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Abstract

Between October 1965 and March 1966, Indonesia was rocked by political upheaval. Set off by what appeared at the time to be a failed coup attempt on October 1, this upheaval took the form of vast political repression and the genocidal massacre of hundreds of thousands of Indonesians suspected of being members of or sympathizers with the Indonesian Communist Party. Although varying interpretations of the events of the October 1 attempted “coup” have been advanced, it is the position of this paper that analysis of that event itself is quite separate from a concern with the genocide that followed it. This paper takes the position that the anti-Communist massacres perpetrated in Indonesia in 1965-1966 did indeed constitute genocide, even if they do not strictly fit the definition of genocide established by the United Nations Genocide Convention. In justifying this position, this paper notes the readily identifiable group-identity of the victims (based on perceived political affiliation) and the openly stated genocidal intentions of the perpetrators. Using as a primary source the relevant volume of State Department documents on US foreign policy—the Foreign Relations of the United States—this paper seeks to ascertain the nature of US government involvement in the Indonesian genocide. In particular, it seeks to contrast revelations regarding such involvement found in the documentary record with the account of this involvement provided by one of its prime participants, Marshall Green, US Ambassador to Indonesia between 1965 and 1968. In so doing, this paper finds that Green’s 1990 account his tenure in Jakarta consistently misrepresents and distorts the US role in the genocide, underplaying the extent of US government knowledge of the killing and assistance to its perpetrators.
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1. Introduction: A Note on Gestapu Historiography 

Much of what was to happen during my years in Indonesia remains to this day unclear as to important details, as to what was fact and what was supposition, what was substance and what was shadow.

The above assessment by Marshall Green, US ambassador to Indonesia between 1965 and 1968, of the mysterious nature of Indonesian history during the period of his tenure in Jakarta is confirmed by an examination of the extensive literature written on the subject. This is particularly true of the so-called “Gestapu” affair of 1 October 1965,
 numerous aspects of which have been the subject of vigorous controversy among scholars and journalists since the late 1960s. Much of this controversy centres on the alleged involvement in the events of 1965-66 of various individuals and organizations associated with the government of the United States, with the Indonesian Communist Party (PKI), with the Indonesian Army, with Indonesian President Sukarno, and with the government of Communist China. In the immediate aftermath of the events themselves, a dominant interpretation of them emerged which held that the PKI had definitely participated in the October 1 “coup,” probably with some level of support from Beijing; that Sukarno had also played some role in the “coup”; that the subsequent military takeover was a counter-coup aimed at restoring a disrupted order; that the subsequent massacre of suspected Communists was a campaign of reprisal against the more or less guilty PKI; that this campaign was primarily a spontaneous expression of popular anti-Communism, aided in one way or another by the Indonesian Army; and, above all, that the US government played only a “hands off” role in the events that transpired. Marshall Green’s own account of the events of 1965-66 in his 1990 book Indonesia: Crisis and Transformation fits comfortably within this framework.

In opposition to this “traditional” interpretation of the Gestapu affair, numerous sceptical counter-interpretations have been advanced since the late 1960s, asserting variously that PKI involvement in Gestapu was minimal or nonexistent (with some observers alleging that Gestapu was in fact an Army-CIA deception operation); that Chinese involvement was nonexistent; that the Indonesian Army seized upon the Gestapu affair to implement long-held plans to eradicate the PKI and seize power from Sukarno; that the ensuing massacre of suspected Communists was implemented in a systematic fashion by the Army and its non-military allies; and that US involvement in the entire affair was a crucial, even determining, factor.
 The investigations of these sceptics have been extremely detailed and complex, effectively demonstrating that, at the very least, the Gestapu affair was more complicated than the traditional narrative allowed. 

It must be stated at the outset of this analysis that a resolution of the historiogra-phical controversy surrounding the Gestapu affair is not the goal of this paper. The focus of the following investigation is not the Gestapu “coup” itself so much as its aftermath, viz. the massacre of hundreds of thousands of Indonesians after October 1965.
 It is the intention of this investigation to analyse more closely, with the aid of primary documentation, only those tenets of the traditional interpretation (especially as articulated by Green) which concern the post-Gestapu killings, most crucially the question of US policy towards those killings and their perpetrators. It is the assumption of this paper that the immense complexity of the Gestapu affair itself should not inhibit analysis of the ensuing carnage. In particular, it is assumed that the question of the existence and extent of PKI involvement in Gestapu is of minor importance in any assessment of the ensuing massacre.

