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Investigation of a massacre

On 12 April, a court in Jakarta passed sentences of 1 to 3 years
against 28 men accused of participating in a demonstration last
September in Tanjung Priok. The men were accused of “waging
resistance with violence” against the Indonesian Armed Forces.
Many of the defendants had been seriously wounded when
troops opened fire on them. Some were crippled for life, others
still had bullets lodged in their bodies. Some were too ill to sit up
during the proceedings. Sessions were frequently interrupted
when members of the public wept at the sight of these
unfortunate men.

When the incident occurred last year, there were calls for a
public inquiry, but no inquiry was ever held. Instead, the victims
of the massacre, not the perpetrators, were put on trial. Enough
has appeared in the Indonesian press however to show that most
of the evidence heard in court strongly challenged the Army’s
version of the incident. TAPOL has therefore decided to
reproduce at length evidence presented during the trial which
must rank as one of the most grotesque travesties of justice in
Indonesian legal history.

The following account does not claim to be complete. No
defence documents have yet been made available, only press
reports which in many respects are of limited value. Since the

trial was held to legitimise the version of the massacre
pronounced the morning after by General Benny Murdani,
Commander of the Armed Forces, Indonesian newspapers were
wary of publishing too much about the case for the defence. The
Catholic daily, Kompas, provided the fullest reports, but even
these were sketchy and far from complete, leaving many things
unexplained. The Golkar daily Suara Karya published reports at
variance on many points with reports in Kompas and other
papers. Much of what Suara Karya reported was not based on
what transpired in the courtroom; it appears to have been based
on pre-trial interrogation reports even though most of these were
retracted by the defendants in court. :

The following account is further complicated because, until
sentences were passed, all the defendants were identified only by
initials. When their full names were published at the end of the
trial, it was not always easy to identify the convicted men with
their initials.

Most of the press clippings used below are from Sinar
Harapan and Kompas. For some of the Kompas clippings and all
references to Suara Karya, we relied on the logging of the trials
published in Indonesia Reports for March 1985.

The Tanjung Priok massacre

On 12 September, a public meeting took place in Sindang Road,
Rawabadak, Tanjung Priok to protest against the detention of
four local inhabitants. After hearing speeches by several
informal leaders including Amir Biki who was shot dead later
that evening, the crowd divided into two groups and marched to
the local police and army headquarters to demand the release of
the four men. General Murdani’s account of what happened next
was broadcast by Radio Republic Indonesia the next day and
reads as follows:

Murdani’s Account

“After that, a 1,500-strong mass, some of them armed with chopping
knives, sickles, crowbars and fuel, began marching to the
headquarters of the security forces. Seeing this dangerous
development, a unit of security forces, consisting of 15 persons, tried
to prevent and obstruct the movement of the mob.

“The security unit made efforts to break up the mob by using
persuasion. However, they answered with yells of “No compromise™!
With the yells inciting the emotion of the masses, they pushed the
security unit while swaying and raising up their sickles. When they
were within a dangerous distance, the security unit began firing
warning shots in the air. Because the mob did not obey, the security
unit directed the shots into the ground and at the legs of the
attackers. As such, casualties were inevitable.

“It was only after the arrival of other security units that the mob
withdrew. . . Less than 30 minutes later, the mob attacked the
security units again. Under such critical conditions, the security units
were forced to shoot in order to prevent them from seizing weapons
and to foil further attacks with sickles or other sharp objects. . .

“The victims have received due treatment. The government has
conveyed its condolences to the families of the victims.” (AFP, 13
September 2984.)

According to Murdani, on 13 September, 9 people were
killed and 53 injured. On 3 October, he said the number of dead
had risen to 18. This figure apparently includes not only people
shot dead by the troops but also the victims of a fire that
destroyed a Chinese shop which, the government alleges, was an
act of arson by demonstrators.

Eye-witness accounts
TAPOL (January 1985, No.68) compiled the following summary

based on documents compiled from eye-witnesses that circulated
in Indonesia after the Tanjung Priok affair. The fullest report,
dated 20 September 1984 (23 Zulhijjah 1404 H), from Al Araf
Mosque, was entitled “Bloody Wednesday Night in Tanjung
Priok”. (For the full text of this report, see Politics Supplement,
Indonesia Reports, 15 January 1985.)

* A large, unarmed crowd then marched to the local army and
police offices to press their demand. Speeches at the rally had
been relayed by loudspeakers over a wide area, as is the
practice. By the time the marchers began, the streets were
lined with heavily-armed troops.

* The demonstrators were stopped short by a company of air
artillery troops which has barracks in the area, and by three
truckloads of troops armed with automatic weapons. Without
warning, the troops fired direct into the crowd. Hundreds fell.
Some of the injured who rose to their feet were killed by
bayonets. Bystanders who tried to help the injured were shot.

* Apart from a few of the injured who got away to local
hospitals, local inhabitants were prevented from retrieving
the bodies or helping the injured. Soon after the massacre,
army trucks arrived to haul off the bodies and remove the
injured, all of whom were transported to the Army Hospital
in Jakarta. All other hospitals were instructed not to accept
any casualties from the tragedy. Fire engines soon arrived on
the scene to wash away all signs of blood on the street.

* The most comprehensive account of the massacre puts the
number of dead at 63 and the number of seriously wounded at
over a hundred. The speed of the Army’s cover-up operation
explains why estimates of the casualties have been so difficult
to confirm.

% General Benny Murdani, Armed Forces Commander-in-
Chief was present throughout the operation, watched its
progress with Major-General Tri Sutrisno, Jakarta Military
Commander, and is reported to have walked over the
sprawled bodies of the dead and injured.
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Jakarta hospitals after the massacre, looking for young men with
bullet wounds.)

Nasrum bin Sulaimanah, 18 years, was sentenced to 18 months.

