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La présente étude, rédigée par Evan Laksmana du CSIS 
de Jakarta, s’inscrit dans une réflexion générale sur la 
coopération militaire proposée par les Etats-Unis, ses 
modalités et ses effets sur les structures militaires mais 
aussi des pays récipiendaires. Elle ne traite donc pas 
seulement de la reprise du programme de coopération 
militaire entre Washington et Jakarta depuis 2006 mais 
replace les enjeux dans une perspective plus large. 
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“Indonesia is the largest country in the world that 
the United States knows very little about” This is the 
cliché that observers often cite when discussing the 
tumultuous history of US-Indonesia relations over the 
past sixty years. The rapprochement, and some would 
say deep re-engagement, between the two countries 
in recent years however may have finally dispelled that 
notion. Following a rocky and often tense relation during 
and immediately after Indonesia’s 1998 democratic 
transition that saw the downfall of President Suharto, a 
long-time close ally of Washington, the bilateral relations 
went on a roller coaster ride. It first hit rock bottom when 
the East Timor post-referendum violence, the ensuing 
embargo on all forms of US security assistance, and 
the post-9/11 invasion of Afghanistan and Iraq took 
relations at both the elite and public levels to a new low. 
But after the 2004 Tsunami, and following the massive 
amount of US assistance and humanitarian relief, things 
started to pick up. 

Not only has public opinion in Indonesia soared 
favorably afterwards, but also by 2005 and 2006, many, 
if not most, of the US embargo on security and military 
assistance to Indonesian security forces were lifted or 
waived. On the hardware side, there were no more any 
restrictions regarding the sales of lethal weaponry, nor 
were there any embargo on spare part sales for many 
of Indonesia’s major weapons inventory. The training 
programs under the International Military Education and 
Training (IMET) was also restored by then and has been 
slowly increased annually since. Finally, in late 2010, 
both countries agreed to and signed the Comprehensive 
Partnership Agreement designed to boost ties in all 
major sectors, including education, economy, climate 
change, science and technology, as well as security and 
defense.1 

The last component on security and defense forms a 
significant part of these newfound engagements between 
the two countries, especially those related to American 
military assistance for Indonesian security forces (both 
military and police). Furthermore, the available press 
accounts and literature seem to suggest that the IMET 
programs and other similar security cooperation seem to 
dominate US military aid to Indonesia. Some observers 
have attributed this to the strategic significance of 
cooperating with the Indonesian military in the wake 
of the global war on terrorism and how Southeast Asia 
had rapidly become the “second front” in that war after 
9/11.2 While this may form a significantly large part of 
the reason, Indonesia’s geopolitical, geostrategic, and 
geo-economic significance, as well as the many aligned 
preferences of both countries, provides the other half of 
the story.3

1   Details are in “Plan of Action to Implement the Indonesia-U.S. 
Comprehensive Partnership,” U.S. Department of State. Available 
at <http://www.state.gov/p/eap/rls/ot/2010/147287.htm>
2   See for example, Reyko Huang, “Priority Dilemmas: US-
Indonesia Military Relations in the Anti-Terror War,” Center For 
Defense Information, 23 May 2002. Available at <http://www.
cdi.org/terrorism/priority.cfm>; Frida Berigan, “Indonesia at the 
Crossroads: U.S. Weapons Sales and Military Training”, World 
Policy Special Report, October 2001. Available at <http://www.
worldpolicy.org/projects/arms/reports/indo101001.htm>. 
3   See Evan A. Laksmana, “Indonesia’s pivotal role in US grand 
strategy,” The Jakarta Post, 6 October 2009; Thomas B. Pepinsky, 
Politics, Public Opinion, and the U.S.-Indonesian Comprehensive 
Partnership, NBR Special Report No. 25 (Seattle, WA: National 

This paper however does not seek to fully account 
for the restoration of U.S.-Indonesia military relations, 
but instead aims to assess and consider the security 
component of the new re-engagement, especially 
those pertaining to American military assistance to the 
Indonesian Defense Forces (TNI). Specifically, it seeks to 
address two broad questions: 

(1) why the US chose to engage the TNI using military 
assistance they way they have in recent years,

(2) given the context of Indonesia’s ongoing defense 
reform process, whether US military assistance would 
assist the process and how. 

In addressing these questions, this paper will need to 
review US military assistance programs in general and 
to Indonesia in particular. It will also need to assess the 
trends and challenges facing US military assistance in 
terms of instilling democratic civil-military relations and 
improving Indonesia’s defense reform. 

These objectives will guide the following sections. They 
are also significant to achieve due to several policy and 
scholarly contexts. From a policy perspective, foreign 
military assistance has been a key US engagement tool 
since the end of World War II until today. After the wars 
in Iraq and Afghanistan, they have even been one of the 
key centerpieces of US grand strategy.4 Yet, much of 
the assessments of those programs often neglect the 
institutional challenges facing the recipients. Meanwhile, 
on the Indonesian side, as part of the country’s 
democratization process, military reform has been a key 
agenda—primarily driven to end the TNI’s involvement 
in politics and business activities, while submitting them 
to civilian authority and rule of law. Despite the debate 
within the civilian defense community regarding the full 
extent of those reforms over the past twelve years, there 
is little systematic, long-term assessment and attention 
to the external influences of Indonesia’s defense 
reform—of which US military assistance has played a 
significant role in. 

From a more scholarly standpoint, much of the literature 
on US military assistance programs tend to relate it to 
US foreign policy and their impacts on the recipients’ 
human rights conditions, economic development, or 
domestic politics.5 Very few consider how and under 
what conditions would US military assistance influence 
the spread of new norm, practices, and technologies 
pertaining to defense reform and democratic civil-military 
relations in general. The significance of addressing this 
gap, and why we need to systematically assess foreign 
military assistance, will be elaborated in the following 

Bureau Asian Research, 2010)
4   See for example outgoing Secretary of Defense Robert Gate’s 
piece “Helping Others Defend Themselves: The Future of U.S. 
Security Assistance”, Foreign Affairs (May 2010). Available at 
<http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66224/robert-m-gates/
helping-others-defend-themselves>
5   See for example, Glenn A. Mower, Human Rights and American 
Foreign Policy: The Carter and Reagan Experiences (New York: 
Greenwood Press, 1987); David Halloran Lumsdaine, Moral 
Vision in International Politics: The Foreign Aid Regime, 1949 – 
1989 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993); Larry W. 
Weaver, The Impact of Foreign Assistance on Political Instability 
in Developing Countries (PhD Thesis, University of Denver, 
1997); Rhonda L. Callaway and Elizabeth G. Matthews, Strategic 
U.S. Foreign Assistance: The Battle between Human Rights and 
National Security (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2008).
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section. Subsequently, we will describe the significance, 
evolution, and anatomy of US foreign military 
assistance. This will provide us with a broader context 
in understanding, not just the evolution of US military 
assistance to Indonesia in the penultimate section, but 
also why and how they were designed the way they 
were. It will also briefly sketch the state of defense 
reform in Indonesia and where US military assistance 
fits within the broader picture. The final section will offer 
some summary and concluding recommendations.

