in Irian Jaya issued in 
May 1998 by three 
Indonesian based 
churches.  
 
The Government has 
taken up the allegations 
made in the report with 
a number of Indonesian 
interlocutors. 
- On 2 June, Australian 
Army Attaché in 
Jakarta raised the 
Australian Government 
concern about the 
allegation with chief of 
Indonesia’s Military 
intelligence 
organisations. 
- Officers from the 
Australian Embassy 
have also discussed the 
allegation with the 
ICRC, ELSAM and 
local church groups. 
 
Komnas HAM  visited 
Irian on 12-14 June 
1998 to investigate the 
allegations of violations 
in the region and 
announced on 15 June 
that it believed that 
human rights abuses 
had occurred. 
 
While there is no 

                                                 
7 Available from http://parlinfoweb.aph.gov.au/piweb/view_document.aspx?id=201093&table=HANS...; 
accessed on 22 July 2004. 
8 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard , 38th parliament, 1st 
session, 2nd period, Canberra, 29-30 June and 1-3 July 1998, p. 4653. 
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evidence to suggest that 
the alleged deaths were 
carried  out as a result 
of a deliberate ABRI 
policy,  
inadequate training and 
indiscipline amongst 
the military are often 
factors in human rights 
abuses. 
 
The Australian 
Government continues 
to take a close interest 
in the well-being of the 
Irianese people. The 
Australian Ambassador 
visited Irian Jaya on 7-
10 May 1998 as part of 
the Embassy’s regular 
tours of the provinces 
of Indonesia. Another 
senior embassy official 
visited the province in 
early April. 
 

9 8 July   
19989

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator Robert 
Hill,  
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

Alexander Downer 
Visits Indonesia. 
- Will he raise the 
role of ABRI in the 
death of six 
demonstrators and 
the wounding of 140 
other in West Papua 
yesterday? 
- Will he raise free 
and fair vote for self 
determination in 
West Papua and East 
Timor? 
- Will Australia, in 
our usual quiet and 
restrained way, be 
telling the Indonesian 
government that we 
would be in favour of 
self-determination for 
any of the peoples of 
Indonesia? 
 

The emphasis of his 
visit is very much 
directed towards the 
economic side of the 
Indonesian challenge.  I 
have little doubt that he 
will raise issue of 
human rights.  
Whilst obviously the 
recent events in West 
Papua is distressing, I 
suppose it would be a 
little to much to expect 
that Indonesia will be 
able to go through such 
a dramatic transition 
period without some 
incident of violence of 
this kind.  
The Government urged 
both side of these 
political disputes to 
restrain from violence. 
 
Komnas HAM has been 
playing in investigating. 
 
- Everything that 
Habibie has said to date 
does appear indicates 
that he is wanting to see 
Indonesia get through 
this difficult period of 
transition in a way that 

                                                 
9 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard , 38th parliament, 1st 
session, 7th period, Canberra, 6-11 July 1998, pp. 5241-42. 
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does not suppress 
human rights. 
 
-The honourable 
Senator knows that we 
believe that Irian Jaya is 
to be part of Indonesia. 
We are certainly not 
going to go out and 
promote an independent 
stand. Not only is it not 
our business, but it will 
lead to internal 
instability and more 
violence of the type that 
Senator Bourne is 
seeking to avoid. 

10 
 
 
 
 
 

23 Nov  
199810

Senator Bob 
Brown 

Senator Robert 
Hill, 
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

West Papua massacre 
at Biak on 6 July 
reported widely 
including by Lindsay 
Murdoch in The 
Sydney Morning 
Herald and The Age.  
What form of protest 
has the Government 
made about this and 
the subsequent 
murder up to 137 
people abroad on 
Indonesian ship? 

Do not have brief 
information on that.  
Seek advice and answer 
latter. 

11 24 Nov 
199811

Senator Robert 
Hill, 
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

Senator 
Bourne 

Answering questions 
on West Papua 
massacre 

An officer from the 
Australian Embassy in 
Jakarta visited Biak on 
11-14 July 1998. Based 
on the visit, the 
Australian Embassy has 
few doubts that human 
rights abuses did occur 
and that the security 
authorities used 
excessive force against 
the member of local 
community. The range 
of estimated deaths 
from these various 
sources went from one 
to over 1000. 
Allegations of bodies 
being dumped at sea 
have been the most 
difficult to confirm. 
 
Alexander Downer 
raised his concerns 
personally about the 
Biak incident and 

                                                 
10 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard , 39th parliament, 1st 
session, 1st period, Canberra, 23-26 November 1998, p. 378. 
11 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard , 39th parliament, 1st 
session, 1st period, Canberra, 23-26 November 1998, pp. 495-96. 
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human rights abuses in 
Irian Jaya in general 
with President Habibie, 
Wiranto and Alatas 
during his visit to 
Jakarta on 8-10 July 
1998. He called for the 
authorities to exercise 
restraint in its relations 
the community. He also 
discussed the issue with 
Komnas HAM, which 
subsequently sent a 
fact-finding mission to 
Irian Jaya.  On 14 
November 1998, 
Downer again raised 
the Biak incident with 
Alatas when they met at 
the APEC meeting in 
Kuala Lumpur.  
The embassy has 
followed up upon the 
Minister, including visit 
to Irian on 31 July – 5 
August and raised issue 
with the military and 
vice-Governor of Irian 
Jaya. 