2. Kap-Gestapu and genocide

The question of victim groups
The 1948 UN Genocide Convention (UNGC) defines genocide as a number of specific acts “committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such.”
 The Convention’s narrow definition of potential victims of genocide has long been criticized as its central deficiency. In particular, critics of the Convention have noted how the exclusion from its definition of victim groups defined by common political affiliation or social identity has left the victims of some of the most prominent genocides of the twentieth century—those committed in the Soviet Union in 1937-38 and in Cambodia in 1975-78 for instance—outside of the Convention’s purview. Not being targeted as members of “national, ethnical, racial or religious groups, as such,” most of the victims of these genocides are a priori excluded from protection under the UNGC. The same may be said of most of the victims of the anti-Communist massacres in Indonesia, who were targeted primarily as alleged members of or sympathizers with the Indonesian Communist Party (PKI).
 As in the case of the Stalinist purges and the Khmer Rouge genocide, however, the lack of de jure protection for these victims under the UNGC need not prevent us from designating the Indonesian massacres as genocide and investigating them as such. As Marc Drouin points out, “The fact that political groups are not included in the UNGC definition does not diminish the intent nor the deliberation carried out to destroy, in whole or in part, the Communist Party of Indonesia in 1965 and 1966. Rather, it points to an important shortcoming in the UNGC definition of genocide.”
 This paper accepts this position, as well as the recommendation advanced by Frank Chalk and Kurt Jonassohn that victims of genocide be designated as such according to the terms used by the perpetrators themselves to define their targets.
 For our purpose, then, those Indonesians suspected by the Indonesian Army in 1965-66 of being PKI members or sympathizers and targeted for destruction as such can legitimately be considered as victims of genocide.

The question of intent

In addition to the question of defining potential victims of genocide, most legal and academic definitions of genocide deal in some manner with the question of the intent of its perpetrators. As we have seen, the UNGC defines genocide in terms of specific acts committed with the “intent to destroy, in whole or in part” the targeted group. Chalk and Jonassohn note the complex methodological problems involved in imputing intent to historical actors, and suggest possible criteria for imputing genocidal intent in cases of mass killings. These include open statements of genocidal intent made by the perpetrators, as well as the presence of “sufficient evidence of a fully articulated ideology or belief system” geared towards genocide.
 A brief comment on the imputation of genocidal intent in the case of the Indonesian massacres is required before proceeding further. 
In late October 1965, as a month-long period of preliminary anti-PKI repression in Indonesia began to escalate into full-fledged mass killing, one of the principal leaders of the Army anti-Gestapu operation, General Nasution, went before an Army staff conference and openly called for the extirpation of the PKI: “All of their followers and their sympathizers should be eliminated, otherwise the incident [i.e. attempted PKI takeover] will recur.”
 Over a month later, in early December, with mass killing proceeding in good order, Nasution repeated his call for the PKI’s total extinction, “down to its very roots.”
 In the meantime, in mid-November, leaders of Army-supported Muslim youth groups in Central Java carrying out massacres of suspected Communists openly stated their intention to “kill every member of PKI they can catch” so as to “eradicate all PKI.”
 For the purpose of this analysis, these statements (as well as the numerous references in State Department documents to Indonesian Army intentions to “destroy” and “exterminate” the PKI) are deemed sufficient to impute genocidal intent to the Indonesian Army and its allies in the 1965-66 killings. 

3. Signs of genocide: What the US knew and when

An important element in the traditional narrative of US non-involvement in the Indonesian genocide has been the assertion of US ignorance of the events that followed the Gestapu affair in 1965 and 1966. In particular, commentators have often pointed to factors impeding US knowledge of what was happening, primarily the restrictions on travel throughout the country introduced by the military following October 1.
 In his book on the Indonesian crisis, Green writes that Embassy knowledge of goings-on outside of Jakarta was, as of late December 1965, limited to “rumors and unverified reports […] of massive killings of communists (or alleged Communists) in various parts of Indonesia.”
 Green stresses the restricted and uncertain nature of the information reaching the Embassy: “There was no way to estimate the magnitude of the slaughter […] Facts were rare. […] [A]t that time, we did not have direct access to Indonesian military leaders.”
 That a certain level of uncertainty and confusion prevailed in the months following October 1 is beyond doubt. As examination of the relevant declassified documents reveals, however, it is equally beyond doubt that Green’s depiction of US ignorance is an exaggeration and, more specifically, that his reference to lack of Embassy contact with the Indonesian Army leadership “at that time” (which, within the context, refers to late December 1965) is a distortion of the facts
Contacts with the Army: State Department, Pentagon, CIA
Although it is possible to argue over exactly what constitutes “direct access” to the Indonesian Army, it is not credible to deny that the US had some very significant contact with the Army leadership long before late December. The existence of such contact can, in fact, be established even by reading Green’s own text. For instance, when describing his first meeting with General Suharto in late May 1966, after the overthrow of Sukarno, Green writes “I had been in touch with him [Suharto] indirectly for the previous eight months,” meaning since at least late September 1965.
 More specifically, Green describes Embassy contact with anti-Gestapu Generals Nasution and Suharto in early November 1965 through US Army attaché Colonel Willis Ethel, whom Green describes as “a close friend of General Nasution’s aide.”
 Examination of State Department documents reveals conclusively that this connection to the Army was in fact in place by mid-October 1965 at the latest 
, and that by the end of that October US diplomats were also in contact with an emissary of Nasution, a general named Sukendro,
 and were seeking a further and more direct “political channel” to the military leadership.
 This channel, which was to provide the US with important information regarding the plans and intentions of the generals, was established by 4 November 1965 between Deputy Ambassador Frank Galbraith and a contact close to the military leadership.