Why Study Foreign Military Assistance and 
Defense Reform

In general, defense reforms are intended to bring 
about changes in the military establishment, primarily 
to achieve greater oversight and control, greater 
effectiveness of its operations, and greater efficiency in 
spending and management.6 This is also what is known 
as the ‘trinity’ of democratic civil-military relations. As 
such, a defense reform process requires attention to 
three policy areas: military technology (hardware), norms 
of professionalism (software), and institutional structure 
and development. This basic notion is particularly 
apt for post-authoritarian militaries that generally face 
institutional, managerial, and technological challenges 
due to their long-entrenched regime-maintenance 
roles—e.g. domestic security missions, or economic 
developmental roles—that undermine their institutional 
effectiveness and efficiency.7  

However, studies on post-authoritarian military reform 
have tended to focus on domestic-driven variables that 
consider how domestic politics, such as the nature 
of civil-military relations, and the military’s historical 
development, influence, and autonomy shape the 
nature, scope, and trajectory of reform.8 They also 
assumed that reforming a post-authoritarian defense 
establishment would generally require a strong civilian 
leadership and parliamentary oversight, a subordinated 
officer corps with curtailed privileges and re-oriented 
to external defense. Yet, there are few studies on the 
external influence or sources of defense reform, such as 
foreign military assistance.9 This is despite the empirical 

6   Thomas Bruneau and Harold Trinkunas, “Global Trends and 
Their Impact on Civil-Military Relations,” in Global Politics of 
Defense Reform, eds. Thomas Bruneau and Harold Trinkunas (New 
York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2008), p. 4
7   For how developmental and economic practices could undermine 
military effectiveness, see for example Kristina Mani, “Militaries 
in Business: State-Making and Entrepreneurship in the Developing 
World,” Armed Forces & Society Vol. 37, No. 4 (2007), p. 592.
8   See for example, David Pion-Berlin, ed, Civil-Military Relations 
in Latin America: New Analytical Perspectives (Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 2003); Gavin Chawtra and 
Robin Luckham, eds. Governing Insecurity: Democratic Control of 
Military and Security Establishments in Transitional Democracies 
(London: Zed Books, 2003); Wendy Hunter, “Negotiating Civil-
Military Relations in Post-Authoritarian Argentina and Chile,” 
International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 42, No. 2 (1998): pp. 295–
317; Felipe Agüero, “Legacies of Transitions: Institutionalization, 
the Military, and Democracy in South America,” International 
Studies Review, Vol. 42, No. 2 (1998), pp. 383–404.
9   A small example include a study over a decade ago on Spain’s 
transition to democracy that only touched on briefly the influence 
of NATO accession on the domestic interplay between military 
and civilian actors. See Felipe Aguero, Soldiers, Civilians, and 
Democracy (Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 

cases where regional security organizations (such as 
NATO) and other major powers (such as the US) often 
play a significant role in shaping domestic defense 
reform in many countries. 

On the other hand, as mentioned before, studies on 
foreign military assistance, instead of systematically 
focusing on its impact vis-à-vis domestic defense 
development, tends to focus on its relation to economic 
development, political stability, and human rights 
conditions. On the last one, some believe that foreign 
military aid might increase the tools and capacities of the 
recipients’ security agencies to repress their societies, 
though quantitative studies investigating the relationship 
between U.S. human rights policy and foreign have been 
inconclusive.10 Once again, very few consider how and 
under what conditions would foreign military aid shape 
domestic defense reform in post-authoritarian states. 
A recent study looking how globalization—including 
foreign military assistance—influence defense reform 
worldwide is an exception than the rule.11  

Addressing these gaps is important for two main 
reasons. First, foreign military assistance, especially 
from the US, has undergone significant changes in its 
scope, nature, and objectives—without any systematic 
assessment of its impact. Initially, the purpose of foreign 
military aid was to buttress alliances for strategic and 
political objectives. During the Cold War military aid 
was used by the US to keep the developing nations 
away from the Soviet sphere.12 But today, US military 
aid has a larger objective of promoting professionalism 
of friendly military forces, as well as to expose them to 
democratic ideals and principles of human rights. Also, 
foreign military aid has reached massive proportions. 
For example, in 2001, the US gave $ 3.5 billion in 
Foreign Military Financing (FMF) to 60 countries, and 
gave 133 nations nearly $ 60 million for IMET (which 
by 2004 reached $ 91.7 million supporting over 10,000 
students).13 This is in addition to separate programs 
by other US and non-US developmental agencies 
advocating ‘Security Sector Reform’ policies.14 

1995), pp. 203-206. 
10   See William H. Meyer,    See William H. Meyer, Human Rights and International 
Political Economy in Third World Nations: Multinational 
Corporations, Foreign Aid, and Repression (Westport, CT: 
Praeger Publisher, 1998). Yet, some argue that the human rights 
practices of aid recipients exert a significant influence on U.S. 
foreign economic and military aid. See David L. Cingranelli and 
Thomas E. Pasquarello, “Human Rights and the Distribution of 
U.S. Foreign Aid to Latin American Countries,” American Journal 
of Political Science, Vol. 29 (1985): pp. 539-563; Steven C. Poe, 
“Human Rights and the Allocation of U.S. Military Assistance,” 
Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 28, No. 2 (1991), pp. 205-216.
11 Thomas Bruneau and Harold Trinkunas, eds.,  Thomas Bruneau and Harold Trinkunas, eds., Global Politics of 
Defense Reform (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2008).
12   Hans Morgenthau, “A Political Theory of Foreign Aid,”    Hans Morgenthau, “A Political Theory of Foreign Aid,” 
American Political Science Review, Vol. 56, No. 2 (1962), p. 303.
13   Cited from Tamar Gabelnick and Matt Schroeder, “Guns R 
U.S.,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, (January/February 2003): 
p. 39; Richard F. Grimmett, International Military Education and 
Training Program, CRS Report for Congress (Washington, DC: 
Congressional Research Service, 2004), p. 2.
14   A review of Security Sector Reform-related programs by 
non-US donor countries and agencies are in Understanding and 
Supporting Security Sector Reform (London: U.K. Department for 
International Development, n.d.) Michael Brzoska, Development 
Donors and the Concept of Security Sector Reform (Geneva: 
Geneva Center for Democratic Control of Armed Forces, 2003); 
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Most published assessments however have focused on 
the donor’s perception of success.15 One study even 
claims that foreign military education and training are 
simply guided by: (1) U.S. security interests—promoting 
stability within and among allied and friendly states by 
improving their self-defense capabilities, and (2) U.S. 
diplomatic interests—strengthening bonds of mutual 
understanding.16 There is hardly any mention of the 
recipients’ needs and challenges; it just assumed 
that any foreign military training would increase their 
professionalism. In fact, the IMET program has been 
predicated on the political benefit for the US. They 
expect that many officer-graduates will rise to positions 
of prominence within their militaries and having 
access to these future leaders who has had “a sound 
understanding of the United States and its history, 
culture and traditions” would certainly help.17 As such, 
our understanding of the programs’ effectiveness in 
influencing defense reform is limited. 