He told the court that he had not gone to the lecture at
Sindang Road. His home is nearby, and he was playing pingpong
when the meeting was taking place. Afterwards, he lay down in a
nearby prayer-house and fell asleep. He was woken by a crowd
passing by, shouting “Allahuakbar”. He went out to take a look
but when he heard firing, he ran home. Only after reaching
home did he realise that he had been hit in the buttocks and the
bullet had lodged in his stomach. He was rushed to hospital by is
father, and was arrested three months later.

Suherman bin Surnata, was sentenced to 18 months.

He told the court he attended the lecture meeting on Sindang
Road then went with the crowd to the military command hoping
to see the four people in detention. He was shot twice in the
hand as he dropped to the ground. Other people in the crowd
rushed him to Koja Hospital but later he was removed by
soldiers and transferred to the Gatot Subroto Military Hospital.
When asked by the judge to confirm the contents of his
interrogation report, he said he didn’t know what was in it
because when he signed it, he was not given a chance to read it.

Damsirwan bin Nurdin, 21 years, was sentenced to 15 months.

He did not attend the lecture meeting at Sindang Road as he
was in Rawamangun. He returned home at about 11pm and saw
a large crowd at the end of the alley leading to his home. But his
kakak (older brother or sister) asked him to go out and look for
their two adik (younger brothers or sisters) who hadn’t come
home yet. First he went to the Lido Theatre and there he saw the
crowd (from the meeting) mingle with the people coming out of
the theatre. As he hadn’t found his two adik, he continued on his
way to the Permai Theatre. Then he heard a lot of gunfire but
took no notice and continued his search. When someone running
beside him collapsed after having been shot, he too fell and lay
stiff pretending to be dead, but a police officer came and kicked
him in the head. The officer lifted him on to a truck and he was
taken to Gatot Subroto Military Hospital. He found his 2 adik
there; they had both been shot. Then he was detained. (The
Kompas report does not explain how seriously the 2 adik were
hurt, or whether they were killed. Suara Karya reported that
one was shot in the leg which was later amputated. SK also
reports that Damsirwan was hit by two bullets.)

Irta Sumirta, 17 years, was sentenced to 15 months.

He retracted the confessions reported in his pre-trial
interrogation report. He told the court he attended the lecture
meeting on Sindang Road, but didn’t hear the speeches very
clearly because the loudspeaker kept breaking down. He heard
one of the speakers, whom he identified as Amir Biki, call on the
crowd to press for the four detainees to be released. He went
along with the crowd, and when the shooting started, he tried to
get out of the way of the bullets, but he was hit in the thigh.
People rushed him to the Jakarta Islamic Hospital, but later he
was shifted from there to Gatot Subroto Army Hospital.

Mardi bin Wage, 25 years, was sentenced to 15 months.

This defendant told the court he didn’t really know what was
happening. At 10.30 that evening, he was in Sindang Road to
listen to lectures by three speakers, Salim Kadar, M. Nasir and
Yayan Handayana. (All three are now under arrest.) One of the
things the speakers did was to ask the people in the crowd to go
to the police and military headquarters to release four detainees.
The defendant joined the part of the crowd that went to the
police. He was about to go home when security forces closed the
road and began firing. He managed to hide in a drainage ditch
but was picked up by a police officer and arrested.

The defendant also retracted his pre-trial interrogation
report. “I don’t know what is in that report. The officer didn’t let
me read it before telling me to sign it”, he told the court.

(Because of the difficulty of identifying the defendants b)(
their initials, it may be that some of the information for Mardi
bin Wage and Martowo has been wrongly attributed.)

Budi Santoso, 18 years, was sentenced to 15 months. .

This defendant too made a point of formally retracting the
confessions contained in his pre-trial interrogation report. He
told the court he attended the lecture meeting in Sindang Road
but had difficulty hearing the speakers because the loudspeaker
kept breaking down. When later the firing began, pe dropped to
the ground when he saw others doing the same thing. When the
shooting stopped, he got up to run away but realised thata bullgt
had hit him in the back and come out through the left side of his
chest. Some people helped him to get to Koja Hospital, but after
he had been given treatment there, he was removed to the Gatot
Subroto Army Hospital.

Afriul bin Masur, 18 years, was sentenced to 15 months.

He told the court he had gone along to the meeting at Sindang
Road but hadn’t heard the speeches all too well because of the
poor amplification. He did hear the call made to the crowd from
the platform to go and demand the release of the four detainees.
He too retracted everything contained in his interrogation report
which he had not been allowed to read before signing.

Sudarso bin Rais, 19 years, was sentenced to 14 months.

He too said he was at the lecture meeting but could not hear
the speakers clearly, though he did hear one of them call for the
release of the four detainees. After the meeting ended, he joined
the rest of the crowd. When later the firing started, he was shot
in the hand, and still has a bullet (lodged). He also told the court
he helped lift two other defendants on to a fire-engine to be
transported to hospital. The two were Magsudi bin Irsad who
was seriously wounded and still has a bullet lodged in his body,
and Ismail bin Abdul Hamid, who was shot in the waist. Both of
these wounded men are among the defendants.

Umar bin Sundu, 18 years, was sentenced to 15 months.

This defendant also retracted his pre-trial deposition. He had
not been at the meeting, nor had he joined the demonstration,
he was on his way home, going in the same direction as the
demonstration. This is why it looked as if he was walking with
the crowd at the time. He stopped at Permai Road to wait for
public transport. Suddenly he heard firing, and seeing someone
nearby shot, he ran to a nearby mosque to fetch a wooden
stretcher, a keranda (used for burials). With others, he then
began to carry the body to a safe place, but a security officer
intercepted them and told them to put the victim down. Umar
then went to the Semper mosque to get some sleep till things
were safe, but a security officer told him to go home. On the way
home he was arrested.

Ferdinan M. Silalahi, probably sentenced to 12 months

The only list of sentences available at the time of going to
press is the one published by Sinar Harapan (12 April) which is
unfortunately one name short. The missing name is Ferdinan
Silalahi. We assume he received a 12 months sentence as the
prosecution’s demand for sentence, 18 months, was the same as
that demanded for other defendants who were sentenced to 12
months.