Aside from these contacts between the Indonesian Army and US Embassy in Jakarta, State Department documents reveal that additional contacts existed between the Army and both the US Pentagon and the CIA. A 3 November 1965 State Department memorandum on the subject describes the Indonesian Army’s relationship with the Pentagon as “a friendly, professional association developed” through years of “service-to-service” cooperation and training of Indonesian military personnel in US facilities.
 While no mention is made of specific post-Gestapu Army-Pentagon collaboration, the context of these remarks would seem to indicate continued contact. This same memorandum also indicates some level of contact between the Indonesian Army and the CIA, although its discussion of this contact remains classified.
 This, in itself, is highly suggestive given the fact that the memorandum concludes that neither aid from the Pentagon nor the State Department to the Indonesian Army is promising because of the difficulties of keeping it covert.
 Covert operations are, of course, the very raison d’être of the CIA. Ultimately, of course, the selective declassification of this document (and others) prohibits the drawing of definite conclusions regarding the exact nature of CIA-Army relations at this time. The memorandum does, however, give some indication of the general thrust of CIA policy towards events in Indonesia, as the following statement demonstrates: “The army knows that all three United States governments [i.e. the Pentagon, CIA, and State Department] approve of its actions against the PKI, and that all three are disposed to help the Army in this effort.”

The US Embassy and anti-PKI repression
An examination of the communications between the US Embassy in Jakarta and the State Department during the period of the post-Gestapu genocide reveals much about the state of US knowledge of and attitude towards that genocide. This attitude was consistently one of encouragement and approval, with the Gestapu affair being viewed by US officials as an opportunity for the Indonesian Army to move in a decisive manner against the long-reviled PKI. “It’s now or never,” wrote Green to the State Department on October 5, predicting prophetically that the “agony of ridding Indonesia of the effects of Sukarno and NASAKOM has begun.”
 
Though the full dimensions of this post-Gestapu “agony” were not to become apparent until later, some early indications of what was to come were readily available. By October 5, according to a CIA report, the Indonesian Army had made the decision to “implement plans to crush [the] PKI.”
 Three days later the Embassy reported that the Army had arrested several thousand PKI activists.
 By mid-October at the latest, the Embassy was receiving information regarding the Army’s anti-PKI activities directly from the Army itself via the contact between the US military attaché and an aide to Nasution.
 On October 17 the Embassy noted that attacks on PKI installations were spreading from Jakarta to other regions of Indonesia and that the army was “going ahead on its own to punish many of those involved in Sept 30 movement.”
 Three days later, Green reported that Army actions had succeeded in damaging the PKI’s image, command structure and organizational strength “through arrest, harassment and, in some cases, execution of PKI cadres.”
 He reported that “some thousand of PKI cadres” had been arrested in Jakarta alone with several hundred of them being executed. Green noted with some satisfaction that the “Army has […] been working hard at destroying PKI and I, for one, have increasing respect for its determination and organization in carrying out this crucial assignment.”

By late October, as anti-PKI repression began to escalate into full-fledged genocide, the US Embassy in Jakarta remained in contact with the Army and remained informed of what was occurring on the ground. On October 27, the day after Nasution publicly called for the elimination of all PKI followers and sympathizers,
 the Embassy telegram to the State Department recounted multiple reports of increased insecurity and mounting bloodshed in Central Java, but noted the Embassy’s inability to determine whether this was caused by an incipient PKI campaign of terrorism and sabotage, the autonomous actions of local PKI cadres, or the Army “purposely moving to wipe out questionable elements and gain control.”
 That the latter possibility was the one explicitly articulated by Nasution the day before was apparently not mentioned. In subsequent days the Embassy received frequent reports of killings and atrocities against PKI members. On October 29 the Embassy reported on the brutal nature of anti-PKI repression in Atjeh (“Atjehnese have decapitated PKI and placed there heads on stakes along the road”), which it attributed to the “Moslem fervor” of non-Army perpetrators.
 That such killings outside of Jakarta were not the result solely of “Moslem fervor” but had much to do with explicit Army policy was obvious to the Embassy. On November 1 Green reported to the State Department that Nasution, along with Suharto and other “deeply motivated military leaders,” were “moving relentlessly to exterminate PKI as far as that is possible to do.”
 Three days later Green reported how in Central Java the Army was “training Moslem youth and supplying them with weapons.”
 In the outer islands beyond Java, meanwhile, the Army was assuming the task of eliminating the PKI more directly, with “local military commanders hav[ing] free hand to take direct action against PKI.”
 In Jakarta itself, the Embassy reported, the Army was, for the moment, avoiding frontal attack on the PKI leadership but letting “groups other than army discredit them and demand there punishment.” Meanwhile, Green wrote, “smaller fry [were] being systematically arrested and jailed or executed.”
 