Finally, providing an initial assessment of why and how 
foreign military assistance could influence domestic 
defense reform in post-authoritarian states —while 
measuring their effectiveness from the recipients’ 
side—could yield valuable policy insights and 
recommendations for the ongoing capacity building of 
post-conflict and post-authoritarian militaries in Iraq, 
Afghanistan, Egypt, Pakistan, and others. An initial 
attempt to address these gaps using Indonesia’s case 
would therefore have policy-relevant value beyond the 
scholarly development of the literature. 

 
American Foreign Military Assistance: Evolution 
and Anatomy

With regards to the impact of foreign military 
assistance to defense reform, this paper argues that as 
fundamental defense reform in post-authoritarian states 
require fundamental overhauls, such aid only succeeds 
in instilling democratic civil-military relations and 
improving defense reform when: (1) the technological 
development of the local military is significantly boosted 
to the point that it could tackle its challenges effectively, 
(2) the institutional structure, capability and practices 
are sufficiently efficient in managing the entire day-
to-day activities and operational missions in a cost-
efficient way, and when (3) the established norms and 
values formulated, accepted, and entrenched under 
the previous regime have been replaced with new 
professional norms closer to the donor’s own values. Of 
course in practice, these three areas overlap and cannot 
be fully separated with one another.18

Hans Born, Representative Democracy and the Role of Parliaments: 
An Inventory of Democracy Assistance Programs (Geneva: Geneva 
Center for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces, 2002).
15   See for example, C.J. LaCivita and John Christiansen,    See for example, C.J. LaCivita and John Christiansen, Enhancing 
International Education Support to Security Cooperation, Volumes 
1 – 3 (Monterey, CA: Naval Postgraduate School, 2003); Michael 
J. McMahon, et. al., A Comprehensive Approach to Improving U.S. 
Security Force Assistance Efforts (Carlisle Barracks, PA: U.S. 
Army Strategic Studies Institute, 2009).
16   John A. Cope,    John A. Cope, International Military Education and Training: 
An Assessment, McNair Paper No. 44 (Washington, DC: National 
Defense University Press, 1995), p. 23.
17   Ibid., pp. 3-4.   Ibid., pp. 3-4.
��  �or example� norms are argued to infl uence ho� states   �or example� norms are argued to influence ho� states 

These measurements fit with the overall understanding 
that successful diffusion is a process that involves the 
transmission of new information; the decision by elites 
to adopt new technologies, ideas, and practices; and 
ultimately, the assimilation of those ideas into institutions 
and practices.19 A successful defense reform through 
foreign military aid should therefore create a ‘policy 
convergence’ beyond the simple knowledge of new 
ideas, but the full harmonization, adoption, and 
restructuring of norms, institutional structure, and 
technological development.20 But of course in practice, 
a country can choose to: fully adopt the new norms, 
practices, and technology in its entirety, modify them 
during implementation, or replicate only parts of them.21 
Which path a country chooses often depends on a 
myriad of cultural, institutional, political, and strategic 
environmental variables—which have been addressed 
in other works and will not be repeated here.22 This 
paper assumes however that the content of the military 
aid is as important as the institutional challenges facing 
the domestic military in implementing its defense reform. 

Nevertheless, compared to other countries, US foreign 
military assistance, as a potential external force in 
shaping domestic development of democratic civil-
military relations, by far dwarfs any other country in 
terms of funding, duration, and scope. For example, 
the Geneva Center for the Democratic Control of Armed 
forces (DCAF) that aims to promote democratic Security 
Sector Reform worldwide had a budget of $ 11 million 
in 2005, while the U.S. IMET budget alone in the same 
year was nearly ten times more.23 This number could 
double when one factors in the U.S. Department of 
Defense (DoD) regional security center programs. The 
IMET-related programs (not including similar programs 
under other Departments) reached on average over 
100 countries per year between 1981 and 2005 with 
over 98,000 students just between 1976 and 1994, 
receiving instruction at more than 150 military schools 
and installations—with over 2,000 different courses—

build and organize their militaries; thereby impacting not only 
their mission and institutional structure, but also the degree and 
effectiveness of civilian control and defense management. See 
Anne Clunan, “Globalization and the Impact of Norms on Defense 
Restructuring,” in Global Politics of Defense Reform, p. 27.
19   Emily O. Goldman, “Cultural Foundations of Military    Emily O. Goldman, “Cultural Foundations of Military 
Diffusion,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 32, No. 1 (2006), 
p. 69.
20   The logic and ideas of policy convergence here borrows from    The logic and ideas of policy convergence here borrows from 
those developed by Colin J. Bennett in his “Review Article: What 
is Policy Convergence and What Causes It?,” British Journal of 
Political Science, Vol. 21, No. 2 (1991), p. 215-233.
21   Emily O. Goldman and Andrew L. Ross, “The Diffusion    Emily O. Goldman and Andrew L. Ross, “The Diffusion 
of Military Technology and Ideas: Theory and Practice,” in The 
Diffusion of Military Technology and Ideas, Emily O. Goldman 
and Leslie C. Elliason (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 
2003), p. 387.
��   �or among the best studies in this fi eld of in�uiry� see �heo    �or among the best studies in this field of in�uiry� see �heo 
Farrell, The Norms of War: Cultural Beliefs and Modern Conflict 
(Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 2005); Goldman and Elliason, The 
Diffusion of Military Technology and Ideas; Emily O. Goldman 
and Richard B. Andres, “Systemic Effects of Military Innovation 
and Diffusion,” Security Studies, Vol. 8, No. 4 (Summer 1999), pp. 
79-125; Michael C. Horowitz, The Diffusion of Military Power: 
Causes and Consequences for International Politics (Princeton and 
Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2010).
23   Thomas Bruneau and Harold Trinkunas, “International    Thomas Bruneau and Harold Trinkunas, “International 
Democracy Promotion and Its Impact on Civil-Military Relations,” 
in Global Politics of Defense Reform, p. 55.
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throughout the United States and abroad.24 This far 
exceeds similar programs from Germany, France, 
Canada, and the United Kingdom, combined. U.S. 
military aid has also been the most expansive and 
enduring in Indonesia.