Ferdinan was the only Christian in the group of 28. He told
the court he had converted to Islam since his arrest. He attended
the Sindang Road meeting at the suggestion of friends, because
he was already interested in Islamic teachings. He had got his
parents’ permission to attend. When the speakers had finished
speaking, he joined the crowd of demonstrators, but fled when
he heard the sound of firing. He was arrested as he was getting
on to a public transport vehicle (omprengan) to go home. He was
held in Cimanggis detention centre where he met Syarifuddin
Rambe, one of the four Tanjung Priok detainees and it was
under his influence that he finally converted to Islam.
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court he did not attend the meeting at Sindang Road, but he
overheard the speeches from the place where he was selling fruit,
about three hundred metres away. After selling all his wares, he
left for home but the crowd began to move. He went along
because he was curious to see what was going on. When he
reached the traffic lights at Jos Sudarso Road, he saw the
demonstration stop in front of the troops. The crowd was only
shouting “Allahauakbar” and waving their arms, so, thinking
this was not very interesting, he started to go home. He had
walked only four metres when he heard gunshots. He was hit in
the buttocks and stomach as he was about to drop to the ground,
and lost consciousness.

When cross-examined by the judge, Magsudi frequently
replied that he couldn’t remember anything more. Neither the
prosecutor nor the defence lawyers asked him any questions
when given the opportunity by the court.

For some idea of the degree of distortions about the trial in
the press, Tempo (2 February) reports that Magsudi was
wounded “by warning shots” from the security forces.

Cecep Basuki bin Wagi, 16 years, was sentenced to 12 months.

He is one of the youngest of all the defendants. He told the
court he was not present at the Sindang Road meeting. He had
gone out that evening to see a film at the Permai Theatre but
because the film he wanted to see was no longer playing he went
to a food stall to have a plate of noodle soup instead. As he
finished eating, the demonstration passed by, so he got up and
joined them. When the shooting started, he dropped to the
ground until it stopped. Then an officer beat him with his rifle
butt. After ten days’ treatment in hospital, he was arrested.
Suara Karya has him saying that he cried because he was afraid
of the noise of the guns. He was taken to Guntur (military
police) prison and interrogated. He said “yes” to everything in
the hope that they would stop barking at him.

Asep Syafruddin bin M Subandri, 21 years, was sentenced to 12
months.

He was out shopping at Permai Market which stays open till
late at night. He did not attend the Sindang Road meeting. After
buying a typewriter ribbon for his parents, he saw demonstrators
walking along, shouting “Allahuakbar”. He was going in the
same direction as the demonstrators but was about 300 metres
behind. When he heard the firing start, he ran to take shelter in
the small alleyways nearby. As he was running, he noticed a

lorry with security troops coming up behind him. Then a bullet
hit him in the head, and he fell unconscious.

Tuscone bin Ilyas, 20 years, was sentenced to 12 months.

This defendant makes it clear that the crowd stopped whgn
ordered to do so by the troops, contradicting General Murdani’s
claim that the troops starting shooting “in self-defence”.

The defendant said he heard Amir Biki’s speech and said the
speaker asked the crowd to divide into two groups. At first, he
was not intending to join in but did so out of curiosity and foupd
himself at the head of the group moving towards the police
headquarters. When they reached Jos Sudarso Road, he saw
armed troops blocking the road. An officer warned the crowd to
stop and they did. Without any reason, the officer then fired.
The defendant was the first to be struck down. Two bullets
lodged in his chest; he showed the court the two small holes.
“One bullet has been removed, the other is still inside”, he said.

Asked by a defence lawyer whether he had seen the crowd
carrying weapons like crowbars or rocks which the prosecution
had submitted as exhibits, the defendant said, “No”. (Suara
Karya’s much shorter account of this defendant’s testimony has
him saying that the crowd continued to advance after being told
to stop.) This defendant’s testimony also refutes the Army’s
claim that the troops first fired warning shots into the air before
firing straight at the crowd.

Wahyudi bin Saleh, 22 years, was sentenced to 12 months.

This defendant can only walk with the aid of a pair of
crutches. He said he attended the Sindang Road meeting and
joined the demonstrators who made their way to the Army
headquarters. He was immediately behind someone carrying a
green banner. He too testified that the crowd had stopped
advancing when ordered to halt by the troops; he said that when
they were obstructed by armed security officers, they halted,
some standing, some sitting down in front of the soldiers. Then,
without any apparent reason, the soldiers started firing. The
crowd dispersed, running off or dropping to the ground. He
himself was shot in the foot as he tried to get up and run. After
the shooting stopped, officers approached the victims sprawled
on the ground. When he asked an officer for help, he was kicked
and beaten. After being hospitalised for two months at the Gatot
Subroto Army hospital, he was discharged and sent home. He
was arrested in December without an arrest warrant or any
report to his neighbourhood chief or his parents.

The end of the trial

The Prosecutor’s Summing-up

In his summing-up of the proceedings, the prosecutor, Soerjadi,
WS, showed that he treated evidence produced by the
defendants with contempt. He claimed that it had been
convincingly proven that the defendants waged resistance with
violence. Evidence presented by the witnesses, almost all of
whom were members of the security forces, (as far as we know,
the only non-ABRI witnesses were the two who appeared on
behalf of Hendra bin Sjafri) has proven, he said, that the security
forces faced thousands of people who were “bristling” (beringas)
with resistance, as a result of which several members of the
security forces were wounded. He claimed that there was no
evidence that force had been used during the interrogation of the
defendants and that therefore the interrogation reports were
perfectly valid documents of evidence. By retracting their
interrogation reports, the prosecution argued, the defendants
had only reinforced the proof of their guilt. He dismissed the
evidence presented by witnesses on behalf of Hendra Sjafri as
worthless.

Evidence from the prosecution witnesses had proven
convincingly that the defendants had been weilding offensive
weapons, notwithstanding the fact that none of the defendants
admitted this. Moreover, since the defendants had confessed to
having attended the Sindang Road meeting, there was no

question of their guilt.

