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1

To what extent has the Hawke Labor government's relationship with Indonesia been 
shaped by the East Timor question? How has the Hawke government interpreted its human 
rights policy to effect the changing relationship?

This paper examines the Australian-Indonesian relationship since the election of the Hawke 
Labor government in Australia in 1983, using Keohane and Nye's concept of complex 
interdependency as a framework for political analysis.1 The focus is on the bilateral 
relationship with regard to East Timor, an issue which is inextricably linked to human 
rights. Therefore, the paper also seeks to relate the bilateral relationship to broader 
international relations through human rights regimes. The paper examines the Australian- 
Indonesian relationship and places it on the complex interdependency continuum, it 
determines how East Timor has shaped the phases of the relationship since 1983, and 
finally it examines how the Hawke government has interpreted its human rights policy to 
accomodate the Indonesian government in an effort to improve bilateral relations.

By way of introduction, the paper firstly examines interdependency theory and the recent 
history of human rights and international law, and then briefly looks at foreign policy 
formation, Australia's foreign policy towards Southeast Asia, the history of Australia's 
relations with Indonesia, and Australia's foreign policy with regard to East Timor up to 

1983.

International relations have been described as the nature, conduct of and influences on, 
relations among states or individuals operating in an arena where there is no recognised 
final arbitrator.2 However, since the Second World War the international system has 
become increasingly interdependent, and to take account of its changing nature, Keohane 
and Nye define international relations as the intermediate factors between the power 
structure of an international system and the political and economic bargaining that takes 
place within it.3 A factor of increased interdependency has been the growth of international 
regimes - norms, rules and procedures - which affect and to some extent govern the 
political and economic bargaining that occurs within the system.4

1 Keohane, Robert & Nye, Joseph: Power and Interdependence - World Politics in Transition, Little Brown 
and Company, Boston, 1977. Chapters 1 & 2
^Reynolds, P.A: An Introduction to International Relations, Longman, London, 1986. pg 10
^Keohane & Nye, op. cit. pg 20
4ibid. pg 21



Although the primacy of states as actors on the international stage is challenged by 
interdependency theorists, states remain the principal actors in the sense that they are the 
legal entities among which formal relationships and obligations exist. Governments are the 
formal agents which in fact make the decisions, formulate foreign policy and react to the 
decisions and policies of other governments. In the dynamic sense of action and 
interaction, relations exist between governments,1 and those relations are more accurately 
described as bargaining relationships, which influence patterns of interdependence. Other 
actors also influence those patterns; international organisations, government bureaucracies, 
multinationals, trading interests, non-government organisations and individuals.

The realist conception of international relations assumes the primacy of strategic and 
national interest defined in terms of power, and that the dominant goal of sovereign states 
will be national security based on military strength. The concept of national interest is 
founded on nondistributive indivisible values, enjoyed collectively; security, territoriality 
and sovereignty are among the most important of these values. Hanrieder asserts that the 
realist notion of national interest is synonymous with high' politics.2 However, as 
interdependence develops, national interest becomes ambiguous because the bargaining 
agenda widens to include the 'low' politics issues of economy and welfare, based on 
distributive and divisible values. National interest will then be defined differently on 
different issues, at different times and by different sections of governments. Hanrieder 

claims that for this reason, the analytical value of the term national interest’ has been 
seriously diminished.3 However, I would argue that if the definition of national interest is 
broadened to include the nondistributive indivisible values of economic stability and human 
rights, then the term is still analytically valuable. The notion of sovereignty - the state s

9

right to control its domestic environment free from external interference - is also challenged 
by the increasing interaction of actors other than political leaders.

Haggard and Simmons argue that the central insight of interdependence theorists such as 

Keohane, Nye, Hanrieder and Morse is that foreign policy is integrally related to domestic 

structures and processes.4 One must analyse the trade-offs a state, or more accurately, a

1 Reynolds, op. cit. pg 24
^Hanrieder, W.F: Dissolving International Politics: Reflections on ihc Nation Slate, in Smith. M., Little. 
R. & Shacklcton, M.(eds): Perspective on World Politics, Croon Helm, London. 1981. pg 140
^ibid. pg 140
^Haggard, Stephan & Simmons, Beth: Theories of International Regimes, International Organisation. Vol 
41, No 3, Summer 1987. pg 499
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particular political leadership is willing and able to make between domestic and foreign 

linkages.1 Growing interdependence means the further erasure of the boundaries separating 

international and domestic politics; domestic politics issues often spill over into 

international politics, and foreign policy has domestic roots and consequences.2

Interdependency theorists differ in their approaches to the subject and in their conclusions, 

but they share several basic assumptions: that security issues have diminished in salience 

and economic issues have increased in importance; that the distinction between high and 

low policies in foreign affairs has become increasingly blurred; and that domestic demands 

can only be satisfied by participation in international transactions, thus providing states 

with a powerful incentive to cooperate.

Keohane and Nye's model of complex interdependency is an 'ideal type' which challenges 

three assumptions of the realist model; that force is a usable and effective policy instrument; 

that there is a hierarchy of issues headed by questions of military security, and that states 

are unitary and dominant actors. The characteristics of complex interdependence are that 

there is a minor role for military force, that there is an absence of hierarchy among issues, 

and that multiple channels connect actors other than states. These characteristics give rise to 

distinctive political processes; the simultaneous pursuit of a variety of state goals, the 

breakdown of traditional linkages strategies,3 and agenda setting. Keohane and Nye also 

stress three dimensions to interdependence; asymmetry, sensitivity and vulnerability. 

Asymmetry is defined in terms of dependence, on a continuum from evenly balanced 

mutual dependence to pure dependence.4 Keohane and Nye assert that asymmetry in 

relationships provides actors with influence in bargaining.5 Sensitivity is defined as an 

actor's liability to costs imposed from outside, before policies are changed to try to alter the 

situation. Vulnerability is an actor's ability to suffer these costs, even after policies have 

been changed.6

^ibid. pg 506 
^ibid. pg 516
^It is rare under conditions of complex interdependency to politicise issues; there is a lack of overt linkages, 
and "each deal must stand on its own". Keohane and Nye, op. cit. pg 171 
^Keohane & Nye, op. cit. pg 24
^Keohane, Robert & Nye, Joseph: Power and Interdependence Revisited, International Organisation, Vol 
41, No 4, Autumn 1987. pg 728
^Keohane & Nye, op. cit. pg 13
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Central to Keohane and Nye's analysis of complex interdependence are international 
regimes, defined as the governing arrangements for the regulation and control of 
transnational and interstate relations; they assert that governments can influence patterns of 
interdependence by accepting or rejecting procedures, rules or institutions which represent 
these 'governing arrangements', through a process of political and economic bargaining. 
The concept of international regimes also challenges the realist model, which has denied the 
existence of governing universal rules in relations between states.

A number of institutional arrangements are concerned with the promotion and protection of 
human rights; they constitute human rights regimes; "consistent sets of normative and 
procedural expectations on the part of states, concerning the treatment of individuals and 
groups".1 The notion of human rights falls within the framework of constituted and 
international law, the purpose of which is to defend by institutional means the rights of 
human beings against the abuses of power committed by the organs of the state, and to 
promote the establishment of humane living conditions and the development of human 

personality.2

Regime analysts assume that patterns of interstate action are influenced by norms, but that 
such norm-governed behaviour is wholly consistent with the pursuit of national interest.3 
However, it could be argued that such behaviour only becomes consistent with the pursuit 
of national interest when international regimes gain authority. A regime grows in authority 
when actors take an interest in its substance and try to ensure that it is respected; when it 
gains international support and acceptance and is acted upon. This process is generally 

incremental. Governments eventually adopt the regime's definitions and practices because 
they perceive costs - loss of opportunity or damage to reputation - if they fail to do so. 
National foreign policy options are constrained by regimes, so that options are generally 
directed towards small advantages, favourable adjustments, or - as is often the case with 
human rights - exceptions to the rule.4

Regimes are said to have affected state behaviour in two ways. Firstly, regimes have 
altered the context in which states interact so that cooperation is more likely, and secondly,

Wincent, R.J: Human Rights and International Relations, Cambridge University Press, 1986. pg 99
2Szaba, Imre: Historical Foundations of Human Rights and Subsequent Developments, in Vasek, Karel(ed): 
The International Dimensions of Human Rights (Vol 1), UNESCO, Greenswood Press, Connecticut, 1982. 
Pg H
^Haggard & Simmons, op. cit. pg 492
4 Keohane & Nye, op. cit. (book) pg 51
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regimes have placed state reputations at risk and introduced broader transaction costs.1 A 
neat fit between regime rules and national behaviour may not occur for several reasons. The 
most relevant to this discussion is that norms characterising the regime may not be 
formulated to be authoritatively binding. Some regimes, such as those governing human 
rights, easily allow exemptions or represent only broad collective aspirations; they are in 
effect, bom weak. Jack Donnelly argues that the international human rights regime is 
composed of widely accepted substantive norms and internationalised standard-setting 
procedures, but a very limited degree of international implementation and no international 
enforcement. He argues such normative strength and procedural weakness is the result of 
conscious political decisions", those made in the narrow national interest.2

The real history of human rights at the level of international law starts with the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights adopted at the United Nations on 12 December 1948. 
Although it might be considered a document of force not much greater than a 
'recommendation', it has gradually come to command increasing authority. At the very 
least, it is considered to be one of the cornerstones of the U.N. structure.3

International law is constituted by agreement among states on the rules, principles and 
conventions which they will observe in their mutual relations. Governments judge whether 
they will conform to international law, depending on the character of their external 
relations, the nature of their internal political systems, their definitions of national interest, 
and their beliefs and traditions.4 International law resembles a kind of natural law and 
moral imperative, but Szaba argues that human rights constitute a positive reality in law, 
and a well-established institution of international positive law.5

Human rights regimes and international law represent a different approach, not just to 

human welfare, but to international politics. For some 300 years, the notion of national 
sovereignty was widely accepted; states had the right to do what they pleased within their 
territorial jurisdiction. The international law of human rights has exposed the domestic 
spheres of all members of international society to the legitimate appraisal of their peers,6

1 Yamane, Hiroko: Asia and Human Rights, in Vasek, Karel(ed): The International Dimensions of Human
Rights (Vol 2), UNESCO, Grcenswood Press, Connecticut, 1982. pg 513
^ibid. pg 514
3Szaba, op. cit. pg 25
4Reynolds, op. cit. pg 100
^Szaba, op. cit. pg 28
^Vincent, op. cit. pg 153
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and in principle established moral limits to sovereignty. Human rights regimes reflect the 
notion that states are obliged to meet certain standards in the way they treat their nationals in 

their own territories.1

The arguments often used by states against this notion are those of cultural relativism and 
cultural imperialism; that each culture has a different view of what is good and right for 
individuals and communities, and that human rights regimes represent an attempt by 
Western states to impose their conceptions of good and right. However, Vincent argues 
that the gradual accumulation of standards of right conduct are a measure of international 
consensus in an evolving international society, rather than an expression of the hegemony 
of one state or culture within it.2 According to this perspective, there is a core of basic 

morals common to all cultures. Vincent argues that the problem is to find a balance between 
insistence on human rights and the recognition that the existence, content and importance of 
these rights is contested.3 Developing countries also argue that it is more important to 
encourage and protect economic, social and cultural rights, and that once these are 
guaranteed, civil and political rights will follow. However Yamane argues that economic, 
social and cultural rights are interdependent with civil and political rights; the full enjoyment 
of one depends on the other; they are indivisible and interdependent.4 In response to the 
concerns expressed by developing countries, the U.N. has declared a 'right to 
development'.5

Human rights are now part of what is legitimate internationally, and the failure of the 
government of a state to provide for its citizens' rights might now be taken as a reason for 
considering it illegitimate.6 For this reason, foreign ministers are today bound to pay 
attention to human rights, even if it is only lip service; they are bound, according to the 
conventions of positivist international law, by their explicit agreements, and by custom and 
practice.7

 ̂Forsythe, David: Human Rights and World Politics, University of Nebraska Press, Lincoln, 1983. pg 198
2Vincent, op. cit. pg 108
3ibid. pg 56
4Yamane, op. cit. pg 666
5It is based on the assumption that the economic development of poorer states is essential for political 
stability and their citizen’s well-being, and without it, governments are unable to guarantee other human 
rights.(Merrils, J: Human Rights in the World, Manchester University, U.K., 1989. pg 255)
6Vincent, op. cit. pg 127
7ibid. pg 130
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The primary goals of foreign policy are to ensure survival of the state, to maximise wealth, 
and to preserve and promote certain values - which may or may not include support for 
human rights. The Hawke government has stated that its foreign policy "imperatives" - or 
underlying principles - are security, legality, morality, and the promotion and protection of 
national and wider interests.1 The primary influences on foreign policy makers are the 
domestic and international environments, and the ’psychological' environment - which Hill 
and Light define as the set of images held by decision makers of their world, in contrast to 
its operational reality.2 Such factors also set limitations on foreign policy goals. Morse 
argues that the chief characteristics of foreign policy conducted under modern conditions 
are its predominantly cooperative rather than conflictual nature, and the change in goals 
from power and position, to wealth and welfare - or the addition of the latter to the former.3 
Of particular relevance to this paper, which covers the period from 1983 to 1991, is that in 
times of economic recession, domestic demands for resource allocation are further 
increased, and priority is given to domestic goals rather than international ones. However, 
domestic goals are increasingly sensitive to international events, as a result of growing 
international interdependence.

The costs and benefits of most foreign policy decisions are unevenly distributed and there 
is usually considerable internal conflict over what foreign policy should be.4 Decision
makers must attempt to make some order out of conflicting demands, integrating them with 
the decision-makers' own beliefs about what is in their interest and what is the long-term 

interest of the state collectively. In analysing foreign policy decisions, it is important to 
look at who is making the decisions, what processes lead to the decisions, what goals the 
policy seeks to achieve, what the short-term and long-term objectives of the policy are, 
what effect past policy decisions have had on current ones, what decisions have not been 
made, and what issues do not get onto the agenda for decision.

department of Foreign Affairs: Australian Foreign Affairs Record (AFAR), Aug 1984. pg 775
2 Hill, Christopher & Light, Margo: Foreign Policy Analysis, in Mediansky, F. A. & Palfreeman, 
A.C.(eds): In Pursuit of National Interests - Australian Foreign Policy in the 1990s, Pergamon Press, 
Sydney, 1988. pg 156
3Morse, Edward: The Transformation of Foreign Policies: Modernisation, Interdependence and 
Extemalisation, in Smith, M., Little, R. & Shackleton, M.(eds): Perspective on World Politics, Croon 
Helm, London, 1981. pg 151

Legg, Keith & Morrison, James: The Formulation of Foreign Policy Objectives, in Smith, M., Little, 
R. & Shackleton, M.(eds): Perspective on World Politics, Croon Helm, London, 1981. pg 54
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Australian-Southeast Asian relations

General foreign policy considerations in Australia from 1901 to the 1970s were dominated 
by Australia's geography and its strategic requirements; a concern for protection from the 
'Asian hordes' and communists, reflecting Australia's British roots and dominant WASP1 
political culture. The Second World War vividly demonstrated the strategic importance of 
Southeast Asia to Australia's security, and Britain's inability to guarantee that security. 
Australia looked increasingly towards the United States for that guarantee.

Australia searched actively for collective security arrangements and sought to set up 
cooperative links with the emerging states of the region. During the 1950s and 1960s, the 
Chinese communist threat in Asia was seen as a potential threat to Australia. From the 
outbreak of the Korean war, Australia's regional outlook was dominated by the strategic 
objective of containing the influence of communist powers. Australia deployed forces to 
support Britain in Malaysia and the United States in Vietnam as part of an allied policy of 
forward defence. Relations with regional states were heavily influenced by cold war 
concerns.

During this period the Australian government was not heard to voice its opinion on human 
rights in the region.2 However, in Southeast Asia the reality is that state 'economic 
development first' policies have led to gross violations of human rights. Development 
projects have displaced tribal communities; export-led industrialisation has lead to the 

suppression of trade unions and the exploitation of workers; and peaceful assembly or any 

other activity which might discourage overseas investment has been banned.3

The current phase of Australian relations with the region began with the Guam 
Doctrine(1969) and the subsequent disengagement of U.S. military power from mainland 
Southeast Asia. Australia has been forced to change its foreign policy focus to some 
extent, because much of it had been based on the expectation of a quasi-permanent

1 White Anglo-Saxon Protestants
2Forsythe claims that during the first decade of the United Nations, states were occupied with the drafting of 
norms, and in the following decade to 1967, with promoting human rights through seminars and 
publications; states were not singled out or named for human rights abuses. He also claims that this could 
be perceived as an international period of inaction.(Forsythe, David: The United Nations and Human Rights, 
in Finkelstein, Lawrence(ed): Politics in the United Nations System, Duke University Press, London,
1988. pg 248)
3Espiritu, Caesar: Law and Human Rights in the Development of ASEAN, Friedrich-Nauman-Shifting, 
Singapore, 1986. pg 113
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European or American presence in the region. Regional order is no longer dominated by 
alliance politics, with the emphasis moving to the political and economic dimensions of 
regional security.1 The growing authority of ASEAN2 as a regional force has contributed to 
the self-assurance of its members, and this has served to diminish Australian political 
influence in the region;3 a trend the Hawke government has tried to reverse.

The election of the Whitlam Labor government in 1972 was regarded in Australia as 
heralding a new, progressive era in foreign relations with Indonesia and other ASEAN 
countries. The Whitlam government's style and rhetoric were in marked contrast to that of 
the preceding Liberal governments, whose attitude to Asia had been identified with the 
White Australia Policy, the domino theory and Australia's military involvement in 
Vietnam.4 The new approach was based on the assumption that trade and investment were 
more constructive tools for building security in Southeast Asia than defence pacts.5 
Whitlam believed that the establishment of genuine rapport with neighbouring Asian 
countries would be the best guarantee of regional security. Jolliffe argues that the concrete 
application of this policy meant attempting to build strong uncritical links with ASEAN 
countries.6

Australia's overriding foreign policy concern with security in the region during the post
war decades has given way to the pursuit of more broadly-based relationships 
encompassing political and economic goals - a mix of the high and low politics indicative of 
developing interdependency. However, in a region where the majority of states are non- 
aligned, Australia has remained firmly attached to the United States, through the ANZUS7 
treaty.

^ed iansky, F. A. & Palfreeman, A.C.(eds): In Pursuit of National Interests - Australian Foreign Policy in 
the 1990s, Pergamon Press, Sydney, 1988. pg 243
2 ASEAN: Association of Southeast Asian Nations, made up of Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, the 
Philippines, Singapore and Thailand. It was set up in 1967 to promote wide-ranging cooperation between 
the member states. However, it is not a security pact.
3Mediansky & Palfreeman, op. cit. pg 244
4Jolliffe, Jill: East Timor - Nationalism and Colonialism, University of Queensland Press, 1978. pg 246
5ibid.
^ibid. pg 247
7ANZUS: A security pact, originally between Australia, New Zealand and the United States. In 1984, the 
New Zealand government declared the country a nuclear-free zone, and banned visits from American 
warships which might be carrying nuclear weapons. This led to the eventual collapse of the tripartite 
agreement; the United States officially withdrew its security guarantee in August 1986. The pact then 
became one between Australia and the United States.



10

Australian-Indonesian Relations - The Phases

The relationship between Australia and Indonesia since 1983 is better understood in the 
context of their past relations. These can be divided into at least three phases, the first 
starting with Indonesia’s declaration of independence in 1945, and ending with the transfer 
of sovereignty from the Netherlands to Indonesia in December 1949.

Australia's Labor government was sympathetic to the struggle of the Indonesians for 
independence, and supported it in the United Nations.1 Australia's attitude was largely 
determined by the Labor government's Minister for External Affairs from 1941 to 1949, Dr 

H.V. Evatt. The U. N. was given a central role in his policies, and he played a significant 
role in drawing up its Charter. The Indonesian problem was a test case for the United 
Nations in conflict resolution, and Dr Evatt perceived that Dutch defiance of the 
organisation's directions would undermine its authority and set negative precedents.2 
Human rights became a foreign policy consideration for Australia with the formation of the 
United Nations in 1945 and the draft of its Charter in the same year, with Dr Evatt 
convinced of the "need for morality in international affairs".3

However, Adil argues that security was just as important as ideology in Australia's support 
for the new republic; the Dutch had failed to guarantee Indonesia from invasion during the 
Second World War, and it appeared that the Dutch would prove incapable of preserving 
stability in Indonesia, except through the constant use of force.4 He argues that the 
Australian government perceived that a unified Indonesian state, serving as a buffer 
between Australia and the Asian mainland, would be more strategically useful than a 
divided Indonesia. During this early phase, the two countries had few shared interests, and 
Australia wielded far more influence in the international sphere than the fledgling 
Indonesia.

The second phase of Australian-Indonesian relations coincides with the rule of the Liberal- 
Country Party coalition in Australia from 1949 to 1972, and Australia's dominant foreign

Australia made its presence felt through the U.N.'s Good Offices Committee and its policies in the 
Security Council, where it demanded a speedy transfer of sovereignty to Indonesia.(Adil, Hilman: Australia's 
Relations With Indonesia, 1945-1962, publisher unstated, Netherlands, 1973. pg 1)
2Adil, Hilman: Australia’s Relations With Indonesia, 1945-1962, publisher unstated, Netherlands, 1973. pg 
77
3ibid. pg 18
4ibid. pg 75



policy objective of collective security through forward defence. During the early 1960s, 
Indonesia was non-aligned, received arms from the Soviet Union, and the Indonesian 
Communist Party(PKI) was large and influential. The Menzies government viewed the 
Sukarno government as unstable, and became convinced that a strongly-armed Indonesia 
would be a real threat to Australian security.1

Less cordial relations revolved around the West Irian dispute, which would lead eventually 
to Australia sharing a border with Indonesia. The dispute raised the first of many 
contradictions in the relationship between Australia and Indonesia; the political need to 
maintain friendly relations with Indonesia, and the perceived strategic need to see West 
Irian controlled by a power of proven stability.2 However, the domestic debate in Australia 
was not about security issues, but human rights, particularly the question of self- 
determination for the people of West Irian. The Australian government made no serious 
attempt to explore with the Indonesian leadership some formula that might have guaranteed 
the West Irian's right to self-determination and independence, while at the same time 
satisfying Indonesia's demands for the withdrawal of colonial and neocolonial interests in 
the region.3 Dr Evatt was no longer at the United Nations, and the moral considerations of 
human rights appeared to have no place in the Menzies government's concerns about the 
conflict.

The Australian government's view of the West Irian problem was not shared by that of the 
United States. President John Kennedy told Menzies during their first meeting in late 1961 
that to strengthen the anti-Communist forces in Indonesia, those in favour of controlling 
West Irian should be supported.4 In January 1962, the Australian government overturned 
its policy, accepting Indonesian control of West Irian, and admitting that the concept of 
strategic 'vital importance' was no longer valid.5

Confrontation between Indonesia and Malaysia in 1964 again presented Australia with 
conflicting foreign policy interests. The Australian government suffered acute diplomatic

Mbid. pg 1
2ibid. pg 99
3Camilleri, J.A: An Introduction to Australian Foreign Policy, Jacaranda Press, Qld., 1979. pg 70
4Adil, op. cit. pg 154
5Menzies had recognised the futility of maintaining rigid opposition in the absence of U.S. support. 
External Relations Minister Barwick told Parliament in March 1962 that "in the context of Australian-U.S. 
relations, such an involvement [in conflict] would alienate and embarrass the United States, and also weaken 
Australia's moral claim to instant U.S. aid if Australian New Guinea were threatened".(Adil, op. cit. pg 
160)



embarrassment because it had not anticipated that its defence links with Malaysia would 
bring it into direct conflict with Indonesia.1 However, the internal Indonesian leadership 
coup in 1965, the reassertion of the Indonesian army's dominant role, the suppression of 
the PKI, and the renunciation of the policy of Konfrontasi saved Australia further foreign 
policy embarrassment.2 The official installation of Suharto as Indonesia’s leader in 1966 
signalled a government more sympathetic to Western economic and political interests, and, 
initially at least, with a low posture in foreign policy.

During the latter part of this second phase, Australia and Indonesia shared a common 
regional security concern in resisting the external threat of communism. Australia's fear and 
suspicion of Indonesia reflected its dominant WASP political culture, and its perception of 
isolation as the only European nation in Asia. However, it became clear that the Australian 
government was extremely sensitive to the Indonesia's foreign policy and to events within 
Indonesia.