 
Evolution of American Foreign Military Assistance 

 
Understanding the evolution and anatomy of US military 
assistance in general is important not for the sake of 
historical accounts, but to provide us a context to 
understand why US military aid to Indonesia is designed 
the way it is and why that hinders the effort to boost 
Indonesia’s defense reform. The practice of US foreign 
military assistance originated in the 1930s and 1940s 
when Washington used foreign aid for geopolitical 
purposes. This would later be institutionalized within 
US foreign policy circles, and foreign economic 
and military aid would subsequently be used by 
successive administrations as among the primary “non-
conventional” tools to contain Communism, even it 
sometimes means supporting repressive regimes.25  
Mutual defense treaties, the establishment of military 
bases, and the placement of military assets and 
personnel in geopolitically critical parts of the world 
further entrenched such rationale of US military aid.26 

Aside from geopolitical importance, it has been argued 
that economic interests also guide US foreign military 
aid policies. This includes the degree of “openness”—
e.g. investment climate and trade opportunities—to US 
government and corporate interests, such as access to 
raw materials.27 The political economy of arms production 
and sales also played its part, especially the need to 
increase larger production runs for US-made military 
equipments.28 These technical assistances eventually 
led to the creation of IMET in 1976 as a separate 
program from the Military Assistance Program (MAP). 
This separation followed a change in the focus of foreign 
military training. The MAP had often been tied directly to 
equipments and weapons purchased, while IMET was 
designed to focus on training senior members of foreign 
officer corps in the areas of professionalism, leadership, 
and management of defense resources for more.29

24   Martin W. Sampson III,    Martin W. Sampson III, Instructing Soldiers for Their States: 
Allocation and Evolution of Military Training Assistance for 
Foreign Nationals (PhD Thesis, University of Minnesota, 2008), 
p. 45; Cope, International Military Education and Training, p. 11.
25   For details, see Earl Conteh-Morgan,    For details, see Earl Conteh-Morgan, American Foreign Aid 
and Global Power Projection (Aldershot: Dartmouth Publishing, 
1990), pp. 159-162.
26   Details are in Robert E. Harkavy,    Details are in Robert E. Harkavy, Bases Abroad: The Global 
Foreign Military Presence (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1989); James R. Blaker, United States Overseas Basing: An 
Anatomy of Dilemma (New York: Praeger, 1990); R.D. McKinlay 
and R. Little, “A Foreign Policy Model of U.S. Bilateral Aid 
Allocation,” World Politics, Vol. 30, No. 1 (1977), pp. 58-86.
27   See Steven J. Rosen, “The Open Door Imperative and U.S.    See Steven J. Rosen, “The Open Door Imperative and U.S. 
Foreign Policy,” in Testing Theories of Economic Imperialism, eds. 
Steven J. Rosen and James R. Kurth (Lanham, MD: Lexington 
Books, 1974), pp. 135-6; John S. Odell, “Correlates of U.S. 
Military Assistance and Military Intervention,” in Testing Theories 
of Economic Imperialism, pp.  148-9.
28   Robert M. Stein, Mark Ishimatsu, and Richard J. Stoll, “The    Robert M. Stein, Mark Ishimatsu, and Richard J. Stoll, “The 
Fiscal Impact of the U.S. Military Assistance Program, 1967 – 
1976,” Political Research Quarterly, Vol. 38 (1985), pp. 27-28.
29   Sampson III, Instructing Soldiers for Their States, p. 47.   Sampson III, Instructing Soldiers for Their States, p. 47.

This redirected focus was one of the consequences of 
the growing involvement of Congress during the 1960s 
in foreign policy and foreign aid. Particularly salient was 
their desire to increasingly emphasize US humanitarian 
and moral responsibilities by ensuring that aid recipients 
do not use American money or equipment to repress 
its own people and violate human rights.30 However, 
this growing involvement of Congress would over the 
years lead it to clash with the US presidents’ more 
pragmatic approach; eventually creating the perception 
of unreliability and un-sustainability of US military aid 
among the recipients. 

That said, the high level of US military aid to developing 
countries was relatively constant for much of the Cold 
War. But the collapse of the Soviet threat changed 
all this. Figure 1 shows how the funding for IMET 
for example dropped immediately. Congress also 
created the Expanded IMET (E-IMET) in 1991 that 
includes training and educating prominent civilians 
in new less military-heavy courses (e.g. defense 
resource management and human rights) to improve 
civilian control, boost professional level management 
skills, improve the efficacy of the military and judicial 
systems, and strengthen military codes of conduct.31 
The DoD also undertook its own initiative by creating 
five regional security “educational and training” centers 
that seek specifically to promote democratic civil-
military relations, including the Asia Pacific Center for 
Security Studies (located in Honolulu) for East Asia and 
Pacific countries.32 Legally speaking, these centers are 
operated, and designated as such, by the Secretary 
of Defense for “the study of security issues relating to 
a specified geographic region and serves as a forum 
for bilateral and multilateral research, communication, 
and exchange of ideas involving military and civilian 
participants.”33

30   This is among the reasons why during the Ford administration    This is among the reasons why during the Ford administration 
Congress formally required the Department of State to submit 
an annual report on human rights practices. For more details, see 
Simon Payaslian, U.S. Foreign Economic and Military Aid: The 
Reagan and Bush Administrations (New York: University Press of 
America, 1996), p. 10.
31   For details, see Elisa Moskowitz, “The Creation of Expanded    For details, see Elisa Moskowitz, “The Creation of Expanded 
International Military Education and Training (E-IMET),” The 
DISAM Journal (December 2008), pp. 147-152.
32   The others are the George C. Marshall European Center for    The others are the George C. Marshall European Center for 
Security Studies (located in Germany), , Center for Hemispheric 
Defense Studies (located in Washington, DC), Africa Center for 
Strategic Studies (located in Washington, DC), and the Near East 
South Asia Center for Strategic Studies (located in Washington, 
DC).
33   United States Code Title 10, Subtitle A, Part 1, Chapter 7.    United States Code Title 10, Subtitle A, Part 1, Chapter 7. 
Available at <http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/10/usc_
sec_10_00000184----000-.html>



6

Source: Adapted from John A. Cope, International Military 
Education and Training: An Assessment, McNair Paper No. 44 
(Washington, DC: National Defense University Press, 1995), p 10.
 