Kompas (23 March) reported that as the prosecutor
mentioned each defendant by name to demand sentence, people
in the public gallery started weeping. Soon the weeping and
wailing was so loud that the prosecutor could only make himself
heard by shouting above all the noise. He demanded sentences
ranging from 18 months to five years.

Before the defence lawyers delivered their defence
statements many of the defendants delivered their own defence
pleas. This too proved to be a very emotional occasion as many
of them were unable to conceal their feelings and wept as they
described their sufferings on the night of 12 September and
subsequently from the injuries inflicted, and the brutalities to
which they were subjected during detention.

The Defence Plea

The defence lawyers insisted that none of the charges made
against the defendants by the prosecution had been proven in
court. The only thing that was clear was that most of them had
attended a meeting at Sindang Road on 12 September 1984 and
had then gone on a demonstration. None of the prosecution
witnesses heard in court was able to testify that they had seen
any of the defendants conducting acts of violence against the
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troops or carrying any of the “weapons” presented in court as
exhibits. On the contrary, 24 out of the 28 defendants were
injured when troops opened fire. “Where is the logic”, asked
defence lawyer H.C. Princen, “if the people who fired the shots
are not punished while those who were shot are?”

He later told an Australian journalist: “The sentences called
for by the Government are very heavy if one considers my clients
are victims and the prosecution can’t prove anything.” He
laughed when he was asked whether he thought he could win the
case: “It is almost impossible to get a fair hearing in the case of a
political trial.” (Weekend Australian, 6-7 April, 1985.)

The Court Verdict

This almost point-for-point follows the arguments presented by

the prosecution in their summing-up. While the court did not
press the subversion charge, it found all the defendants guilty of
having tried to “storm” a police station and an army command
post. The court was satisfied, on the basis of the testimony of
police interrogators, that the defendants had signed their
interrogation statements free from pressure or duress, and
therefore accepted these statements as valid evidence regardless
of the many retractions in court.

The court accepted as “extenuating circumstances”, weighing
in the defendants’ favour, the fact that some of them had had to
undergo major surgery for the removal of bullets and that most
of them were still young. But one “aggravating” circumstance
was that they “often attended talks and sermons with ‘extremist’
tendencies”.

The Bombings Trial

A political frame-up

Nine people have been on trial for subversion in connection with a series of bombing incidents in Jakarta on 4 October 1984. Sentences

passed so far are:

H. Muhammad Sanusi, 64 years, member of Petition-of-50 group, businessman and former minister (1966-68) for textile industries, was
given a sentence of 19 years, the heaviest sentence of all, on trumped-up charges of funding the bombing campaign.

Melta Halim, a salesman, 32 years, who admitted to having planted one of the bombs, was given a sentence of 14 years.

Chaerul Syah, a 21-year-old student, who admitted to having helped the bombing campaign by setting the timers, was given a sentence of

10 years.

Rachmat Basoeki Soeropranoto, who confessed to having helped organise and plan the bombings, was given a sentence of 17 years.
Eddy Ramli, another of the men who confessed to planting one of the bombs, was given a sentence of 16 years.
Hasnul Arifin, involved in the bombings as the person who stored explosives, and who was also intending to produce a leaflet about the

Tanjung Priok massacre, was given a sentence of 15 years.

The three others on trial are: Muhammad Tasrif Tuasikal, Jayadi and Amir Wijaya.

On 4 October last year, two Jakarta branches of Bank Central
Asia were the targets of a bombing campaign. A third target, a
Chinese-owned shop, was selected at the last minute instead of
the BCA head office which turned out to be too heavily guarded.
The Bank Central Asia is part of the huge finance and business
empire of Liem Sioe Liong, a close business associate of
President Suharto. Two people were killed by the blast at the
shop, while a number were injured by the other blasts, including
Jayadi, one of the men who planted the bombs.

The bombing campaign was unleashed shortly after the
Tanjung Priok massacre in a wave of disturbances that reflected
the disquiet and unrest among many Indonesian Muslims, not
only because so many people had been killed but also because
the statement issued by General Murdani on 13 September was a
crude distortion of the facts. (See item on the trial of the 28,
pages 3-8.) But the unrest more generally reflects resentment
and dissatisfaction among many Muslims at the regime’s
determination to force all political and social organisations to
accept the State ideology, Pancasila, as their sole ideology (azas
tunggal) including organisations based on religious beliefs.

The three main figures being charged, Rachmat Basuki,
Tasrif Tuasikal and Abdul Qadir Djaelani whose trial is
scheduled to commence in June, on charges of “extremist
lecturing”, have been involved in previous actions to oppose
adoption of the Pancasila, and were all sentenced to terms of
imprisonment for involvement in an incident in March 1978
when the upper chamber (MPR) was discussing matters relating
to State ideological indoctrination.

Seven of the nine trials started simultaneously in January,
with the odd spectacle of defendants also being called to testify
as witnesses in each other’s trials. The two men whose trials were
deferred till later, commencing only after most of the evidence
had been heard in the other trials, were Moh. Tasrif Tuasikal
and Amir Wijaya. The reasons will become clear below, as both
men appear to have been playing disruptive roles within the
group.

The Plot against Sanusi and the Petition-of-50 group

Of all the nine “BCA bombing” defendants, the only one who
denied any involvement in the bombings is Moh. Sanusi who was
accused of having supplied half a million rupiahs to fund the
blasts, of supplying detonators and of helping to plan the
bombing campaign.

Sanusi has been a leading member of the Muslim social
organisation, Muhammadiyah for many years. He was a member
of the DPR (Indonesia’s parliament) from 1971-77 for the
Muslim Party, Parmusi and later for the merged United
Development Party (PPP). In 1980, he joined forces with critics
of the regime to issue the “Petition of 50”. He is one of the least
charismatic members of the group and has no former military
backing, by contrast with men like Marine Corps officer,
Lieutenant-General Ali Sadikin, Police General Hugeng Imam
Santoso. Nor does he enjoy the stature of dissident politicians
like Sjafruddin Prawiranegara. He also has business connections
with one of the ackowledged organisers of the bombing
campaign, Rachmat Basuki. His vulnerability led the authorities
to single him out as the victim of a plot to establish a link
between the bombing campaign and the Petition-of-50 group, in
order to discredit the group.