Throughout November, the Embassy received reports on the massacres occurring outside Jakarta and duly passed them on to Washington. On November 8, the Embassy reported to the State Department that in North Sumatra and Atjeh “the Army with help of IP-KI Youth organizations and other anti-Communist elements has continued systematic drive to destroy PKI in northern Sumatra with wholesale killings reported.”
 On November 13, the Embassy obtained a report from the local police chief that “from 50 to 100 PKI members were being killed every night in East and Central Java by civilian anti-Communist troops with blessing of the Army.”
 Around the same time, the Embassy also obtained a report from a missionary in Surabaya that 3,500 suspected PKI had been killed between November 4 and 9 in Kediri and 300 at Paree.
 In mid-November, the US Consulate in Medan reported on activities of anti-Communist Muslim youth groups there who had communicated to US diplomats their intention to “kill every PKI member they can catch” and “not hand over captured PKI to authorities until they are dead or near death.”
 The Consulate’s contact in one such group estimated that it would take five years to “eradicate all PKI.”
 The Consulate described the attitude of these groups as “bloodthirsty,” describing “something like a real reign of terror against the PKI” taking place in Central Java.
 The Indonesian Army, it added, “is officially adopting extreme measures against PKI with plans to put many thousands in concentration camps.”
 Sporadic reports of killings continued throughout the remainder of the year and beyond.
Estimating the bodycount
While Green would later stress that “There was no way to estimate the magnitude of the slaughter”
 various US officials at the time did attempt to do so. On December 4, for instance, Green himself wrote to the State Department estimating that over 100,000 but not more than 200,000 had been murdered in Northern Sumatra and Central and Eastern Java alone.
 Two months later, on February 25, 1966, the Embassy reported estimates of “PKI” death toll in Bali at 80,000 with “no end in sight.”
 At the end of April, a CIA memorandum dismissed the Indonesian government’s claim of 78,000 dead and noted that 250,000 or 500,000 was closer to reality, noting however that “[a]n accurate figure is impossible to obtain.”
 The State Department estimate in June 1966 was 300,000.
 All such estimates were, of course, uncertain. In April 1966 the Embassy in Jakarta admitted: “We frankly do not know whether the real figure is closer to 100,000 or 1,000,000 but believe it is wiser to err on the side of the lower estimates, especially when questioned by the press.”

That such numbers could be contemplated with equanimity, without a single expression of dismay or regret, is indicative of the general approval with which the anti-Communist genocide was met by US policymakers. In conversation with Secretary of State Dean Rusk in February 1966, Green could relay with satisfaction that the PKI had been “decimated by wholesale massacre.”
 Meanwhile, President Johnson’s Deputy Special Assistant for National Security Affairs R.W. Komer could comment approvingly on the Indonesian Army’s “brilliant ‘salami’ tactics in eliminating the PKI.”
 Reporting in his telegram of 12 March 1966 on General Suharto’s formal banning of the PKI, Green noted that the ban was “somewhat academic” since by then the PKI had “ceased to exist as [an] effective organized party.”
 

4. Aiding and abetting
The attitude of the US government towards the anti-Communist genocide was one of consistent support and encouragement. This support began even before the Embassy and State Department had become convinced of PKI involvement in the Gestapu affair and continued right through the height of the genocide. An examination of the relevant State Department documents reveals that this support generally took two forms. The first, which prevailed during the initial period of anti-PKI repression in October 1965, consisted of such non-material forms of assistance as verbal encouragement and assurances of US support for Army anti-PKI policy, US participation in an Army “PKI guilt” propaganda offensive, and US diplomatic machinations in favour of Indonesia with at least one of its allies. The second form of US aid, which began to emerge concurrently with the escalation of killings in November 1965, consisted of actual material and intelligence assistance furnished by the US government to the Indonesian Army, including deliveries of medicines, tactical communications equipment, rice, and lists of PKI members to the Army, and possibly small arms and funds to Army-affiliated anti-PKI death squads in Central Java. 
Non-material assistance
On October 5, in an important telegram to the State Department, Green recommended guidelines for US action in Indonesia in order “to help shape developments to our advantage.”
 Green recommended that the US should avoid overt involvement in the power struggle then occurring between the Army and the PKI, but should covertly “indicate clearly to key people in army such as Nasution and Suharto our desire to be of assistance where we can, while at the same time conveying to them our assumption that we should avoid appearance of involvement or interference in any way.”
 To this end, Green recommended that US contacts with the Indonesian military be extended and that any actions that might be interpreted as a “note of nonconfidence” in the Army (such as evacuation of Embassy dependents or cutting staff) be avoided.
 In addition, Green recommended that the US “Spread the story of PKI’s guilt, treachery and brutality,” noting that “this priority effort is perhaps most needed immediate assistance we can give army if we can find way to do it without identifying it as solely or largely US effort.”
 It should be noted that this recommendation to “spread the story of PKI’s guilt” preceded the “determination” by US officials at the Embassy and State Department of PKI involvement in Gestapu.
 The State Department responded to Green’s analysis with approval. It discouraged the granting of overt assistance to the Indonesian Army, noting that past years of US-Indonesian Army cooperation “should have established clearly in minds of Army leaders that US stands behind them if they should need help.”
 On the issue of “PKI guilt” propaganda, the State Department noted that “we plan and are already carrying out” a propaganda program involving Voice of America radio broadcasts and “pointing [the] finger at the PKI and playing up [the] brutality of September 30 rebels.”