Throughout much of the 1990s, this structure remained 
intact—until the events of 9/11 and the subsequent 
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. Congress agreed to the 
President’s request to provide and place appropriations 
for training and supporting local security forces directly 
under the DoD—though official responsibility is shared 
with Department of State (DoS). The State Secretary 
supervises security assistance programs (including 
country selection and their aid packages), while the 
Defense Secretary directs the implementation of the 
programs. In general, DoS is supposed to be oriented 
to long-term foreign policy-related objectives, while 
the DoD focuses on both regional and individual state 
for operationally related short-term objectives. There 
was also a greater focus on expanding the scope and 
funding for IMET as well as other new educational 
programs on counter-terrorism and law enforcement 
(supported by the Department of Justice’s International 
Criminal Investigative Training Assistance Program).34 

This brief sketch of the evolution of US military 
assistance suggests several salient points. First, while 
there are other non-educational components of military 
assistance, IMET, E-IMET, or similar educational and 
training programs appear to be paramount—which 
was institutionalized during the Cold War and further 
expanded after 9/11. Second, the growing involvement 
of Congress and the underlying rationale of focusing on 
building network and access to future leaders of foreign 
militaries further places the promotion of democratic 
civil-military relations through educational programs like 
IMET as the centerpiece of US strategic engagement 
and defense cooperation. As such, not only is the 
recipient military missing out on its technological and 
institutional development, but overall US bilateral 
relations rests on shaky grounds when Congress could 
any time ban security aid to those countries deemed 
to be violating human rights—leading to perceptions 
of the aid’s unreliability. Finally, the expansion of military 
aid programs further complicates the management and 
delivery of those aids to recipient countries.

34   A brief overview of ICITAP can be found in <http://pdf.usaid.   A brief overview of ICITAP can be found in <http://pdf.usaid.
gov/pdf_docs/PDACM415.pdf>

Anatomy of American Foreign Military Assistance

 
Broadly speaking, foreign military assistance forms 
a significant part of what the US calls ‘Security 
Cooperation’, which consists of those activities that 
are conducted with allied and friendly foreign defense 
establishments to build closer bilateral relationships 
that promote US diplomatic, military, or economic 
interests.35 It is also directed to build allied and friendly 
nations’ capabilities for self-defense and coalition 
operations, and provide U.S. forces with peacetime 
and contingency access and en route infrastructure that 
can be used in support of ongoing military operations 
(See Table 1).36 This capacity building part generally falls 
under the Security Force Assistance (SFA) programs 
that include the organizing, training, equipping, 
rebuilding, and advising (OTERA) foreign security forces 
and institutions.37

35   Details of American �Security Cooperation’ can be found    Details of American �Security Cooperation’ can be found 
in Gregory J. Dyekman, Security Cooperation: A Key to the 
Challenges of the 21st Century (Carlisle Barracks, PA: U.S. Army 
Strategic Studies Institute, 2007).
36   U.S. Department of Defense,    U.S. Department of Defense, Security Cooperation Guidance 
(Washington, DC: Department of Defense, 2003), p. 1
37   See Michael J. McMahon, et. al.,    See Michael J. McMahon, et. al., A Comprehensive Approach 
to Improving U.S. Security Force Assistance Efforts (Carlisle 
Barracks, PA: U.S. Army Strategic Studies Institute, 2009), p. 3.
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Table 1. U.S. International Security Cooperation 
(2003)

Categories Programs

Combined Exercises CJCS, Combatant Commander, and Service-sponsored exercises with foreign 
militaries (in US and overseas)

Security Assistance Foreign Military Sales (FMS), Foreign Military Financing (FMF), International Military 
Education and Training (IMET), Expanded IMET, Excess Defense Articles, Support 
for Direct Commercial Sales

Combined Training Scheduled unit and individual training activities with foreign military militaries (e.g. 
U.S. Special Operations’ JCET) other than those under Combined Exercises

Combined Education Activities involving the education of foreign defense and military personnel by U.S. 
institutions and programs

C o m b i n e d 
Experimentation

Activities that support bilateral and multilateral transformation, and improving 
interoperability and critical capabilities (i.e. intelligence sharing, command and 
control)

Defense and Military 
Contacts

Senior defense official and senior officer visits, port visits, defense expos, defense 
cooperation working groups, regional conferences, military-technical working 
groups

H u m a n i t a r i a n 
Assistance

Transportation of humanitarian relief, demining training, civic assistance provided 
in conjunction with exercises

Secretary of Defense-
managed programs

Cooperative Threat Reduction, Export Control and related Border Security 
Assistance, Defense Industrial Cooperation, and Defense Planning Exchanges

Adapted from: Alan G. Stolberg, Security Cooperation as a 
Tool of American Foreign Policy (PhD Thesis, Temple University, 
2007), pp. 19-20.

Despite these wide-ranging programs, the prominent 
component—in terms of profile, emphasis, and financial 
support—centers on the educational and training 
programs. Institutional development programs were 
only emphasized recently, while technological capacity 
building (mainly through transfer of technology and 
knowledge) appear to be far few and between while 
procurement of complex weapons systems are often 
done through commercial sales—through FMS, FMF 
or DCS—rather than a grant system. Regarding the 
educational component, the US has been known to 
implement a “dual-track” strategy of selling foreign 

Table 2. IMET-related Schools and Programs 
(Representative Sample in 2004)

IMET-related programs Implementing Institutions and Focus
Senior Service Schools The Service War Colleges and National Defense University’s National 

War College. 
Focus: service/national strategic security policies and the politico-
military effects of service/defense policies.

Professional Military Education 
(PME)

The Service Command and Staff Colleges (and their affiliated training 
institutes)
Focus: professional advanced officer training in basic and specialized 
areas (finance, ordnance, artillery). 

English Language Training DoD and/or Military Service schools (e.g. Defense Language Institute 
Language Center)
Focus: English language training

E-IMET-related Programs Implementing Institutions and Focus
Defense Management Defense Resource Management Institute (Naval Postgraduate School) 

and their Mobile Education Teams (METs).
Focus: assist recipients establish processes for more effective defense 
resource management

Military Law Naval Justice School
Focus: multi-phased program to improve military justice and human 
rights (leading to a national military code)

Democratic Civil-Military 
Relations

Center for Civil-Military Relations (Naval Postgraduate School)
Focus: innovative graduate level educational programs and research to 
improve democratic civil-military relations

Adapted from Richard F. Grimmett, International Military 
Education and Training Program, CRS Report for Congress 
(Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, 2004).

military training to wealthier states at lower rates using 
the FMS, while granting similar education to developing 
countries who could not afford them through the IMET. 
By the mid-1990s, Professional Military Education 
(PME) was in high demand, with 64 percent of student-
officers accounting for 70 percent of program costs, 
while Technical Training encompasses 32 percent of the 
students.38 This figure is relatively stable until today, with 
the exception of the dynamics within Expanded IMET 
(E-IMET). The IMET-related programs are implemented 
in various places (See Table 2). 