12 30 Nov  
199812

Senator Brown Senator Robert 
Hill,  
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

West Papua: Civil 
Protests 
-There was massacre 
in Biak in July 1998 
with 100 deaths.  
-There is a proposal 
to raise Morning Star 
flag tomorrow in 
West Papua. Last 
Thursday, military 
presence built up in 
Manokwari. Is the 
massacre possible 
tomorrow? Will the 
Government contact 
the Indonesian 
authorities to avert 
tomorrow any repeat 
of Biak massacre? 

-Foreign Minister had 
raised the Biak incident 
to Habibie and Wiranto. 
We have been seeking 
through Australian 
Embassy to ascertain 
the truth of the report. 
- I have no information 
on the other matters. 

13 1 Dec  
199813

Senator Robert 
Hill,  
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

Senator Brown Answered question 
by Senator  Brown on 
civil protests. 

From Australian 
Embassy in Jakarta, 
there were military 
build-ups in a number 
of towns in Irian Jaya, 
including in 
Manokwari. Their 
presence was likely in 
anticipation of 

                                                 
12 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard , 39th parliament, 1st 
session, 1st period, Canberra, 23-26 November 1998, p. 843. 
13 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard , 39th parliament, 1st 
session, 1st period, Canberra, 1-3 December 1998, p. 962-63. 
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separatist 
demonstration marking 
the 1 December 
anniversary of the 1961 
December of 
independence in Irian. 
Civil disturbance are a 
possible in such a 
scenario, but local 
military government 
urged people not to 
make any 
demonstration. 
 
On 30 November 1998, 
the Australian Embassy 
in Jakarta conveyed its 
concerns to ABRI about 
the possibility of an 
over reaction by 
authorities to separatist 
demonstration. 

14 11 March  
199914

Senator Brown Senator Robert 
Hill,  
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

West Papua Leaders 
Meeting in Jakarta. 
 
What response has 
Australian made to 
the meeting of 100 
West Papuan leaders 
in Jakarta on 26 
February 1999, which 
called independence 
for West Papua? 

Do not have any 
briefing on that 
particular matter, will 
seek a response 

15 22 March  
199915

Senator Brown Senator 
Newman, 
representing 
the Minister 
for Defence 

Question No.200. 
West Papua: Report 
by Defence Staff. 
 
Will the Government 
release Captain 
Weadon’s report 
regarding serious 
human rights 
violations at Biak in 
West Papua? 

The report of the visit 
to Biak over the period 
of 11-14 July by 
Captain Weadon, then 
Defence staff in Jakarta, 
is highly classified 
document. 
Although some of 
information given in the 
report is already in the 
public domain, the 
report provides far 
greater detail. It 
provides a mass of 
information that in 
totality would be 
damaging to our 
international 
relationship. 

16  23 March  
199916

Senator Robert 
Hill,  
representing 
the Minister of 

Senator Brown Answered the 
question on 11 March 
1999. 

-The government does 
not intend to provide 
formal response [on the 
West Papua’s leaders 

                                                 
14 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard , 39th parliament, 1st 
session, 2nd  period,  Canberra, 8-11 March 1999, p. 2758. 
15 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard , 39th parliament, 1st 
session, 2nd  period, Canberra, 22-25 March 1999, p. 2972. 
16 Ibid, pp. 2993-94. 
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Foreign 
Affairs 

meeting in Jakarta]. 
-Australia recognises 
Indonesian sovereignty 
over Irian Jaya, which 
was the result of the 
UN sponsored Act of 
Free Choice through 
which the people of 
Irian Jaya voted for 
integration with 
Indonesia. 
-However, the 
government has 
concerned about reports 
on human rights in Irian 
Jaya and has raised 
these concerned with its 
Indonesia counterparts 
in many occasions. 
- The government 
welcomes a national 
dialogue to address 
issues of concern, 
including human rights 
abuses. 
- The Australian 
Embassy in Jakarta 
visited to Irian jaya 
from 1-7 February 
1999, as part of its 
regular monitoring of 
development in the 
province. During the 
visit, the government’s 
message on the 
importance of respects 
human rights was 
reiterated to province 
and local government 
authorities. 

17 27 April  
199917

Senator Brown Senator Robert 
Hill, 
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

West Papua issue, 
especially on the 
recent massacre of 
people aspiring 
independence will be 
discussed by Prime 
Minister and Habibie 
today in Bali? 

West Papua will not be 
discussed in Bali 
meeting.  
Pass the question to 
Prime Minister. 

18 13 May  
199918

Senator Robert 
Hill,  
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

Senator Brown Answering question 
on 27 April 1999. 
Prime Minister has 
provided the 
following answer. 

PM did not raise issue 
West Papua. Bali’s 
meeting on 27 April 
1999 focussed on 
development in East 
Timor and Australia’s 
concern that peace and 
security are restored 
there as quickly as 
possible. 
 

                                                 
17 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard , 39th parliament, 1st 
session, 2nd  period, Canberra, 27-30 April 1999, pp. 4296-97. 
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19 27 May  
199919

Senator Brown  
 

 West Papua: 
Suspension of 
Standing Orders. 
 