The current phase of Australian-Indonesian relations began with the election of the Whitlam 
Labor government in 1972. A dominant issue in relations between the two countries over 
several years has been the events in the territory which is now known as East Timor.3

Australian-Indonesian Relations: East Timor

Following a coup in Lisbon in 1974, Portugal set about organising self-determination for 
its colonies, of which East Timor was one, but one of low priority. After a period of 
instability in East Timor, during which time FRETILIN4 declared independence, Indonesia 
invaded and annexed East Timor, setting up a provisional government in the capital Dili. 
On 17 July 1976, the Indonesian government formally incorporated East Timor, after 
conducting "an act of self-determination", which did not meet United Nations criteria. 
Indonesia claims East Timor as its 27th province, but this is not universally accepted or 
recognised. The issue of East Timor is still 'unfinished' business in the U.N.'s General 
Assembly and Security Council.

^Camilleri, op. cit. pg 64
2ibid. pg 66
3The territory was commonly known as Portuguese Timor until 1974.
^Revolutionary Front for an Independent East Timor



Australia's general attitude towards East Timor has been that the territory is important to 
Australia's strategic interests, as a potential forward base for enemy attacks. This fear was 
confirmed during the Second World War when the Japanese occupied Portuguese Timor. A 
contingent of 400 Australian soldiers fought the Japanese from the Timorese hills for two 
years, with the support of local people.1 Rumours from the 1950s that other foreign 
powers were interested in annexing Portuguese Timor were without foundation, but their 
currency illustrated Australia's concern that the territory should not be ruled by an inimical 
foreign power, and the belief that its occupation by a friendly power was basic to 
Australian security.2 Australian business has been interested in East Timorese oil since the 
1920s, and gained government support in the late 1930s.3

Concern for East Timor’s security aroused by the war led to regular Australian diplomatic 
representation in Dili until the consulate was closed in 1971, when the Liberal government 
decided it was not cost-effective.4 In 1963, the Australian Labor Party adopted the policy 
that Timor should be liberated from Portuguese rule. In 1966, this resolution was dropped 
from the party's platform, so that when the Whitlam government came to power in 1972, it 
had no policy on East Timor.

A central theme of Australian policy towards East Timor from the time of the Lisbon coup 
in 1974 was that Australia was not a 'party principal' in the future of the territory. Prime 
Minister Whitlam's policy was 'non-involvement'.5 However, the reality is that Australia 
has always been a de facto party principal, if only by virtue of the power it held to influence 
events in a different direction, but chose not to.6 In March 1983, FRETILIN still

* This fact has been consistently raised since 1974; it's been estimated that 40,000 East Timorese died 
fighting the Japanese, to help ward off an invasion of Australia, eg. MP Ashamed of Stance on East Timor, 
Canberra Times, 8 Dec 1987.
2Hastings, Peter: The Timor Problem 11 - Some Australian Attitudes, 1903-1941, Australian Outlook, 
Vol 29, No 2, Aug 1975. pgs 180-196
3Wray, Christopher: Timor 1942, Mandarin Australia, Melbourne, 1987. pgs 3-7
4Jolliffe, op. cit. pg 244
5 As the Minister Assisting both the Defence and Foreign Ministers, Bill Morrison, told parliament on 30 
October 1974 "the government does not seek any special position in Portuguese Timor ..."., and this was 
stressed time and again by government ministers during parliamentary debates on Timor.(Nicol, Bill: Timor 
- The Stillborn Nation, Visa Books, Melbourne, 1978. pg 276)
On the 17 August 1975, the Australian Ambassador in Jakarta, Richard Woolcott advised the Foreign 
Affairs Department in Canberra: "The situation in Portuguese Timor is going to be a mess for some time. I
would suggest that our policies should be based on disengaging ourselves from the Timor question......and
if and when Indonesia does intervene, act in a way which is designed to minimise the public impact in 
Australia and show privately understanding to Indonesia and its problems".(Quoted in Budiardjo, Carmel & 
Liem Soei Liong: The War Against East Timor, Zed Books, London, 1984. pg 28)
fyolliffe, op. cit. pg 246



recognised Australia's involvement in East Timor; its peace plan, devised during a brief 
ceasefire, stated that Australia had the right to participate in peace talks as an observer. 
Australia was the only state accorded this status.1

In Yogyakarta in September 1974, after a Foreign Affairs Department briefing which 
examined the possible integration of East Timor into Indonesia and did not mention self- 
determination,2 Whitlam told President Suharto that East Timor would be an "unviable 
state" and should become part of Indonesia, but only in accordance with the properly 
expressed will of the people.3 It was this one statement which irrevocably set the direction 
of Australian policy on East Timor;4 it prejudged the outcome of an act of self- 
determination by recommending integration as the most desirable option.5 Whitlam created 
yet another dilemma for Australian foreign policy towards Indonesia; expressing a 
preference for integration, while supporting the right of the East Timorese to self- 
determination.

The way in which Australia influenced the final outcome, and could have acted otherwise, is covered fully in 
five books which deal with the events of 1974 to 1976: Taylor, John G: Indonesia’s Forgotten War, Zed 
Books, London, 1991. Budiardjo, Carmel & Liem Soci Liong: The War Against East Timor, Zed Books, 
London, 1984. Dunn, James: Timor: A People Betrayed, Jacaranda Press, Qld. 1983. Jolliffe, Jill: East 
Timor: Nationalism and Colonialism, University of Queensland Press, St Lucia, 1978. Nicol, Bill: Timor: 
A Stillborn Nation, Visa, Melbourne, 1978. Dr Keith Suter told a seminar in 1988: "Australia missed an 
important opportunity of playing a significant role in international relations when it failed to be more 
active in the deterrence of the Indonesian invasion of East Timor. Australia was not without some tools at 
its disposal". Copy of speech, Australia and East Timor, pg 1
Christian Movement for Peace, International Working Group on East Timor: No Development Without 
Justice, Brussels, 1989. pg 17
2Renouf, Alan: The Frightened Country, Macmillan, Melbourne, 1979. pg 443
■̂ Peter Hastings reported: "Mr Whitlam went much further, one suspects, than his Indonesian hosts required 
in publicly announcing, by means of a Foreign Affairs official press briefing in Yogyakarta, that 'an 
independent Timor would be an unviable slate and a potential threat to the area', even though the AAP 
report added that the Prime Minister 'is also thought to have made clear that the people of the colony should 
have the ultimate decision on their future."’(The Timor Problem 1, Australian Outlook, Vol 29, No 1, 
April 1975. pg 44)
Hamish McDonald observed: "Whitlam told Suharto he thought the best solution would be for East Timor 
to join Indonesia, adding with somewhat less emphasis that the wishes of the Timorese should be respected 
and that reaction in Australia would be hostile of Indonesia used force".(In Dunn, op. cit. pg 143) Whitlam 
has never disputed these accounts.
4It also gave added weight to the arguments of the Suharto regime generals who favoured integration.
5Nicol asserts Whitlam's policy of non-involvement was a sham; the Yogyakarta meeting indicated that 
Australia had determined a specific role for itself; that of laying the groundwork for future Indonesian 
thinking.(Nicol, op. cit. pg 277) Peter Hastings was less kind; he claimed that Whitlam, uninvited, 
practically gave East Timor to Indonesia.(The Timor Problem 1, Australian Outlook, Vol 29, No 1, April 
1975. pg 44) Clyde Cameron, a former Whitlam Minister, claims in his book The Cameron Diaries that 
Whitlam was responsible for the invasion of East Timor in that his policy of appeasement in relation to 
Jakarta amounted to carte-blanche to the Indonesian generals to carry out the invasion.(Expresso, quoted in 
the East Timor News, No 8, 1990)
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The Timor policy thus fixed1 was generally identified as a peculiarly Whitlam policy; he 
remained inflexible on the issue. Viviani claims Whitlam did not consult his Cabinet about 
East Timor, and was loath to discuss it in Caucus.2 Australia continued during these years 
to give full-scale aid to Indonesia, including military aid, and continued to claim publicly 
that it had no knowledge of Indonesia’s plans to use force to resolve the issue as 1975 
wore on, when this was not so.3

A Senate Committee of Inquiry into Human Rights in East Timor observed in 1983 that as 
the Portuguese lost control of the situation, "Australian policy degenerated into a series of 
conflicting attitudes ranging from passive acquiescence to Indonesian policy, to support for 
groups seeking independence in East Timor. Australia failed to clearly enunciate a policy 
which insisted on the protection of human rights of the East Timorese, while advocating 
self-determination and the observation of human rights in other areas of the world".4 This 
conclusion is supported by the contents of a minute from the Strategic and International 
Policy Division of the Australian Defence Department.5 The then head of the Foreign Affairs 
Department, Alan Renouf, claims that Indonesia thought poorly of the Australian 
government’s conduct in the East Timor affair, and was confused by Australia’s 
ambiguity.6

The role of the United States in Indonesia's decision to officially invade East Timor has 
been widely debated, and most commentators agree that the United States supported the

Connolly told parliament in 1990 the "the strong impression one gets reading the record of conversation 
[of the WhiUam-Suharto meeting in Townsville in April 1975] is that ultimately a green light was given to 
Indonesia to take whatever action it considered necessary".{Hansard, 9 May 1990. pg 98)
2Viviani, Nancy: Australians and the Timor Issue, Australian Outlook, Vol 30, No 2, Aug 1976. pgs 197- 
226
3A cable from the Australian Ambassador to Indonesia, Richard Woolcott, to the Foreign Affairs 
Department in October 1975 confirmed the public deceit: "Although we know it is not true, the formal 
position of the Indonesian government is still that there is no Indonesian military intervention in East 
Timor. If the [Foreign Affairs] Minister said or implied in public the Indonesian government was lying, we 
would invite a hurt and angry reaction ".(Quoted in Jolliffe, op. cit. pg 257; see also Taylor, op. cit. Chapter
4)
4Senate Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence: The Human Rights and Conditions of the 
People of East Timor, Australian Government Publishing Service, Canberra, 1983. pg 73
5First Assistant Secretary W.B. Pritchett slates that "we have pursued incompatible lines of policies - that 
Portuguese Timor should be integrated into Indonesia but that there should be an act of self-determination 
and that Indonesia should not effect integration by coercion. Since the weight of the evidence from the 
outset has been that any act of self-determination would oppose integration, in effect what we have offered 
Indonesia with the one hand, we have sought to deny them with the other".(Quoted in Toohey, Brian & 
Wilkinson, Marian: Book of Leaks, Angus and Robertson, Sydney, 1987. pgs 184-190)
^Renouf, op. cit. pg 448



action.1 In 1975, the United States had been defeated in Vietnam, and it was concerned that 
Indochina might become an aggressive communist bloc. It has been suggested that the 
United States was courting Indonesia as an ally against such a perceived threat. The U.S 
also needed to maintain unimpeded passage through the deep-water channels north of the 
archipelago.2

Australia’s attention was diverted from the East Timor question by the domestic events of
11 November 1975,3 and a Federal election in December, at which the Fraser Liberal 
government was elected. In the meantime, Indonesia had invaded Dili. The Fraser 
government had the scope to reverse the policy established by Whitlam, but chose not to do 
so.4 According to the C.I.A.'s National Intelligence Daily, Australian domestic opinion 
was pushing the government toward a stronger public stance [against Indonesia], but that 
the new Fraser government "doubtless would work privately to minimise strains with 
Indonesia".5 Renouf claims that Prime Minister Fraser was briefed to accept de facto 
incorporation of East Timor during his first visit to Jakarta in October 1976, but that Fraser 
believed that this would cause political problems at home, and he declined to do so at that 
stage.6

The two central issues in foreign policy debate about East Timor have been bluntly 
described by Renouf: "Indonesia breached the cardinal rules of international conduct by a 
foreign conquest through propaganda, subversion, covert force and ultimately by overt 
force. Indonesia denied self-determination to the East Timorese".7 Australia is a signatory

^Some of those who present evidence of U.S. support for the invasion include: Retboll, Torben: The East 
Timor Conflict and Western Response, Bulletin of Concerned Asian Studies, Vol 19, No 1, 1987. pgs 31- 
32; Dunn, op. cit. Chapter 11; Sharp, Nonie: Australia's Neighbourhood - After Twenty Years of Cringing, 
Arena 75, 1986. pg 3; Standish, W: The Contribution o f Parliaments to the Implementation of U.N. 
Resolutions on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Territories and to the Elimination o f Colonialism, 
Racism and Apatheid, Parliamentary Library Service, Canberra, Aug 1988. pg 37; Taylor, op. cit. Chapter 
5
2Christian Movement For Peace, op. cit. pg 8. The major books on East Timor also deal with this issue.
3The Senate blocked supply, there was a double dissolution of parliament, and the Governor-General 
dismissed the Whitlam government, appointing the Fraser Liberal government as a care-taker government 
until an election could be held.
4 Mr Fraser visited Jakarta in October 1976, and it became clear that Australia's foreign policy towards East 
Timor would express his hawkish views, rather than those of Foreign Minister Andrew Peacock, who had 
made several strong statements against Indonesian actions in East Timor.(Toohey, Brian & Wilkinson, 
Marian: The Book of Leaks, Angus and Robertson, Sydney, 1987. pg 171; Jolliffe, op. cit. pg 294)
5Toohey, Brian & Wilkinson, Marian: The Book of Leaks, Angus and Robertson, Sydney, 1987. pg 171
^Renouf, Alan: Malcolm Fraser and Australian Foreign Policy, Australian Professional Publications, 
Sydney, 1986. pg 166
'Renouf: The Frightened Country, op. cit. pg 440



to the United Nations Charter, which embodies the principle of abandoning the use of force 
in international relations, and deplores such use. Australia has also ratified the two Human 
Rights Covenants; of which the first articles are the right to self-determination.1

In December 1975, less than a week after Indonesia invaded Dili, Australia voted for a 
U.N. General Assembly resolution calling for the withdrawal of Indonesian armed forces 
from East Timor. However, Australia abstained on the paragraph of the resolution which 
"deplored" the military intervention. According to the National Intelligence Daily, 
"Indonesia was willing to overlook Australia's unfavourable U.N. vote, believing it was 
directed at a domestic audience during an election campaign".2 Australia thereafter moved 
from a position of qualified support for the East Timor resolution, to one of abstention on a 
similarly worded General Assembly resolution in 1976 and a more moderate resolution in 
1977. In 1978 Australia voted against General Assembly resolution 33/39 on the question 
of East Timor and continued to oppose these annual resolutions until debate on the issue 
was suspended in 1982.3

On 20 January 1978,4 the Fraser government's position was that although it "remained 
critical of the means by which integration was brought about, [it considered that] it would 
be unrealistic to continue to refuse to recognise 'de facto' that East Timor was part of 
Indonesia".5 The practicalities of the decision were revealed six weeks later when it was 
announced that Australia and Indonesia had agreed to negotiate a permanent seabed 
boundary south of East Timor. Such an agreement would clear the way for offshore oil 
exploration and exploitation in the area. In February 1979 Australia gave effective 'de jure' 
recognition of Indonesia's annexation of East Timor by participating in talks with Indonesia 
on the so-called Timor Gap seabed boundary.

1 Viviani asserts no previous Australian government had been so cowardly in "expressing publicly to 
Indonesia its support for Australian interests in self-determination and opposition to the use of force as the 
Labor government in 1974 and 1975".(op. cit. pg 226)
2Toohey & Wilkinson, op. cit. pg 171
3The tone of the resolutions changed with time. They all claim "to reaffirm the inalienable right of the 
people of East Timor to self-determination". However, later resolutions fail to condemn Indonesia's 
occupation, and pay more attention to the humanitarian needs of the East Timorese.
3. The decision to recognise the incorporation of East Timor into Indonesia was taken while MPs were out 
of Canberra. On their return in February, sufficient discontent with the decision emerged to compel its 
discussion in the party room, though with little effect.(Mediansky & Palfreeman, op. cit. pg 30)
5Department of Foreign Affairs transcript, quoted in Feller, Erika: Problems and Progress - The Role of the 
Foreign Affairs Department, in Human Rights - The Australian Debate, Redfem Legal Centre Publishing, 
Sydney, 1987. pg 75



In March 1983, the Hawke Labor government was elected to power. Its party platform, as 
adopted at the ALP national conference in 1982, included resolutions to recognise the right 
of the East Timorese to self-determination, to withdraw recognition of Indonesia's 
annexation of East Timor, and to suspend military aid to Indonesia until its troops were 
withdrawn from the territory.1

COM PLEX  INTERDEPENDENCY - THE CASE STUDY

Keohane and Nye assert that complex interdependency exists in a bilateral relationship 
when multiple channels connect societies; when the agenda consists of multiple issues, not 
arranged in a clear or consistent hierarchy; and when military force is not used by the 
governments involved towards each other. Complex interdependency, as described by 
Keohane and Nye, is an ideal type, but its conditions are largely met in the bilateral 
relationship between the close neighbours of Canada and the United States.2

Keohane and Nye assert that a given relationship at a certain time lies on a continuum 
between realism and complex interdependence. Their characteristics of complex 
interdependence are a useful tool for examining the nature of the Australian-Indonesian 
relationship - particularly as it relates to East Timor - and for determining its place on the 
continuum. The bargaining process is of central importance to Keohane and Nye’s 
conception of bilateral relations. Therefore, any discussion of Australia's foreign policy

iThe following resolutions were adopted at the 1982 ALP Conference:
1. The ALP recognises the inalienable right of the East Timorese to self-determination and independence and 
condemns and rejects the Australian government’s recognition of the Indonesian annexation of East Timor.
2. The ALP opposes all defence aid to Indonesia until there is a complete withdrawal of Indonesian 
occupation forces from East Timor.
3. Aid to East Timor should benefit the East Timorese, but should not support Indonesian integration 
processes or military strategy.
4. The ALP supports the principle of free migration of East Timorese, including refugees, and believes 
Australia has an obligation and ability to assist East Timorese to come to Australia.
5. The ALP will seek out and make publicly available information on all aspects of the East Timor issue.
6. The ALP opposes the operations of Australian companies in East Timor until self-determination has 
been achieved.
7. The ALP will continue to support United Nations resolutions which promote the rights of East 
Timorese.
2Keohanc & Nye, op. cit. Chapter 7.
Some of the criteria on which they based their conclusion (in 1977) were that Canada’s bargaining position 
was relatively strong in relation to that of the United Stales, considering the latter's population, capabilities 
and military strength; each was the other's most important trading partner; 40 million visitors went each 
way each year; 20-30,000 immigrants went each way each year; and the issues agenda was wide-ranging, 
with no fixed hierarchy.



options in relation to Indonesia and East Timor must be based on an assessment of 
Australia's bargaining position, its sensitivity and its vulnerability.

From the early 1970s Australia's foreign policy towards Indonesia has been based on the 
assumption that Indonesia is more important to Australia, than Australia is to Indonesia. 
Australia has a greater interest in Indonesian stability than the converse. Australia is not 
economically or strategically important to Indonesia, but Indonesia is strategically of vital 
importance to Australia. Australia is internationally 'well established', with wider and 
easier access to a number of international spheres,1 but Indonesia is gaining ground in this 
regard.2 Indonesia has the capacity to disturb or enhance the regional balance of power; 
Australia has a limited capacity to do so. Indonesia can facilitate or check Australia's entry 
into regional political forums. Great powers, particularly the United States and Japan, have 
broad strategic and economic interests in Indonesia. Viviani argues that for these reasons 
any check or setback in the bilateral relationship is disproportionately more costly to 
Australian interests than to Indonesian interests.3 Thus, Australia is more sensitive to 
Indonesia's actions, and more vulnerable to them in the long-term.

The Australian government has given high priority to the development of a 'special 
relationship' between the two countries.4 The debate about Indonesian-Australian relations 
has been dominated by the advocates of conciliation and the development of this 
relationship on the one hand, and advocates of Australia taking a firm stand on issues such 
as human rights and East Timor - often regarded as confrontationalist - on the other.5 
However, substantive 'special relationships' cannot be conjured up where there is no 
economic or political substance, and only one participant is interested. Such relationships 
are built on concrete mutual interest. The thrust of the Hawke government's foreign policy

19

Aldridge, Philip: Australia's Relations With Indonesia: An Alternative Approach, Australian Outlook, Vol 
29, No 1, April 1975. pg 20
2The November massacre of 1991 may well set this process back, with strong criticism coming from the 
United States, the European Economic Community and Australia. However, despite a domestic outcry in 
Japan, the Japanese government has merely 'expressed concern' about the events in East Timor. Japan has 
the greatest economic leverage against Indonesia, but it could also suffer the greatest economic losses in a 
dispute with Indonesia.
3Viviani, op. cit. pg 201
^Robison, Richard: "Explaining Indonesia's Response to the Jenkins' Article: Implications for Australian- 
Indonesian Relations", Australian Outlook, Vol 40, Dec 1986. pg 132
5ibid. pg 131
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towards Indonesia has been to give the relationship more substance, thus altering the 
asymmetry of the relationship and improving Australia's bargaining position.1

The focus of the relationship changed noticably when Senator Gareth Evans became 
Australia's Foreign Minister in 1988, in that he firmly placed the bilateral relationship 
within a regional framework, building on the two country's common perceptions of 
regional security, and common approaches to regional problems. It was these shared 
perceptions of the regional strategic and economic situation which provided one clear 
example of Canberra's and Jakarta's converging national interests.2 In his approach to 
bilateral relations through regional considerations, Evans emphasised those processes 
which lead to increased interdependency. He referred to the "vital web of linkages in the 
region that underpin our national security interests", placing particular emphasis on 
economic cooperation. Conflicts of interest have been subordinated to the overriding 
concerns of cooperation and linkage-building: "We still have our misunderstandings and
disagreements from time to time......but as a region we have much more in common than
we have to separate us".3

Despite Evans' efforts, the relationship remains brittle. In November 1991, Indonesian 
soldiers opened-fire on mourners in Dili. Early indications were that the Hawke 
government had addressed the asymmetry of the relationship to some degree; instead of 
merely 'expressing concern', Hawke made a clear statement of the Australian government's 
expectations of the Indonesian government in relation to the massacre.4 However, the 
influence of domestic politics on his stand should not be underestimated; Hawke's

*The policy had limited success in the early years of the Hawke government, despite a significant number 
of Labor policy changes and Ministerial overtures to Indonesia. In 1986, Dr Mochtar remarked that he was 
"not aware of any substance to a special relationship between Australia and Indonesia".(Kusumohamidjojo, 
Budiono: Problems Between Unfamiliar Neighbours, Australian Outlook, Vol 40, Dec 1986. pg 144)
2 The rhetoric, if not the reality, was encapsulated in 1989 when Evans told a bilateral conference that "it is 
not loo much to say that a constructive relationship between Indonesia and Australia is essential for the 
security and prosperous development of Southeast Asia".(Conference on Indonesia's New Order: Past, 
Present and Future, Canberra, 4 Dec 1989)
3Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade: Australian Foreign Affairs and Trade - The Monthly Record, Feb 
91. pg 43
4Hawke demanded an expression of contrition, a thorough and open investigation, and punishment of those 
involved.04.A/., ABC Radio, 15 Nov 1991) On the first count, Try Sutrismo's statement that "these 
delinquents should be shot" hardly expressed contrition.(Nr News, 17 Nov 1991, pg 3) The inquiry has 
been set up, but there are no independent members - all have links to the Suharto regime - and since there 
are no time limiis on the inquiry, it remains to be seen if anyone will be punished. Hawke also stated he 
would not make a planned good-will visit to Jakarta in 1992 unless the inquiry was satisfactory - in late 
November 1991, the Indonesian government continued to claim that 19 people had died, while Australian 
government sources claimed that 100 had died. Evans is to visit Jakarta in December to express the Hawke 
government's position. The government will be pushing for the establishment of a consulate in Dili.



leadership was constantly under scrutiny, and the ALP backbench was calling openly for 
an even stronger response.

Complex interdependency - strategic considerations

Keohane and Nye's first characteristic of complex interdependency concerns military force, 
which plays only a minor role in such relationships. Force is not used by governments 
towards each other, and only drastic political or social change could cause force to become 
an instrument of foreign policy. Australia and Indonesia have never used direct force in 
their relations and, as already stated, they share a strategic interest in regional security.