38   Cope, International Military Education and Training, p. 14.   Cope, International Military Education and Training, p. 14.
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The IMET program has been officially designed to: (1) 
strengthen regional stability through effective, mutually 
beneficial military-to-military relations that culminate 
in increased understanding and defense cooperation 
with the US; (2) impart skills and knowledge that 
help participating countries develop new capabilities 
and better utilize their existing resources, (3) provide 
training and education that augments the capabilities 
of participant nations’ military to support combined 
operations and interoperability with US, (4) expose 
foreign military and civilian personnel to the importance 
of  democratic values and internationally recognized 
human rights.39 Meanwhile, the E-IMET has been 
the primary program to build the capacity of defense 
policymakers and strengthen civilian control, especially 
through practical or executive courses such as defense 
resource management.40 

Nonetheless, for many of its proponents in Washington, 
military educational aid could provide a good vehicle 
to maintain and strengthen security relations with 
foreign governments, enhance US prestige and 
influence abroad, buttress strong alliances to protect 
US interests, and improve the ability of local security 
forces to address its own threats and reduce US 
“security burden”.41 Much however depends on the 
content, durability, and sustainability of the curriculum.  

Table. 3 Basic Structure of U.S. Foreign Military 
Education Assistance

International Military Education and Training (IMET)
	U.S funded and directed
	80 % of appropriation 
	Professional Military Education (PME)
	 In the United States
	Concessional rates

	Courses 8 weeks or longer
	English language
	 Informational program
	Mobile training teams

Expanded International Military Education and Training (E-IMET)
	U.S funded and directed
	20 % of appropriation 
	Resource management, democracy, civil-

military relations, military justice, and human 
rights

	Overseas and within the United States

	Most courses under 8 weeks; exceptions
	English interpretation
	Civilian and military students
	Funds civilians at PME; military students in 

E-IMET courses
	Emphasize mobile education teams

Foreign Military Sales / Other
	Country-financed and directed technical 

training and PME
	Within the United States
	Course length varies

	Master’s degree programs
	Pilot training
	For PME, IMET guidelines apply

Adapted from John A. Cope, International Military Education and 
Training: An Assessment, McNair Paper No. 44 (Washington, 

DC: National Defense University Press, 1995), p. 59. 
 
In this regard, it would appear that the content of the 
different IMET and regional center programs puts the 
emphasis overwhelmingly on civilian control, and less 
on the efficiency and management of scarce defense 
resources (which falls under E-IMET’s dwindling 
39 “International Military Education and Training (IMET),”  “International Military Education and Training (IMET),” 
Bureau of Political – Military Affairs, U.S. Department of State. 
Available at http://www.state.gov/t/pm/65533.htm (accessed on 
June 1, 2011).
40   From a listing of nine established courses in 1992, E-IMET’s    From a listing of nine established courses in 1992, E-IMET’s 
core program has grown to 35 in 3 short years, with an additional 
18 courses taught abroad by Mobile Education Teams (METs) 
and another 43 capable of meeting E-IMET standards. Cited from 
Cope, International Military Education and Training, p. 15.
41   See Payaslian, U.S. Foreign Economic and Military Aid, Ch. 1.   See Payaslian, U.S. Foreign Economic and Military Aid, Ch. 1.

programs), or the promotion of operational effectiveness, 
except for those programs meant for new NATO and 
Partnership for Peace (PfP) countries.42 Asian militaries 
meanwhile seem to be given more the “basics” of 
civilian control and security studies broadly.43 The basic 
structure of US military educational aid is in Table 3. 
 
This basic anatomy of US military educational aid 
suggests several salient points. First, while the overall 
goal of instilling civilian control and broader democratic 
civilian control is a worthy endeavor, conceptual basics 
on security studies, professionalism, and normative 
foundations of human rights will not be very useful 
for post-authoritarian militaries to tackle their day-to-
day activities, operational missions, or institutional 
challenges. This could diminish the “bang for buck” 
of the IMET-related programs with regards to the 
institutional and technological development of local 
militaries. Second, there needs to be an increased 
focus, not just on the variety of courses or programs and 
the number of students, but on practical, doable short-
term courses on defense management and institutional 
development for low to mid-ranking officers, not senior 
ones. This could be combined with longer graduate 
degree scholarships for civilian officials or would be 
officials. Finally, the enduring anatomy of US military aid 
for over six decades suggests a stagnation of strategic 
and operational thinking within the US defense and 
foreign policy establishment. New challenges and new 
regional dynamics require new approaches. 

42 Thomas Bruneau and Harold Trinkunas, “International  Thomas Bruneau and Harold Trinkunas, “International 
Democracy Promotion and Its Impact on Civil-Military Relations,” 
in Global Politics of Defense Reform, p. 58.
43  The author’s own personal experience in participating in a   The author’s own personal experience in participating in a 
7-�eek course at the Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies 
confirms this initial assessment; that there are more subjects and 
courses on basic security issues and inter-agency as well as security 
sector development, but less focus on the practicalities of mission 
effectiveness and defense management.
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American Military Assistance and Indonesia’s 
Defense Reform

Despite the tumultuous history, Indonesia remains 
geopolitically and geostrategically significant for the US. 
The maritime passages between the Pacific and Indian 
Oceans are largely within Indonesian waters; making 
the U.S. Seventh Fleet’s operations dependent on 
cooperation and good relation with Jakarta. Especially 
given Indonesia’s control over key checkpoints 
controlling critical Sea Lanes of Communications 
(SLOCs): 

• the Karimata Strait-Java Sea-Sunda Strait linking 
the South China Sea and Indian Ocean; 

• the Makassar Strait-Lombok Strait linking the 
Pacific Ocean, Philippine waters and the Indian 
Ocean;

• the Maluku Sea-Banda Sea-Indian Ocean. 

These straits influence US military power projection to 
the Indian Ocean, East Africa and Persian Gulf regions 
from bases on the West Coast of the US, Hawaii and 
forward-basing locations in Asia.44 Passage through 
these straits also shapes the economic and energy 
lifelines of US friends (e.g. Japan) and foes (e.g. China).45 

Given these conditions, it is not surprising that security 
cooperation underpinned by military assistance has 
become the centerpiece of US engagement with 
Indonesia since the 1950s. Indeed, throughout the Cold 
War, the majority of US policymakers, though not always 
consistent and widespread, believed that providing 
security assistance—particularly military training and 
education—to the Indonesian Army was of the utmost 
importance because they are  “the principal obstacle 
to the continuing growth of Communist strength in 
Indonesia”.46 Most recently after 9/11, Washington 
sees Jakarta as a critical ally in the war against terror 
and in the effort to possibly counter-balance China’s 
rising regional influence. This is why despite the varying 
degrees and focus, US military assistance to Indonesia 
has relatively been constant since the 1950s, especially 
the educational component—though less on the 
technological or institutional capacity building side. 