The prosecution used Sanusi’s connections with Basuki to pin
the label of “bombing financier” on him, alleging that he gave
half a million rupiahs to Basuki for the campaign. According to
Sanusi, this was part of a broker commission he owed Basuki for
a land deal. He told the court the only cash he gave Basuki for
non-business reasons was Rp 60,000 and another £45,000 to
investigate the facts about the Tanjung Priok massacre and print
a leaflet presenting the facts. This leaflet was to have been
produced by Hasnul Arifin to whom the money was passed, but
the leaflet never appeared because Hasnul said that he could not
find a printer prepared to take the risk involved.

The case against Sanusi had relied heavily on the testimony of
the other defendants, claiming he provided half a million rupiahs
for the bombs. (Sanusi never denied supplying money for an
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Renewed pressure on refugees to
repatriate

The Indonesian and Papua New Guinea governments are renewing efforts to bring about the Iarge-scale repatriation of the ten thousand
West Papuan refugees now living in camps along the PNG side of the border between the two countries. The first move has been an attempt
to “neutralise” some of the refugees alleged to be obstructing repatriation by banishing them to isolated places.

The new Indonesian-PNG repatriation plan

After months of apparent inactivity by Port Moresby and Jakarta
on the refugee question following the incident at Blackwara
Camp, Vanimo, last November (see separate item), the
Indonesian-PNG Border Liaison Committee met in Port
Moresby early in May and agreed on-a secret plan for
repatriation:

— The PNG government would step up military operations
against OPM units said to be operating on the PNG side of
the border. To this end, 200 members of the PNG Defence
Force are believed to have been despatched to the border
area to “round up” the OPM.

— “Leading elements” at each of the refugee camps would be
airlifted to Jayapura, capital of Irian Jaya, to be told about
Indonesia’s “generous” arrangements for all West Papuan
refugees who agree to return. Once “convinced”, these
people would then be returned to the camps to facilitate
repatriation.

Both Port Moresby and Jakarta must realise that this plan is
very unrealistic, primarily because of the strength of feeling
among refugees against repatriation as long as Indonesia remains
in control of West Papua. Airlifting “leading elements” can only
mean forcing people to return to Jayapura, while PNG
connivance in such a move would not only meet with strong
resistance in the camps but would also face public condemnation
throughout PNG.

Disclosure that such a plan was in the offing was first made in
March when Gregory Mongi, spokesperson for the newly-
established Human Rights Association of PNG made public a
confidential document of the PNG Foreign Affairs department,
drafted in February. (The Australian, 21 March.) According to
this document, PNG would select “target groups” of about 100
refugees, chosen on the basis of their apparent willingness to
return to Indonesia. :

A key part of the strategy was to separate leaders from their followers
in the belief that it was these “big men” who dissuade refugees from
returning.

Mongi said that with secret plans of this kind there was no
guarantee that people would be leaving PNG of their own will.
(The Australian, 21 March.)

Mongi also disclosed to The Australian that one well-known
refugee leader, Tom Ireeuw, had been transferred from
Blackwara Camp and sent to a camp in distant Oksapmin.

It has since become clear that other refugees from Blackwara
were taken away too. More recently, they have again been
moved, this time to Telefomin, not far from Ok Tedi where a
small new camp is believed to be under construction. Australian
visitors investigating the refugee situation recently were told by
PNG officials that they were not allowed to visit Telefomin.

The three refugees now known to be at Telefomin are Tom
Ireeuw, Jimmy Wawar and Constantinopel Ruhukail. Tom
Ireeuw was formerly a lecturer in English at Cendrawasih
University in Jayapura, and has frequently been interviewed by
Austrialian press, radio and television about the conditions and
attitudes of the refugees. He was on the Blackwara Refugees
Welfare Committee and was among the group of spokespeople
who tried unsuccessfully to convince the PNG authorities not to
proceed with the planned visit of Indonesian officials to
Blackwara last November. Jimmy Wawar and Constantinopel
Ruhukail were also in the group, while both Tom and Jimmy
testiied on behalf of the refugees who were charged in
connection with the November incident.

The real reason for their banishment to Telefomin is not

elear. Isolated from outside observation, there are fears for their
safety. TAPOL has been authoritatively informed however; that
they were removed from Blackwara “to reduce the presence of
those in the refugee camps who seem to have in a militant way
influenced the refugees not to opt for repatriation”. This
conforms precisély with the confidential document disclosed by
Greg Mongi two months ago.

Provincial premiers offer resettlement

Semai Aitowai, the premier of Fly Province (also known as
Western Province) which stretches from the central massif along
the border down to the south coast, announced in April that his
administration had agreed to the permanent resettlement of
7,000 refugees in traditional style. These are Iongum-speaking
people who have already been given land to allow them to settle
and cultivate gardens. Iongum-speaking people cover territory
on both sides of the border and comprise a distinct cultural group
whose land is arbitrarily cut in two by the PNG-Indonesian
border.

Utula Samana, the premier of Morobe Province, on the
northern coast to the east of Western Sepik (now Sandaun)
Province, and Alexis Sarei, the premier of North Solomons
Province, have also agreed to the traditional resettlement of
refugees. 4

These offers open the way to a permanent solution for the
majority of refugees, though whether the provincial plans would
need the official consent of the PNG government and whether
this consent would be forthcoming is unclear. It leaves begging,
however, the fate of the Blackwara refugees who are eligible for
political asylum.