Evans presented an analysis of the impact of the Gulf crisis on regional security in 1991 - 
before the war ended - in which he emphasised the imperative of regional cooperation. He 
stated that two considerations would particularly influence regional security in the medium 
term; the role of the United States, and the extent to which habits of common security 
outlook and collective security response caught hold. He welcomed the fact that U.S. 
military withdrawal would probably be gradual, predictable and subject to review as it 
proceeded. Evans claimed that the Gulf crisis was precedent-setting; its outcome would 
show either that aggression by strong countries against weaker ones was rewarded with the 
acquisition of territory and wealth,1 or it would show that the international community had 
sufficient resolve to set the limits of adventurism. He concluded that the outcome would tell 
Australia and its regional neighbours that unless they could count on regional security 
arrangements, supplemented by the prospect of concerted international support, they would 
subsequently stand alone and had better build up their military capabilities.2

Despite the shared desire to see that common strategic interests are met, Australia and 
Indonesia have not cooperated to any great extent to meet this end. They work primarily 
within their independent spheres of influence - ASEAN and ANZUS - to realise their 
objectives. However, there have been recent joint efforts which indicate greater 
cooperation. Both countries made a considerable effort to find a peaceful solution in 
Cambodia, which culminated in the Paris Agreement of October 1991. Australia and 
Indonesia have also been working jointly to encourage support in the region for the

1 Evans would later deny that the situation he described in the Gulf had any parallel with the Indonesian 
invasion and annexation of East Timor.
2AFAT - The Monthly Record, Feb 1991. pg 42



convention to ban chemical weapons, which is under negotiation in the U.N. Conference 
on Disarmament.1

The relationship between the United States and Indonesia affects Australian security 
concerns. Although the relationship is not embodied in a treaty such as ANZUS, Eldridge 
claims that Indonesia conceives itself as lying at the centre of regional affairs, supported by 
the United States, which has declared Indonesia as the lynchpin of its scheme for regional 
stability;2 an 'island strategy' which defines a line of defence stretching from Japan through 
archipelagic Southeast Asia to the Indian Ocean. In contrast, by 1976, one defence analyst 
had observed that "changes in United States' perceptions have resulted in the downgrading 
of Australia's strategic value to the United States".3 And despite its non-aligned stance, 
Indonesia ultimately remains dependent on the United States as its guarantor of security. 
Thus in a conflict of interest between Australia and Indonesia, both countries compete for 
the support of the United States. The U.S. has supported Indonesia in bilateral conflicts 
over West Irian and East Timor.4 In 1990, it was reported that Indonesia and the United 
States had signed secret military agreements covering joint naval manoeuvres, U.S. low 
altitude flights over Sumatra, and the placing of submarine detectors in the Lombok and 
Sunda straits. Ball argues that these new agreements raise serious questions about the 
validity of the ANZUS treaty.5 They also raise the issue of Australia’s expendability to 
U.S. interests.

Central to Indonesia's security concerns are its 'archipelagic outlook' - in which the seas 
are perceived to link its islands - and its internal political stability. Tomar asserts that the 
Indonesia government sees its two major security threats as internal unrest, and the 
possibility of conflict in the South China Sea, affecting its offshore oil platforms and its 
claim for an Exclusive Economic Zone.6 Indonesia has been seeking international 
acceptance of the archipelagic concept of territorial waters, which would extend its waters 
beyond the twelve mile limit. The concept had not been accepted in international forums by

lAFAT - The Monthly Record, March 1989. pg 87
2Eldridge, op. cit. pg 23
3Mediansky, F.A: United States Interests in Australia, Australian Outlook, Vol 30, No 1. April 1976. pgs 
136-154
^Former Prime Minister Fraser was warned by the Ford Administration and Pentagon officials in July 1976 
that "if Australian relations with Indonesia worsened, it could hinder U.S. strategy for the region".(The Age,
3 Aug 76)
5East Timor News, No 8, 1990
°Tomar, Ravi: Indonesia: A Briefing Paper, Parliamentary Research Service, Canberra. Oct 1991. pgs 11-
12
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1991, but the Hawke government's anxiety at the prospect of increased Indonesian control 
of important regional sea routes was reflected in Australia's request for permanent corridor 
rights through the archipelago.1

Together with the United States and Papua New Guinea - as a former Australian territory 
and northern neighbour - Indonesia is central to Australian security interests. Papua New 
Guinea and a stable and friendly Indonesia form an effective defence barrier on Australia's 
northern border. Australia has been invaded by outside forces only once in its European 
history - by the Japanese - and they came from the north through Indonesia, East Timor, 
and PNG. Thus Australia has an enduring interest in maintaining friendly relations with 
Indonesia, and encouraging a stable government there.2

The Hawke-initiated Dibb report on Australia's defence was released in 1986. The report
begins: "Australia is one of the most secure nations in the w o rld .... Priority should be
given to Indonesia, which is the most important of our neighbours. The Indonesian 
archipelago forms a protective barrier to Australia's northern approaches and Australia is a 
stable and non-threatening country on Indonesia's southern flank. These shared strategic 
interests and common concerns for regional security .... support a cooperative bilateral 
relationship. But we must recognise that because of its proximity, Indonesia is the area 
from and through which a military threat to Australia could most easily be posed".3 These 
words express both the asymmetry of the relationship, and the ambiguity which has 
marked Australian's foreign policy towards Indonesia for more than 40 years.

In response to the Dibb Report, annual defence exercises began in the north of Australia. 
Each year, the Australian 'blue' forces fight the mythical 'orange' forces from the north in 

mock battle. Jenkins claimed that the tactics of the orange force 'Kamarians' during the 
Kangaroo '89 defence exercise bore a striking resemblance to some of the less conventional 
military methods evolved over 40 years by the Armed Forces of Indonesia, ABRI. He went 
on to say that the risk of conducting such an exercise was that Jakarta would take offence at 
Australia expending great effort to repel a mythical enemy which had so much in common 
with Indonesia. However, Jenkins speculated that Jakarta chose not to be affronted by

1Jolliffe, op. cit. pg 296
2AFAT - The Monthly Record, Dec 1989. pg 704
3Quoted in Scherer, S: The Tyranny of Cohabitation: Australian-Indonesian Relations, Australian Outlook, 
Vol 40, Dec 1986. pg 150



Kangaroo *89 because Indonesia also builds its defence doctrine around a 'threat from the 
north1, and stations its front-line fighters in the northeast of the archipelago.1

Apart from Indonesia’s strategic importance to Australia as a defence barrier to the north, 
Indonesia is strategically vital for economic reasons. In view of the overwhelming 
importance of Australia's trade with and through the region, unimpeded passage through 
deep-water straits under Indonesian control is imperative.2 Indonesia closed the Sunda and 
Lombok straits in September 1988 to conduct air and sea defence exercises in which live 
ammunition was used. Indonesia's stated position was that the straits were undeniably part 
of Indonesia's archipelagic waters, and were not in the same category as the Straits of 
Malacca.3 The straits at that time carried 75 percent of Australia's iron ore shipments to 
Japan. The exercises lasted for a few days, and following requests for an explanation of the 
closures from the United States,4 Japan,5 West Germany and Australia, the straits were not 
closed again.6

It is likely that strategic factors played a part in motivating the intensive Australian 
campaign from 1989 to promote increase economic ties with Indonesia. In 1990, a former 
Indonesian defence minister suggested unofficially to ASEAN that there be increased 
multilateral cooperation in the field of regional security. As Tomar points out, while this 
subject has been almost a taboo one among members of ASEAN, the unofficial proposal 
canvassed the idea of a three-power ASEAN military cooperation between Indonesia, 
Malaysia and Singapore. It was also suggested that if successful, this cooperation could 
eventually form the basis of a Three Power Defence Arrangement and possibly replace the 
Five Power Defence Arrangement,7 of which Australia is a member and Indonesia is not.8 
Such an eventuality would leave Australia with no direct formal defence ties in the region. 
The psychological environment of foreign policy-making is highlighted by this proposal; 
Indonesia indicates one view of future security arrangements within the region, and

1 David Jenkins, Sydney Morning Herald (S.M.H.), 28 August 1989. pg 5
^Millar, T.B.(ed): International Security in the Southeast Asian and Southwest Pacific Region, University 
of Queensland Press, 1983. pg 292 
^Tomar, op. cit. pg 14
^The Sunda Strait provides the most direct route between the U.S. naval base at Subic Bay in the 
Philippines and Diego Garcia in the Indonesian Ocean.
^The deep water Lombok Strait, and that of Makassar to the north, provides an alternative route to the
Malacca Straits, for the oil tankers from the Middle East to Japan and South Korea.
^The Australian, 25 Oct 88. pgs 1-2
7Britain, Australia, Malaysia, Singapore and Thailand.
°Mochtar Kusuma-Atmadja, quoted in Tomar, op. cit. pg 27
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Australia struggles against the notion of being locked out of them. Increased economic 
linkages with Indonesia might provide the Australian government with enough leverage to 
at least ensure joint ASEAN-Australian defence cooperation, if such a scenario eventuates.

East Timor has been an issue of strategic importance in the relationship between Indonesia 
and Australia. The territory forms part of the potential defence barrier - or area of threat - to 
Australia's north. In May 1975, Mackie observed that on purely strategic grounds, 
incorporation of East Timor would be the most satisfactory outcome for Australia: 
minimising the risk of an external power becoming involved there; simplifying the political 
map; simplifying the complexity of Australia's relations with its immediate neighbours; and 
sparing Australia the embarrassment of appeals from the East Timorese to take their side in 
arguments with Indonesia.1 However, he also*argued that Australia's policy with regards 
to East Timor should be guided by several considerations, one of which was that 
Australia's strategic interests were no more than marginally involved in the outcome.2

Indonesia justified its invasion and annexation of East Timor on strategic grounds. The 
government's position was that an independent East Timor would threaten Indonesia's 
internal security by encouraging latent secessionist movements inside the country, and 
attracting disgruntled former Communist PKI members who would use the territory to 
launch subversive attacks on the republic. Indonesia also claimed that the new state would 
establish close links to Hanoi and Peking. Hastings argues that Indonesia's primary 
security concern was the uncertainty which attended changes in East Timor as Portugal 
withdrew; it did not want an unstable neighbour state.3

In August 1976, the United States warned Australia not to allow a further deterioration of 
its relations with Indonesia over East Timor.4 The strategic location of East Timor, relating 
to the deep-water straits of Ombai and Wetar along its north coast, provide an additional 
passage for Polaris and Poseidon armed submarines between the Indian and Pacific

1 Mackie, J.A.C: The External Dimension: Regional Problems and Policy Decisions Confronting Australia, 
in Wolfers, E. P: Australia’s Northern Neighbours, Australian Institute of International Affairs, Canberra, 
1976. pg 203
2The two other considerations were that the manner in which the issue was resolved was more important 
than the outcome - that Australia should uphold the rights of the East Timorese to self-determination, and 
that Australia should dissuade Indonesia from resorting to force or intimidation; and that Australia should 
make no promises to support the East Timorese against Indonesia. Mackie claimed that it would be a more 
difficult test of Australian diplomacy and political maturity than either West Irian or Malaysia.
^Hastings, Peter: Timor and West Irian: The Reasons Why, in Fox, J., Gamaut, R., McCawley, P. & 
Mackie J.A.C. (eds): Indonesia: Australian Perspectives, ANU, Canberra, 1980. pg 716
^Dunn, op. cit. pg 350; The Age, 3 Aug 1976



Oceans. Since the United States had satisfactory working arrangements with the Indonesian 
government regarding the passage of its submarines through the straits of Lombok and 
Macassar, it was argued that Indonesian control of East Timor and its straits was a matter 
of direct strategic importance to the United States.1

East Timor has not been a direct strategic issue between the Hawke government and 
Indonesia. However, strategic considerations have impinged on the domestic and 
diplomatic processes which have led to changed Labor policy on East Timor, enabling the 
Hawke government to pursue regional security through cooperative relations with 
Indonesia. Mackie claims that the recent Timor Gap Treaty for the joint exploitation of 
seabed resources will produce strategic benefits. He asserts that for the first time in the 
bilateral relationship, both countries have a point of focus where there are joint interests; 
they have an "economic interest in ensuring the waters to the north of Australia remain 
tranquil". Mackie also claims that the real value of the treaty may not be in the oil, but in the 
linkage it creates between two uneasy neighbours.2 Evans supported this view when he 
told a conference in December 1989 that the treaty was "a symbol of the more sophisticated 
approach to the security concerns between us which spring naturally from our geographical 
proximity".3

Political conflicts between Australia and Indonesia are resolved without resort to military 
force - a characteristic of complex interdependency. However, regional strategic concerns 
dominate the relationship, and Indonesia's security and stability are central to the Australian 
government's perceptions of regional stability.

Complex interdependency - issues hierarchy

The second characteristic of complex interdependency concerns issues agenda; under ideal 
conditions, the agenda consists of multiple issues in no clear or consistent hierarchy. 
Military security is not always at the top of the agenda.

Keohane and Nye assert that some indicators of agenda issues are parliamentary debate, 
foreign policy statements, media coverage, and articles in journals. This section will

1 Senate Committee Inquiry, op. cit. pg 253
^Sweeney, Christopher: The Gap and Thaw? Time, 19 Sept 88. pg 19
3 Address to the conference, Indonesia's New Order: Past, Present and Future, Canberra, Dec 4 1989
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examine the agenda of talks between Australia and Indonesia since 1983, establish whether 
there is a fixed issues hierarchy, and then determine the place of East Timor on the agenda.

Clearly the Indonesian government would prefer that East Timor was not an international or 
bilateral issue. The Portuguese and European parliaments and the United Nations still 
regard the invasion and annexation as illegal, and the majority of states have not recognised 
Indonesia's sovereignty over East Timor.1 This discussion of issues agenda focuses on 
Australia's domestic political processes and international human rights regimes, because 
these processes and regimes have kept the East Timor issue alive in the bilateral relationship 
- to varying degrees over time.

The Hawke government has accorded a high priority to the protection and promotion of 
human rights, and according to the Department of Foreign Affairs, this reflects Australian 
community interest in human rights issues and their significant place on the international 
political agenda.2

Evans spelt out the four fundamental priorities of Australian foreign policy in a speech on 
"pragmatic principled" foreign policy. The first was to maintain a positive security and 
strategic environment in the region, without ignoring the crucial link between economic and 
strategic security: "A sound security policy is one which adopts an integrated approach; a 
mix of defence preparedness and diplomatic reassurance, as well as the development of a 
diverse array of political, economic, development assistance, social and cultural linkages". 
The second was to pursue trade, investment and economic cooperation. The third was to 
contribute to global security, and the fourth priority was to pursue what he called the "cause 
of good international citizenship, reflecting the reality of international interdependence".3 
Although the first three shape the wider Australia-Indonesia relationship, it is the fourth 
foreign policy priority which is important to the discussion of East Timor on the issues 
agenda.

1 Australia is the only Western Nation to have granted de jure recognition of Indonesia's annexation of East 
Timor; the United States has granted de facto  recognition of the situation. In September 1991, it was 
announced that Indonesia would take over leadership of the Non-Aligned Movement from Yugoslavia; 
Indonesia had failed in its past attempts to lead the movement because of concerns expressed about East 
Timor and self-determination.
^AFAR, Dec 1984. pgs 1271-1277
3AFAT - The Monthly Record, Sept 1989. pg 514
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In a speech to Amnesty International, Evans stated that Australia’s human rights policy had 
four features which gave it a basic credibility; consistency, attention to detail, a focus on 
universal rights, and a willingness to respond to criticism. However, he qualified this 
statement by adding that "there are obviously occasions when we have to make choices 
about how best to handle a human rights issue in order to be effective and to protect our 
national interests at the same time. Human rights policy need not conflict with the short
term needs of other policies to achieve political, defence, trade, investment, tourism and
other objectives......The choice is not about whether to act, but how to act".1 These
features of Australia's human rights policy,2 and their qualification with regard to national 
interest, will be used as a framework to examine how the Hawke government has 
interpreted its human rights policy in relation to Indonesia and East Timor, while tracing the 
issue of East Timor on the bilateral agenda.

Consistency

The Australian-Indonesian relationship with regard to the agenda issue of East Timor is 
examined in three phases; the first started with the election of the Hawke government and 
ended with the publication of the David Jenkins' article in the Sydney Morning Herald, 
detailing Suharto's familiy wealth, in April 1986.

Before the Hawke government was elected in March 1983, East Timor was still on the 
agenda of the bilateral relationship, but appeared to be of declining importance. Girling 
claims that by 1979, in proportion to the overall relationship between Australia and 
Indonesia, East Timor was a small problem, but that it remained a source of disillusionment

*AFAT - The Monthly Record, May 1989. pg 195
2 As Evans did not define 'attention to detail' in any way, it is not dealt with in the discussion. It could be 
taken that it refers to confirming the facts before making a complaint about human rights abuses, and to 
checking the circumstances of different human rights situations, so that the application of the human rights 
policy maintains a semblance of consistency. Evans has told Parliament on several occasions that the 
Australian Embassy has several channels for investigating suspected violations in East Timor; he has also 
asserted that claims of abuse are often exaggerated. He has staled that when such information is confirmed, 
the Australian government makes representations to the Indonesian government. However, Taylor argues 
that this claim of 'inadequate information' is used to ignore the real situation, and to support the Indonesian 
view of it.(Taylor, op. cit. Chapters 11 & 12)
Attention to detail, however, would surely call for a response to one of the observations made by the 1991 
Australian delegation to East Timor, in which the Armed Forces chief is quoted as claiming that students 
were injured in the wake of the U.S. Ambassador's visit to Dili in 1990 because they had threatened the 
Ambassador. The report makes no reference to the fact that two Australian eye-witnesses, one of whom 
took several photographs, dispute that version of events. This represents one case where the facts could 
quite easily be have been verified. The two witnesses were never contacted by the Foreign Affairs 
Department.



and unease.1 In a speech on Australia's relations with Indonesia in 1981, Foreign Affairs 
Minister Tony Street spoke about the following matters: the common concern for a 
politically stable and secure region, two-way trade, and the establishment of an Australian 
consulate in Bali. East Timor was last on the agenda,2 and probably would have continued 
to decline as an issue in the relationship if the Hawke government had not been elected. 
However, its election - with the attendant ALP policy resolutions on East Timor3 - 
guaranteed that the issue would rise again to the top of the bilateral agenda, at least in the 
short term.

This was confirmed following Hawke's and Hayden's first consultations with the 
Indonesian government in 1983. ALP policy recognised the inalienable right of the East 
Timorese to self-determination. Yet in June, Hawke's could not bring himself to verbalise 
the policy, preferring to say that he had expressed regret that there had not been an 
internationally supervised "act of self-expression" for the people of East Timor.4 He also 
declared that in the interests of preserving relations with Indonesia, "we should put East 
Timor behind us",5 despite ALP policy which condemned and rejected the Australian 
government's recognition of the Indonesian annexation of East Timor.

Hawke also announced in Jakarta that Australian defence aid to Indonesia would continue, 
in direct contravention of ALP policy. He repeatedly made reference to "changed 
circumstances", as justification for not implementing party policy on East Timor. Critics 
argued that concerning the fundamental issue of self-determination for the East Timorese, 
"circumstances" had not changed.6 Hawke refused to commit his government to supporting 
resolutions in the U.N. on East Timorese self-determination.

Following Hayden's first visit to Jakarta in April 1983, he released a statement which dealt 
with two issues; ways to enhance the "generally good" relationship between the two 
countries, and policy on East Timor. Hayden noted that Indonesia had incorporated East 
Timor, but also expressed concern that an internationally supervised act of self

^Girling, J. L. S: Australia and Southeast Asia in the Global Balance: A Critique of the Fraser Doctrine, 
Australian Outlook, Vol 31, No 1, April 1977. pg 8
2AFAR, Nov 1981. pg 570
3Briefly, ALP policy called for the withdrawal of Australia's recognition of Indonesia's incorporation of 
East Timor, for East Timorese self-determination and for the suspension of military aid to Indonesia until it 
withdrew its troops from East Timor.
4Shadow Over East Timor, SBS Television Productions, 1991
5Australian Coalition for East Timor, The Acid Test For Labor in Government, June 1984. pg 1
^Budiardjo, Carmel: Hawke Reneges on ALP's East Timor Policy, TAPOL Bulletin, No 58, July 1983



determination had not taken place. However, he added that existing exchanges and 
programs with Indonesia, including military aid, would be maintained - in contravention of 
ALP policy.

Hayden then went on to detail his discussions with several Indonesian Ministers. All of 
them related to East Timor; family reunions, access for international aid agencies and 
Australian journalists, a proposed parliamentary delegation to East Timor, Australian 
property interests in the territory, and Atauro Island.1 Hayden later claimed to have won 
some concessions from the Indonesian government during 1983; an Australian 
parliamentary delegation would visit East Timor for three days during a ten-day visit to 
Indonesia; agreement to allow AAP2 to set up an office in Jakarta, ending Indonesia's total 
rejection of Australian journalists; and agreement to permit further family reunions for East 
Timorese whose families were in Australia. Budiardjo argued that the Australian 
government was trading ALP policy on East Timorese self-determination for such 
"concessions" as should have been allowed all along. She also argued that nomatter what 
the parliamentary delegation reported, the question of self-determination for the East 
Timorese remained a matter of principle.3

Hayden deferred comment on how Australia would vote at the U.N. where the East Timor 
question was scheduled for debate in September; less than a month previously he had stated 
that Australia would henceforth abstain from voting on U.N. motions calling for self- 
determination in East Timor - again diverging from ALP policy which called for the support 
of such motions. According to TAPOL,4 Hayden told a group of East Timorese activists in 
June 1983 that if his government supported the U.N. resolution on East Timor, Australian 
business interests stood to lose 160 million dollars, mainly through the threatened 
cancellation of Qantas flying rights to and through Indonesia, and the closing of Indonesian 
waterways to Australia’s commercial shipping companies.5 Critics argued that Indonesia’s 
economy could ill-afford the loss of tourism which such restrictions on Qantas would have 
caused.

1 AFAR, April 1983. pg 150
^Australian Associated Press
3Budiardjo, Hawke Reneges, op. cit.
^TAPOL - The Indonesian Human Rights Campaign, a London-based organisation which regularly 
publishes the TAPOL Bulletin.
^ibid. Indonesia's closing of the Sunda and Lombok straits in 1988 was short-lived, following 
international protest.



Budiardjo claims that two of the greatest achievements of non-government organisations in 
support of East Timor in Australia were the adoption in July 1982 of a pro-self- 
determination resolution by the ALP, and the decision of the Australian Senate later in the 
same year to hold an inquiry into human rights in East Timor. She maintained that in 1983, 
East Timor was a major foreign policy issue in Australia.1 As domestic and Labor Party 
pressure on the government increased, it became clear that Hawke and Hayden were going 
to have to deal with ALP policy on East Timor - either by acting on it, or changing it - 
before any other issue, apart from regional security, was going to climb the bilateral 
agenda. Inextricably linked to whatever position the Hawke government took on East 
Timor was its human rights policy.