The State Department was quick to indicate that, in its estimation, the greatest immediate obstacle to vigorous Army action against the PKI was not the PKI itself, which neither the State Department nor anyone else at the time expected to put up much resistance, but Sukarno. Noting Sukarno’s efforts since October 1 to promote calm and unity in the armed forces and to restrain the Army’s vengeful hostility toward the PKI, the State Department commented that “the major question is whether the Army can maintain [the] momentum [of] its offensive against PKI in face of Sukarno’s practiced political manipulations.”
 This was to become a recurrent theme in subsequent communications between the State Department and the Jakarta Embassy, with both expressing concern over Sukarno’s attempts to restrain anti-PKI actions and re-establish his pre-Gestapu politics of balancing contending forces. US policy toward the nascent power struggle between Sukarno and the Army was to attempt to thwart as much as possible Sukarno’s attempts at reconciliation by encouraging the Army to move against the PKI in defiance of his wishes. The State Department’s willingness to participate in the Army’s “PKI guilt” propaganda campaign is an early indication of this policy. 
In early October, the US undertook a further concrete effort to support the Indonesian Army’s anti-PKI repression. This initiative concerned the persistent hostilities between Indonesia and Malaysia (and the British in Malaysia), hostilities which remained a significant concern of the Indonesian Army as it prepared its response to the Gestapu affair. At some point during the week following October 1, a proposal emerged (whether from the State Department or the Indonesian Army is not clear) which would have the US encourage the British government to convey to the Indonesian Army its “willingness to refrain from attacks [on the Malaysian front] as long as [the] Indo[nesian] Army continues to press the PKI.”
 While some in the State Department initially opposed this proposal, fearing that it could be used to portray whoever in the Indonesian Army received the British message as a traitor, Green was enthusiastic about it. While the State Department suggested that the Indonesian military was sophisticated enough to realize, without being specifically informed, that the British “would not stab [the] Army in the back while [it was] dealing with [the] PKI,”
 Green was not so sure. He noted that, on October 10, the US military attaché Colonel Ethel was specifically told by “his Indo[nesian] army contact (who is close to Suharto and Nasution)” that the Indonesian Army hoped Britain would not escalate the Malaysian confrontation and that it believed that the US was the only nation that could bring pressure to bear on the British government in this matter.
 Within days, Green’s analysis prevailed: the State Department suggested to officials of the British embassy in Washington that they approve a US message to be passed on to the Indonesian Army stating that “we [i.e. the US government] have good reason to believe that none of our allies [i.e. Britain] intend any offensive action against Indonesia.”
 The British agreed to this message, and it was duly relayed by Colonel Ethel to his army contact; Nasution was reported to have received this message with great satisfaction on October 15.
 
As anti-PKI repression mounted throughout October, US diplomats remained preoccupied with expressing US support and encouragement for Army actions. An October 13 telegram from the State Department to the Jakarta Embassy counselled that “if [the] army’s willingness to follow through against PKI is in any way contingent on or subject to influence by US, we do not wish miss opportunity consider US action,” and that the Army must be made to understand that the US was “as always, sympathetic to the army’s desire [to] eliminate communist influence.”
 On October 22, the State Department summarized its involvement to date as providing “quiet assurance that we and [our] allies will not interfere” with the Army’s anti-PKI campaign, and recommended that the US remain open to possible future requests from the Army for more substantial aid should a PKI insurgency break out in Indonesia.
 There is not a single declassified State Department document which suggests that US officials at any time considered influencing the military to moderate its anti-PKI repression. 
Material assistance 
In late October and early November, just as anti-PKI repression was escalating into full-fledged genocide, the US government began to contemplate material aid to the Indonesian Army in order to assist with its anti-PKI operation. On October 27, the day after Nasution called for the elimination of all PKI followers and supporters, Green wrote to the State Department to recommend that it explore the possibility of “short-term, one-shot aid [to the Army] on covert, non-attributable basis, assuming [the] Indo[nesian] Army clearly solicits such aid.”
 In the coming weeks, the Indonesian Army did, in fact, solicit such aid repeatedly. In later October, Nasution’s emissary General Sukendro conveyed to US diplomats a specific Army request for “medical supplies, tactical communication equipment, rice, and possibly small arms to assist the Army in dealing with PKI dissidence during the next few months.”
 That this request was taken seriously in Washington is evidenced by the prompt establishment of an inter-agency Working Group on Indonesia comprising participants from the White House, State Department, Department of Defence and CIA to meet periodically to consider Indonesian Army requests for aid.
 
The Army request for medical supplies received immediate endorsement. On November 1, Green recommended that it be fulfilled immediately in a covert manner.
 A plan to deliver medicines was approved by the CIA three days later.
 By November 5, the National Security Council’s 303 Committee formally approved Sukendro’s request for medical supplies.
 The total value of all such supplies eventually delivered to the Indonesian Army was about US$100,000.
 There is no indication in State Department documents that the US ever considered that medical supplies might be required by the victims of the ongoing genocide; only the needs of the perpetrators were considered. 

The request for “tactical communications equipment” was expedited with comparable promptitude. Although Green was later to insist that covert US aid to the Indonesian Army during this period was limited to “some walkie-talkie equipment and medicines,”
 this is a distortion of the facts. Green’s description of the delivery of communications equipment to Indonesia—“I made the decision to give some of the Embassy’s walkie-talkies to the Army immediately following the coup, when the lives of Nasution and Suharto were seriously threatened”
—is seriously misleading. Although such a limited delivery of walkie-talkie equipment for the personal use of Nasution and Suharto was indeed made via Colonel Ethel as early as October 14,
 the documentation clearly demonstrates that this was not the “tactical communications equipment” requested by Nasution through Sukendro and later delivered after considerations in the 303 Committee. 