Senator Brown 
dismayed at the 
Labor Party which 
effectively blocked 
the issue of self 
determination in 
West Papua from 
getting prominence 
and coming to a vote. 
-The Labor Party 
wanted this motion 
on West Papua to go 
a debate because any 
motion that has to do 
with affairs outside 
Australia should not 
be brought to a vote. 
 
Senator  Brown 
brought this motion 
forward again, 
because there was 
suppression of 
political, civil and 
cultural rights in 
West Papua. 
 

 

20 30 Aug  
199920

Senator Brown  
 

Senator Robert 
Hill, 
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

West Papua: 
Independence. 
 
- Referring SBS TV 
program ‘Dateline’, 
report by Anthony 
Balmain in both The 
Sydney Morning 
Herald and The Age, 
the Australian 
government 
concluded with 
Indonesia and other 
governments to 
fraudulently deny the 
people of West Papua 
act of choice on the 
basis of one person 
one vote. The 
government at time, 
in 1969, held a 
number of documents 
which showed the 
process to be 
fraudulent.  

- The 1969 
determination of free 
choice was accepted by 
the UN. Australia 
accepted the result and 
recognised Irian Jaya as 
part of Indonesia. 
- It is not for the present 
government to 
comment previous 
Australia government 
policy. 
-The important issue 
now is how to go 
forward. The Australia 
government recognised 
Irian Jaya as part of 
Indonesia that we 
should work with 
Indonesia to ensure the 
maintenance of human 
rights standards. 

                                                                                                                                               
18 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard , 39th parliament, 1st 
session, 2nd  period, Canberra, 11-14  May 1999, pp. 4991-92. 
19 Available from http://parlinfoweb.aph.gov.au/piweb/view_document.aspx?id=373645&table=HANS.., 
accessed on 22 July 2004. 
20 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard , 39th parliament, 1st 
session, 4th  period, Canberra, 30-31 August and 1-2 September 1999, p. 7918. 
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Will the government 
take an independent 
inquiry into these 
documents? 
Will the government 
urge the UN to 
review decision on 
West Papua? 
 

21 23 Nov  
199921

Senator Brown  Notice of motion 
No.362 standing. 
In my name today to 
the freedom 
movement in West 
Papua, to be taken as 
a formal motion. 

It was refused as a 
formal motion by 
Senator O’Brien 

22 8 March  
200022

Senator Brown  Senator Brown gave 
his speech in 
pursuing support for 
his motion on West 
Papua which had 
been rejected by the 
government and the 
Labor Party. He also 
urged that the 
national parliament 
should be informed 
about what is going 
on in West Papua, 
especially after the 
parliament had not 
had any an inquiry 
into Indonesia for a 
long period.   

 

23 6 June 
200023

Senator 
Lightfoot 

 Adjournment: Global 
Conflict. 
Acknowledging the 
region is undergoing 
unprecedented 
security challenge to 
Australia, such as 
conflicts in 
Bougainville, Aceh, 
the Solomon Islands 
and West Papua, 
Senator Lightfoot 
asked about what is 
going wrong and how 
Australia can do. 
 

 

24 7 June  
200024

Senator Brown Senator Robert 
Hill,  
representing 

-Does Australia 
recognise Indonesia’s 
renaming of Irian 

- Australia will follow 
current Indonesian 
practice. 

                                                 
21 Commonwealth of Australia, Parliamentary Debates Senate Weekly Hansard , 39th parliament, 1st 
session, 4th  period, Canberra, 22-26 November 1999, pp. 10423-24. 
22 Available from http://parlinfoweb.aph.gov.au/piweb/view_document.aspx?id=523913&table=HANS, 
accessed on 22 July 2004. 
23 Available from  http://parlinfoweb.aph.gov.au/piweb/vie_document.aspx?id=541669&table=HANS, 
accessed on 22 July 2004. 
24 Available from http://parlinfoweb.aph.gov.au/piweb/vie_document.aspx?id=559133&table=HANS, 
accessed on 22 July 2004. 
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the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

Jaya as West Papua? 
- Has the Dutch 
Government agreed 
to a re-examination 
of the historical 
validity of the hand 
over of West Papua 
to Indonesia?  
-Will Australia re-
examine the hand 
over? 

-The Netherlands 
Minister for Foreign 
Affairs Mr Van Aartsen 
has advised the 
Netherlands Parliament 
of his agreement to an 
independent study into 
domestic and 
international events 
surrounding the 
handover of West 
Papua to Indonesia. 
-The Australian 
Government recognises 
Irian Jaya as an integral 
part of the Republic 
Indonesia and does not 
intend to re-examine 
the Netherlands’ 
disengagement from 
West Papua. 

25 11 Oct  
200025

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator Robert 
Hill 
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

West Papua: 
Indonesian Forces. 
-Has the Minister 
seen reports of the 
deteriorating situation 
in West Papua, 
including the build-
up number of TNI in 
West Papua? 
Amnesty 
International reported 
that Indonesian army 
used a repressive 
approach to forcibly 
remove Morning Star 
flag, including two 
were shot death and 
28 injured. 
-Supplementary 
question. Senator 
Bourne asked for 
information on the 15 
people who were 
detained in 
connection with the 
violence on Friday as 
a result of raising flag 
in West Papua. 
 