The Evolution of American Military Aid to Indonesia 
(1950 – 1998)

Indonesia was first reported to be exploring American 
military aid as early as January 1950 when the National 
Police sent a request to equip its 10,000 men.47 This 
44   If denied access, as Jakarta tried to do several times during the    If denied access, as Jakarta tried to do several times during the 
1970s and 1990s, a naval battle group transiting from Yokosuka, 
Japan, to Bahrain, for example, would have to reroute around 
Australia, costing an extra $7-8 million and 15 days delay.
45   It is not surprising therefore that the Pentagon and the Indonesian    It is not surprising therefore that the Pentagon and the Indonesian 
military had reportedly negotiated undisclosed arrangements in the 
1970s for the passage of U.S. surface warships and submarines 
through the Indonesian straits. See Larry Niksch, Indonesia: U.S. 
Relations with the Indonesian Military, CRS Report for Congress 
(Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, 1998), p. 2.
46   Cited in Paul F. Gardner,    Cited in Paul F. Gardner, Shared Hopes, Separate Fears: Fifty 
Years of U.S.-Indonesia Relations (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 
1997), p. 163.
47   See Paul F. Gardner,    See Paul F. Gardner, Shared Hopes, Separate Fears: Fifty 
Years of U.S.-Indonesia Relations (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 
1997), p. 99.

request and subsequent discussions in the early 1950s 
up to the 1960s was marred difficulties from both 
sides. Congress wanted to fully ensure that any military 
assistance would be consistent with US objectives of 
mutual security, and at one point, wanted Indonesia 
to be more “open” about its deep relations with the 
West. Jakarta meanwhile wanted to move cautiously on 
any military aid agreements to avoid any unwarranted 
indication—especially by the public or opposition 
parties—that Indonesia was quickly becoming a “treaty 
ally” of the West. 

Privately however, Jakarta policymakers felt that 
US military assistance, especially equipment, was a 
preferable choice; even to the point that the government 
wanted to “standardize and modernize the Army with 
the US as the source of supply.”48 This is why despite 
the debates, around 300 Indonesian military officers per 
year were sent since 1950 to train in both US civilian 
and military schools.49 By August 1958, Washington 
authorized $ 7 million-worth of MAP, additional slots 
for military training, construction of military barracks, 
support for previously blocked Export-Import Bank 
loans, and small air transport and insular shipping 
projects. The following year, this was increased to $ 
22 million and soon, twenty-one Indonesian battalions, 
representing about 16,000 men, had been equipped 
with U.S. arms.50 This jump in American military aid 
however was still dwarfed then by those of the Soviets.51 

Nevertheless, by the 1960s, around 2,800 Indonesian 
officers had been trained at U.S. services schools, 
and by the mid-1980s, Indonesia was the third largest 
recipient of FMS in Southeast Asia (obtaining as much 
as $ 45 million annually), and was the largest IMET 
recipient with grants amounting to $ 3.1 million.52 Training 
for officers in US military and civilian schools assumed 
even greater importance when the US began to focus 
on “civic action” programs directed to internal security, 
civil works, and economic development to counter the 
growing influence of the Indonesian Communist Party 
in the rural areas.53 As such, these men started taking 

48   Cited in Ibid, p. 129.   Cited in Ibid, p. 129.
��   �his �as briefl y disrupted after it �as re�ealed that �ashington    �his �as briefly disrupted after it �as re�ealed that �ashington 
had been assisting dissident military officers in Indonesia’s Outer 
Islands who were launching a separatist rebellion in the mid 1950s. 
For details, see Audrey Kahin and George McTurnan Kahin, 
Subversion as Foreign Policy: The Secret Eisenhower and Dulles 
Debacle in Indonesia (Seattle, WA: University of Washington 
Press, 1997). 
50   Howard P. Jones,    Howard P. Jones, Indonesia: The Possible Dream (New York: 
Harcourt Brace, 1971), p. 154
51  In the same period, the Soviets gave $ 200 million worth of   In the same period, the Soviets gave $ 200 million worth of 
military aid to the Indonesian Navy and around $ 100 million to 
the Air Force. In fact, it has been recorded that from 1945 to 1965 
the Soviet Union channeled more resources to Indonesia than to 
any other developing country except Egypt. Details of the Soviet-
Indonesia aid relations are in Ragna Boden, “Cold War Economics: 
Soviet Aid to Indonesia,” Journal of Cold War Studies, Vol. 10, No. 
3 (2008), pp. 110–128.
52   Cited from Eduardo Lahica,    Cited from Eduardo Lahica, Examining the Role of Foreign 
Assistance in Security Sector Reforms: The Indonesian Case, 
Working Paper No. 47 (Singapore: Institute of Defence and 
Strategic Studies, 2003), p. 3.
53   By 1962, the Indonesian Army’s civic mission was absorbing    By 1962, the Indonesian Army’s civic mission was absorbing 
some 40 percent of its manpower. Further details on American 
civic action educational programs provided for Indonesian Army 
officers can be found in Bryan E�ans III� “�he Influence of the 
United States Army on the Development of the Indonesian Army 
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classes in systems management, industrial enterprise 
development, business administration, and executive 
leadership. There were also signs of growing fascination 
of the utilities of US counter-insurgency and joint-
operations doctrine among Indonesian officers (to be 
discussed in the following section). This soon developed 
into requests to obtain US-made equipments. From the 
1970s into the early 1990s, Indonesia made several 
major purchases of American weaponry, including 60 
kAIM 9 Sidewinder air-to-air missiles in 1980, 16 A-4 
fighters in 1981, 12 F-16 fighters in 1986, and 13 
shipboard Harpoon missile systems in 1990. While 
these purchases were done through FMS or DCS, the 
spare parts and maintenance of these complex systems 
often depended on US grants. 

After the Cold War ended, and as human rights started 
to take a more influential role in US foreign policy, 
Indonesia’s foreign military aid allocation dwindled.

 While Indonesia received $ 116.2 million in economic 
aid and $ 47.4 million in military aid in 1984, these figures 
respectively shrank to $ 45.6 million and $ 2.3 million by 
1992.54 This follows the overall decline in U.S. military 
aid to Indonesia in the last decade of the Cold War (See 
Figure 2). The drop was particularly noteworthy following 
the 1991-shooting incident of civilian protesters in East 
Timor by Indonesian Army soldiers and the growing 
congressional concern over the worsening human rights 
conditions in Indonesia in general. Domestic budgetary 
pressures also led Congress to order further cuts across 
the board, including foreign military aid. This led to the 
overall decline in US foreign military aid in the post-Cold 
War world. 

Source: Figures are taken from Simon Payaslian, U.S. 
Foreign Economic and Military Aid: The Reagan and Bush 
Administrations (New York: University Press of America, 1996), 
pp. 129-131.