That the communication equipment eventually provided by the US to the Indonesian Army was not solely for the personal protection of Nasution and Suharto, as Green alleges, is obvious from an October 30 Department of Defence memorandum which noted that “the Army’s greatest deficiency is in short range communications equipment to support sustained operations against PKI guerrilla operations.”
 On November 7, Green endorsed the delivery of such equipment believing that “low-visibility equipment covertly provided” would have maximum immediate utility for the Indonesian Army its anti-PKI campaign.
 In renewing the Army’s request for communications equipment four days later through the US Embassy in Bangkok, Sukendro provided more details on the intended use of such equipment. He explained that it would allow the Army to establish better communication at both the command and tactical unit level throughout Central Java.
 The equipment was required, in other words, not for the personal protection of Army leaders in Jakarta but to better coordinate and monitor the by-then genocidal anti-PKI operations in Central Java.
 Sukendro’s urgent and repeated requests were promptly relayed to Washington where they became the subject of deliberations by the 303 Committee. A memorandum addressing this Committee on November 17 noted that “adequate communications equipment” was required by the Indonesian Army “for their fight against the Communist insurgents,” and that lack of such equipment had hitherto “jeopardized [Army] effectiveness in combating the Communists […]”
 The memorandum further added that the requested communications equipment would “provide continuity of communications among the various Army units and their anti-Communist leaders and between certain of these leaders and U.S. elements,”
 suggesting that an additional purpose of delivering the requested equipment was to establish direct contact between the US and the Army leadership. On November 19, the 303 Committee recommended that Japanese or US surplus communications equipment be searched out for delivery to the Indonesian Army.
 By December 17, the CIA reported that it had located and purchased the necessary equipment.
 Eventual deliveries of communications equipment were estimated at between $40,000 and $50,000, although it does not appear that the Indonesian Army was ever required to pay for them.


The third item on Sukendro’s wish list, rice, also received considerable attention from US officials, although delivery was delayed because of wrangling within the US government. While some were enthusiastic and suggested immediate delivery, the dominant position within the State Department was that rice aid should be delayed and the prospect of its delivery used as a political tool. Writing to Green on November 7, Secretary of State Dean Rusk delineated the Department’s position on any further aid to the Indonesian Army, noting that “before Washington can consider any substantial assistance it will need to know more about [the] Army’s political views and intentions and [the] Army’s attitude toward US-Indonesian relations.”
 The mention of US-Indonesian relations is key. What was at stake for the State Department was certainly not the Army’s “political views and intentions” towards Communism; that these intentions were basically genocidal had been obvious for some time from its words if not yet its actions. More significant from the US point of view was the Army’s intentions once the PKI had been successfully eliminated and the Army faced only Sukarno and his consistently anti-US line in foreign policy. 

On November 19, Green urged caution in providing further aid to the Indonesian Army, noting that any such aid “should be contingent upon whether we believe army really intends to remain firm against Sukarno.”
 The prospective delivery of rice to the Indonesian Army was to play a vital part in the wider political strategy of encouraging the Army to challenge Sukarno and eventually overturn his policies. As a December 13 State Department memorandum phrased it: “emergency assistance of rice should not be separated from such broader political questions as Indonesian policy on Viet Nam, confrontation [with Malaysia] and nationalization of US oil properties.”
 Any delivery of rice, in other words, should be made conditional on a shift in Indonesian domestic and foreign policy to a position more favourable to US interests.
 There is no indication that US at any time considered making rice aid conditional on the Army ceasing its genocidal campaign against suspected Communists. Ultimately, US rice aid to the Army was approved at the end of March 1966, 
 shortly after the Army had formally banned the PKI and taken over power from Sukarno, moves which, according to Green, promised an eventual favourable reorientation of US-Indonesian relations.
 


Regarding the final element of assistance requested by the Indonesian Army—small arms—the US response was very cautious. That such small arms, if delivered, would be used for genocidal purposes could never have been in doubt: they were requested specifically to “arm Moslem and nationalist youths in Central Java for use against the PKI,”
 viz. to arm those very groups which the US Consulate in Medan credited with the intention of killing every PKI member they could catch so as to “eradicate all PKI.”
 There is no indication in any of the State Department documentation that this consideration—that the US would effectively be arming the perpetrators of genocide—entered into US deliberations on whether or not to supply the Army with the arms it was requesting. At the end of October, while full-scale genocide was beginning in Central Java, the State Department considered that “Small arms and equipment may be needed [by the Army] to deal with the PKI,” especially given the uncertainty of whether or not the Soviet Union would continue to arm the Army as the it moved to eradicate the Communists.
 Three days later, Green reacted to Sukendro’s request for small arms by noting that the US should remain “leery” but also keep an open mind. If the situation in Central Java were to take a turn for the worse, he counselled, “we would wish to move quickly with packages of certain types of arms.”
 In the meantime, Green advised, the US should “explore the availability of small arms stocks, preferable of non-US origin, which could be obtained without any overt US Government involvement.”
 Green also suggested that the US “examine channels through which we could, if necessary, provide covert assistance to army for purchase of weapons.”
 