-The government has 
seen some of these 
reports There have been 
a reaction to the 
separatists by the 
Indonesian security 
forces. 
-The Australian 
Government deplores 
violence of any type 
and urges the parties to 
exercise restraint, the 
people of Irian Jaya as 
well as the security 
forces. 
-There is little 
Australian can do, 
however, in these 
circumstances, other 
than urge restraint by 
all sides and urge that 
they seek to resolve 
political matters 
through non violent 
means. 
-The request is taken to 
the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs. 

26 31 Oct  
200026

Senator Brown Senator Robert 
Hill,  
representing 
the Minister of 
Foreign 
Affairs 

West Papua: 
Independence. 
-Will the Australian 
Government foster 
the peace-plan calling 
for open dialogue 

- The Government 
cannot accept the 
proposal, because it 
simply inconsistent 
with Australian foreign 
policy. As the PM said, 

                                                 
25 Available from http://parlinfoweb.aph.gov.au/piweb/vie_document.aspx?id=671361&table=HANS, 
accessed on 22 July 2004. 
26 Available from http://parlinfoweb.aph.gov.au/piweb/vie_document.aspx?id=663853&table=HANS, 
accessed on 22 July 2004. 
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between Indonesia 
and West Papua 
leaders, which was 
released in the 
parliament house 
today by John 
Koknak (the Supreme 
Commander of the 
Free Papua 
Movement, OPM)? 
-Supplementary 
question.  
What is the 
government going to 
do to mediate in the 
growing tension 
between Jakarta and 
Papua? Is it indeed 
foreign policy to be 
opposed to people 
anywhere in their 
aspiration for self-
determination? 

Irian Jaya is an integral 
part of the Indonesian 
republic. We have not 
changed that position 
and there is no reason 
to suggest that we will 
in the future. 
-Senator Brown is 
asking of us something 
that is inconsistent with 
the policy that Australia 
has maintained for a 
long time. The UN 
organised Act of Free 
Choice was accepted by 
the UN and Irian Jaya 
was declared part of 
Indonesia. Whilst that 
remains the policy of 
the Australian 
Government- and there 
is no intention to 
change it on the part of 
this government. 

27 7 August  
200127

Senator 
Bourne 

Senator Nick  
Minchin, 
Minister for 
Industry, 
Science and 
Resources 

Question No.3607 
Australian Defence 
Force: Indonesian 
Military and Police 
Personnel. 
-What military 
contact did the ADF 
have with the 
Indonesian military 
during 2000 and 
2001? 
-Did training take 
place at the 
Hoslworty School of 
Military Police, 
Sydney during late 
February to early 
March 2001? 
- Does the 
government have any 
information the 
number of Indonesian 
military personnel in 
West Papua? 

-In 2000 and up until 30 
June 2001, the 
Australian Defence 
Organisation (ADO) 
has had contact with 
Indonesian military 
through provision of 
training on a variety of 
courses and 
postgraduate study 
programs. During this 
period, the ADO has 
sponsored training for 
109 Indonesian military 
officers. 
 
The ADO supplied 
material to NOMAD 
maintenance team 
located in Surabaya. 
 
Postgraduate students 
are posted to 
universities around 
Australia. 
 
-During the period of 
February to March 
2001, 2 Indonesian 
Officers completed the 
Regimental Officers 
Basic Course at 
Hoslworty Army. 
 
- It is not appropriate 
for the ADF to 

                                                 
27 Available from http://parlinfoweb.aph.gov.au/piweb/vie_document.aspx?id=682229&table=HANS, 
accessed on 22 July 2004. 
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comment on the 
deployment of foreign 
military forces. 

28 12 Oct  
200328

Senator Brown  Motion on supporting 
the West Papua’s 
right to raise their 
flag. 

This motion was 
blocked by the 
government and 
opposition, which 
argued that the matter 
“isn’t urgent”. 

 

                                                 
28 Pip Hinman, “West Papua: ALP, Liberals oppose independence”, Green Left Online, available from 
http://www.greenleft.org.au/back/2004/427p21.htm, accessed in 13 July 2004. 
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Appendix 6 

 
THE HISTORICAL NAME OF PAPUA1

 

The act of naming something can have serious political implications. This is evident in 

the naming of the western half of the island of New Guinea. This has been a contentious 

issue since the fifteenth century. The complexity of the naming of this territory is 

evidenced by its habitual change of name. This is a concise account of how this territory 

received its various names and why. 

 

The term Papua, which is a subject of this thesis, was originally introduced by Jorge de 

Menezes, the Portuguese Governor in Ternate. In 1526, de Menezes visited Waigeo 

island and stayed for several months in Warsai, on the Bird’s Head Peninsula (the north 

coast of Papua).  He called the island “Ilhas Das Papua”, which was derived from the 

word “pua-pua”, which literally meant “crispy haired”. 