Legal action to protect the refugees
Meanwhile, a prominent PNG lawyer, Bernard Narokobi has
initiated legal proceedings on behalf of a group of refugees, Tom
Ireeuw, Jimmy Wawar and Cory Ap, wife of the murdered
Arnold Ap, to stop the PNG and Indonesian governments from
sending them back to Indonesia against their wishes. Narokobi is
also a prominent member of the Melanesian Alliance, whose
chairman, Father John Momis recently became a member of the
Somare Government.

The lawyer told the PNG Times (12 May) that he is asking the
Supreme Court to rule on several questions:

1 Whether certain government action or lack of action relating
to the refugees is subject to the jurisdiction, power and the
authority of the court.

2 Whether certain government action or inaction relatmg to the
rights, interests and welfare of the refugees is justifiable in a
democratic society that has a proper regard for the rights and
dignity of man.

3 Whether the refugees have inter alia any constitutional,
political, civil or legal rights and duties so long as they are
residing in the country.

The PNG Times (12 May) comments that while the case is
pending before the Supreme Court, it is most unlikely that the
PNG and Indonesian governments will repatriate the 10,000
refugees. Meanwhile, Bernard Narokobi has warned: “If the
government tries to remove the refugees before the hearing is
over, I will apply for an injunction”. (UPI report in Jakarta Post,
11 May.)

Thus, although Jakarta and Port Moresby appear to be set on
new efforts to repatriate refugees, these moves face determined
efforts by provincial premiers, the Human Rights Association
and members of the legal profession to safeguard the refugees
against unlawful repatriation.
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ABRI and Islam:
a historical conflict

According to the 1980 population census, 87% of Indonesians
are registered as Muslims. More than 130 million people out of a
population of 150 million regard themselves as part of the
ummah, making Indonesia by far the largest Islamic country in
the world with a Muslim community far more numerous than the
ummah in the whole of the Middle East, the heartland of Islam.
This makes it difficult for people to understand the hostile and
often openly aggressive attitude of the Indonesian army towards
Muslim political life in general.

It is not possible to grasp the reality of contemporary
Indonesia by judging people according to their formal beliefs.
Especially in Java, the most densely populated island in the
world and the centre of Indonesian state power, it would be
wrong to consider the huge Muslim community as a
homogeneous socio-cultural entity. In Central and East Java, the
home of the ethnic Javanese, one can identify two major
subcultural divisions. The santri piously practise the teachings of
Islam while the abangan display marked syncretic inclinations;
although the majority consider themselves adherents of Islam,
their abangan belief is a strange mixture of pre-Islamic beliefs
like Hinduism and Buddhism and elements of traditional
Javanese mysticism. In the seventies, Suharto and his generals
gave prominence to their abangan belief and refurbished its
image by giving it a new name, aliran kepercayaan or stream of
faith. Many generals believe that their aliran kepercayaan is the
highest form of faith, standing above the other recognised
religions. The santri regard this aliran kepercayaan as the
systematic religion of the abangan. As for the abangan, when
asked what their religion is, many simply call themselves “Islam
statistik” because everyone is required to adhere to one of the
five recognised religions, Islam, Catholicism, Protestantism,
Hinduism or Buddhism.

Priyayi and santri during the Dutch and Japanese eras

The aristocrats and bureaucrats of Javanese society are the
priyayi, the ruling strata of the abangan. Because of their deep
roots in ancient Javanese cultural and ritual practices, the priyayi
are even more strongly inclined to embrace the aliran
kepercayaan than lower-strata abangan. The upper priyayi were
successfully integrated into the Dutch colonial administration
and were given positions within the /nlands Binnenlands Bestuur
(Indigenous Civil Service) while some of the lower priyayi were
recruited to serve as non-commissioned officers in KNIL, the
Dutch colonial army. Thus the priyayi class as a whole have their
roots in administration, ruling and warfare.

During the Japanese occupation (1942-1945), the status of
these lower priyayi was greatly enhanced by their recruitment
into PETA (Pembela Tanah Air or Defence of the Fatherland),
the decentralised army of Indonesian recruits organised and
groomed ideologically by Japanese warriors. These lower priyayi
soldiers were systematically pampered and given strategic
positions by the Japanese authorities. It is from this generation
of PETA officers that practically all the military rulers of
Indonesia today orginate — from Suharto to Yoga Sugomo, from
Sudjono Humardani to Sarwo Edhie.

By contrast, the santri community were able to develop their
own traditions, virtually untouched by the Dutch colonial
system. In big cities like Jogjakarta, Muslim merchants called
kauman set up their own religious and economic centres
clustered around the pesantren, boarding-schools for school-age
santris. Pesantren were also established in the villages and have
continued to be the social and cultural base of rural Muslims up
to the present day.

The first mass-based anti-colonial movement which came into

being at the beginning of this century was the Serikat Islam. Its
banner was green, signifying that opposition to colonialism at
that stage was inspired by the Muslim spirit. Under Dutch rule,
informal Muslim leaders and ulama (preachers) never enjoyed
any of the privileges that were heaped on the priyayi. The
standard Dutch attitude towards the Muslims was to leave them
in peace as long as they busied themselves with religious
activities. As soon as they began to involve themselves in social
activity or set up their own political platform, brute force was
used against them. The Dutch never drew the santri into the
bureaucracy or the army; these were the preserves of the priyayi.

During the Pacific War, the Japanese forces of occupation
pursued a different and more positive policy towards the
Muslims. To a limited degree, they succeeded in utilising some
Muslim leaders for Japanese political aims but Japanese
attempts to mobilise the Muslim community as a whole were
unsuccessful. As former Japanese officer Captain Yanagawa has
admitted, his efforts to recruit an Islamic military force named
Hizbullah was a flop, while PETA, the abangan army with its
priyayi officers was by contrast a resounding success.

Abangan-Santri Relations during the Independence Struggle
During the independence struggle (1945-1949), the
contradictions between the abangan and santri came into the
open. In the wake of the Japanese surrender, there were many
attempts by local ulama together with other progressive forces to
overthrow priyayi rule which was intensely despised because of
its crass collaboration with the Japanese. These grassroots
rebellions were crushed by the republican Indonesian Army
which had grown out of its PETA predecessor. Once the
Japanese occupation had ended, the Hizbullah began to prove
themselves as a fighting force and came to blows with the
Siliwangi Division of the Indonesian Army in West Java,
creating further strains in the relations between abangan and
santri.