That such investigations into means of covert assistance and arms delivery were indeed subsequently made is evidenced by a November 9 CIA memorandum which noted that “mechanisms exist or can be diverted or created to extend either covert credits for purchase or to deliver any of the types of the materiel requested to date in reasonable quantities. [1-1/2 lines of source text not declassified] The same can be said of purchasers and transfer agents for such items as small arms, medicine and other items requested.”
 Because much of this memorandum’s subsequent description of covert mechanisms of credit and delivery has not been declassified, the exact character of CIA recommend-ations in this area cannot be ascertained. In any case, the memorandum went on to recommend that arms not be delivered to the Indonesian Army until such a time as it had more precisely indicated how and by whom they would be used.
 Once such requirements were fulfilled, the memorandum concluded, “The means for covert implementation, either of transmittal of funds for necessary purchases or delivery of the requested items themselves in discreet fashion, are within our capabilities.”
 

There is no further mention in the declassified documentary record of the Indonesian Army’s request for small arms; what, if any, arms were finally delivered cannot be conclusively determined. The fact that covert arms delivery to the Army is last mentioned in a CIA memorandum that explicitly notes its feasibility is, of course, highly suggestive. However, as with much else concerning the CIA role in Indonesia, no conclusive verdict on this matter is possible on the basis of available documents. The next mention of arms delivery to the Indonesian Army in available State Department documents occurs in a December 30 memorandum from the Joint Chiefs of Staff to Secretary of Defence Robert McNamara on the subject of overt US military aid to Indonesia. In this memorandum, the Joint Chiefs advise against providing such aid to the Army since its campaign against the PKI “appears to be progressing according to plan and no US military assistance appears required for internal security.”
 
In addition to considering the delivery of small arms to the perpetrators of genocide in Central Java, in December 1965 the US also considered contributing to the massacres by directly financing their perpetrators. On December 2, Green endorsed a plan to provide fifty-million rupiahs to what he called “the Kap-Gestapu movement,” which he described as an “army-inspired but civilian-staffed action group” which was “carrying [the] burden of current repressive efforts targeted against PKI, particularly in Central Java.”
 Green did not mention the fact that “current repressive efforts” against the PKI in Central Java consisted, according to the US Consulate in Medan, of a genocidal attempt to “eradicate all PKI.” That he was aware of this fact is beyond doubt, as he himself noted that the Embassy had access to “substantial intelligence reporting” on Kap-Gestapu activities, activities which he assured the State Department were “fully consonant with and coordinated by the army” and which he praised as “highly successful.”
 Green ended his telegram endorsing US financial aid to Kap-Gestapu by noting that “The chances of detection or subsequent revelation of our support in this instance are as minimal as any black bag operation can be.”
 As in the case of covert arms delivery, there is no further mention of funding for Kap-Gestapu in the declassified documentary record. This prevents conclusive evaluation of how much, if any, of such aid was given. Green’s final comment regarding the minimal “chances of detection” of such an operation should serve as a warning against concluding that subsequent documentary silence about the program signifies its absence in reality. 

The final contribution made by the US to the genocidal elimination of the PKI in 1965-66 took the form of intelligence assistance to the Indonesian Army, specifically the provision to the Army in December 1965 of lists of PKI leaders not yet arrested or killed by the Kap-Gestapu genocide. The existence of such lists was first publicly revealed in 1990 by Robert J. Martens, Green’s political officer at the Jakarta Embassy, who readily admitted to passing the names of PKI leaders and senior cadre to “non-Communist forces” following the Gestapu affair, but insisted that these names were “available to everyone” from the PKI press.
 Martens also stated categorically that he had compiled and distributed his lists of his own initiative, without seeking or being given permission to do so by Green or anyone else.
 The information on these lists provided by the State Department documentary account seriously undermines Martens’ protestations. Thus the State Department account notes that the lists passed on the Indonesian military contained a “fragmentary compilation” of the approximate present whereabouts a number of PKI leaders not yet dead or arrested.
 Such information could hardly have been “available to anyone” (and would surely not have been publicized by the Communist press!) at a time when the PKI was falling victim to genocidal massacre. Furthermore, the State Department account quotes an August 1966 airgram signed by Green describing how Marten’s list had “been made available to the Indonesian Government last December [1965] and is apparently being used by Indonesian security authorities who seem to lack even the simplest overt information on PKI leadership at the time.”
 The fact that Green (at least in August 1966) knew about the transfer of Marten’s list to the Army undermines Martens’ claim that this was done without Green’s authorization. Furthermore, Green’s claim that the Army in December seemed to lack “even the simplest overt information on PKI leadership” and required US-compiled lists to rectify this ignorance seems to disqualify Martens’ assertion that the information he included in his list was “available to anyone.” More significant than these points, however, is the context within which this intelligence was being passed on to the Army. What Green’s August 1966 airgram reveals is that the US was providing the names of possible targets to the perpetrators of the anti-PKI genocide at the very moment when that genocide was at its most intense, indeed a mere week after Nasution had called for the extinction of the PKI “down to its very roots.”
 