 

On 20 June 1545, a Spanish captain, Ynigo Ortiz de Retes, landed at the mouth of the 

River Bei (east of the Mamberamo River).  He named the island as “Nueva Guinea”, 

due to the similarity between Papuans and the people of “Guinea”, a Spanish possession 

on Africa’s west coast. However, de Retes did not stay on the island, sailing instead to 

                                                 
1Sources for this writing are Chris Ballard, "Blanks in the Writing: Possible Histories for West New 
Guinea", The Journal of Pacific History, Vol.34, No.2, 1999, pp.149-156; Nonie Sharp, The Rule of the 
Sword: The Story of West Irian, Malmsburry, Victoria (Australia), Kibble Books, 1977, p.i; Peter 
Hastings, New Guinea Problems & Prospects, Melbourne, F.W. Cheshire Publishing Pty Ltd, 1969, 
pp.36-81; Mieke Koistra, Indonesian Regional Conflicts and State Terror, London, Minority Rights 
Group International, 2001, pp.1-32; Richard Chauvel, The Land of Papua and the Indonesian State: 
Essays on West Papua, Vol.1, Working Paper 120, Clayton (Vic: Australia), Monash Asia Institute, 2003, 
pp.1-6; Jason McLeod, Morning Star Rising: Maximising the Effectiveness of the Non-violent Struggle in 
West Papua, Unpublished Thesis for the degree of Bachelor of Arts (Honours), Discipline of Politics, 
School of Social Sciences, The University of La Trobe, June 2002, pp. x-xi;  Angie Ng Siew Kim, 
Revisiting The Conflict in Papua: Causes, Catalysts and Consequences, Unpublished Honours Thesis, 
Singapore, the National University of Singapore, 2001/2002, p. 65; Elizabeth Brundige, Winter King and 
Priyneha Vahali (et al.), “Indonesian Human Rights Abuses in West Papua: Application of the Law of 
Genocide to the History of Indonesian Control”, A paper prepared for the Indonesia Human Rights 
Network, the Allard K. Lowenstein International Human Rights Clinic, Yale Law School, April 2004, 
p.5; Agus Sumule (ed.), Mencari Jalan Tengah Otonomi Khusus Provinsi Papua, PT. Gramedia Pustaka 
Utama, Jakarta, 2003, p.47; The Jakarta Post, “History: Irian Jaya”, 1 December 2005, The Jakarta 
Post.com, available from http://www.thejakartapost.com/special/os_8_history.asp, accessed, 1 December 
2005. 
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the Philippines. In 1793, the island then became a British settlement. This was a period 

when European powers were competing for colonial territories in the Southeast Asian 

region. Two years after the British were driven out by disease and the inhospitable 

terrain, the Dutch quickly replaced them in 1828 as another colonial power ruling 

Nueva Guinea.   

 

During the period of Dutch colonisation (1828-1962), the region was variously known 

as: Dutch New Guinea, the Netherlands New Guinea, and West New Guinea (in 

reference to its location at the western end of Papua New Guinea). However, before 

Indonesia took over this island officially in 1969, there was another reference to the 

name “West Papua”. It was a term proposed by the West Papua Congress on 1 

December 1961, when Papuans declared their ‘independence’ and named their 

homeland as West Papua.  

 

When the dispute between the Netherlands and Indonesia was finally concluded in the 

1962 New York Agreement, Irian or West Irian became the official Indonesian name for 

the western half of the island of New Guinea.  

 

Irian was a term introduced by Frans Kaiseppo, an indigenous leader appointed by the 

Dutch as a representative at the Malino Conference in 1946. He later became the first 

Governor of West Irian.  Irian means 'hot' or 'steamy' land in the language of Biak (an 

island off the north coast of Papua). However, the term of Irian was also frequently 

employed as a political construction, as an Indonesian acronym that stands for “Ikut 

Republik Indonesia Anti-Netherlands (Join the Republic of Indonesia against the 

Netherlands). 

 

In 1972, three years after Indonesia officially took over this territory in 1969, becoming 

Indonesia's twenty-sixth province, it was renamed Irian Jaya (Victorious Irian). In 

responding to the increasing Irianese demands for independence and recognition of a 

distinct cultural identity, President Abdurrahman Wahid’s government supported a 

name change for this territory to Papua (known as the preferred name of the Papuan 

leadership and of the pro-independence forces) on 1 January 2000. However, opposition 

from key Indonesian figures such as Vice-President Megawati Sukarnoputri and the 

military meant that Wahid's declaration was never formalised. The name officially 

remained Irian Jaya until 2001.  
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The Special Autonomy Law on Papua, which was passed in October 2001, subsequently 

accepted the name of Papua for Indonesia’s easternmost province.   

 

Nevertheless, recent political developments in the province of Papua have raised doubts 

as to whether the Indonesian government has the political will to implement the Special 

Autonomy Law and maintain the name Papua. The province originally covered the 

entire western half of New Guinea, but on 14 July 2003, the western portion of the 

province, on the Bird’s Head Peninsula, was made a separate province named West 

Irian Jaya. This new province was formed after President Megawati issued Presidential 

Instruction (no 1/2003) on 27 January 2003, to divide Papua into three provinces: West 

Irian Jaya, Central Irian Jaya and East Irian Jaya. However, following widespread 

protests and riots against the forming new of provinces in Central Irian Jaya in August 

2003, then Coordinating Minister for Political and Security Affairs, Susilo Bambang 

Yudhoyono, announced on 27 August 2003 that Jakarta would not proceed with further 

division of the province. Yet, this decision did not affect the province of West Irian 

Jaya, which had already been established. 