Right from the start, relations between the republican army
and the Muslims were unfriendly and often hostile. The
Hizbullah often took a much more principled and militant stand
towards British and Dutch forces than the Indonesian Army.
This was particularly so at the time of the Renville Agreement
between the Republic and the Dutch in early 1948, after which
the republican Siliwangi Division withdrew from West Java
under the terms of the agreement while the Hizbullah militia
refused to leave. When Siliwangi troops returned to the province
after the transfer of sovereignty in December 1949, the Hizbullah

A pesantren classroom
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took up arms against them, proclaiming that the Republic had
ceased to exist in the area because their troops had abandoned
the province. The bitter clashes that ensued between republican
troops and the Hizbullah are now recorded in official Indonesian
history as “a stab in the back” for the Republic from the
Muslims.  Official Indonesian history gives the same
interpretation to the fighting that broke out between republican
troops and militia under communist leadership in September
1948. Such an interpretation of these two conflicts is based on a
distortion of the facts.

During the 1950s, many of the Hizbullah troops regrouped
themselves as an anti-Republic movement and launched their
Darul Islam movement which advocated the creation of an
Islamic state. Meanwhile the Indonesian Republic evolved more
and more into a priyayi-ruled state. Already during the period of
Guided Democracy from 1957 (when martial law was
introduced) up to 1965, the military priyayi were becoming
dominant. Their pre-eminence became institutionalised once the
“New Order” of the generals was installed in 1965.

Santri Hopes Dashed

After the military takeover in October 1965, large sections of the
ummabh rallied to the anti-communist slogans of the Indonesian
military and joined in the massacre of hundreds of thousands of
innocent peasants and workers of the abangan, PKI-affiliated
mass organisations. Having made their contribution to the
obliteration of the main political force standing in the way of all-
out army rule, Muslim leaders fully expected to be rewarded by
the Army leaders with a share in the new power structure
established in the Republic. Alas, the abangan generals had not
the slightest intention of sharing power with Muslims, and they
were driven back into obscurity. Their position would, as of old,
remain that of an oppressed minority.

One of the main threads in the present regime’s policy
towards the Muslims today is the domestication and de-
Islamisation of Muslim political life. Attacks on Muslim political
and social activities by the country’s military rulers have become
a regular feature. Moreover, during the early years of military
rule, the economic policy of the government, allowing foreign
capital to invest freely struck deep into the social base of the
small Muslim traders and businessmen. The Army’s political
vehicle, GOLKAR also developed an aggressive attitude
towards Muslim political life, and developed its own so-called
Muslim centres complete with pesantren and mosques, bribing
and co-opting the weaker ulama. They also infiltrated their men
into the Muslim political federation, the PPP, notably John

ABRI unearths a

A bomb explosion on board a bus in Banyuwangi, East Java,
which occurred on 15 March has led to a number of arrests, in-
cluding a Muslim leader accused of “Shiite” beliefs.

The explosion killed seven passengers including three per-
sons believed to have been carrying the bomb. The three “sus-
pects” were Nasir and Hamsyah both from Malang, East Java,
and Hakim from Tulungagung, East Java. According to East
Java military spokesperson, Lieutenant-Colonel Sonny Ban-
sono, the bomb was not intended to blow up the bus but was
being taken to Bali to be used to blow up a tourist attraction.
The East Java military commander, Major-General Sularso, has
linked this incident with bombs which exploded just before
Christmas near a church in Malang and the explosions which de-
stroyed part of the Borobudur historical monument in Central
Java.

On 23 April, Major-General Sularso convened a closed meet-
ing with leading religious figures in the province to discuss strong
measures against an “extremist” group said to be operating in
East Java, and allegedly called “Kelompok Islam Fundamentalis
Syiah” (Islamic Fundamentalist Shiite Group). It is not unlikely
that this name is an Army creation, following their attempt sev-
eral years ago to create names like “Komando Jihad”.

Shortly before the 23 April meeting, a top figure in the Mus-

Naro, the hoodlum who is the present chairman of the PPP. This
political offensive has intensified the disquiet among many
Muslims.

Practically all the social and political upheavals since the
1970s have carried a distinct Muslim label. Most of the student
leaders responsible for the student upheavals in 1974 and 1978
were Muslim. The brute force used by the regime against these
movements further alienated many Muslims from the regime. In
August 1982, the cleavage widened further when the military
rulers decided to curtail political activity in a more
institutionalised, “constitutional” way. The Pancasila-as-the-
sole-principle (azas tunggal) was made compulsory for all social
and political organisations. The Pancasila, which is the
quintessence of priyayi military ideology, has been forced down
the throats of the entire Indonesian population. Muslims in
particular regard this as an affront, as a threat to basic Muslim
principles, with the result that Muslim leaders have started
raising their voices in protest against azas-tunggal.

In the estimation of the generals, Muslim activism is regarded
as a security threat. Since the bloodbath in Tanjung Priok last
September, the accusations being levelled against Muslim
activists have reached almost the same pitch of intensity as those
levelled against “the communist threat”. According to the
evaluation of the State intelligence agency, BAKIN after the
Tanjung Priok massacre, four groups are identified as having
contributed towards these events: former members of the
communist party, Muslims trying to establish an Islamic state,
professionals, intellectuals, students, retired military men and
others striving to overthrow the government in the name of
Pancasila, and human rights activists.

Priyayi rule during the past twenty years has developed a
policy towards the Muslims that bears a striking resemblance to
the patterns of official behaviour during the Dutch colonial era:
Never give Muslims the opportunity to develop into a social
force for change. As long as Muslims keep themselves busy with
their religious affairs, the military rulers will promote such
activities by means of subsidies for the construction of new
mosques and pesantren.