Conclusion: Blaming the Victims
In his 1990 account of the Indonesian crisis of 1965-66, Marshall Green readily admits that the massacre of suspected Communists constituted a “deplorable blood-letting.” However, he discusses this “blood-letting” in rather abstract terms, as a kind of a natural disaster, a “bloodbath visited on Indonesia,” 
 and not as a genocide intentionally perpetrated against a specifically targeted group. Green’s discussion of the causes of the bloodbath amounts to little more than a thinly-veiled imputation of guilt to its victims. Thus, for instance, Green explains the ferocity of the anti-PKI killings as a reaction to the brutal manner in which the allegedly “Communist” Gestapu participants murdered the six Indonesian Army generals on 1 October 1965, and to the subsequent “wide dissemination of photographs of [the generals’] bodies and of their funerals.”
 Significantly, Green fails to mention the US role in the aftermath of the Gestapu affair in mounting a propaganda campaign blaming the PKI for the generals’ murders and “playing up [their] brutality”
—in effect publicizing the very information that Green credits with causing the ensuing bloodbath. 

In effect, Green directly blames the PKI for provoking the Kap-Gestapu massacres by its activist politics in the years leading up to the genocide. According to Green, the PKI was primarily responsible for the polarization of Indonesian politics in the pre-Gestapu period because of its calls for “unilateral actions” to implement land reform and to “eliminate” landlords. Green also alleges that the PKI “took the first step” towards violence by procuring Chinese arms for its cadres during the summer of 1965.
 Leaving aside the manifest absurdity of claiming that the PKI could have taken “the first step” in arming itself when the Indonesian Army (which had never kept its hostility to the PKI a secret) had been receiving massive military aid from the US for years,
 it is significant that Green’s specific allegations regarding Chinese weapons have never been substantiated. While the Indonesian Army acted on information of purported Chinese arms deliveries in October 1965 by rounding up suspected Chinese agents, it reportedly had “a hard time finding [the] guns which had been disseminated.”
 Indeed, there is no mention in the documentary record of any subsequent discovery of the rumoured “communist weapons caches” mentioned by Green.
 Nor, for that matter, is there any indication that PKI cadres were at any time able to mount an effective armed resistance against the onslaught of the Army and allied groups. On the contrary, as Green acknowledges, “most went passively to their massacre,”
 suggesting that the alleged Chinese arms caches were insignificant or even mythical. Furthermore, despite Green’s imputation of sinister intentions to a PKI leadership calling for the “elimination” of landlords, there is no indication in any of the documents released by the State Department, or in anything written by Green, that the PKI at any time intended to forcefully annihilate any group in Indonesia, whether landlords, the Army, or Muslim groups. 
Green’s conclusion that the anti-PKI bloodbath “can be largely attributed to the fact that communism, with its atheism and talk of class warfare, was abhorrent to the way of life of rural Indonesians,”
 and that these Indonesians consequently rose up and spontaneously slaughtered Communists, seriously distorts the history of the genocide. As has already been shown, Green’s attribution of the anti-PKI campaign to spontaneous action by non-military groups is bellied by the documentary record, in which we find Green himself describing mass-killing by groups in Central Java as “fully consonant with and coordinated by the army.”
 According to Green’s 1990 account, in the post-Gestapu power vacuum, the “lack of a single, central authority capable of restoring order” gave rise to “fears on the part of known anticommunists [e.g. Muslim organizations] that if they didn’t eliminate the communists, the latter would return to power and eliminate them.” These fears, according to Green, were intensified “as Sukarno continued for many months after the GESTAPU affair to use his high office to protect the PKI.”
 It is worth remembering that, as this paper has demonstrated, US policy in the aftermath of Gestapu consisted precisely of undermining whatever residual “authority capable of restoring order” Sukarno still possessed in the post-Gestapu period, by systematically encouraging the Army to move against him. That Sukarno’s ensuing (and unsuccessful) efforts to protect the PKI “for many months after the GESTAPU affair” took place in the context of full-fledged anti-PKI genocide is not deemed to be relevant by Green, who chooses instead to shift the blame for the atrocities onto its victims.

Green’s assertion that US involvement in the Indonesian genocide of 1965-66 was characterized by “restraint and quiet support”
 is true to a degree, but also misleading. That support was “quiet” is indeed true, as we have seen, if “quiet” is taken to mean “covert.” “Restraint,” on the other hand, is in the eye of the beholder. That Green can consider the US’s aiding and abetting of genocide—including the provision of significant material and non-material assistance to its perpetrators—as a policy of “restraint” is indicative of his unrepentant approval of the Kap-Gestapu actions. His celebratory invocation of the “crushing” of the PKI—“a miraculous transformation”
—can be seen as indicative of his low estimation of value of the lives of the hundreds of thousands of Indonesians massacred in this process. As examination of the declassified documentary record demonstrates, Green’s account of these events consistently obscures the extent of US knowledge of, approval of, and participation in the genocide. It is significant that not a single State Department document can be found in which any US official expressed regret over the ongoing massacre of suspected Communists, much less suggested the use of US influence and the leverage of prospective aid to try to moderate it. On the contrary, the only considerations that entered into US calculations regarding possible aid to the perpetrators was to what extent such aid could be used to encourage them in their work, and to push them towards greater accommodation with US regional interests once that work was complete. At no point did the fact that such a course of action made the US complicit in genocide enter into policy discussions.
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