The Senate Committee Inquiry's report was tabled in 1983. It recommended that "in the 
absence if a genuine act of self-determination, the Australian government oppose any action 
or statement which implies endorsement of the legality of the incorporation of the territory 
of East Timor into the Republic of Indonesia".2 The committee concluded that "if the price 
of good relations with Indonesia is the denial of Australia's long commitment to the 
principles of self-determination and human rights by the appeasement of Indonesia over 
East Timor, then it is indeed a bad foundation on which to build relations".3

The committee also recommended that "in developing its policy towards East Timor the 
Australian government should make formal recognition of the incorporation of East Timor 
into the Republic of Indonesia conditional on the holding of an internationally recognised 
act of self-determination which indicates that integration does in fact represent the will of 
the majority of the people in East Timor". The committee concluded that it was seeking 
conformity with standards of international law.4

The Hawke government failed to act on the committee's report, appearing to take its lead 
from the Dissenting Report, which concluded that "Australia can best serve the people of 
East Timor by expanding its determination to liaise with Indonesia in helping the wide 
spectrum development of the island as an Indonesian province, instead of as a Portuguese 
colony".5 Hayden expressed the government's view in December 1983: "If a desirable

1 Budiardjo & Liong, op. cit. pg 154
2Senate Committee Inquiry, op. cit. pg 19
3ibid. pg 79
4 ibid. pg 80
5ibid. pg 91



moral end is not capable of achievement, it cannot be asked of leaders that they pursue it to 
the exclusion of other options, which while less morally perfect, are capable of being 
achieved".1 However, critics would argue that no Australian government since 1975 has 
made any notable effort to achieve the "desirable moral end".2

The Senate Committee Inquiry recommended that "the Australian government use its 
influence in the United Nations and other international forums to maintain pressure on the 
Indonesian government to redress the legitimate grievances of the people of East Timor".3 
However, the Australian delegation to the Interparliamentary Union Conference in Helsinki 
in July 1983 supported a motion to have East Timor removed from its agenda. The motion 
was deferred, because East Timor was to be discussed in September in the U.N.’s General 
Assembly.4 Two months after the Australian delegation's visit to East Timor, the fragile 
cease-fire between the Indonesians and FRETILIN5 was broken, and the Indonesians 
began a heavy military offensive against the guerillas. The Hawke government "expressed 
concern" to Indonesia that such action was being taken.6

In September, the vote on East Timor in the General Assembly was deferred.7 Pat Walsh 
asserts that for many reasons the deferral was welcomed. Had the vote been taken, the 
issue may well have been defeated and dropped altogether from the U.N. agenda; the 1982 
U.N. resolution in favour of self-determination had been carried by only four votes. The 
deferral let the Hawke government off the hook; had it abstained or voted for the

Mn speech to the Australian Institute of International Affairs, December 1983.(AFA/?, Dec 1983. pg 777)
2These include Viviani, Dunn, Budiardjo, Taylor, and Jolliffe.
3Senate Committee Inquiry, op. cit. pg 37
^Senator Mason asked Evans in July 1983, if it was true that the Chairman of the Indonesian Parliament’s 
Committee for Interparliamentary Relations, Mr Sukardi, had said that: "The Indonesian delegation to the 
Interparliamentary Union Conference in Helsinki had received the full support of the Australian delegation 
in its attempts to remove East Timor from the agenda. He also asked if the government was aware that 
another Indonesian delegate had said: "The Australian delegation had produced the best performance which 
had resulted in East Timor being deleted from the agenda". Evans answered "refer to report" - in other words, 
yes. He also stated that a vote was deferred on the matter because it was to be discussed in the United 
Nations .(Hansard, 5 June 1984)
5This had been negotiated in March 1983, and FRETILIN had drawn up a peace plan.
®The Australian government expressed concern over reports of a new military build-up in East Timor during 
August 1983, and that this was being accompanied by civilian arrests. The government urged restraint so 
that the process of peaceful contact could be given a chance to succeed. The concern was conveyed to the 
Indonesian govemment.(Haydcn, Press Release, 1 Sept 1983)
7A resolution passed in 1982 is still current. It called on the U.N. Secretary-General to encourage talks 
between 'all concerned parties' on a peaceful settlement of the East Timor problem. These talks made little 
headway until 1990, when it was announced that a U.N and Portuguese delegation would visit East Timor. 
At the time of writing, this visit had been cancelled. No East Timorese group or coalition has been party to 
the talks; evidently they are not 'concerned parties'.



resolution, Indonesia would have been offended; had it voted with Indonesia, it would 
have incurred strong domestic criticism from the community and from the ALP itself, 
whose official policy still favoured self-determination.1

Campbell offers an insight into policy-making at the influential Foreign Affairs Department 
during this period: "If we mean serious business [in foreign policy] we must offer a line 
which is capable of being sold and bought - even if a range of modifications and special 
packaging have to be designed".2 Apparently the Department was working on a special 
East Timor package, which would 'modify' the government's general stance on human 
rights issues, would be acceptable to the Indonesian government, and could be sold to the 
Australian public. He went on to cite East Timor as an illustration of an issue which, in a 
foreign policy sense, was "inextricably intertwined with our relationship with Indonesia as 
a whole. It is just not possible to have one policy towards East Timor and another towards 
Indonesia". Critics outside the Department argued that indeed the two issues could be 
separated if the Australian government withdrew recognition of Indonesia's sovereignty 
over East Timor.

In the lead up to the 1984 ALP national conference, Hayden made a speech to the Ipswich 
Rotary Club,3 which summarised the government's perception of its foreign policy 
dilemma: "If Australia was to take a rigid line with Indonesia over East Timor, it might 
satisfy the private moral outrage which is being expressed by many. But when we are 
applying morality from public office, we have to weigh up many more considerations and 
they are much broader than those with which the individual has to contend. We have to ask 
ourselves if we pursue a particular objective, is it the course which will best serve the [East 
Timorese| people we are concerned about, and will it also preserve our national interest. 
Timor, in fact, is a classic instance of an apparently straightforward moral choice having 
potentially catastrophic consequences for all concerned". He failed to point out what those 
catastrophic consequences’ would be for any Australian or Indonesian government.

But he did spell out the 'catastrophic consequences' of Australia's taking a harder line 
against Indonesia for the East Timorese: more difficult access for international 
organisations; Indonesian reluctance to accept Australian aid for Timor; a harder line on

* Walsh, Pat: U.N. Defers Timor Vote, East Timor Report, No 5, Nov 1983.
2AFAR, Aug 1984. pg 775
*AFAR, June 1984. pgs 663-665



visits from Australian officials, and reduced influence for Australia in making 
representations about East Timor. I would argue that these perceived consequences would 
have very little impact on the East Timorese: international organisations already have a very 
difficult time gaining access;1 the Indonesian government has budget problems, and aid for 
an area which is a heavy drain on national resources would be difficult to turn down;2 
Australian officials and their visits have accomplished nothing of tangible benefit for the 
people of East Timor; and there is no evidence that Australia's representations on human 
rights in East Timor have had any impact.3

Finally Hayden outlined the Indonesian development program in East Timor, following 
"centuries of Portuguese neglect without one word of concern expressed by Australia", a 
familiar line also used by the Indonesian government. The improvements to which the 
Indonesian and Australian governments consistently allude - in education, health, roads, 
bridges, agriculture - are indisputable improvements. What both governments fail to allude 
to, and what represents the other side of the argument, is that such improvements have a 
double edge; new schools are instruments of socialisation where East Timorese learn the 
Indonesian language and the state ideology; the roads and bridges are used primarily by the 
military, because few Timorese own vehicles and the public transport system is poorly 
developed; improved agricultural output means less drain on national resources; and health 
care facilities had to be provided for the military and administrators brought in from 
Indonesia.

During the weeks preceding the ALP national conference in July 1984, Australia's shaky 
relations with Indonesia over East Timor were given wide media coverage. The debate 
highlighted divisions within the Labor party which have always existed over the issue. The 
Victorian and South Australian branches vigorously supported existing ALP policy, while 
the New South Wales branch supported the government. ALP Senator Gordon McIntosh 
claimed that the new government was in danger of losing international credibility if it did an 
about-face on policy.4 Indonesia's Foreign Minister Dr Mochtar Kusumaatmadja implied

‘Since the November massacre, no international relief or humanitarian agencies have been granted access to 
Dili - except belatedly, the ICRC - despite calls for such access from numerous overseas politicians, church 
leaders and individuals, and from human rights groups within Indonesia.
2Australia continued to provide aid to East Timor in the period from 1986 to 1988 when bilateral relations 
were cut back. It was provided through the International Red Cross and UNICEF.
3If the Australian government had gained any 'influence' on the subject of human rights, then surely the 
November massacre should not have occurred.
4 Budiardjo: Hawke Reneges, op. cit.



that an anti-Indonesian resolution on East Timor could lead to a "major break" in relations.1 
The psychological influence of implied threat again highlights the asymmetry of the 
relationship, and Australia's sensitivity to Indonesia's posturing and vulnerability to its 
actions.

The ALP's 1984 national conference overturned its existing policy on East Timor. The 
resolution which was put to the conference and lost by 43 votes to 55 would have again 
called on the Australian government to reverse the Fraser government's decision to 
recognise Indonesia's annexation of East Timor. A counter-resolution from Hayden was 
amended to ensure its passage. It called on the Indonesian government to give free access 
to humanitarian relief teams, and to international organisations such as Amnesty 
International and the Commission of Jurists, and to allow an independent international 
mission to enter the territory to make an impartial report on conditions. It did not call for 
self-determination; it called only on the Australian government to support U.N. initiatives 
to find a negotiated solution.2 The resolution did not say anything about the status of East 
Timor according to international law, or about how Australia would vote in the U.N.

During debate, Hayden reiterated his 'maintain influence with Indonesia for the good of the 
East Timorese' position. Senior Indonesian officials responded that the new policy was one 
that they could "live with". Foreign Minister Mochtar gave it a qualified welcome, stating it 
was "the first step in the right direction".3 It was becoming apparent that for every Hawke 
government decision or statement made to 'maintain influence', there was to be an 
Indonesian response which implied that further concessions would be sought.

The Jakarta Post welcomed the new ALP policy: "As far as Indonesia is concerned, the 
decision dispels some of the clouds hanging over the two nations. Jakarta and Canberra 
have a host of items on their mutual foreign agenda. The East Timor issue has been a 
useless thorn in the side of both Mr Mochtar and Mr Hayden in this respect. Indonesia has 
long viewed the East Timor fuss as a matter of internal politics in Australia, one that cannot

1 Hastings in 29 June 91
2"The ALP expresses its continuing concern at the situation in East Timor, particularly its officially stated 
objection to the fact that the former Portuguese colony was incorporated without the East Timorese being 
given an adequate opportunity to express their own wishes through an internationally supervised act of self-
determination....... Accordingly the ALP calls on the Australian government to give active support to
international initiatives that have the aim o f  achieving a settlement of the Timor problem. Specifically, the 
government should support efforts of the United Nations to bring about a solution".
3Jakarta Post, 13 July 1984



affect Indonesian policy in its own province, but one which has uselessly muddied the 
waters between the two nations. The new policy gives Canberra some semblance of 
independence on the issue, without gratuitously alienating Indonesia". And again, the 
editorial implied what future concessions might be sought: " .... to his credit, Mr Hayden 
commented that even the new policy is not as pro-Indonesian as he would have liked".1

The Sydney Morning Herald praised Hayden’s- efforts in getting the policy changed. An 
editorial predicted that anything short of de jure recognition would have proved a disastrous 
and long-term setback for Australian-Indonesian relations. It predicted that "what Indonesia 
will do is totally repudiate any attempt by the Australian government to implement the 
resolution, and there will be an inevitable cooling of bilateral relations while the Australian 
government's intentions over the conference resolution are formulated".2 The "inevitable 
cooling" did not eventuate; Hayden raised the resolution with Indonesian Ministers in 
Jakarta two weeks after the ALP conference; the Indonesian government's response was 
that attempts by anyone to send an international mission to investigate human rights in East 
Timor would be regarded as an act of interference in Indonesia’s internal affairs.3 A month 
after the conference, Evans was asked in parliament about any Australian involvement in 
settling the future of East Timor. He replied that unless bilateral negotiations between 
Indonesia and Portugal could produce a solution, the principle forum for the consideration 
of the East Timor issue would remain the United Nations.4 Thus, Whitlam’s 'non
involvement' policy was picked up again by the Hawke government.

ALP parliamentarian Bill Morrison, who had fought hard to have the 1982 resolutions 
changed, gave the opening address to an Australia-Indonesia seminar shortly after the ALP 
conference: "I want to say that as a government, we found it was difficult to abide by the 
resolution on East Timor that had been passed while we were in Opposition. We set out to 
make a much more flexible and workable resolution at the 1984 national conference, to 
provide us with the possibilities for carrying out what we believe is a very important 
dialogue with Indonesia".5 A week after the conference, the Australian and Indonesian 
governments announced that talks would resume on the Timor Gap; something which

iEast Timor and ALP, Jakarta Post, 13 July 1984
2Editorial: Mr Hayden's Timor Victory, S.M.H., 12 July 1984
3Budiardjo, Carmel: Self-determination For East Timor Dropped From ALP Program, TAPOL Bulletin, No 
64, July 1984
4Hansard, 22 August 1984
5AFAR, July 1984. pgs 709-711



would not have been possible if the Hawke government had withdrawn recognition of 
Indonesia's sovereignty over East Timor.

An attempt by the Hawke government to implement the ALP's 1984 resolution on East 
Timor brought a swift response from Indonesia. In March 1985, Australia voted in favour 
of a U.N. Human Rights Commission recommendation that the human rights situation in 
East Timor be kept under review; the recommendation was defeated.1 Evans told 
parliament that Australia's vote was decided in the context of its concern for human rights, 
including the need for proper international access to East Timor.2 The vote was 
confidential, but the Indonesian delegation apparently took exception to Australia's stand, 
and the Indonesian press publicised Australia's vote.3 This incident represents one of the 
few pieces of hard evidence - as opposed to rhetoric - that the Hawke government has been 
prepared to support human rights in East Timor, but it occurred in a forum that was 
supposed to guarantee the secrecy of Australia's position from Indonesia.

Decolonisation of Portugal's overseas territories emerged as a significant international issue 
in the early 1970s. Australia's Liberal and Labor governments supported resolutions at the 
United Nations reaffirming the inalienable right of the peoples of Angola; Guinea and 
Cape Verde and Mozambique and other Territories under Portuguese domination to self- 
determination and independence".4 In February 1985, the Australian government withdrew 
from the United Nations Decolonisation Committee, claiming there was "no further matter 
to be dealt with". East Timor was still listed on the committee's agenda in 1991. Evans told 
parliament that since the U.N. General Assembly had recognised the act of self- 
determination integrating the Cocos (Keeling) Islands into Australia in 1984, this "brought 
to an end Australia's last direct responsibility within the U.N. system for a non-self-
governing territory......The one outstanding decolonisation issue of major importance is
the question of Namibia, and Australia will remain a member of the U.N. Council for 
Namibia".5 In contrast to its stand on East Timor, the Australian government has supported

!Thc charges against Indonesia over East Timor were removed from the agenda in the 1985 vote at the 
Human Rights Commission. However, in February 1987, the Commission reinstated hearings on East 
Timor when Portugal was appointed to its presidency, and despite strong Indonesian opposition.
2Hansard, 28 March 1985
3It was the first time that the ALP government had registered a vote on East Timor in the UNCHR. 
Therefore, it cannot be said, as some Indonesian press reports alleged, that the Hawke government had 
reversed its position.(Hansard, 28 March 1985)
4U.N. General Assembly resolution 2918(XXVII)
5Hansard, 26 Feb 1985



the Kanaks by working with other Pacific island states to haye New Caledonia relisted as a 
non-governing territory in the U.N.1

The 1985 Statement

'Recognition' has been at the centre of past controversies in Australia in relation to China, 
North Korea, the Baltic States and the Provisional Revolutionary Government of South 
Vietnam. But no controversy has been as enduring as that over recognition of Indonesia's 
sovereignty over East Timor. 'Recognition' is a government announcement of what it 
perceives to be the legal situation regarding an event; its main purpose is legal, since there 
are important legal implications flowing from a decision to recognise or not to recognise.2 
For example, following recognition, bilateral treaties can be negotiated. The Fraser 
government had quite clearly given de facto and then de jure recognition of Indonesia's 
invasion and annexation of East Timor. However, the Hawke government came to power 
with a party platform which stated that such recognition should be withdrawn. The 
government subsequently did not act on ALP policy, and it was changed in 1984. 
However, the importance of a 'government announcement' of recognition is underlined by 
the Hawke statement of August 1985, and Indonesia's reaction to it.

Hawke stated in an interview recorded for Indonesian television that his Labor government 
"recognised Indonesian sovereignty over East Timor, and recognised the people there as 
Indonesian citizens". It was the first time that an Australian Labor government had gone 
further than 'noting' the integration of East Timor into Indonesia. On August 22, Hawke 
reiterated his statement in parliament, adding that "the gall fact that Australia has since 1979 
recognised Indonesian sovereignty over East Timor has not previously hindered our ability 
to seek a settlement of this problem".3 At the same time, Evans told the Senate that 
Australia's de jure recognition of Indonesian sovereignty had taken effect when 
negotiations over the Timor Gap began in February 1979.

The Portuguese government reacted to these statements by recalling its Ambassador from 
Canberra. It believed that the Hawke government was preempting a negotiated settlement 
over East Timor. In 1982, the U.N. Secretary-General had been charged with the 
responsibility of seeking a settlement in the continuing absence of a conclusive U.N. vote

XAFAR, Nov 1987. pg 574
2Suter, Keith: International Law and East Timor, Dyason House Papers, Vol 5, No 2, Dec 1978. pg 5
3Hansard, 22 Aug 1985



on the issue. Discussions had been underway for a year when the Hawke statement was 
made. Mills claims that Indonesia subsequently used Hawke's statement to reinforce its 
claim to sovereignty, thus undermining the U.N. initiative.1

Indonesian Foreign Minister Mochtar "welcomed" Hawke's statement. The Jakarta Post 
was more expansive in its reaction: "It would appear that the Australian Labor Party is 
finally coming to terms with reality in East Timor .... Mr Hawke acknowledged that the 
East Timor issue did cause some friction between the two countries, but he took a giant 
step forward by clearly stating Indonesia's sovereignty over the province for the first time". 
The editorial then went on to suggest further concessions: "We would like to see the 
Australian government be consistent with its recent announcement, by publicly coming out 
on Indonesia's side in the debate in New York over inserting the East Timor issue on the 
U.N. agenda. If our biggest First World neighbour were to make such a stand in the 
United Nations, it would go a long way in convincing those former Portuguese colonies in 
Africa who keep bringing up East Timor that their 'crusade' is misguided and simply out of 
touch with reality".2 Hawke's statement was obviously perceived by the Indonesian 
government as one of critical significance, according legitimacy to its annexation of East 
Timor. Indonesia could thus trade on Australia's generally good reputation in international 
circles.

During this first phase of the Hawke government's relations with Indonesia, the East Timor 
issue dominated the bilateral relationship because of the Hawke government's 
schizophrenic foreign policy with regard to East Timor; ALP policy stated one thing and the 
leadership refrained from implementing it. It was obvious that Hawke and Hayden were 
uncomfortable with the policy, once they were elected to office. The Canberra Times 
suggested that the Department of Foreign Affairs had something to do with this; when the 
Hawke government implied that Indonesia would respond with retaliatory measures if it 
defended the right of the East Timorese to self-determination, an editorial concluded: "It is 
much more likely that an overly cautious, not to say pusillanimous, Department of Foreign 
Affairs has sooled those bogeys on to the new government ...".3

1 Mills, Andrew: The Timor Gap Treaty - More Paper for the Cracks or a Foundation for the Wall? Inside
Indonesia, March 1990. pg 8
2Recognising Reality, Jakarta Post, 22 August 1985
3 East Timor Association: East Timor - Betrayed, But Not Beaten, Victoria, 1983. pg 23



Although Australia’s political leadership was not consistent in implementing party policy or 
its own human rights policy in the case of East Timor, it was consistent in applying the 
'special package' it had established after three months; that good relations and continuing 
dialogue with Indonesia were paramount to maintaining regional security, negotiating a 
Timor Gap settlement, and developing further economic ties; that the interests of the East 
Timorese could best be served by 'maintaining influence' through dialogue with Indonesia; 
and that the intent of Australia's human rights policy would be realised through 'quiet 
diplomacy' and 'expressing concern' about human rights abuses in East Timor. The 
Hawke government's support for the human right of self-determination was not consistent; 
in the case of East Timor it was abandoned.

Consistency - Phase Two

Indonesia initiated a cutback in bilateral relations following the publication of Jenkins' 
article in April 1986,1 and the relationship did not begin to improve until the Indonesian 
government signalled rapprochement in October 1988.

In May 1986, following Indonesia's swift response to the article and Hawke's "we will not 
grovel" counter-response, pressure started to build on the ALP leadership to restore its 
1982 policy on East Timor at the 1986 national conference. Parliamentarian Tony Lamb 
claimed that in view of Hawke's apparent recognition that Australia's policy of 
appeasement was not getting it anywhere with Indonesia, it was time to revert to the former 
party platform on East Timor.2 However, the 1986 conference resolution to support self- 
determination for the East Timorese was defeated.3 Speaking against the motion, Hayden 
stated that if recognition of Indonesia's sovereignty over East Timor were revoked, "it 
would be regarded as a massive act of hostility and confrontation. It would be a very 
serious act in terms of international relations".4 But revocation of recognition was not 
without precedent in Australia; the Whitlam government had recognised Soviet control of 
the Baltic states, and Fraser withdrew that recognition when he was elected in 1975.5 The

‘This event and Indonesia's response is dealt with in more detail in the section which considers multiple 
channels, with regard to the media.
2The Age, 7 May 1986
3The 1986 ALP national conference adopted a resolution which officially 'accepted the reality' of the 
Indonesian takeover of East Timor, expressed concern at the manner in which the incorporation had taken 
place, and regretted that an internationally supervised act of self-determination had not taken place.
4The Age, 10 July 1986
5Budiardjo & Liong, op. cit. pg 6



only senior level bilateral contact which occurred during this second phase concerned 
negotiations over the Timor Gap; thus revocation would have threatened only these 
negotiations,1 since other contacts were already severely constrained and economic links 
were insignificant.

The Australian government was sensitive to Indonesia's cooling of relations, and despite 
Hawke's 'not grovelling', it attempted to cause no further offence. In October 1986, 
Senator Ted Robertson asked Evans in parliament what action the government proposed to 
take to "prevent bloodshed and the slaughter of Australia's former allies, the East 
Timorese", following reports that the Indonesians were mounting another military 
operation in the territory. Evans - in a comparatively sharp reply - stated: "Senator 
Robertson should appreciate that the government simply does not wish to be drawn into 
detailed comment on the security situation in East Timor, including the disposition and 
activities of Indonesian and pro-FRETILIN military forces. All I can say .... is that the 
Australian government is especially concerned that military action is often accompanied by 
human rights violations. This view has been made known to the Indonesian government at 
the highest levels. I would also hope that the leadership of FRETILIN would take note of 
it".2

During this second phase, the Hawke government continued to grant aid to Indonesia and 
directly to East Timor through the Red Cross and UNICEF,3 and to promote human rights 
internationally. The Secretary of the Foreign Affairs Department, Stuart Harris, made a 
lengthy and illuminating statement on human rights in 1987. In part, he stated that: "Human 
rights considerations can have an important influence on aid policy-making. They were 
relevant to the decision to suspend development aid to Fiji following the overthrow of the
Bavandra government in May 1987..... We seek to avoid actions that would contribute to
endangering human rights; hence the care given not to provide arms and military training to 
repressive regimes". It can only be assumed that the Department does not perceive the 
Suharto government as a repressive regime, despite its human rights record. Harris went 
on: "We also try to reduce dealings with governments we see offending against human 
rights, although the extent to which that is feasible depends on the need to communicate

^ u c h  negotiations would have been illegal if Australia had withdrawn recognition of Indonesia's 
sovereignty over East Timor.
2Hansard, 22 Oct 1986
3A lot of this and other aid did not reach the East Timorese; Taylor documents how it was taken by military 
personnel, and used as they saw fit - either as a tool of control or for personal profit.(Taylor, op. cit. 
Chapter 9)



with such governments on Australia's interests, including human rights interests. We tend 
to have a greater obligation to pursue human rights issues with countries with whom we are 
closely linked in economic, political, cultural or geographic terms. The importance of Fiji in 
terms of geographic proximity as well as many other close ties with the people there give 
that country special salience. In the case of New Caledonia, Australia has for a number of 
years made clear its concern about the denial of the right of self-determination for the 
Kanak people".1 Indonesia, and the East Timorese and their fight for self-determination 
were not mentioned.

The issue of East Timor in the bilateral relationship declined during this second phase. One 
obvious reason is that bilateral ministerial and departmental contacts were minimal. 
Indonesia is not mentioned in the Australian Foreign Affairs Record between January and 
August 1987, indicating that this was a low point in bilateral government contact. 
However, the declining interest in the East Timor question was widespread. One literature 
search on the topic of East Timor from 1983 to 1990 produced a list of 103 articles from 
academic journals and newspapers. Of those titles, only 11 were printed between 1986 and 
1989, indicating that East Timor was not an issue of any great media or academic concern 
during that period. This trend worried some of the non-government organisations 
supporting East Timorese self-determination and other human rights; fifty Australian 
development agencies sought international support in 1987 for an independent, 
international inquiry into East Timor in an effort to focus and invigorate international 
concern about the issue.2

Consistency - Phase Three

The third phase began in October 1988 when the Indonesian government signalled 
rapprochement,3 and it coincided with the appointment of Evans as Australia's Foreign 
Minister. The Indonesian government had appointed Ali Alatas as its foreign minister 
earlier that year. In the same month, the two new ministers announced that their 
governments had endorsed in principle a Zone of Cooperation for exploiting the Timor Gap 
resources. In March the following year, Alatas visited Australia - the first foreign minister 
to do so since 1985.

l AFAR, Nov 1987. pg 574
^East Timor Report, No 12, Nov 1987.
3Wary Rapprochement, NT News, 25 Oct 1988. pg 2; Murdani Tells Media to be More Sensitive, S.M.H., 
25 Oct 1988. pg 1



Evans and Alatas issued a joint statement at the end of the four-day visit. They reviewed the 
issues on their talks' agenda in the following order: new institutional arrangements for 
future bilateral talks; the establishment of the Australia-Indonesia Institute; trade and 
investment; regional economic cooperation; the Timor Gap; Indonesian fishing vessels; the 
Jakarta Informal Meeting, which was concerned with finding a solution to the Cambodian 
problem; chemical weapons; East Timor, and media access. The first five issues were all 
positive ones; the first problem raised was illegal Indonesian fishing, and the perennial 
problems of East Timor and media access had dropped to the bottom of the agenda, as it 
was presented to the public.1 East Timor failed to reappear as a significant agenda item in 
bilateral talks. However, this will change - at least in the short term - following the 
November massacre.