 

In this thesis, the name used for the western half of the island of New Guinea is Papua, 

Irian Jaya, West Irian, West Papua, Dutch New Guinea or Netherlands New Guinea, 

depending on the period of history.  
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Appendix 7 
 

AUSTRALIAN PRIME MINISTERS 1941 – 20042

 
 

 

NAME 

 

PARTY 

 

PERIOD 

 

Arthur Fadden   

John Curtin   

Frank Forde   

Ben Chiefly  

Robert Gordon Menzies 

Harold Holt   

John McEwen   

John Gorton  

William McMahon  

Gough Whitlam 

Malcolm Fraser 

Robert (Bob) Hawke  

Paul Keating   

John Howard  

    

 

 

Country 

Labor  

Labor  

Labor  

Liberal  

Liberal 

Country 

Liberal  

Liberal  

Labor  

Liberal  

Labor  

Labor  

Liberal  

 

1941 

1941 – 1945 

1945 

1945 – 1949 

1949 – 1966 

1966 – 1967 

1967 – 1968 

1968 – 1971 

1971 – 1972 

1972 – 1975 

1975 – 1983 

1983 – 1991 

1991 – 1996 

1996 - 

 

 
 

 

 

 

                                                 
2 Adopted from Stewart Firth, Australia in International Politics: An Introduction to Australian Foreign 
Policy, 2nd edition, Crows Nest (NSW), Allen & Unwin, 2006, p. viii.
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Appendix 8 
 

AUSTRALIAN MINISTERS FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS  

1941-20041

 
 

“The portfolio has had three different titles since Federation. From 1901 to 1970”, 

holders have been known “as Ministers for External Affairs and from 1970 to 1987 as 

Ministers for Foreign Affairs. Since then they have been known as Ministers for Foreign 

Affairs and Trade.” 

 

“The Minister for External Affairs was not an especially important member of the 

government until World War II, because the United Kingdom managed key foreign 

policy issues for Australia at that time. Between 1916 and 1921 there was no separate 

external affairs portfolio”. 

 

 
Ministers for External 
Affairs 
 

 
Ministers for Foreign 
Affairs 
 

 
Ministers for Foreign 
Affairs and Trade 

 

H.V. Evatt                1941-49 

P.C. Spender        1949-51 

R.G. Casey        1951-63 

Garfield Barwick     1963-64 

Paul Hasluck        1964-69 

Gordon Freeth        1969 

William McMahon   1969-70 

 

 

William McMahon    1970-71 

Leslie Bury         1971 

Nigel Bowen         1971-72 

Gough Whitlam         1972-73 

Don Willesee         1973-75  

Andrew Peacock       1975-80 

Tony Stewart         1980-83 

William (Bill)  

Hayden                      1983-87 

 

 

William (Bill)  

Hayden                     1987-88 

Gareth Evans        1988-96 

Alexander Downer   1996- 

 

                                                 
1 Cited and adopted from Stewart Firth, Australia in International Politics: An Introduction to Australian 
Foreign Policy, 2nd edition, Crows Nest (NSW), Allen & Unwin, 2006, p.vii.
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Appendix 9 
 

PROFILE OF INFORMANTS 
 
  
Code Name Interview 

Date 
Interview 
Place 

Job Status 

     
 Ronald Rich 23.09.2003 Canberra Director of Centre for 

Democratic Institution, 
Research School of Social 
Sciences, Australian National 
University 

 Jim George 24.09.2003 Canberra Department of Political 
Science and International 
Relations, School of Social 
Science, The Australian 
National University. 

 James Cotton 26.09.2003 Canberra School of Politics, Australian 
Defence Force Academy 

CA1 - 28.09.2003 Canberra Intelligence analyst. 
 Chris Ballard 01.10.2001 Canberra Research School of  Pacific 

and Asian Studies, The 
Australian National 
University 

 Alan Dupont 02.10.2003 Canberra Strategic Studies,  The 
Australian National 
University 

 James Fox 03.10.2003 Canberra Research School of Pacific 
and Asian Studies, The 
Australian National 
University 

 Senator Andrew 
Barlett 

08.10.2003 Canberra Leader of the Australian 
Democrats Party 

 Kathy Klugman 09.10.2003 Canberra Director East Timor Section, 
Department of Foreign 
Affairs and Trade 

 Trini S. Sualang 10.10.2003 Canberra Head of the Information 
Section, Embassy of the 
Republic of Indonesia 

 Ifdhal Hasim 05.12.2003 Jakarta Executive Director of the 
Institute for Policy Research 
and Advocacy (ELSAM) 

 Amiruddin 09.12.2003 Jakarta Head of Campaign, Lobby, 
and Networking Division,  
ELSAM, and a member of 
Komnas’s team on Papua. 

 George Trinade de 
Camoes 

09.12.2003 Jakarta First Secretary of the Timor 
Leste Embassy at Indonesia 

 Lieutenant General 
(retired) Kiki 
Syahnakri 

10.12.2003 Jakarta  Assistant for operations to 
Army Chief of Staff (1998-
99), martial law 
administrator in East Timor 
(7-27 September 1999), 
Udayana Military 
Commander (1999-2000) 
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 Saafroeddin Bahar 10.12.2003 Jakarta Sub-Commission on 
Economy, Social and 
Cultural Rights, Indonesian 
National Commission on 
Human Rights 
(KomnasHAM), and the 
Head of Komnas’s team in 
Papua. 