Although a large number of Muslims have been won over by
these gestures, Islamic political life cannot be curbed so easily by
such forms of bribery. A new generation of Muslim radical
thinkers with strong democratic convictions are likely to persist
in their opposition to the military dictatorship now in power in
Indonesia.

Liem Soei Liong

‘Shiite movement’

lim organisation, Nadhlatul Ulama (NU), Kyai Haji As’ad
Syamsul Arifin had a two-hour meeting with armed forces com-
mander, General Benny Murdani, during which they agreed that
speedy action must be taken to stop all activities of the “Syiah
movement” in Indonesia. The NU has its main power base in
East Java. Since its congress earlier this year when it decided to
abandon political activities, its relations with the military au-
thorities have greatly strengthened. Joining forces with the
Army against alleged Shiites is hardly non-political.

Following the NU-Murdani talks, it has been announced that
in addition to the arrest of persons suspected of involvement in
the bomb blast in Banyuwangi, the leader of the Yayasan Pen-
didikan Islam (Islamic Education Foundation), Husein Al-Hab-
syi, from Bangil has also been taken into custody. He is a well-
known critic of the government’s chauvinistic tendencies as re-
flected, for example, in the repeated use of the song “Pandamu
Negeri” (“To you, my country”). Husein Al-Habsyi does not,
however, regard himself as a Shiite hut as a Sunni, like the vast
majority of Indonesian Muslims. (Tempo, 4 May)

Although the military authorities would not reveal whether
they knew anything concrete about Husein Al-Habsyi’s alleged
links with the bus bomb incident, he is apparently regarded as
the “brains” behind the affair.
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General Jusuf was left looking rather
foolish, having publicly taken the view of
the other side. But, as Jenkins shows, Jusuf
hardly seemed to be in charge of his own
department anyway. Admiral Sudomo, the
Deputy Minister and a loyal supporter of
Suharto since the days of confrontation
with the Dutch over West Papua, (who
General Widodo described as a “watch-
dog”) turns out to have been the man
really in charge. Regardless of what Jusuf
was saying or doing, Sudomo, who was
concurrently commander of KOPKAM-
TIB, had his own line of communication
upwards to Suharto and downwards to the
provincial commanders as KOPKAMTIB
executive officers. In fact, Sudomo was
secretly (sic) assuring commanders on
Suharto’s behalf that “nothing had really
changed” and that, come the next election,
ABRI would again be called on to make
sure that GOLKAR won.” It was Sudomo
too who, at a private meeting of the GOL-
KAR Executive Council, was minuted as
saying that ABRI is “absolutely GOL-
KAR”, whatever Widodo or Jusuf might
be saying.

Besides this fascinating portrayal of
intra-regime controversy, Jenkins also
treats the reader to an account of how
Suharto manages and manipulates his own
inner core of officers. In the late seventies,
there was only a tiny group of men whom
he completely trusted and who held double
and in some cases (Murdani) treble posts
to make sure Suharto kept a grip on the
three foci of power — the Defence Depart-
ment, KOPKAMTIB and the intelligence
agency, BAKIN.

Once the party line had been laid down,
Fosko was disbanded and Widodo was re-
placed. Jusuf hung on till 1983, though
“watchdog Sudomo” stayed around too.
GOLKAR, not surprisingly, “won” the
1982 elections and since then the process of
further paralysing the political effective-
ness of the political parties, the PPP and
the PDI has continued apace. Pancasila
must now be everyone’s “sole principle”
and the PPP, a mere shadow of its former
self, has been forced to replace the
Ka’abah symbol with a safely neutral star.

Some members of the Fosko group,
shocked at the vigour of Suharto’s re-

sponse, went public in a statement that
came to be known as the Petition of 50.
Since then, the group of “sakit hati” (dis-
gruntled) generals have found new chan-
nels to air their grievances against the re-
gime in coalition with disaffected civilian
politicians. The Jenkins study has provided
a very useful insight into the workings of
military minds in Indonesia. Whatever
their differences, they share the same fixa-
tion about “ABRI’s role” and Army rule.
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Publishers warned against LEKRA writers

The Attorney-General’s Office has issued a warning to the In-
donesian Publishers Association, IKAPI, against the publication
of books written by former members of LEKRA, the organisa-
tion of cultural workers that was banned by the military in 1965
along with many other leftwing organisations.

The warning follows the decision earlier this year to ban a
book about General Soedirman, largely because of an article in
it by Professor Poeradisastra, a LEKRA member (see TAPOL
Bulletin, No 68, March 1985).

The Attorney-General’s warning, marked secret and dated 13
February 1985, which is accompanied by a full list of the names
of members of the Central Council and Secretariat of LEKRA,
asks publishers to be alert of the possibility that LEKR A writers
may try to have works published under pseudonyms. It reminds
IKAPI of an Instruction issued by the Minister for the Interior in
1981 which includes the following guidelines for “guidance and
supervision” of former G30S/PKI detainees and convicted pris-
oners:

@ To impose restrictions on the employment of former G30S/
PKI detainees and convicts in the following professions:

Jobs which can be used to influence others directly or indirectly
for the advancement of communism, such as teachers, lecturers,
priests, puppeteers, legal aid lawyers, journalists and so on.

@® To prevent social activities by former G30S/PKI detainees
and convicts which could result in disturbances in social-political
affairs, social-economic affairs, social-cultural affairs and na-
tional security and order.

@® To prevent the mental attitudes of former G30S/PKI de-
tainees and convicts from threatening and endangering the Pan-
casila ideology and the 1945 Constitution.

The “Four Changes”

The commander of the Tabanan Military District in Bali,
Lieutenant-Colonel Panda Made Latra, has also warned people
to exercise vigilance against former PKI detainees who, he
claimed, are conducting a “four changes” tactic — change of
name, change of domicile, change of profession and change of
appearance. He added the warning that people of “the extreme
left” are engaged in a variety of activities under the cloak of re-
ligion. (Sinar Harapan, 27 March)
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