The final agreement on details of the Timor Gap Treaty was announced in October 1989. A 
transcript of Evans' national media briefing on the day of the announcement reveals that 
there were only four questions asked about the treaty. The questions highlighted the 
journalists' lack of background on the issue, and reflected the general lack of Australian 
community interest in East Timor at that time.2 Mills predicted in March 1990 that the 
passage of legislation through the Australian parliament to formalise the Timor Gap Treaty 
would be stormy, "again raising the divisive issue in Labor ranks".3 This was far from the 
case; the legislation passed quietly through parliament in May 1990, with much emphasis in 
debate being placed on the importance of the treaty to bilateral relations and its possible 
economic benefits. There was little mention of East Timor.4

Later in the same year, Evans addressed a conference in Canberra, and spoke about the 
management of problem areas in the bilateral relationship; he first mentioned Indonesian 
fishing boats in Australian waters, he then mentioned "sensitive consular issues" such as

1AFAT - The Monthly Record, March 1989. pgs 86-7
2Media conference transcript, 27 October 1988
3Mills, op. cit. pg 8
4National party leader Tim Fisher said that he was relieved the legislation had not come to parliament 
before the previous election, because it would have become an election issue. Connolly referred to the 
"continuing political problem of East Timor, until relatively recently". Campbell asserted that a general 
improvement in the [Indonesian] economy would improve the lot of the people of East Timor.(Second 
reading of the Petroleum Bill 1990, Hansard, 9 May 1990, pgs 91-115)
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the Blenkinsop case,1 and lastly he mentioned concerns about human rights and 
development support in East Timor. With regard to the last, he stated that sensible 
management did not mean making strident allegations, but "developing a dialogue on 
human rights".2

The Australian Ambassador to Indonesia, Phillip Flood, addressed the National Press Club 
in April 1990. In discussing the bilateral relationship, his agenda included the Timor Gap 
Treaty, increased political contacts, illegal fishing, journalists' access, defence cooperation, 
Indonesian students in Australia, and the Australia-Indonesia Institute. He then went on to 
outline regional cooperative initiatives; the chemical weapons ban, the Cairns Group, 
APEC, and the Cambodian peace proposals. Perhaps mindful of his media-oriented 
audience, he then dealt at length with East Timor as a separate issue, stressing the 
importance of the 'quiet diplomacy’ approach to human rights issues.

Further indications that East Timor as a bilateral issue was of diminishing importance3 
come from examining other agendas. The Australian parliamentary delegation to Indonesia 
in February 1991 had discussions in Jakarta with an Indonesian Armed Forces chief about 
Vietnamese boat people, illegal fishermen, the Indonesian-PNG border, East Timor, the 
Timor Gap Treaty and exchange of defence force personnel. Senior government officials 
held annual bilateral talks in May 1991. The Secretary of the Foreign Affairs Department, 
Richard Woolcott, reported on the talks, revealing the following agenda: growing bilateral 
economic links; recent global and regional political developments; regional economic 
cooperation, including APEC and links with other Southeast Asian countries, and the 
search for peace in Cambodia. At a press conference, journalists raised the issues of 
fisheries and Portugal's International Court of Justice(ICJ) challenge to Australia over the 
Timor Gap Treaty.4 It is worth noting that this agenda was dominated by economic 
matters, rather than regional security considerations.

During this third phase the Hawke government has held a consistent position in relation to 
human rights generally, as summed up by Evans in 1991: "We make no apology for raising 
such issues as human rights, and we expect others to acknowledge the integrity of our

1 David Blenkinsop was shot dead, and his pregnant girlfriend shot, on their yacht when it was in waters off 
Irian Jaya in 1989. The Indonesians made inquiries and two officials were suspended. No clear report of the 
incident has ever been released.
2Address to conference - Indonesia's New Order: Past, Present and Future, Canberra, Dec 1989.
3Until the November massacre.
*AFAT - The Monthly Record, May 1991. pg 285



values, such as freedom of the media. Making our views known - albeit usually quietly and 
courteously rather than stridently and aggressively - is far from amounting to 
condescension or interference in another country’s internal affairs. It is simply projecting a 
set of values ... that Australians expect their governments to advance nationally”.1

Although the policy has been consistent, its application has varied. In the cases of the Gulf 
crisis, and of China and human rights, the Hawke government apparently decided that the 
'quiet and courteous' approach was not enough. An Australian parliamentary delegation on 
human rights was outspoken during its 1991 visit to China. Its report was highly critical, 
especially of China's legal system.2 It recommended that the Australian government should 
encourage China and the exiled Tibetan leader, the Dalai Lama, to begin discussions on 
Tibet without preconditions.3 The visit and the delegation's report attracted wide publicity, 
and the Hawke government publicly supported its recommendations; such was not the case 
with the 1991 parliamentary delegation's visit to, and report on, East Timor.

[Consistency - Phase Fourl4

A focus on universal rights

By 1990, Australia was a party to 16 of the 22 human rights instruments in the United 
Nations. In January 1991, Australia entered its sixth term on the U.N. Commission on 
Human Rights,5 and Indonesia entered its first term. The Hawke government has actively 
supported the UN Working Group mandated to draw up standards to protect indigenous 
rights, and co-sponsored the resolution which led to the establishment of the group.6

1AFAR , Feb 91. pg 43
Criticism s included the China’s use of administrative detention, the lack of presumption of innocence in 
the courts, and the inconsistent application of capital punishment.
3ABC News, Radio National, 9 Sept 1991
^At the time of writing, it is apparent that the Hawke government's relationship with Indonesia is moving 
into a fourth phase, and again the pivotal issue has been East Timor. Given the established Australian 
government response when dealing with reported human rights abuses in East Timor, it is possible that if it 
had not been for eyewitness accounts and the video film of visiting foreigners, news of the massacre would 
have leaked out in its usual fashion - through FRETILIN sources and East Timorese in Dili - and the 
Hawke government would have been able to claim that it was unable to 'ascertain the facts' because of 
'inadequate information'. In this case, the circumstances made such a claim impossible. However, it is not 
yet clear if the November massacre will have any long-term impact on the relationship.
5Australia was a member of the U.N. Commission on Human Rights from its inauguration in 1947 until 
1956, from 1978 to 1983, was re-elected in 1984 for a three-year term, and again in 1990.
^Feller, Erika: Problems and Progress - The Role of the Foreign Affairs Department, in Human Rights - 
The Australian Debate, Redfem Legal Centre Publishing, Sydney, 1987. pg 47
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The Human Rights Section of the Department of Foreign Affairs was established in 1984, 
because of the Hawke government's belief that human rights matters had an integral place 
in foreign relations. The focus of its work is on the promotion, application, and protection 
of international human rights standards through multilateral and bilateral activity.1 The 
Australia-Indonesia Institute was set up in 1989 within the Foreign Affairs Department, to 
boost people-to-people and institutional contact between the two countries, and to improve 
diplomatic relations generally.

The East Timor issue is raised in several U.N venues; the U.N. Commission on Human 
Rights, the General Assembly, the Security Council, the Committee on Decolonisation2, 
and the U.N. Subcommission on the Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of the 
Rights of Minorities.

The two international regimes challenged by the East Timor question are Indonesia's use of 
force to annex the territory, and the East Timorese people's right to self-determination. 
Professor Roger Clark told the Fourth Committee of the U.N. General Assembly in 
October 1981 that: "Self-determination was denied by the Indonesian annexation of East 
Timor. Attempts by Indonesia to justify the annexation on the grounds that the East 
Timorese had expressed a willingness to be 'reintegrated', that historic, ethnic and cultural 
ties between Indonesian and East Timor existed, and that East Timor had no economic 
viability, are factually and legally unsupportable. Similarly, Indonesia cannot justify its 
invasion of East Timor by arguing self-defence, invitation, long-term regional security 
considerations or the doctrine of humanitarian intervention. Again the factual and legal 
support for these arguments is non-existent".3

Self-determination is an important, but obscure principle of contemporary international law 
and practice. Beitz asserts that intervention, colonialism, imperialism and dependence are 
not morally objectionable because they offend a right to autonomy, but rather because they

*The section also administers a Human Rights Fund; the funds are used to support international human 
rights causes and activities.
2The Declaration on Decolonisation 1960): The effect of the preamble is that self-determination is regarded 
to be a legal principle only as far as it is claimed by peoples under colonial rule.(Partsch, K. J: 
Fundamental Principles of Human Rights: Self-determination, Equality and Non-discrimination, in Vasak, 
Karel(ed): The International Dimensions o f Human Rights (Vol 1), UNESCO, Greenwood Press, 
Connecticut, 1982. pg 68) Portugal is still recognised as the administering power in East Timor; therefore 
the East Timorese are still under the colonial rule of Portugal in the eyes of the United Nations.
3Senate Committee Inquiry, op. cit. pg 10



are unjust.1 Szaba argues that all human rights are founded on the right to self- 
determination; thus the right to create the preconditions for the implementation of human 
rights is declared to be a human right.2 A proper definition of relations between the two 
principles - self-determination and human rights - may be respect for one is the pre
requisite for respect of the other.3

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights does not include the right to self- 
determination, but Article 1(1) of both the International Covenants on Economic, Social 
and Cultural Rights(ICESC) and on Civil and Political Rights(ICCPR) state that: "All 
peoples have the right of self-determination. By virtue of the right they freely determine 
their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural development". 
Australia signed the two covenants in December 1972, ratifying the IRESC three years 
later, and the IRCPR in August 1980. The provisions of the covenants are legally binding 
on each ratifying state. However, as noted in the introduction, international human rights 
regimes are "bom weak", because mechanisms for enforcing them are not strong.

The East Timor question highlights the fact that the international community’s reaction to 
violations of the peremptory norm of self-determination has not been consistent. Donnelly 
argues that the United Nations itself has been biased in its application of human rights 
sanctions and condemnations, especially in relation to Indonesia and East Timor.4 The 
U.N. General Assembly Resolution 36/103 of 1981 includes as one of the elements of the 
non-intervention principle, the duty of a state to refrain from any forcible action which 
deprives peoples under colonial domination or foreign occupation of their right to self

^ e itz , Charles R: Political Theory and International Relations, Princeton University Press, N.J., 1979. pg 
69
2Szaba, Imre: Historical Foundations of Human Rights and Subsequent Developments, in Vasak, Karel(ed): 
The International Dimensions of Human Rights (Vol 1), UNESCO, Greenwood Press, Connecticut, 1982. 
Pg 29
3Partsch, K. J: Fundamental Principles of Human Rights: Self-determination, Equality and Non
discrimination, in Vasak, Karel(ed): The International Dimensions o f Human Rights (Vol 1), UNESCO, 
Greenwood Press, Connecticut, 1982. pg 68
4 Donnelly has pointed out that Israel has been scrutinised and condemned consistently in the U.N. for 
denying self-determination to Palestinians and other Arabs in the occupied territories, and for violations of a 
wide range of civil and political rights. But he asserts comparable violations of the right to self- 
determination do not receive comparable treatment, as "the tragic but little known case of East Timor 
indicates".(Human Rights at the United Nations 1955-1985: The Question of Bias, International Studies 
Quarterly, No 23, Vol 32, Sept 88. pg 290) He then points out that resolutions in the General Assembly 
have dealt with East Timor and the right to self-determination, but that other human rights violations have 
been ignored. He goes on to claim that while Palestinian Arabs have been a central concern of the United 
Nations, the people of East Timor have been abandoned, and that politics is the only possible explanation. 
It is Indonesia's power in the Third World, its strategic significance, oil resources, and long-term economic 
potential which Donnelly claims have brought Indonesian considerable Western support.
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determination, freedom and independence. If these conditions do not occur, U.N. 
interference by support for liberation movements is deemed legitimate. Stepan argues that 
this principle has been inconsistently applied, and cites as one example the admission to 
Observer status of those groups active against South Africa and Israel, but not of those 
against Indonesia [East Timor] and Mozambique [Western Sahara].1

Evans addressed an international law conference in 1989, and in dealing with specific 
human rights, he first chose to speak about self-determination: ’’Successive Australian 
governments have been strong supporters of the principle of self-determination in word and 
deed. I need only mention Australia’s role in securing self-determination and independence 
for Indonesia, Papua New Guinea, Zimbabwe and Vanuatu and our policies towards self-
determination in New Caledonia. B u t.... as the age of decolonisation draws to a close we
have also sought to remind all governments that the principle is not exhausted by a single 
act, but remains a central pillar of the international regime of human rights, whereby 
individuals and peoples have the right to choose governments which truly represent 
them”.2 However, he later qualified this statement, by adding: ”It would be a mistake to 
assume that our approach to international law is always appropriate in dealings with our 
neighbours. There are issues and occasions when it may well behove us to adopt a more 
flexible approach in some areas of international law”.

The human rights policy bind into which the Hawke government has backed itself is also 
expressed by Evans in a letter to the Australian Council for Overseas Aid. The Council 
wrote to Evans calling on the Australian government to support East Timorese Bishop 
Belo’s call for a U.N. supervised referendum in East Timor. Evans replied that the 
"government’s position on Indonesian sovereignty means that it could not agree to support 
Bishop Belo’s call, as advocated in his February 1989 letter to the U.N. Secretary-General, 
unless this had the concurrence of the Indonesian government".3

Stepan argues that unprincipled action by states has undermined the U.N. self- 
determination regime.4 However, she was writing prior to the Gulf war, and before the 
dissolution of the Soviet Union and the independence of the Baltic and other states. These 
events have focused world attention on the two basic issues of the East Timor problem; the

Stepan, Sasha: Credibility Gap, Development Dossier 28, ACFOA, Oct 1990. pg 27
2AFAT - The Monthly Record, March 1989. pg 93
3Letter to Russel Rollanson, Australian Council For Overseas Aid, 23 Nov 1989
^Stepan, op. cit. pg 32



use of force and the right of peoples to self-determination. The United Nations has also 
since supervised an act of self-determination1 in Western Sahara, the one territory and 
situation which has been repeatedly paralleled with East Timor. The easing of tension 
between the superpowers could provide the opportunity for a new emphasis on human 
rights, and self-determination has been one of the most successful international human 
rights regimes to be realised through the United Nations.

The Hawke government has not acknowledged that Australia's recognition of Indonesia's 
annexation of East Timor is in breach of the U.N. Charter and of customary international 
law in relation to use of force, despite the Senate Committee Inquiry finding that "to 
recognise as legal that which we know to be an illegal and a brutal annexation is wrong. If 
we wish to have any credibility in the field of human rights, we must remain consistent 
with all that we subscribe to as a founding member of the United Nations".2

Allegations of a wide variety of human rights abuses in East Timor were made in a letter 
from Catholic priests to the Pope in May 1983: "The people of East Timor have suffered 
moral and physical violence; arbitrary violence; the resettlement of families and whole 
villages; the execution of those who surrender; executions without trial or summary 
judgement; disappearances and the destruction of families; the execution of whole groups 
of those captured, and hunger and disease". Amnesty International has confirmed these 
general claims by conducting detailed investigations into individual cases.3 The 1983 
Senate Committee Inquiry concluded that "it is clear the people of East Timor have been 
denied the exercise of the most fundamental of human rights under Indonesian rule. They 
have not been permitted a genuine act of self-determination, nor can they exercise the 
freedoms of speech or assembly. The protections of the law and of an independent judicial

1The conditions for a genuine act of self-determination are spelt out in Principle IX of General Assembly 
resolution 1541 (XV):
(a) The integrating territory should have attained an advanced state of self-government with free political 
institutions, so that its people would have the capacity to make a responsible choice through informed and 
democratic processes;
(b)The integration should be the result of 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.
2Senate Committee Inquiry, op. cit. pg 80.
The Senate Committee received oral and written submissions from 90 sources, expressing the opinion that 
the people of East Timor have not been given the opportunity to exercise genuinely their right to self
determ ination.(pg 18) It was the committee's view that the process of self-determination conducted under 
Indonesian auspices in 1976 did not represent a genuine act of self-determination within the meaning of 
General Assembly resolution 1541(XV).(pg 19)
3Catholic Institute for International Relations: East Timor - Comment, London, 1985. pg 16



system are absent, and the people of East Timor have been subject to arbitrary arrest, 
detention, torture and summary execution. Freedom of movement is severely curtailed. The 
cultural life of the community is also threatened".1

In 1987, the Australian Foreign Affairs Department identified the four fundamental human 
rights as freedom from non-legal execution, freedom from torture, freedom from detention, 
and freedom from starvation.2 Allegations of abuses of these four fundamental rights have 
been made repeatedly in relation to East Timor, although the food situation appears to have 
improved since 1985. In August 1989, Australia ratified the U.N. Convention Against 
Torture, after being active in support during the seven years of negotiations which 
produced it. Deputy Prime Minister Lionel Bowen said Australia would work to find 
practical ways of combating this "abhorrent practice".3 The Hawke government’s 
consistent response to claims of human rights abuses in East Timor has been that it has 
difficulty substantiating such claims because of 'inadequate information*.

The Timor Gap Treat\ 4and international law

The Portuguese government and several international lawyers and academics5 claim that the 
Timor Gap Treaty is in breach of the U.N. Charter and of customary international law.6

Stepan argues that there is a case to be made against Australia;7 that Australia has 
disregarded several U.N. resolutions which it has ratified, and that it has breached 
customary and peremptory international laws in negotiating and signing the Timor Gap 
Treaty8. In March 1989, after telling an international law conference that Australia

1 Senate Committee Inquiry, op. cit. pg 84
2AFAR , Dec 1987. pg 569
3AFAT - The Monthly Record , The Monthly Record, pg 471
^See the section dealing with multiple channels for a history of the negotiations which led to the treaty.
^Opinion prepared by Dr Vaughan Lowe of Corpus Christi, Cambridge, in consultation with Susan Marks 
and Robert McCorquodale, also of Cambridge University; Dr Derick Wilde, Gold Coast CAE; Professor
Ivan Schearer, Dean o f University o f NSW Law School; Professor Roger Clark, Rutgers University. 
^Parliamentarian Barry Jones has questioned the implications of the treaty in Australian law. In a request to 
the Parliamentary Library he said that "the effect of the enactment of legislation - Acts 36 and 37 - may 
have negated or undermined principles of law on which other domestic law is based". He asks if it is 
possible to have separate domestic laws, some based on internationally derived law under Section 51(xxix), 
while other domestic laws are based on violation of those same international origins o f law.(Letter of 
inquiry to the Parliamentary Library Service, Canberra)
'Indonesia does not recognise the jurisdiction of the ICJ.
^Resolution 111 of UNCLOS 111 states that in the case of territories whose people have not yet attained 
governing status, UNCLOS shall be implemented for the benefit of the people o f the territory with the



subscribed to a variety of human rights treaties, Evans claimed that the Australian 
government "takes pains to observe the full rules of international customary law and, once 
we subscribe to a treaty, we abide by its requirements in every detail". He claimed that this 
'purist view' was part of Australia's legal heritage. He went on to say that other countries 
viewed international legal instruments more as statements of intent rather than as legally 
binding obligations: "Their view of problem-solving is not to appeal to the fine print of 
treaties so much as to work out a solution with which all parties can live".11 would argue 
that in the case of concluding the Timor Gap Treaty, the Hawke government has ignored 
the fine print of previously signed legal human rights instruments to find a solution it 
appears happy to live with.

Stepan argues that the case of South Africa in Namibia applies by analogy to the situation 
of Indonesia in East Timor, in terms of the Definition of Aggression resolution2 and an ICJ 
opinion. The Court recognised the obligation on states not to recognise the presence of 
South Africa in Namibia,3 and to abstain from entering into economic and other forms of 
relationships or dealings with South Africa, on behalf of or concerning Namibia.4

view to promoting their development The U.N. views East Timor as a non-self-governing territory. The 
resolution would "appear to preclude Australia and Indonesia from negotiating to divide the resources 
between themselves".(Stepan, Sasha: Credibility Gap , ACFOA, Melbourne, Oct 1990. pg 5)

The Montevideo Convention on Rights and Duties o f States (U.S. and several Latin American states), 
Article 11 : That contracting states .... obligation not to recognise territorial acquisitions or special 
advantages which have been obtained by force".(Stepan, op. cit. pg 14)

Declaration on Principles of International Law Concerning Friendly Nations and Cooperation Among States 
in Accordance with the U.N. Charter, General Resolution 2625(xxv): "The territory of a state shall not be 
the object of acquisition by another stale resulting from the threat and use of force. No territorial acquisition 
resulting from the threat of force shall be recognised as legal". This has been agreed to by Australia. By 
ratifying the 'use o f force' resolutions, Australia is under an international legal obligation not to recognise 
Indonesia's acquisition of East Timor, a duty breached by the Timor Gap Treaty.(Stepan, op. cit. pg 17)

The principle of Permanent Sovereignty over Natural Resources is incorporated in Article 2 of the Charter 
of Economic Rights and Duties of States. Stepan argues that the principle has been clarified and proclaimed 
so often that it has acquired the weight o f a Charter principle.(pg 19) Again she argues that there is an 
analogy with uranium in Namibia, where the principle involved is whether another power, mandatory or 
otherwise, can exploit the sovereign natural resources of a dependent territory.(Stepan, op. cit. pg 19)
1AFAT - The Monthly Record , March 1989. pg 92
^Resolution No. 3314, the 1974 Definition of Aggression, Article 5: "No territorial acquisition or special 
advantage resulting from aggression shall be recognised as lawful". This has been agreed to by Australia. 
Enshrined in this definition is an obligation on states not to deal with Indonesia as though it were the legal 
government of East Timor, as there was with South Africa in relation to Namibia before it got its 
independence.
3 Advisory Opinion, Legal Consequences for States of the Continued Presence o f South Africa in Namibia
^Stepan, op. cit. pg 15



She also asserts that if it can be established that self-determination is not merely a principle 
of customary international law, but also a peremptory norm, then Article 53 of the Vienna 
Convention on the Law of Treaties provides that: MA treaty is void if, at the time of its 
conclusion, it conflicts with a peremptory norm of general international law".1 She then 
goes on to argue that self-determination is indeed a peremptory norm.2 However, she also 
points out that there are procedural inadequacies in the Convention for the invalidation of 
treaties.3

When questioned about reports during 1988 that Portugal would take Australia to the ICJ 
over the Timor Gap Treaty, Evans stated that his government had no information to suggest 
that Portugal would so react.4 The day before the treaty was signed, FRETILIN released a 
statement saying it would ask Portugal to contest the validity of the treaty.5 Portugal lodged 
a complaint against Australia with the ICJ in February 1991.6 Australia has accepted the 
compulsory jurisdiction of the Court, but this has yet to be tested.7

The Australian government appears to have been taken by surprise by the move, despite the 
fact that such action had been signalled since 1977. Hawke argued that there was "no basis 
in law for Portugal's action", that the action was regrettable, and that Australia would 
successfully fight the action.8 The Hawke government claims that the treaty is legal,

 ̂ibid. pg 21
2 A peremptory norm is one from which absolutely no derogation is permitted; it exists to protect 
overriding values and interests o f the community at large.(Stepan, op. cit. pg 21)
^Stepan, op. cit. pg 22
^Hansard, 18 Oct 1988. pg 1524. As early as 1977, it was suggested that Portugal could take action in 
the International Court of Justice in the event of any seabed boundary agreement between Australia and 
Indonesia. E a s t  Timor Seabed Boundary Dispute: A Background, Timor Information Service, No 
23, Feb 1978. pg 9)
^Press release, FRETILIN Australia, 10 Dec 1989
^Portugal charges that Australia disregards East Timor's right to self-determination by recognising 
Indonesia's annexation of the territory, and contests the validity of the Timor Gap Treaty between Australia 
and Indonesia. Portugal also claims that the treaty disregards the rights o f the people of East Timor to 
territorial integrity and unity and to permanent sovereignty over its wealth and natural resources. Portugal 
accuses Australia of causing legal and moral damage to East Timor and to Portugal, which can become 
material damage if exploitation of oil resources begins. The court has been asked to judge that Australia 
should not proceed with exploration or exploitation o f the Timor Gap, until the East Timorese have 
exercised their right to self-determination under conditions laid down by the United Nations. The United 
Nations still recognises Portugal as the administering power of East Timor.
7The South Pacific nation of Nauru currently has a case against Australia being heard in the ICJ. Nauru is 
claiming damages for the exploitation of their phosphate resources and for land degradation.
^Portugal Writ to End Timor Treaty, NT News, 25 Feb 91. pg 4
(It appears that every major Australian expert on international Law of the Sea has been seconded to work on 
the case - Tony Walker, ABC Radio, March 1991)



because Australia has recognised Indonesia's sovereignty over East Timor. Evans' 
consistent reply when challenged on this issue has been that "it is our understanding there 
is no binding international obligation not to recognise the acquisition of territory that was 
acquired by force. It is the sovereign right of each state to determine what dealings it will 
have with states acquiring, by whatever means, new territory and to determine whether or 
not to recognise sovereignty over such a territory".1

In November 1990, Evans further defended the treaty in relation to the question of East 
Timor and breaches of international law:2 "Some have mistakenly interpreted the treaty as 
an impediment to an independent East Timor. The fact is that by 1979 when negotiations on 
the treaty started, there was no realistic prospect that East Timor would become an 
independent entity. That is still the case, and would continue to be the case, even in the
absence of the treaty.......De jure recognition has meant Australia has been able to work
constructively and effectively with Indonesian authorities to improve the economic
situation of the people of East Timor....... The treaty will in no way impede the continuing
efforts [on human rights issues] on behalf of the people of East Timor..... Australia rejects
absolutely assertions that the Timor Gap Treaty is in breach of international law, and 
Australia does not accept that any oil or gas which may be found in the Timor Gap Treaty 
area belongs to the people of East Timor".3

The Portuguese case will be seen as a significant test of the United Nations in recognising 
the rights of the East Timorese. It will also be a test of Australia's commitment to the ICJ, 
if the Court finds in favour of Portugal.4

I Hansard, 20 March 1989. pg 1377
2He sent a statement to the Timor Gap forum in Darwin, to answer concerns about the treaty which had 
been raised by non-government organisations in Australia, Portugal and other countries.
3Statement by Evans to the Timor Gap Forum, Darwin, 3 Nov 1990
4The U.N.’s International Labour Organisation(ILO) threatened the Australian government with censure in 
September 1991 for laws which prevent support of strike action. In reply, Industrial Relations Minister 
Senator Peter Cook said that "the ILO is a distinguished international body expert in these things, and that 
distinguished jurists have come to this conclusion. We need to have rational discussion about real principle. 
What this report has done is provide us with a dispassionate analysis about whether or not our laws offend 
recognised international principles, and it finds they do. This report is taken seriously by the ALP".(i4.Af., 
ABC Radio, 2 Feb 91)
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A willingness to respond to criticism

The Australian government has come under increasing international criticism for practising 
double standards with regard to East Timor. Domestic criticism of its East Timor policy has 
been fairly consistent since 1975. In spite of widespread domestic support for the right of 
the East Timorese to self-determination, the Whitlam government chose largely to ignore it. 
Subsequent research on the influence of domestic pressure groups on the Australian foreign 
policy process concluded that their influence was slight. The author of the study found that 
one factor accounting for this result was that governments believed foreign affairs were too 
important to be subjected to organised opinion, and that public opinion was simply not 
relevant in determining Australia's national interests.1 Foreign policy in Australia is largely 
determined by the political leadership and the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade,2 
with occasional input from other departments such as Defence.