 Ratih Hardjono 11.12.2003 Jakarta Former senior journalist from 
Indonesia’s leading 
newspaper, KOMPAS. 

 Munir 12.12.2003 Jakarta Chair of IMPARSIAL  
 Ikrar Nusa Bhakti 12.12.2003 Jakarta Chair of Centre for Political 

Studies, Indonesian Institute 
of Sciences (P2P-LIPI) 

 Simon P. Morin 15.12.2003 Jakarta Indonesian member of 
parliament, representing the 
electorate of Papua 

JA 1 - 16.12.2003 Jakarta Former senior Australian 
intelligence officer. 

 Agus Rumansara 17.12.2003 Jakarta Vice chairman British 
Petroleum. 

 David Ritchie 18.12.2003 Jakarta Australian ambassador at the 
Australian Embassy in 
Indonesia 

 Harry Tjan Silalahi 18.12.2003 Jakarta Centre for Strategic and 
International Studies 

 Wiryono 22.12.2003 Jakarta Former Indonesian 
ambassador at the Embassy 
of the Republic Indonesia, 
Canberra, Australia 

 Ibrahim Ambong 23.12.2003 Jakarta Head of Commission I, 
Indonesian House of 
Representatives 

 Aristides Katoppo 24.12.2003 Jakarta Senior journalist and 
Director of  PT. Sinar 
Harapan 

 Sudjadnan Parno 
Hadiningrat  

29.12.2003 Jakarta Former Indonesian 
ambassador at the Embassy 
of the Republic Indonesia, 
Canberra, Australia, and then 
Secretary General of  the 
Department of External 
Affairs, the Republic of 
Indonesia 

JA 2 - 29.12.2003 Jakarta Former Indonesian diplomat 
at the Indonesian Embassy at 
Canberra. 

 Mangasi 
Sihombing 

30.12.2003 Jakarta Director General of the 
Public Diplomacy and 
International Organisation, 
Department of External 
Affairs, the Republic of 
Indonesia 

 Hendardi 30.12.2003 Jakarta Chair of the Indonesian 
Legal Aid and Human Rights 
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Association (Perhimpunan 
Bantuan Hukum dan Hak 
Asasi Manusia Indonesia, 
PBHI) 

 Anum Siregar 6.01.2004 Jayapura Chair of the Papuan Alliance 
League for Democracy 
(Aliansi Liga Demokrasi 
Papua, ALDP) 

 Pastor Willem F. 
Rumsawir 

07.01.2004 Jayapura Religious Leader in Papua 

 Martin Patay 08.01.2004 Jayapura Secretary General of the 
Forum for Reconciliation of 
the people of Irian Jaya 
(Forum Rekonsiliasi 
Masyarakat Irian Jaya, 
FORERI) 

 Thaha Alhamid 08.01.2004 Jayapura Secretary General of the 
Papua Presidium Council 

 Herman Awom 08.01.2004 Jayapura Vice Chairperson of the 
Evangelical Christian Church 
(Gereja Kristen Indonesia, 
GKI) in Papua 

 Agus A. Alua 09.01.2004 Jayapura Lecturer at Sekolah Tinggi 
Teologi Fajar Timur, and the 
Papua Presidium Council’s 
Deputy Secretary General  

 Don. A.L. Flassy 10.01.2004 Jayapura Senior Researcher 
Development Planning and 
Controlling Board, Province 
of Papua, and a member of 
the Papua Presidium Council, 
who is also a representative 
for Papuan professional 
class. 

 Muhammad 
A.Musa’ad 

12.01.2004 Jayapura Coordinator of Democratic 
Centre, University of 
Cendrawasih.   

 Josepha Alomang 13.01.2004 Jayapura Amungme Tribal Leader 
 Pieter Ell 13.01.2004  Chairperson of Papua 

Commission for Disappeared 
People and Victims of 
Violence (Kontras Papua) 

 Johanis G. Bonay 13.01.2004 Jayapura Former director of Institute 
for Human Rights Study and 
Advocacy (Lembaga Studi 
Advokasi dan Hak Asasi 
Manusia, Elsham) 

 Al Hamid 13.01.2004 Jayapura Chair of Investment and 
Promotion Board of Papua 
Province (Kepala Badan 
Investasi dan Penanaman 
Modal Daerah Papua) 

 Herman Saud 13.01.2004 Jayapura Chairperson of the 
Evangelical Christian Church 
(Gereja Kristen Indonesia, 
GKI) in Papua  
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 George Arnold Awi  14.01.2004 Jayapura Port Numbay Tribal Leader 
(Ketua Dewan Adat Port 
Numbay) 

 Eddy Ohoiwutan 14.01.2004 Jayapura A Chief of Secretary of the 
Tribal People Port Numbay  

 Jaap Salosa 14.01.2004 Jayapura The Governor of Papua 
JPR 1 - 14.01.2004 Jayapura Senior army in the military 

regional command, KODAM 
XVII Trikora. 