^Bergin, Anthony: Pressure Groups and Australian Foreign Policy, Dyason House P apers , Australian 
Institute o f International Affairs, Vol 9, No 3, March 1983. pg 14
2It is worth considering criticisms which have been levelled at the Department of Foreign Affairs - which 
formulates policy options for the government and briefing papers for Ministers, and gives advice on 
responding to foreign policy criticism. The Senate Committee Inquiry observed that the Australian 
Department o f Foreign Affairs had been "the subject of considerable criticism for allegedly adopting a pro- 
Indonesian stance over the subject of East Timor". It then went on to make its own criticisms: that the 
Department in its submission to the inquiry had adopted a less than even-handed approach in discussing 
conditions in East Timor; that statistics from Indonesian sources were generally quoted uncritically; that
Indonesia's proposed development budget was quoted at length, without any balanced assessment o f the 
objectives o f that development, or of the likelihood that the funds would actually be spent; and that there
was no critical assessment of resettlement, housing or education programs.(Senate Committee Inquiry, op. 
cit. pg 78) Evans made no such critical assessment of the same information when he told the Senate in 
1984 that: "The Indonesian government .... has devoted very significant resources and effort to tackle 
[development] problems. On a per capita basis, the development budget for East Timor has been one of the 
highest of any Indonesian province in recent years ".{Hansard, 2 March 1984)

Jose Ramos Horta, then the unofficial FRETILIN representative to the United Nations, visited Australia in 
June 1984. The Tribune reported that Horta concentrated much o f his criticism on Australian Foreign 
Affairs diplomats; he described how Australian diplomats at the U.N. lobbied for support for Indonesia on 
the East Timor resolution. He claimed that Australian diplomats were more active than Indonesia's 
representatives in canvassing for votes against the resolution. He also claimed that any negative effect of 
Australia taking a principled position on East Timor was exaggerated by Foreign Affairs officials to justify 
a "pathetic bankrupt diplomacy".(Freney, Denis: Horta Visit Brings Timor Issue to Centre Stage, Tribune,
6 June 1984)

Five former Australian ambassadors and a host of foreign affairs policy 'experts' attacked Hawke's "we will 
not grovel" statement made in 1986, and reaffirmed "the generally sensible course" pursued in Australian 
policy towards Indonesia since 1949.(Thc A ge , 8 May 1986) Hawke made no further statements in this 
vein, and proved unwilling to alter Australia's foreign policy towards Indonesia or East Timor, despite the 
fact that relations had been curtailed by Indonesia.

Ambassador Flood told the National Press Club in 1990 that the Indonesians faced many problems in East 
Timor as the result of economic development [its failure] and the process o f integration: "While there 
continues to be criticism of the role and activities of Indonesian military forces in East Timor, the current
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Direct and indirect international criticism of the Australian government's human rights 
record is a comparatively new phenomena, and the Hawke government has failed to 
respond to it in any meaningful way. Criticism of its position on East Timor has been 
growing since 1989, coming from states, international organisations and non-government 
groups.1 Evans' statement that "Australia is not one of those countries which abandons its 
human rights concerns in the face of commercial opportunity"2 sits uneasily with the views 
of international lawyers and academics who claim that the Australian government has 
breached the U.N Charter on several counts, in order to exploit Timor Gap oil resources. 
In May 1990, British Labor politicians joined a demonstration outside the Australian High 
Commission in London, to protest against the Timor Gap Treaty.3 The chair of British 
Parliament's Human Rights Group, Lord Avebury, told ABC Radio in 1991 that "Australia 
has taken a wrong turn in her policy on East Timor because I think that if you allow 
aggressors to remain in possession of their ill-gotten gains, it sets a very bad example for 
world peace".4

In April 1990, Avebury, as head of International Parliamentarians for East Timor, sent a 
letter to Evans, congratulating him on his support for the Lithuanian Declaration of 
Independence. Evans had stated that Australia "had refused to accept in international law 
the incorporation of the three Baltic states into the Soviet Union in 1940, rejecting the self- 
proclaimed Soviet sovereignty over them". The letter asked why the Minister denied the 
same privilege to Australia's small neighbour of East Timor: "Will you now insist that free

problems associated with youth and urban unrest arise as much from heightened expectations and are 
particularly the result of the lack of employment opportunities in the province".(Speech to National Press 
Club, 12 April 1990) The 1991 Australian delegation's report provides other clues as to why such problems 
persist: that foreign investors and tourists are deterred by the political instability of the territory; that the 
East Timorese resent Indonesia's co-option of their economic resources, when they reap little benefit from 
them; and that the "overwhelming" military presence discourages the East Timorese from becoming more 
active in their own a((airs.(Australian Parliamentary Delegation's Report on. its Visit to Hong Kong, 
Singapore and Indonesia, 1991. Section 3.195)

1The International Christian Movement for Peace has observed that: "Australia has failed to exercise its 
influence in the region to bring about a just settlement of the East Timor issue. In fact, Australia's policy 
has been to court Indonesia as an ally".(No Development Without Justice , Brussels, 1989. pg 10) The 
Catholic Institute for International Relations has observed that: "Mr Hawke's government has failed to press 
any o f the central issues which East Timor raises for Australia's foreign policy and its relations with its 
nearest and largest neighbour".(Eas/ Timor - Comment, op. cit. pg 22)
2AFAT - The Monthly Record , May 1989. pg 195
3TAPOL Bulletin, No 99 June 1990
’ International Report, Radio Australia, 27 March 1991



elections are held in East Timor, so that the East Timorese may have the same right to 
determine their political future as the people of the Baltic states, in accordance with Article 1 
of the U.N Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, of which Australia is a signatory?" In 
May, Evans replied to Avebury, arguing that the two situations were "quite different"; East 
Timor had never had the attributes of statehood, and that in evolving international law, 
control over territory could be judged to be effective against other claimants to title. Evans 
went on to say that the Australian government supported U.N. initiatives to assist Portugal 
and Indonesia achieve agreement on East Timor, "taking into account the interests of all 
parties involved". The East Timorese have never been represented at these talks.

Avebury wrote again in May, making the following points: that the United Nations Charter 
did not make a distinction between the acquisition by force of self-governing and non self- 
governing territories, and that Indonesia's invasion of East Timor violated the territorial 
integrity of Portugal, the power which had de jure control of East Timor at the time. He 
also refuted Evans' arguments on the acquisition of valid title. He listed a number of 
situations - Western Sahara, Tibet, Eastern Europe, Namibia, South Africa, Eritrea - which 
had all created "a new climate in which the aspirations of subject peoples cannot be so 
easily denied".1

At a U.N. Human Rights Commission hearing in Geneva early in 1991, the European 
Economic Community's submission on East Timor rigorously expressed its concern about 
human rights abuses; the EEC does not recognise Indonesian sovereignty over East Timor. 
Its submission with reference to torture and killings contrasted sharply with that of the 
Australian government which 'noted1 reports of human rights abuses, but acknowledged an 
improvement in the situation over recent years. The international media commented on the 
marked difference in tone between the two submissions.2

Events in Kuwait during 1990 and 1991 helped to rekindle interest in the East Timor 
question, both in Australia and internationally. When Hawke announced that Australian 
ships and troops would be sent to Kuwait, he stated that he was "giving effect to the 
principles of the UN Charter", and that "it is important for the world to understand that big 
countries cannot invade small neighbours and get away with it".3 In response, an East

Correspondence between Parliamentarians for East Timor and Evans,
rInternational Report, Radio Australia, 27 March 1991
3Shadow Over East Timor, SBS Televison Productions, 1991
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Timor supporter wrote: "If we are to believe that the high moral principle espoused over 
Iraq's occupation of Kuwait is anything other than convenient rhetoric, the Prime Minister 
should immediately suspend the Timor Gap Treaty and announce his government's support 
for Security Council resolutions on East Timor.1 Several prominent Australians from a 
broad social spectrum2 wrote to The Australian to draw attention to the "hypocrisy of the 
international community, including Australia, in relation to East Timor", as the "world 
edges closer to war in the Gulf over Kuwait's right to determine its own future".3 Similar 
responses also came from other Australians, Indonesian Muslims and international 
parliamentarians.4 At the same time that Australia was sending war ships to the Gulf in 
support of the U.N. Security Council resolutions, the Portuguese government was

*Dr M. Wagner, Australian Coalition for East Timor, Canberra. Financial Review , 1 March 1991
2 The signatories included Professor Manning Clark, Max Gillies, John Ah Kit and Martin Ferguson.
3The Australian, 15 Jan 1991
4 Australian parliamentarian Laurie Ferguson told the U.N. Committee for Decolonisation in 1990 that the 
East Timorese "suffer from international apathy towards the plight of minor nations who lack the strategic 
or economic importance to entice the interest o f the major powers",(Statement, 9 August 1990) which 
contrasted considerably with the situation o f the small but oil-rich Kuwait, located in the strategically 
sensitive Middle East. Ferguson concluded that "even Iraq's severest critics have not predicted a fate for the 
Kuwaitis and Saudis as horrendous as that visited upon the Timorese. International action has not been 
commensurate". The International Parliamentarians for East Timor, representing 15 countries, (ALP's Garry 
Gibson from Australia) also used the Kuwait parallel in raising the issue of implementing U.N resolutions 
on East Timor at a meeting with the U.N. Secretary-General.(/*ge/ic)' France Press, 26 March 1991)

In January 1991, Senator Jo Vallentine asked the Foreign Minister to explain the difference between Iraq's 
invasion o f Kuwait and Indonesia's invasion of East Timor. Evans replied the "most relevant distinction is 
that the East Timor invasion was never accompanied by any United Nations resolution determining 
economic sanctions or .... enabling the use of force in support of various objectives, if they could be 
achieved". He went on to say that there were "other grounds of distinction which could be drawn. East
Timor was not a sovereign s la te .......and there was significant civil conflict between three rival groups of
which two(sic), (The numerically small APODETI party favoured integration - and the claim of 'significant 
conflict' is vehemently denied by several commentators) as I recall, favoured integration with East Timor". 
Vallentine also asked when the Australian government would change its position on East Timor in line 
with growing international support for East Timorese self-determination. Evans replied that there came a 
time "when the reality of an annexation or an absorption of this kind has to be accepted. That time came for 
this country some years ago ".{Canberra Times, 13 Jan 1991)

A senior Indonesian public servant and newspaper columnist criticised Australia's involvement in the Gulf, 
as confirming the country's commitment to the developed North, rather than to the immediate 
region.(Soetjipto Wirosardjono, Radio A ustralia , 30 Jan 1991) The Indonesian author, Yusef 
Mangunwidjaya, boycotted the Australia-Indonesia Institute's launch of a book which it had helped translate 
and publish, because of Australia's participation in the Gulf war .(Radio Australia, 8 March 1991) Tourists 
reported that Indonesians were aware that Australia had sent ships to the Gulf, and as Moslems, were critical 
of the action. However, Evans answered such criticism in an address to a conference in February 1991, 
arguing that by acting far afield to support the U.N.'s collective security potential, Australia was supporting 
a precedent, and an approach to security which would have a very direct application to the Asia-Pacific 
region. He said that Australia would be maintaining its regional focus, but would be ready to contribute 
beyond the region when it was appropriate,(AFAT - The Monthly Report, Feb 1991. pg 43) in line with 
the government's third foreign policy priority of contributing to global security.



accusing the Australian government in the ICJ of being in contempt of two similar Security 
Council resolutions on East Timor.1

The Gulf crisis and Iraq's invasion of Kuwait served to highlight the contrast between the 
way the U.N. responded under pressure from the United States, and the U.N.'s ineffective 
response to Indonesia's invasion of East Timor when the same international regime was 
violated. While many argued that the difference was based simply on different economic 
and strategic considerations, several state organisations responded by making strong 
statements in support of the right of the East Timorese to self-determination; they included 
the British House of Commons, the Socialist International and the European Community.2 
The Australian government did not make any such statement, and could not; to do so would

to .
byinvalidate its recognition of Indonesia's sovereignty over East Timor, and thus the 
Timor Gap Treaty. However, it may yet incur the costs of a damaged international 
reputation if it continues to draw criticism over its East Timor policy.

Complex interdependency - multiple channels

The third characteristic of complex interdependency concerns channels of contact between 
societies. In a complex interdependent relationship, multiple channels - transnational and 
transgovemmental - connect societies; thus states are not unitary actors, and the distinction 
between what is 'domestic' and what is not, breaks down.3 According to Keohane and 
Nye, the extent to which multiple channels exist in a bilateral relationship can be determined 
by examining economic and diplomatic links, ministerial visits, delegations, media reports, 
immigration and visitor numbers, and provincial government links. The following is not a 
comprehensive examination of all channels of contact; those dealt with in detail are the most 
significant to the overall Australian-Indonesia relationship, with regard to East Timor.

ECONOMIC CHANNELS

Herderschee and Hughes suggests that to a Martian economist, the location of Indonesia 
and Australia would suggest intensive economic relations; geographic proximity, low

R esolu tions 384(1975) and 189(1976) concern the use o f force against East Timor. Both call on the 
"government of Indonesia to withdraw all its forces from the Territory", and call on all states to "respect the 
territorial integrity of East Timor, as well as the inalienable right of its people to self-determination".
2TAPOL Bulletin , No 104, April 1991. pg 13
3Keohane & Nye: Interdependency Revisited, op. cit. pg 742
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transport costs, different national resources and different levels of development.1 
However, economic relations between Australia and Indonesia have been negligible, and 
despite some growth in the past two years,2 and some areas for potential growth, they are 
still relatively undeveloped. Historic factors contribute to this situation; both countries are 
former members of different colonial empires, which served to limit their past economic 
contacts. Australia has been slow to recognise that because both countries produce basically 
the same raw materials and agricultural produce, the potential for economic linkage lies in 
the technical and service areas. McCawley has also attributed the low level of economic 
interaction to excessive regulation in both countries; tariff barrier policy,3 Australian quality 
standards and protectionism.4

Australia and Indonesia have worked cooperatively in global and regional economic 
organisations. They are both members of the Group of 14 Fair Traders in Agriculture, 
commonly called the Cairns Group,5 which also includes a number of other regional states. 
Indonesia has supported the creation of a 1989 Hawke initiative - the Asia-Pacific 
Economic Cooperation(APEC) - aimed at establishing a regional economic consultative 
forum to tackle such issues as the liberalisation of regional trade barriers and sectoral 
cooperation in areas such as infrastructure development.

^erderschee, H & Hughes, H: Aid, Investment and Trade Within the Australia-1ndonesia-PNG Triangle, 
Centre for Study of Australian-Asian Relations, Qld. 1986. pg 1
2From 1989 to 1991, commercial links between Australia and Indonesia increased, as did cooperation in 
institutional bodies dealing with trade matters. However, Robison has warned it is too early to make too 
much o f any signs of improvement because the baseline trade figures, taken over the decades to 1988, are so 
small. He claims that the recent improved trade figures could be explained by Indonesia's rapidly growing 
economy; they do not necessarily indicate that Australian business is becoming more competitive or aware. 
(Financial R eview , 2 Sept 1991. pg 1) In 1990, Indonesia still received less than 5 percent of total 
Australian exports, while imports from Indonesia generally accounted for less than 2 percent of total 
Australian imports.
Indonesia has moved to free up its economy and financial system, facilitating increased foreign investment, 
particularly in joint ventures. Australia's greatest investment in Indonesia has been in the mining sector, 
where in joint ventures, Australian business has the technology and skills. This investment has been aided 
by the establishment of the Indonesia-Australia High Level Group on Energy and Mineral Resources 
Consultations and Technical Cooperation set up in 1989. The Northern Territory government is hoping to 
set up joint manufacturing ventures with the province of Sulawesi. However, Indonesia still receives a 
negligible proportion o f Australia's total overseas investment. Tourism continues to be a buoyant 
commercial link between the two countries. In 1988, 150,000 Australians visited Indonesia, while a record 
30,000 Indonesian visitors came to Australia. East Timor was opened up to the outside world again in 
1989, and a small but growing number o f Australian tourists are visiting the territory.
4 McCawley, Peter: Economic Relations Between Australia and Indonesia, Australian Outlook, Vol 40, Dec 
1986. pg 177
^Formed in Cairns, Australia, in August 1986, it is made up of economically diverse countries from all 
regions o f the world.



The Hawke government has recognised - as did the Whitlam and Fraser governments - that 
the most potent basis for a strong bilateral relationship in the latter part of the twentieth 
century is an economic one.1 However, I would argue that there is a stronger economic 
motivation for promoting increased trade and investment than simply giving the relationship 
more "ballast".2 In Australia during the 1980s, the economy has been in recession, with 
worsening balance of trade figures and increasing demand for diminishing government 
resources to meet education, training and welfare needs. These domestic demands have 
affected the framing of the Hawke government's foreign policy, to the extent of its 
encouraging increased trade and investment links and regional economic cooperation in an 
effort to boost Australia's flagging economy. Indonesia has also suffered a drop in revenue 
from its oil exports and has had to consider domestic demands for modernisation and 
improved living standards when framing its policies towards foreign investment, joint 
developments, trade and bilateral relations. In both countries - although to a much greater 
extent in Australia - government survival depends on meeting these domestic demands.

The most significant economic linkage in the history of the bilateral relationship is the only 
one in which East Timor figures to any large degree; the negotiation and signing of the 
Timor Gap Treaty.

Timor Gap Treaty

The Australian government knew in the early 1970s from oil company research made 
available to it, that the kelp structure in the Gap area could hold between 500 and 5 billion 
cubic feet of oil; data which Walsh claims "must have fixated the official mind like a heat- 
seeking missile".3 Oil has been a factor of official consideration from the outset of the East 
Timor problem, as evidenced by a cable despatched from Jakarta in August 1975 to 
Australia, by the then Ambassador, Richard Woolcott.4

*In recognition of this, in 1986, the Hawke government created the combined portfolio of Foreign Affairs 
and Trade.
2 "Giving the relationship more ballast" was a phrase frequently used in reference to Indonesia by Evans, 
after he became Foreign Minister.
3Pat Walsh, Timor Gap: Oil Poured on Bloody Waters, Arena 9 0 ,1990. pg 14
4"We are all aware of the Australian defence interest in the Portuguese situation, but I wonder whether the 
Department has ascertained the interest of the Minister of the Department of Minerals and Energy in the 
Timor situation. It would seem to me that this Department might well have an interest in closing the 
present gap in the agreed sea border and this could be much more readily negotiated with Indonesia than with 
Portugal or independent Portuguese Timor. I know I am recommending a pragmatic rather than a principled 
stand, but that is what national interest and foreign policy is all about".(Stepan, op. cit. pg 1)
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Australia and Indonesia had settled their seabed boundaries in 1972. Australia then tried to 
negotiate a boundary in the Timor Gap with Portugal, but Portugal declined, apparently 
preferring to wait for the conclusion of the U.N. Conference on the Law of the Sea.1 
Indonesia officially annexed East Timor in July 1976, and the history of negotiations 
during the following decade we discussed in some detail because tbey neatly highlightdhe 
asymmetry of the Australian-Indonesian relationship, Indonesia’s superior bargaining 
position, and the power of domestic economic demands to bring about cooperation.

Australia and Indonesia held their first talks on the Gap seabed boundary in October 1976; 
the Australian government suspended them because of domestic and FRETILIN 
opposition. The Fraser government announced de facto recognition of the Indonesian 
invasion and annexation of East Timor in February 1978. Several commentators claim that 
such recognition was an essential precondition placed on Australia by Indonesia, in order 
that negotiations start.2 Talks began in February 1979. Evans has since acknowledged that 
those negotiations would not have got underway without recognition of Indonesia's 
sovereignty over East Timor.3

There were further meetings in May 1979, November 1980 and in October 1981, when 
negotiators reached a stalemate. Following the election of the Hawke government, talks 
resumed in February 1984, and Australia proposed a joint development zone to break the 
stalemate. The talks were delayed indefinitely, presumably because of ALP policy on East 
Timor. A week after the ALP national conference adopted new resolutions on East Timor, 
Indonesia and Australia announced that they would resume talks on the seabed boundary.4 
However, in September 1984, Hayden stated that the Indonesians were preoccupied with 
similar [seabed] negotiations with Vietnam and "because of technical demands on specialist 
staff, are unlikely to start discussions with us in the near future".5

Negotiations finally got underway again in October 1985, following Hawke's public 
statement recognising Indonesian sovereignty over East Timor. The next round of talks 
was cancelled, because of Jenkins' article. However, cancellation was soon revoked and

1 Prescott, J.R.V.(ed): Australia's Continental Shelf, Nelson, Melbourne, 1979. pg 38
2 Mills, op. cit. pg 7
^Transcript of media briefing on Timor Gap, 27 Oct 89
^Sinar Harapan, 18 July 1984
5AFAR , Sept 1984. pg 928



negotiations progressed comparatively rapidly. The two governments announced in 
December 1986 that they would jointly develop the Timor Gap.

Both countries were experiencing increasingly difficult economic problems from 1985. 
Sweeney claims that the folly of leaving such potential resources undeveloped finally 
persuaded both governments to settle.1 Forbes also identified economic reasons for an 
expedient agreement; the escalating costs of exploration, the falling value of the Australian 
dollar, and Indonesia's declining export revenue from crude oil on the open market.2 
Australian diplomats believed that if negotiations dragged on, Australia's bargaining 
position would be weakened further because U.N. Law of the Sea Conventions had been 
strengthening Indonesia's hand.3 Domestic pressure was also mounting on the Australian 
government - from the Western Australian and Northern Territory governments, and from 
oil companies which had interests in the area.

In October 1988, the Foreign Ministers of Australia and Indonesia announced endorsement 
in principle of the three-area Zone of Cooperation proposal and expressed a desire that a 
detailed agreement built around it should be concluded within a year. By October 1989, the 
terms of the Timor Gap Treaty had been drawn up. In the same week, Australian 
Ambassador Flood announced a $100,000 grant for the introduction of simple farm 
technologies into East Timor.

Foreign Ministers Evans and Alatas claimed that the treaty embodied "the approach to 
relations that they had stressed during their first meeting the year before, and that the time 
had come to go beyond preoccupation with the atmospherics of the relationship and 
concentrate on the practical business of developing areas of mutual interest and mutual 
profit".4 At the same time, the Department of Foreign Affairs released a copy of the treaty. 
It is worth noting that the section headed History of the Timor Gap Negotiations makes no 
mention of Australia's former negotiations with Portugal, nor of why the Gap boundaries 
had not been set in 1972, when the rest of the seabed boundary between the two countries 
had been determined.

S w een ey , op. cit. pg 19
^Quoted by Forbes, V.L: The Timor Gap Issue, The Indian Ocean Review, Sept 1989. pg 16
3ibid.
4Joint statement, Minister for Foreign Affairs Senator Gareth Evans, and Minister for Resources Senator 
Peter Cook, 27 Oct 1989



The Timor Gap Treaty was signed between Australia and Indonesia in December 1989. In a 
joint Australian-Indonesian statement, Alatas and Evans claimed that the process of 
negotiating the treaty had been "invaluable in further deepening mutual understanding at the 
day-to-day level between Australia and Indonesia". The development of the treaty had 
involved 'multiple channel' contact between several government departments.1 The treaty 
may prove to be diplomatically important, in that it binds both countries to cooperate in at 
least one sphere.

The Australian parliamentary delegation to East Timor in 1991 considered that the East 
Timorese had a right to some of the economic benefits which might flow from the treaty. It 
recommended that the Joint Authority overseeing treaty arrangements ensure that 
exploration and support facilities be centred in East Timor, so that the province might 
benefit economically.2 This recommendation ignores the fact that East Timor lacks the 
infrastructure for such facilities, and that the nearest ports to the potential oil fields are 
Darwin, and Kupang in West Timor.

Aid

Australia's economic aid program is based primarily on humanitarian concern, but as 
Foreign Minister Hayden has pointed out, the aid program has Australia's "political and 
economic interests firmly in sight".3 Indonesia has consistently been Australia's largest 
recipient of aid after Papua New Guinea. However, in terms of the total amount of aid that 
Indonesia receives, Australian aid is not significant.

Australia has made specific aid grants to East Timor since 1975 through the Red Cross and 
UNICEF.4 Following annexation, the International Commission of Red Cross was first 
given access to East Timor in 1979. At times since, the ICRC has had difficulty gaining 
access to East Timor from Indonesian authorities, and on those occasions, the Fraser and 
Hawke governments have agreed to allow aid distribution through the Indonesian Red

1 Departments involved included Australia’s Taxation Office, Bureau o f Mineral Resources, Industrial 
Relations, and the Attorney General's Department in reference to criminal and civil laws - and Indonesia's 
bureaucratic counterparts.
^Delegation's report, op. cit. Section 3.202
3McCawley, Peter: Economic Relations Between Australia and Indonesia, Australian Outlook, Vol 40, Dec 
1986. pg 175
4From 1975 to 1986, Australia made contributions of 9 million dollars to projects in East Timor conducted 
by the International Committee of the Red Cross, the Indonesian Red Cross and UNICEF .(Hansard, 15 
April 1986)



Cross, leading to allegations that much of the aid did not reach the East Timorese.1 In 
1989, the ICRC was allowed to station delegates permanently in Dili. Australia will provide 
$2 million in aid to East Timor in 1992, and for the first time, the program is expected to 
involve a delegation of Australian agricultural consultants visiting the territory.2

LEADERSHIP CHANNELS

Parliamentary Delegations

Four months after the Hawke government was elected, a five-member parliamentary 
delegation visited East Timor for four days. No preconditions or restrictions were imposed, 
although the delegation was escorted by a substantial number of military personnel. The 
Prime Minister placed a degree of importance on the delegation's visit, claiming it would 
contribute to informed debate and help to determine Australia's vote on East Timor in the 
United Nations later that year. He hypothesised that the visit might reveal that "the best 
interests of the people of East Timor .... be served by a continuation of their being part of 
Indonesia".3

In its report on the visit, the delegation claimed that an Australian vote against the 
Indonesia's occupation of East Timor would not alter the present situation, and would only 
harm relations between the two countries. The report acknowledged that Indonesia 
regarded the East Timor question as a critical test of Australian-Indonesian relations, and 
that if differences persisted over the issue, the relationship would suffer.4 The report 
contained a dissenting summary from one delegation member, George McIntosh, who 
claimed the report tended "to diminish the significance of the Timorese problem", and it 
contained "a misleading perception of the character of support in Australia for the East 
Timorese".

The delegation's report was generally favourable to Indonesia, but it did note that human 
rights violations had continued; censored mail, detention without trial, restricted movement, 
food shortages, forced resettlement, and restrictions on family reunion. The Jakarta Post

B aylor, op. cit. Chapter 9
2 East Timor N ew s, July 1991. pg 7. This plan may be affected in the aftermath o f the November 
massacre.
3East Timor Association: East Timor - Betrayed But Not Beaten, Victoria, 1983. pg 23
4 Aussie Wo' Vote to Harm Ties With RI, Jakarta Post, 7 Sept, 1983



found reason to believe the report would ’'provide the moral basis for the Labor 
government's change of heart [over East Timor]".1

A Timor Information Service study claimed that the delegation was misled on at least three 
counts. The service took exception to the claim that Indonesia's military commander in East 
Timor had denied to the delegation that he had held talks with FRETILIN leader, Xanana 
Gusmao.2 Photographs proved otherwise. The Australian government failed to register any 
complaint against the Indonesian government. Delegation leader Bill Morrison was also 
criticised for passing up an opportunity to meet FRETILIN leaders.3

Another parliamentary delegation visited Indonesia in 1989, but did not go to East Timor. 
The Australian Parliamentarians for East Timor lobbied in 1989 for a delegation of their 
members to visit East Timor; they made contact with Evans and with the Indonesian 
Embassy, but their efforts failed.4 In 1990, Northern Territory MP Warren Snowden 
began lobbying for a general parliamentary fact-finding delegation to visit East Timor,5 but 
Evans replied that such a visit would have to be made in the context of a mission to 
Indonesia.

^Canberra on East Timor, Jakarta Post, 2 August 1983
2The service also claimed the delegation was not told of Jakarta's restrictions on the International Red 
Cross, and that the delegation was led to believe there was no time limit on the ceasefire with FRETILIN, 
when in fact the 1983 military offensive was planned to begin two weeks after the delegation's departure.
3East Timor Report, No 7, June 1984. pg 2. There is also comprehensive coverage of this incident in 
Taylor, op. cit. Chapter 10
^Correspondence between the Embassy and parliamentarian Tony Lamb, and between an officer in Evans’ 
office and Tony Lamb.
5Letter to Evans from Snowden, 26 June 1990.
Correspondence between Evans and Snowden provides a lesson in the language of diplomacy. Evans stated 
that it would be preferable for the group to be described as a delegation visiting Indonesia rather than East 
Timor, and for the group to be escorted by the host government rather than to seek unrestricted 
access.(Letter Evans to Snowden, 9 July 1990) Snowden replied that he agreed with the assessment that the 
delegation should seek to be visiting Indonesia, and not just Timor. However, he pointed out that it would 
be only fair to indicate that the delegation had a special interest in East Timor. He stated that "while I accept 
and support the development of close and friendly relations with Indonesia, it is extremely important that 
this relationship be an honest and open one, allowing for the concerns that many Australians feel about 
East Timor to be expressed openly and frankly". Snowden asserted that this was the approach Evans 
appeared to be taking. However, he did not accept the need for escorts; only that their presence might be a 
precondition for the delegation's approval.(Letter Snowden to Evans, 23 July 90) The delegation which 
visited East Timor in February 1991 was escorted, and Snowden was not a member o f it.



A further delegation finally visited East Timor in February 1991, as part of a wider tour to 
Vietnam and Indonesia. The publicity surrounding the proposed visit, the actual visit and 
the delegation's report was minimal.1

Ministerial channels

That the Hawke government viewed its relationship with the Indonesian government as 
important was signalled when the Prime Minister and Hayden visited Jakarta during their 
first three months in office. Hayden visited Jakarta twice in 1984.

By 1985, the Hawke government must have felt that it was making progress in developing 
its relationship with the Indonesian government, following changes to Labor policy and 
Hawke's recognition statement. In December 1985, Indonesia's Foreign Minister Mochtar 
visited Australia for the first time since 1978. But then came the Jenkins' article, and 
Indonesia's hostile response. From December 1985 to m id-1988, no high-level 
Indonesians visited Australia. The first visitor in 1988 was the middle-ranking tourism 
Minister Susilo Sudaman, who attended the Expo in Brisbane. During the same period, six 
Australian ministers went to Jakarta for low-level discussions. Following the thaw in 
relations, seven Indonesian Ministers visited Australia in 1989, and during the first three 
months of 1990, there were a further three ministerial visits.

Before departing on a four-day trip to Australia in March 1989, Alatas stated that the 
Indonesian and Australian governments should resume regular bilateral talks to "avoid 
small problems becoming big problems".2 Following his visit, it was announced that a new 
framework for conducting the bilateral relationship would be established, involving regular 
ministerial-level discussions to provide a forum for consultation and cooperation in the 
management of relations. The Australia-Indonesia Ministerial Meeting would be convened

^The report made some observations which indirectly supported the findings of an Indonesian sociological 
study carried out in East Timor in 1990. The researchers believed that the East Timorese were suffering 
from siege trauma and dispossession in their own territory. The study has since been banned in Indonesia. 
The delegation's recommendations included that "the East Timorese would be encouraged to be more active 
in their own affairs if there were fewer soldiers .... the heavy concentration o f combat troops could lead to 
the inference that they were necessary for the central government to maintain control"; that "it is convinced 
that the overwhelming presence of the military and political stability, and lack o f infrastructure, will deter 
investors and tourists"; and "that the Indonesian authorities pay particular attention to land rights claims of 
indigenous East Timorese".
2Europeu, Lisbon, quoted in Taylor, John G: The Indonesian Occupation o f East Timor, 1974-1989, A 
Chronology, Catholic Institute of International Relations, London, 1990. pg 94



every 18 months, and annual senior officials talks would be reinstituted after a break of 12 
years.1

BUREAUCRATIC CHANNELS 

Embassy delegations to East Timor

Several Australian Embassy delegations have traveled to East Timor since the Hawke 
government was elected, but no visit attracted as much comment and coverage as the two- 
man delegation which visited the territory in July 1984, just prior to the ALP national 
conference. The mission was originally scheduled for May, but was cancelled by Jakarta. 
In an address to the National Press Club in Canberra in June 1984, the Indonesian 
Ambassador to Australia, August Marpaung, told the audience that the visit had been 
cancelled for security reasons; that "the FRETILIN may ambush Ambassador Dalrymple". 
He claimed that it had nothing to do with the recent visit of FRETILIN spokesman Jose 
Ramos Horta to Australia, because there was "no reason at all for Indonesia to object to 
Horta's meeting with Foreign Minister Hayden".2

An editorial in the Jakarta Post analysed the Indonesian government's decision to finally 
allow the mission to visit East Timor in July: "The decision to let the visit go ahead is a 
concession by Indonesia to Australian Foreign Minister Bill Hayden, who has argued that it 
is necessary to soften up the ruling Labor Party's anti-Indonesian resolution on East Timor. 
The ALP will hold its [biennial] conference this month. Prime Minister Bob Hawke's 
government has attempted to distance itself from the resolution, which was adopted before 
the Labor Party came to power last year".

The editorial went on to say that "Mr Hayden wants Indonesia to let the embassy delegation 
visit the province so that it can report back to the conference that Indonesian policy in its 
province is appropriate and productive. This was the conclusion of a parliamentary 
delegation that visited East Timor last year. And Indonesia is asking: "Why again?" .... 
Still, Mr Hayden is probably sincere in asking Indonesia to indulge another Australian 
delegation to East Timor as a salve to Australia's domestic political sensibilities. But the 
logical 'quid pro quo' of this arrangement is for Australia to get this issue behind it once

1AFAT - The Monthly Report, March 1989. pg 86
^Australian Envoys' Visit Delayed For Security Reasons, Jakarta Post, 22 June 1984



and for all. Debate it, resolve it, and leave it. Indonesia is trying to accommodate itself to 
Australia's political climate. We expect Canberra to do the same for Indonesia'1.1 Mr 
Hayden had previously warned Indonesia that its attitude towards the mission could 
strengthen anti-Indonesian feeling among the Labor Party's left. Jakarta countered that 
Canberra should keep out of the East Timor issue, stressing that its meddling was violating 
Indonesia's sovereignty in the province.

Following his visit in July, the Ambassador reported that Governor Carrascalao viewed 
FRETILIN as a "matter of nuisance value only, and not an impediment to development or 
other government activities". He also noted that military personnel and civilians felt that 
insufficient notice had been taken of the Australian parliamentary delegation's [favourable] 
report of 1983.2

Further Ambassadorial delegations visited East Timor in October 1985, and in January
1987. As with the parliamentary delegation of 1991, the visits attracted very little 
government promotion or media coverage.3

Other Bureaucratic Channels

When the Hawke government was elected, Australia and Indonesia had in place a defence 
cooperation program which included combined military exercises, and the provision of 
training for Indonesian defence personnel and limited equipment.4 ALP policy stated that 
military aid to Indonesia should cease until it withdrew its troops from East Timor. 
However, Hayden defended the established government policy in parliament: "Australia's 
defence cooperation program with Indonesia, like programs with other Southeast Asian 
countries, is designed to strengthen the capacity of recipient countries to resist external 
aggression*'.5 In other words, the program is designed to strengthen the 'defence barrier' 
formed by Australia's nearest northern neighbours.

^East Timor Revisited, Jakarta Post, 2 July 1984
2Prcss release from Hayden, 8 July 1984
^Thc Ambassador visited East Timor in the first week of December, following the November massacre, to 
make inquiries on behalf of the Australian government. This visit attracted some media interest.
^Foreign Minister Tony Street referred to it as "Australia's defence cooperation program &  Indonesia" in 
1981.
5Hansard, 8 Dec 1983
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The program was subsequently suspended at Indonesia’s request, in the aftermath of 
Jenkins' article. Senior defence officials did not exchange visits again until late in 1988.1 In 
April 1991, formal defence links were re-established, when Defence Minister Robert Ray 
and two department officials met in Jakarta for talks with Indonesia's Armed Forces 
Minister on boosting defence cooperation. Senior military officials began meeting regularly 
again,2 military student exchanges were to be increased, and air and naval exercises were 
being planned.3

Numerous other bilateral links have been established between government departments, 
especially since 1988.4

State and territory channels

Australia's state and territory governments and their bureaucracies have all, to some degree, 
developed links with Indonesia.5

*In 1989 the training component was resumed and in March 1990, an Australian defence delegation visited 
Jakarta and reached an 'in principle' agreement to expand existing low level naval exercises, to allow RAAF 
aircraft to refuel in Jakarta on their way to exercises in Malaysia, to work towards combined air force 
exercises, and to expand the training program in Australia.(Tomar, op. cit. pg 17)
2Twelve senior Indonesian Armed Forces officers were in Darwin in May 1991 for talks with Australian 
counterparts.(Guest list for dinner at the Diamond Beach Casino, 22 May 1991)
Indonesian Trade Winds Auger Well, Financial Review , 2 Sept 91. pg 16
4 In June 1988, the Australian Ambassador to Indonesian, Bill Morrison, visited Southeast Sulawesi and 
West Timor to explain Australia's concerns about the illegal activity of Indonesian fishermen in Australian 
waters. Since April 1989, there have been regular bilateral talks between Fisheries, Customs and Quarantine 
on this issue which has now climbed the agenda. At the first round of talks, practical guidelines for the 
effective implementation of the Memorandum of Understanding on traditional Indonesian fishing were 
produced. At the fourth round of talks in June 1991, general principles were agreed to which could form the 
basis of a fisheries cooperation agreement, focusing on the management of shared fisheries resources, and 
information exchange. The group discussed an Indonesian educational program to deter illegal fishing 
incursions, and ways o f targeting the middlemen and financiers who were promoting illegal fishing in 
Australian waters.
The Australian Minister for Resources and the Indonesian Minister for Forestry agreed in May 1990 to 
expand cooperation in the area of tropical forestry. Minister Alan Griffiths stated the aim was to assist the 
Indonesians to move towards sustainable development of its tropical forests, and cooperative efforts could 
include the development and implementation of a Code of Forest Practices, provision o f forest management 
expertise, and genetic improvement o f stocks for plantation development. This appears to be a very one
sided 'cooperative' arrangement, especially when at the lime Evans was stressing the implementation of 
projects providing 'mutual benefit'.

5The Northern Territory illustrates the variety of non-central government linkages which can be established. 
Chief Ministers and Ministers of the Territory government have been regularly visiting Jakarta and the 
eastern Indonesian provinces since self-government in 1978. Chief Minister Hatton reiterated Hawke's 
statement o f recognition of Indonesia's sovereignty over East Timor while in Jakarta in 1987. The visits 
and established linkages arc ultimately aimed at encouraging economic development in the Territory. The 
Education Department first provided technical help for curriculum development in Indonesia, and then won a 
Federal government contract to further develop that work. Its staff are also involved in the restructuring of
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NON-GOVERNMENT CHANNELS

FRETILIN links

FRETILIN forces in East Timor established radio contact with supporters in the Northern 
Territory in 1976, but Australian authorities closed the radio down after it had been 
operating for some months. In January 1985, the radio link was re-established. The 
Australian Coalition for East Timor applied for a radio communication station licence, in an 
effort to legalise the link. The Hawke government refused the application, on the grounds 
that East Timor was already serviced through the Overseas Telecommunications 
Commission(OTC) and that it was not government policy to authorise communication links 
to bypass OTC services. The government stated that to issue any licence would violate 
international law - the International Telecommunication Union Convention - without the

technical education in the eastern provinces. Indonesian language is taught in several Territory schools, and 
there are teacher and student exchange programs. The Northern Territory University is building up an 
Indonesian Studies unit, and is developing intensive Indonesian language courses in cooperation with the 
university in Kupang, where the residential schools will be conducted. The Primary Industries Department 
offers support and advice on livestock export from the Territory to Indonesia. The Industries and 
Development Department has a consultant in Jakarta promoting Darwin's Trade Development Zone. The 
government plans to sign an agreement with the Indonesian government in relation to a similar zone in 
southern Sulawesi, in the hope of developing joint manufacturing ventures.
The linkages spread down to local government, business and the general community. A Territory shipping 
company runs a regular cargo service to Kupang in West Timor, and occasionally to Kalimantan. Darwin 
has a sister city relationship with Ambon. Two Federal Northern Territory politicians were initially refused 
visas to Indonesia in 1988 to attend the signing o f the sister-city agreement, because they had made 
statements in support o f East Timorese self-determination.(AAP, 24 October 1988) There are around 2,500 
East Timorese and their Australian-born children living in Darwin.
The Darwin sailing club has organised an annual international yacht race to Ambon. Individual citi/xns have 
organised Indonesian fine art exhibitions in the city. A Darwin lawyer organised the Australian-Indonesian 
Criminal Lawyers Association conferences of 1987, 1989 and 1991. Darwin’s arts community arranged 
finance to sponsor the visit of Javanese dance and gamelan teachers, for performances and workshops in the 
city in 1991. Aboriginal students from Arnhem Land have visited Sulawesi to make contact with Makassars 
who sailed to their region regularly over hundreds of years.
Specific linkages between the Northern Territory and East Timor are few. However, Fcdera argues that the 
impetus for improving relations between the Territory and Indonesia, even at times when bilateral relations 
at the national level have been cool, has come from East Timorese living in Darwin. He asserts that some 
o f the East Timorese community began lobbying Territory M.L.A.s to improve relations with Indonesian - 
with the aim of normalising relations, and attaining access to East Timor - because they were concerned 
about their properties in the territory.(Federa, Juan: P.H.D. in progress on relations between the Northern 
Territory government and Indonesia.) Chief Ministers Tux worth and Perron have visited East Timor; the 
first and only government leaders in Australia to have done so. From early 1989, when East Timor was 
opened to visitors, it has been possible to fly from Darwin to Dili via Kupang. The 1991 Australian 
Parliamentary delegation to East Timor recommended that a direct Dili-Darwin air link be established, to 
encourage tourism and economic growth in the territory. Other contacts have been made through 
FRETILIN, family reunion and sport.



agreement of Indonesia; the Foreign Affairs Department had been advised that Indonesia 
would not agree.1

Despite this statement, in December 1985, Senator Peter Walsh told the Senate that 
following OTC inquiries in response to customer complaints, the Indonesian authorities 
had advised that "for the time being, communication to and from Dili and East Timor is not
perm itted,.....and continues to be unavailable".2 The Federal government nonetheless
closed the radio link; a move seen in Jakarta as "to the Australian government's credit".3

Since 1975, FRETILIN has managed to keep a flow of information coming from inside 
East Timor, despite the territory's being closed to the outside world until January 1989, 
and despite censored mail, unreliable telephone connections, and movement restrictions. 
FRETILIN supporters made contact with the Australian parliamentary delegations of 1983 
and 1991. Letters from FRETILIN to the Australian and Portuguese governments and to 
the United Nations were presented through an intermediary to three journalists 
accompanying the 1991 delegation.4 Evans' response was that the Australian government 
would not accept the premise of the letters - that Australia help arrange talks on self- 
determination - because Australia recognised the incorporation of East Timor into 
Indonesia.5

The occasional journalist and academic has made contact with FRETILIN. Leader Xanana 
Gusmao dictated open letters to the Australian and Indonesian governments through an 
Australian researcher visiting a hill camp in 1990. The letters called for support for 
negotiations between Jakarta and FRETILIN. The letter to Hawke noted that Australia had 
supported the principle of self-determination in Kuwait and Cambodia, and called on 
Australia to live up to its principles and support a negotiated solution to East Timor.6 The 
Australian government made no response.

FRETLIN has also actively publicised in Australia its fight for independence; its 
representative in Darwin collates and disseminates information from East Timor and

‘Press release, Minister for Communications, 17 July 1985
2Hansard, 6 Dec 1985
3Recognising Reality, Jakarta Post, 22 August 1985
4The letters were signed by 14 people including leader, Xanana Gusmao.
5Radio Australia, 10 Feb 1991
6 ABC Radio News, Radio Australia, 30 October 1990



international support groups, and FRETILIN'S former unofficial representative at the 
U.N., Jose Ramos Horta, has visited arid worked in Australia on several occasions. The 
Hawke government was criticised in the Indonesian press in 1984 for granting a visa to 
Horta. Evans defended the government's action, stating that the visit was in Horta's 
personal capacity, that he would not receive any government assistance, and that the visit 
did not imply any change in the government's attitude towards FRETILIN. He said the 
visit reflected the government's belief that "as a matter of general principle, such persons 
should not be refused entry solely on the grounds that they are likely to express 
controversial views while they are here".1

East Timorese Refugees

There are more than 10,000 East Timorese refugees in Australia. They have actively 
lobbied for Australian support through protests and demonstrations, newsletters, media 
releases and seminars. They have gained the active support of sections of the union 
movement, the Australian Parliamentarians for East Timor, the Uniting and Catholic 
churches in Australia, the Australian Council for Overseas Aid and numerous individuals. 
In 1987, FRETILIN supporters within the Australian East Timorese community combined 
with UDT supporters to lobby for self-determination. However, these factions form a 
fragile alliance.