 Surya Ibrahim 
Basri Syafaat 

15.01.2004 Jayapura Secretary General of the 
Papuan Alliance League for 
Democracy (Aliansi Liga 
Demokrasi Papua, ALDP) 
Papua 

 Joko Suhendro 16.01.2004 Jayapura Editor-in-Chief,   
Cendrawasih Pos 

 Theo van de Broek 16.01.2004 Jayapura Office for Justice and Peace, 
The Catholic diocese of 
Jayapura in Papua 

 Paskalis Litsoin 17.01.2004 Jayapura Chair of Legal Aid Institute 
(Lembaga Bantuan Hukum, 
LBH) in Papua 

 Mayor General 
(TNI) Nurdin 
Zainal  

18.01.2004 Jayapura The commander of the 
military regional command, 
KODAM XVII Trikora. 

 Bambang Soegiono 19.01.2004 Jayapura Lecturer at Law Faculty, 
University of Cendrawasih, 
and the Institute for Civil 
Strengthening (Lembaga 
Penguatan Masyarakat Sipil, 
ICS) 

 Timbul Silaen 20.01.2004 Jayapura Former East Timor 
Provincial Police 
Commander (1998), and then 
Papua Provincial Police 
Commander  

 Mohammad 
Kholifan 

29.01.2004 Jakarta Former journalist in an 
independent newspaper in 
Papua, and then Coordinator 
of Papua Program, Common 
Ground Indonesia 

 Mayor General 
(TNI) Sudrajat 

17.02.2004 Jakarta Director General of Strategy 
and Defence, The 
Department of Defence 

 Max Lane 8.04.2004 Perth Research Fellow, Murdoch 
University. 

 Richard Chauvel 24.06.2004 Melbourne School of Social Sciences, 
Victoria University 

 Damien Kingsbury 24.06.2004 Melbourne Director of the Masters in 
International and Community 
Development program, 
Deakin University 

 Scott Burchill 25.06.2004 Melbourne International Relations in the 
School of International and 
Political Studies, Deakin 
University. 
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 Clinton Fernandes 25.06.2004 Melbourne Australian Army Captain,  
then a PhD Candidate, 
Deakin University 

 Colin Brown 3.06.2005 Perth Dean, Faculty of Media, 
Society and Culture, Curtin 
University 
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Appendix 10 
 
 

 
PRO EAST TIMOR SENTIMENT IN AUSTRALIA: 

 
Photos and Cartoons 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Photo 1: On 10 September 1999, around thirty thousand people gathered outside the Victoria 
Parliament to protest against Indonesian military atrocities against the people of East Timor. 
Source: “Melbourne Support for a Free East Timor – September 1999”, available from 
http://www.takver.com/history/timor99/timor.htm, accessed 18 May 2006. 
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Photo 2: Many Community Organisations, such as Community Aid Abroad, and Unions, such as 
the Community and Public Sector Union (CPSU), participated in a protest against the Indonesian 
military in East Timor, in Melbourne on 19 September 1999. Source: “Melbourne Support for a 
Free East Timor – September 1999”, http://www.takver.com/history/timor99/timor.htm, 
accessed 18 May 2006. 

 

 
 

Photo 3: Protesters demanded to end Australia’s military ties with Indonesia and Indonesian 
security forces out from East Timor. Source: http://gendercide.org/images/pics/demo.jpg, 
accessed 18 May 2006 
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Photo 4:  Demonstrators expressing anger over betrayal by the United Nations and the 
unpreparedness and betrayal by Australian Prime Ministers: Whitlam, Fraser, Hawke, Keating 
and Howard on September 1999. Source: “Melbourne Support for a Free East Timor – 
September 1999”, http://www.takver.com/history/timor99/timor.htm, accessed 18 May 2006. 
 
 
 

 
 
Cartoon 1: Nicholson cartoon of 2 November 1998 typifying popular Australian views of 
Australian government policy on East Timor pre 1999. Source: The Australian, 2 November 
1998. 
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Appendix 11   
 

 
ANTI-AUSTRALIAN SENTIMENT IN INDONESIA 

 
 
 
   

 
 

Photo 1. ‘The stab of Brutus’:  The cover of GATRA magazine on Australia’s role in 
the 1999 East Timor intervention. Source: GATRA, No.44, Tahun V, 18 September 
1999.  
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Photo 2. Indonesian youths staged an anti-Australian protest in Jakarta on 21 April 2006. 
They protested during a meeting between Australian envoy, Michael L'Estrange and 
Foreign Minister Hassan Wirayuda to ease tensions in Australia-Indonesia relations, 
especially after Canberra’s decision to grant temporary visas to forty-two Papuan asylum 
seekers.  
Source: 
http://news.yahoo.com/news?tmpl=story&u=/060421/ids_photos_wl/r568674330.jpg, 
accessed 18 May 2006. 
 
 

 

 
 
Photo 3. Demonstrators staged an anti-Australian protest outside the Foreign Ministry office 
in Jakarta on 21 April 2006 as a protest against Australia’s decision to give a temporary visa 
to  forty-two Papuan asylum seekers.  
Source: 
http://news.yahoo.com/news?tmpl=story&u=/060421/ids_photos_wl/r3572621196.jpg, 
accessed 18 May 2006. 
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Photo 4: Indonesians protest against Australia’s role in East Timor. They accused Canberra of playing 
dominos. Source: GATRA, No.44, Tahun V, 18 September 1999, p. 23. 
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