Cultural and Sporting Channels

Each Australian state and territory has established links with Indonesia in such areas as art, 
theatre, film and television, dance, and sport. Sporting contacts between Australia and 
Indonesia have been increasing, at both the Ministerial and ground level. The first 
Australian sporting team to visit annexed East Timor was a soccer team from Darwin in

*H an sard , 4 September 1984 Hawke look the unusual step of meeting personally with Horta on 3 
December 1991, in the wake of the November massacre, to explain the Australian government's position on 
East Timor. Mr Horta was subsequently critical of that position.
In April 1986, Senator Don Chipp questioned the planned visit o f  the Indonesian-appointed Governor of 
East Timor, Mr Carrascalao, "who could hardly claim a good human rights record". He asked if it was 
appropriate for the government to be seen aligning itself with this government, given its human rights 
record, while denying to intervene in respect of those countries which obviously violated human rights. 
Evans replied that one of the purposes o f the special overseas visitors program was to provide an 
opportunity for exposure to Australian perspectives on matters of common interest and concern: "The 
understanding of the Australian government is that the human rights situation in East Timor continues to 
improve. The government's primary concern has been and remains to do all it can to help the people of East 
Timor. While here, he will have discussions with the government on the situation in East Timor".(Hansard, 
15 April 1986)



1988. In May 1991, a soccer team from Dili came to Darwin to participate in the regional 
Arafura Games, as part of the Indonesian contingent. Two team members left Darwin and 
made their way to the Portuguese Embassy in Canberra, where they received papers to take 
them to Portugal. Two other players sought refugee status in Darwin, while the rest of the 
team flew back to Indonesia.1

Indonesian government officials dismissed as unimportant the defection of the four athletes 
from East Timor. The official Antara newsagency quoted one Minister as saying "the 
incident is a waste of energy and thoughts", and Armed Forces Chief General Try Sutrismo 
as saying that the athletes were not defecting; they simply wanted "to be reunited with their 
families". The Indonesian government ordered an investigation into the defections, news of 
which had dominated the Indonesian media for two days, and indicated that in future it 
would be more selective in deciding which foreign tournaments Indonesia would attend, 
and in choosing the athletes. Meanwhile, Evans stated that the defections would not affect 
Australia’s diplomatic relations with Indonesia.2

The media

The relationship between Australia's media and the Suharto regime has not been a positive 
one. Whitlam claims that the Australian media has run a vendetta against Indonesia, 
especially in relation to East Timor, because of the deaths of six journalists - three of them 
Australian nationals - in the territory in 1975. The journalists were shot by Indonesian 
soldiers; there has never been an official inquiry into their deaths, and the Australian 
government has never formally protested to Indonesia.

In 1980, the Indonesian government closed the ABC's Jakarta office,3 claiming that Radio 
Australia had been unnecessarily critical of Indonesia, especially with regard to its reporting 
of events in East Timor. Radio Australia can be picked up by shortwave radio in 
Indonesia ,4 and East Timor’s Governor Carrascalao complained about it to the 
Ambassador’s delegation in July 1984. Mr Carrascalao reported that FRETILIN had been

l Two  o f these soccer players were reportedly shot dead in the November massacre.
.Agency France Press, 30 May 1991

3 A full account o f events leading to the closure, and o f the other issues involved, is found in Hodge, Errol: 
The Impact o f the ABC on Australian-Indonesian Relations Since Timor, Australian Journal o f  
International Affairs, Vol 45, No 1, May 1991. pgs 109-121
4 A survey conducted by the B.B.C. revealed that 18 million Indonesians listened to the Indonesian language 
broadcast on Radio Australia every week day.(ABC Radio News, 25 Nov 1991)



encouraged in their fight by information beamed in daily on Radio Australia; about the visit 
of the Australian Parliamentary delegation to East Timor in July 1983, and the visit of Jose 
Ramos Horta to Australia in June 1984. In 1980, other Australian journalists were also 
denied work permits because of their reporting of events in East Timor.

On Hayden’s first visit to Jakarta in April 1983, two media-related issues were raised 
during Ministerial discussions. The first was the deaths of the six journalists; Hayden 
stated that there was nothing further to report on the deaths, and this appears to be the last 
official public statement made on the matter. The other topic was that of access for 
Australian journalists; Hayden stated that an agreement in principle had been reached on the 
entry of an AAP journalist to Jakarta.

When the Sydney Morning Herald published David Jenkins' article criticising Suharto’s 
family finances in April 1986, few could have predicted the intensity of the Indonesian 
response. The Indonesian government banned all Australian journalists from the country, 
suspended a planned Ministerial visit to Australia, stopped a Qantas plane from landing in 
Bali, and withdrew from the defence cooperation program. The annual ASEAN-Australian 
Forum was suspended for two-and-a-half years. The Indonesian Armed Forces 
newspaper, Angkatan Bersenjata, claimed that Australia was a threat to Indonesia because 
of its deliberate and orchestrated media campaign to discredit Indonesia internationally.1 
Hawke's "we will not grovel" response to Indonesia's rebuff was interesting, in the light 
of the government's policy of appeasement which preceded and followed this event.

Indonesia's response to the Jenkins' article is almost unfathomable. Had the government 
chosen to ignore the article, it would have gone virtually unnoticed by all but a few 
thousand Australians. However, when the Indonesian government sent back the planeload 
of Australian tourists from Bali, the substance of the offending article gained front-page 
coverage throughout the Western world. At the same time, an article appeared in the 
Washington Post which accused Suharto of being a "murderous right-winger".2 That 
article elicited no response from the Indonesian government.

‘Robison, Richard: Explaining Indonesia's Response to the Jenkins’ Article: Implications for Australian- 
Indonesian Relations, Australian Outlook, Vol 40, Dec 1986. pg 131. The newspaper also claimed that 
Australia was a threat because of its economic ties with the U.S. and Japan, and because of its activities in 
the Pacific and Southeast Asia calculated to isolate Indonesia.
2Jenkins, David: The Indonesian Government's Attitude Towards the Domestic and Foreign Media, 
Australian Outlook, Vol 40, Dec 1986. pg 160



If the Indonesian government's aim was to curtail the flow of informed comment from 
Australia to the region, then the strategy has largely worked. Since 1986, there has rarely 
been any widespread in-depth coverage of Indonesian affairs in Australia, let alone critical 
analysis of such affairs. Indonesian Defence Minister, General Murdani, warned that the 
Australian media would be expected to "have regard for Indonesian sensitivities" when he 
signalled a thaw in Australian-Indonesian relations in 1988.1 "Sensitivities" could read 
'East Timor' and 'human rights'. The Indonesian government continues to be wary of the 
Australian media.2 In 1991, all Australian working journalists still had to apply for a visa 
before entering Indonesia, and access to East Timor was by invitation. In March, an 
Australian journalist was refused an Indonesian visa because of his 'unfriendly' reporting 
on East Timor.3 A Portuguese parliamentary delegation was due to visit East Timor in 
November, but Indonesia refused a visa for an Australian journalist - resident in Portugal - 
in the delegation. The Indonesia government claimed Jill Jolliffe was pro-FRETILIN. 
Portugal suspended the visit.4 Since the November massacre, Indonesia's generals have 
again criticised the Australian media's "biased" reporting. Two months earlier, the ABC 
was given permission to reopen an office in Jakarta, after an absence of more than 10 
years. Radio Australia's coverage of the November massacre has been restrained in 
comparison with the ABC's domestic radio coverage, perhaps in an effort to maintain the 
renewed link.

Australia is the only Western nation, apart from the Netherlands, with a sustained interest 
in political, social and economic developments in Indonesia. Such interest is based on 
Indonesia's proximity. A similar interest in developments in Papua New Guinea and New 
Zealand is expressed in many ways, but most broadly through the media.

*S.M.H., 25 Oct 1988. This is another example of the asymmetry of the relationship; the thaw came when 
Indonesia signalled it.
^Australia’s notion of press freedom conflicted with the Indonesian government’s notion of press 
’responsibility’. Kusumohamidjojo claims that the Indonesian government regarded as weak a government 
which could not prevent individuals harming the national interest. However, this assertion assumes that 
Indonesia's elite are ignorant of the ways of liberal democracies and of the Western press.
3 Visa Refused, West Australian, 6 March 1991. Lindsay Murdoch had covered the visit to East Timor by 
the 1991 Australian parliamentary delegation. He reported the alleged detention and torture of students for 
their pro-independence activities.
4Sunday Territorian, 27 Oct 1991, back page; ABC Radio News, ABC Radio, 28 Oct 1991



This brief analysis of multiple channel contact between Australia and Indonesia reveals that 
there are indeed various contacts at the political leadership, bureaucratic and non
government levels. Such contacts have been increasing in number since mid-1988. 
However, in comparison with contacts between for example, Australia and New Zealand, 
and Indonesia and Malaysia, they are not extensive. Cultural and political distance 
contribute to this lack of extensive and integrated contact.

The November massacre may affect multiple channel contact in the bilateral relationship, at 
least in the short term. At the time of writing, Hawke has threatened to cancel a proposed 
good-will visit to Jakarta in 1992, and the Northern Territory's Chief Minister has 
postponed signing a trade agreement with the Indonesian government. Some unions are 
calling for embargoes which would affect trade and business links between the two 
countries.1 Hundreds of Australian tourists have cancelled their planned Christmas visits to 
Indonesia.

Conclusion

Indonesia has claimed Australia's attention because of its geographical proximity, its 
strategic position, its large population, its vast resources, and its border with Papua New 
Guinea. These factors have endowed Australian policy towards Indonesia with a pragmatic 
character. Cultural and political distance have affected efforts to build a more substantive 
bilateral relationship. The political cultures and the political and institutional frameworks of 
Indonesia and Australia are very different; Indonesia is a developing country with a 
military-led corporatist government, encouraging one set of collective social and political 
values embodied in the state ideology of the Pancasila2\ Australia is an industrialised 
country with a Western liberal democratic tradition which allows for varied social and 
political values. Indonesians are conscious of belonging historically to the Southeast Asian 
region; European Australians are not.

This paper has examined the Australian-Indonesian relationship using Keohane and Nye's 
conception of complex interdependency. The bilateral relationship meets the conditions of 
complex interdependency to some degree. The two countries do not and have not used

1A one-day ban on servicing Indonesian air carriers was imposed by unions in Western Australia and 
Victoria on 7 December.
^Pancasila comprises the state's five principles: belief in one God; social justice; humanitarianism; 
consensual democracy; national unity.



force against each other, but the Australian government has determined that any threat to 
Australia's security would come through, or from, Indonesia. There are in fact multiple 
channels of contact between the two countries, and these have started to expand in scope 
since mid-1988. The two countries have their first major institutional link in the Timor Gap 
Treaty, and they are cooperating on an expanding agenda of regional issues. However, 
there is a hierarchy in the bilateral issues agenda, and it is fairly inflexible. Thus, the extent 
to which these conditions are met is limited.

It is not impossible that Australia and Indonesia could use force against each other in the 
future - in the context of other commitments, such as those of Australia to Papua New 
Guinea - as they almost did in relation to Malaysia in 1964. Although there are multiple 
channels of contact, they are not extensive, especially in the economic area. The linkages 
are not integrated to any extent; the exception is the potential of the Timor Gap Treaty. On 
the issues agenda, there are indications that economic matters have gained ground on 
regional security concerns at the top of the list, so that occasionally economic issues may 
even head the list.

Keohane and Nye's complex interdependency is an ideal type; they claim that the nature of 
a bilateral relationship at any given time lies on a continuum between realist and complex 
interdependent models. The position of a given situation along this continuum is the 
independent variable of their analysis.1 On this continuum, the Australia-Indonesian 
relationship would be placed closer to the realist end of the spectrum, because security 
issues still dominate the issues agenda, and are of such vital concern to Australia.

Indonesia has greatest power in the relationship; Australia has addressed the asymmetry of 
the relationship to some degree through encouraging a regional approach to problem
solving, and by building institutional and economic links. In pure geopolitical terms the 
balance of power favours Indonesia, thus placing extra onus on Australia to develop and 
maintain the desired state of good relations.2 Australia remains sensitive to the actions and 
policies of Indonesia, particularly as they relate to regional security.3 Australia is 
vulnerable to any Indonesian action which could preclude it from regional forums, and thus

* Keohane & Nye: Interdependency Revisited, op. cit. pg 737 
^Eldridge, op. cit. pg 19
3In 1991, the Parliamentary Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade was conducting an 
inquiry into Australia's relations with Indonesia. It is the third inquiry in a series dealing with Australian 
relations in the region; the first dealt with Australia's relations with the South Pacific and was tabled in 
March 1989, the second was on Australia's relations with Papua New Guinea.



limit its influence and economic opportunities in Southeast Asia. The Australian 
government is also vulnerable to the United States' relationship with Indonesia, which may 
not necessarily be in Australia's best interests. However, Robison claims that the 
Australian government should recognise the tenuous nature of the argument that Australia's 
long-term security interests are linked to the continued existence of the Suharto regime. 
There is no case, one way or the other, for linking Australia's security interests in the 
region to the desirability of supporting a particular government or style of rule in 
Indonesia.1

By taking account of the conditions of complex interdependency, and the dimensions of 
asymmetry, sensitivity and vulnerability, it is possible to figuratively plot the Australian- 
Indonesian relationship on a continuum, and to show how the question of East Timor has 
shaped the relationship since 1983. During the first phase of the Hawke government's 
relationship with Indonesia, the East Timor question shaped it to a large degree. East Timor 
was at the top of the agenda because^ALP policy; Australian domestic opinion and 
Indonesia's desire to see the issue dropped guaranteed its position there. Indonesia used its 
strong bargaining position to put pressure on the Hawke government to remove anti- 
Indonesian East Timor resolutions from ALP policy, to have Australia support Indonesia in 
international forums, and to elicit a statement of recognition of Indonesian sovereignty over 
East Timor. As the Hawke government complied, East Timor became a less important issue 
on the bilateral agenda. Figure One places the relationship during phase one high on 
asymmetry, and because the East Timor question dominated the agenda - making it 
impossible to significantly develop the relationship in other issue areas - not far along the 
track towards meeting conditions of complex interdependency.

The issue which precipitated the cutback in relations and the second phase was the Jenkins' 
article. The antagonistic attitude of the Indonesian government towards the Australian 
media has its roots in the media's reporting of events in East Timor. Thus, the issue of East 
Timor indirectly shaped the second phase of the Hawke government's relationship with 
Indonesia. East Timor was not an issue, because the two countries had no high-level 
contact. Figure One shows phase two of the relationship placed even higher on the 
dimension of asymmetry, because Indonesia initiated the cutback and thaw in relations. It is 
placed even lower on the complex interdependency scale because many of the multiple 
channels of contact were closed off, and there was no official bilateral agenda.

Robison, op. cit. pg 136
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During stage three, East Timor had diminished in importance on the agenda, until the 
November massacre. Multiple channels have increased and diversified. There has been 
growth in trade and investment from a small base line. Although the agenda was still 
relatively fixed, there were occasions when economic issues dominated it. Figure One 
places the relationship as it was perceived before the November massacre; less asymmetry 
because of the impact of regional cooperative efforts and increasing economic and 
institutional links, and further towards developing complex interdependency for the same 
reasons. The relationship between the U.S. and Canada is plotted to provide a benchmark.1

Increasing interdependency presents a problem for the application of universal human 
rights and consistent state policy in their regard; national interest will be defined differently 
on different issues. The Hawke government has interpreted its human rights policy very 
flexibly to accommodate the Indonesian government, with regard to the East Timorese. The 
policy has been interpreted this way because of the perceived necessity of remaining 
friendly and influential with Indonesia. However, this adaption - or special packaging - of 
Australia's human rights policy is at odds with the principles basic to it; although the 
government has consistently held the same position since 1983, this position is inconsistent 
with that held on other human rights situations, regarding other states. Faced with the fact 
that Australia's national foreign policy options are constrained to some degree by 
international human rights regimes, the Hawke government has made East Timor an 
exception to the rule.

The issue of human rights might surface as a serious issue in a bilateral relationship under 
two conditions; when it is in the interests of one or both states, or when attention to it 
endangers no other interests of the state.2 The Hawke government has decided that paying 
close attention to human rights in East Timor would endanger other Australian interests 
with regard to Indonesia. However, Vincent argues that "finding a place for human rights 
in the empire of circumstance" is damaging to a human rights policy, because it is on the 
substance and appearance of even-handedness that a successful human rights policy 
depends. He asserts that the critical questions for foreign policy are the diplomacy of

^The U.S-Mexico relationship makes allowances for the greater asymmetry of that relationship, but takes 
into account the more highly developed economic links. The plotting of the Japanese-U.S. relationship 
highlights the force of economic power in an increasingly interdependent world, which can balance military 
power, and the impact that geographic and cultural difference can have on complex interdcpendency.
^Vincent, op. c it  pg 136



standard-setting and standard-keeping; the unevenly applied policy is seen as inconsistent, 
and the state is viewed as having double-standards.1 Although Australia is more dependent 
in the bilateral relationship, it still has some influence in wider international relationships. 
Evans claimed in 1989 that countries which contribute nto the process [of building a just 
international society], reap on balance reputational rewards that can be helpful in pursuing 
less obviously selfless interests".2 However, such reputational rewards will be fewer if 
policy application is inconsistent and the government is applying double-standards.

Hawke has stated that the basic principles underpinning Australia's foreign policy are 
morality, legality, security, and the promotion and protection of national and wider 
interests. The moral issue with regard to Indonesia, as described by Mackie in 1975, has 
been to determine what support Australia should give to a military regime which is 
repressive; which has 50,000 political prisoners and stifles criticism.3 In the case of East 
Timor, the government has traded two of basic principles - morality and legality - for a 
tenuous influence over regional security and possible economic benefit.

The Hawke government has acknowledged that there are costs involved in foreign policy 
options, and has decided to bear the costs of an inconsistent human rights policy as the 
price of attempting to build a friendly and substantive relationship with Indonesia, which 
includes the exploitation of oil resources in the Timor Gap. The Hawke government has 
judged that the three foreign policy goals of a positive security and strategic regional 
environment, of increased trade, investment and economic cooperation, and of contributing 
to global security will be met to some degree if this relationship is strengthened.

Vincent claims that the first function of diplomacy is communication. The Hawke 
government's asserts that it is in the interests of the East Timorese to keep open the 
channels of communication with Indonesia.4 The government has consistently argued that 
its policies on issues such as East Timor and defence aid have been designed in part to 
ensure Australia maintains influence in Jakarta.5 But when questioned about a new 
Indonesian offensive in East Timor in 1983, Evans told parliament that the ability of the

*ibid.
2AFAT - The Monthly Record, March 1989. pg 92
3Mackie, quoted in Wolfers, op. c it  pg 202
^Since the November massacre, this has been the line of the Northern Territory government, which is due 
to sign a trade agreement with the Indonesian government at the time of writing.
^Harris, Stephen & Brown, Colin: Indonesia, PNG and Australia: The Irian Jaya Problem of 1984, Centre 
for the Study of Australian-Asian Relations, Qld., 1985. pg 61



Australian government to influence events in East Timor was limited.1 The upshot of the 
November massacre may well prove this to be true, and make a finally mockery of the 
'maintain influence' policy line, at least with regard to East Timor.

Vincent further asserts that criticism of a state's human rights record can cause 
communication to suffer: "Diplomats who have an interest in maintaining 'good' relations 
are tempted to overlook, play down or make excuses for the domestic failings of clients in 
the observation of human rights”. He concludes that the systemic tendency is for the human 
rights picture to be painted brighter than is warranted.2 In September 1990, Evans 
observed that the release of an Indonesian political prisoner, Hartono Dharsono, was a 
reflection of the Indonesian government's increased sensitivity towards human rights 
matters generally, and of a greater commitment to increased openness and political 
pluralism.3 This statement attracted wide publicity, and a scathing response from human 
rights groups who pointed out that Dharsono was just one case among tens of thousands.

Indonesia continues to express its differing view of human rights, indicating that Australia 
has had little influence in this regard. Indonesian Ambassador Sabam Siagian stated on his 
appointment that Australia should temper its criticisms of Indonesia's human rights record, 
by bearing in mind Indonesia's struggle to modernise. When he asserted that "there would 
be an adverse impact on Australia if Indonesia's development failed",4 he was voicing a 
concern which is to central to Australian government perceptions of the situation in 
Indonesia; that failed development - or failure to meet increasing domestic demands - could 
lead to instability inside Indonesia, which may in turn threaten regional security.

Beitz asserts that narrow national interest is often invoked to justify disregard of moral 
principles that would otherwise constrain choices among alternative foreign policies.5 Pat

1 Hansard, 30 Nov 83 
^Vincent, op. cit. pg 133 
^Hansard, 18 Sept 1990
Mr Dharsono was a political prisoner who had served five years of a seven year sentence for inciting and 
causing unrest. He had been a former secretary-general of ASEAN. Six months earlier in 1990, the 
Indonesian government had executed four former soldiers for their participation in the attempted coup in 
1965. All four had served at least 20 years in prison. The Foreign Affairs Minister and his department had 
expressed 'regret' to Indonesian ministers over the executions-O^F/ir - The Monthly Record, March 1990. 
pg 178)
^Temper Criticism, Warns New Indonesian Ambassador, NT News, 15 May 1991, pg 5.
As Taylor points out, economic development in Indonesia is not progressing at an optimum rate because of 
the stranglehold Suharto and his family have on the economy through monopolies.(Taylor, op. cit. Chapter 
13)
*Beitz, op. cit. pg 54



Walsh claimed in 1987 that what compassion and the politics of national interest dictated 
was a real solution to the East Timor issue: 'This must entail a recognition by Jakarta that 
its East Timor policy to date has been an utter failure. Indonesia has not been able to win 
the war outright over 16 years, despite enormous odds in her favour. The development and 
relief concessions have been so marginal for the bulk of East Timorese and so far 
outweighed by the intensity of their experience of repression that their impact has been
minimal..... East Timor faces the alarming prospect of becoming a society where violence
has become institutionalised as a permanent feature of life".1 However, Walsh has since 
argued that in signing the Timor Gap treaty, "Australia has effectively tied its hands. It is 
working with Indonesia in such a close way, it has lost any independence, effectively 
disqualifying itself from playing any meaningful role in finding a solution [to East 
Timor]".2

Dunn has argued that twice within a period of forty years, "narrow perceptions of 
Australia's self-interests have contributed to East Timor's occupation and devastation by 
ruthless foreign armed forces. There is therefore a clear moral responsibility for the 
Australian government to press for a settlement of the East Timorese problem that is based 
on the rights of the people themselves, and not merely fashioned to accord with the
constraints in the Australian-Indonesian relationship..... the governments of Australia have
become accomplices to one of the most serious and tragic violations of human rights in 
modern times".

It remains to be seen if the November massacre will have any significant long-term impact 
on the Australian-Indonesian relationship, or on the Australian government's policy 
towards East Timor. At the time of writing, this will depend on the ACTU's response in 
Australia,3 the Indonesian government's meeting Hawke's demands, and the position taken 
by the United States - from which the Hawke government is bound to take its lead. Hawke 
has also indicated that the government will consider reviewing its relations with Indonesia 
if the inquiry is not thorough and credible. Hawke has made it clear that he does not 
consider self-determination as an option in solving the continuing East Timor problem, 
suggesting instead that the Indonesian government meet with East Timorese groups -

*Walsh, Pat: How Australia Can Stop the Fighting in East Timor, East Timor Report, No 7, June 1984
2Shadow Over East Timor, SBS Television Productions, 1991
3The Australian Council of Trade Unions has decided not to place widespread bans on Indonesian enterprises 
until the results of the inquiry into the November massacre are delivered.



including FRETILIN - to work out a solution "within the existing framework".1 The 
Australian government is playing a waiting game, calling on unions to restrain from any 
industrial action against Indonesia until after Evans meets with Alatas late in December, and 
until the results of Indonesia's seven-member inquiry into the massacre are handed down. 
Meanwhile, it is business as usual,2 as domestic outrage over the event diminishes.

However, the widespread domestic outcry at the time of the massacre cannot be ignored; 
within days strong statements of condemnation had come from politicians of all parties, 
church and aid groups, the Victorian trade union movement, the Northern Territory branch 
of the ALP, East Timorese pressure groups, and individuals. The response indicated that 
most Australians support the values embodied in international human rights regimes and 
expect their governments to promote those values in a consistent manner; the inevitable 
conclusion is that the Australian-Indonesian relationship will never lose its brittle and 
fragile quality while the East Timor issue is not resolved. If the East Timorese had accepted 
official integration in 1976, Australians would not feel ill at ease with the policy; but the 
indisputable evidence is that the East Timorese have continued to resist integration, that 
their rights have been continually abused, and that many Australians feel obliged to support 
their neighbours and former allies. It remains to be seen what the Hawke government will 
now do about this contradiction between domestic demand for a principled stand on East 
Timor and the perceived foreign policy imperative of continued good relations with 
Indonesia. It is clear that the Hawke government will push for a more equitable 
arrangement for the East Timorese, as citizens of Indonesia's 27th province; it is equally 
clear that it will be more difficult than at any time since 1974 for an Australian government 
to convince Australians that anything less than real change in East Timor, in line with its 
broader human rights policy, will be an acceptable result.

1A M ABC Radio, 15 Nov 1991; Sunday, Channel 8, 1 Dec 1991
^Industry Minister, John Button, visited Jakarta for talks with six Indonesian Ministers in the second week 
of December, and the Australian and Indonesian governments signed a further agreement in relation to the 
Timor Gap Treaty on December 12,1991.
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