As such, Jakarta started to shift their purchases away 
from the US to the UK, Australia, and Western Europe.55 
Especially following the ban on all IMET funds for 
Indonesia in FY 1993, and the embargo on the export 
of small arms and light weapons and crowd control 
equipment—which was expanded in 1996 to include 
helicopter-mounted equipment and armored vehicles.56 
While still receiving TA-4J Skyhawk Trainer aircrafts under 
the Excess Defense Articles (EDA) in the mid 1990s, and 
despite the continued participation of Indonesian Army 
Special Forces in the US Joint Combined Exchange 
Training (JCET) from 1993 to 199857, the purchases of 

(1954 – 1964),” Indonesia, Vol. 47 (1989), pp. 35-36.
54    Cited from Payaslian, U.S. Foreign Economic and Military 
Aid, p. 36.
55    See Niksch, Indonesia: U.S. Relations with the Indonesian 
Military, p. 8.
56    See U.S. Arms Exports and Military Assistance in the Global 
War on Terror (Boston, MA: Center for Defense Information, 
2009), p. 62.
57    �hich the US Embassy in Jakarta justified as a �ay to 
“maintain access and de�elop greater influence in Indonesian 
military affairs.” Cited from General Accounting Office� Military 
Training: Management and Oversight of Joint Combined Exchange 
Training, Report to Congressional Requesters (Washington, DC: 

US military hardware by Indonesia has been focused 
on spare parts or servicing contracts for previously 
acquired platforms.

In summary, US military assistance to Indonesia since 
the 1950s until the end Suharto’s regime in 1998 were: 
(1) focused on education and training for mid to high 
ranking officers (not academy-level), (2) centered on either 
professional developmental and managerial courses 
allowing officers to play a non-military political roles, 
or internal security and civic-action oriented, allowing 
them deeper engagement with local socio-economic 
developments, (3) while equipments were procured 
through commercial sales rather than a grant system 
with a comprehensive offset policies on technological or 
knowledge transfer, and (4) were occasionally disrupted 
by geopolitical considerations or Congressional 
politics (especially over human rights issues).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These traits made it harder for post-Suharto officers to 
accept new norms, ideas, practices, and technologies 
of democratic civil-military relations (discussed below), 
and they also do not bode well for overall US security 
engagement today. 

Not only has Indonesian officers yet to fully embrace the 
post-9/11 US military assistance, but the institution’s 
overall history also suggest that the impact of US IMET or 
other educational programs—with regards professional 
norms, institutional efficiency, and operational 
effectiveness—appear to have been minimal. Until 
1998, the Indonesian military remained very much a 
political and internally oriented military. In the 1950s and 
1960s, it was deeply engaged in a protracted political 
battle with the Indonesian Communist Party while 
balancing their influence on national policy-making. 
Under Suharto’s New Order, the military’s dominance 
over national socio-political-economic policies became 
uncontested and its internal security regime expanded. 
Under these conditions, US military aid arguably further 
entrenched the military’s developmental, internal 
security, and counter-insurgency role, especially through 

U.S. General Accounting Office� ����)� p. ��.
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civic mission programs and non-military leadership 
roles.  Though it should be noted that in a few rare 
cases, American military schooling helped improve the 
overall educational quality of the Indonesian Army.58

Indonesia’s Defense Reform: Trends, Progress, and 
Prospects

After Suharto’s fall in 1998, the Indonesian Defense 
Forces (TNI) underwent a series of internal, reforms 
designed primarily to rid the institution of politics and 
business, while submitting them to civilian control and 
rule of law. These policies included, among others, 
the abolishment of various socio-political offices within 
the structure, issuing various laws and regulations 
forbidding political activities of active duty officers, and 
reorienting the military’s outlook as an externally oriented 
defense force.59 Although civil society groups argued 
that these reforms have yet to be fully ‘genuine and 
comprehensive,’ defense officials claim that, a majority 
of the military’s reform is nearly complete. A list of major 
internal reforms is presented in Table 4. 

 
Table 4. Reforms Related to Indonesian Military 
Socio-Political Role (1998 – 2006)

Year Notes of Changes or Reforms
1998 The initial formulation of the military’s ‘New Paradigm for the 21st Century’ 
1998 Restructuring of the Armed Forces of Indonesia (ABRI) General Staff and its Socio-Political Staff 

(incl.: Chief of Staff for Socio-Political Affairs become Chief of Staff for Territorial Affairs)
1998 The liquidation of: ABRI Public Security and Order Staff, ABRI Functional Staff (Seconded to Non-

Military Posts), ABRI Functional Management Staff
1998 Elimination of the Central and Regional Councils of Socio-Political Affairs 
1999 The formulation of ABRI’s political position on the New Paradigm 
1999 New Paradigm passed, including the severance of all institutional ties with the Golkar Party and 

taking an equal distance with all political parties. 
1999 Regulation and re-assignment of officers executing duties outside of the structural or functional 

role under the Ministry of Defense or ABRI
1999 The elimination of the ABRI’s practice of seconding officers to non-military posts (either through 

retirement or official change of status)
1999 The separation of the National Police from the Military 
1999 Official use and transfer for units, positions, and symbols from Armed Forces of Indonesia (ABRI) 

into Indonesian National Defense Forces (TNI) 
1999 Reducing the number of members within the Military-Police Faction in Parliament (From 75 to 38 

in National level, and down to 10 % of seats in the Local level)
1999 TNI’s Stated commitment of political neutrality in General Elections
1999 The changing of the Socio-Political Staff into Social Communication Staff as a transition 
1999 Elimination of local offices for Socio-Political Affairs and Secondment Affairs within all levels of the 

Army’s Territorial Command Structure 
2000-01 Doctrinal Revisions for the Air Force, Navy and Army 
2000 Elimination of the National Coordinating Agency for Stability and its regional offices
2001 Elimination of socio-political materials from the educational curriculum of the TNI and added 

instead new materials on law, human rights, and environment. 
2002 Redefinition and Re-functionalization of Territorial Command 
2004 Withdrawal or discharge of TNI personnel assigned to non-TNI related institutions 
2004 The elimination of the Military-Police Faction in national and local parliaments, and the expedited 

elimination of the faction within the People’s National Assembly (MPR)
2004 Law Number 34 of 2004 on the Indonesian National Defense Forces (TNI) was passed 
2005 The liquidation of the Social Communication Staff 
2006 The legal requirement to retire or resign commission since soldiers or officers partake in the 

verification procedures for local elections

Source: Ahmad Yani Basuki, Reformasi TNI: Pola, 
Profesionalitas dan Refungsionalisasi Militer Dalam Masyarakat 
(PhD Thesis, University of Indonesia, 2007).

The Ministry of Defense (MoD) subsequently felt that 
fulfilling the military’s ‘material’ needs was the next 
logical step. The defense budget was more than 
doubled in the past decade from roughly $ 1.7 billion 

��   �or more details� see E�ans III� �he Infl uence of the United    �or more details� see E�ans III� �he Influence of the United 
States Army, pp. 38-39.
59   A summary of these reform policies can be found in Alexandra    A summary of these reform policies can be found in Alexandra 
Retno Wulan, ed. Satu Dekade Reformasi Militer Indonesia 
(Jakarta: PACIVIS UI, 2008).

in 1998 to 4.5 billion in 2010, while salaries have 
been raised by 15 percent across the board in the 
last five years. While a majority of the budget goes to 
personnel spending, the MoD has shown the intent to 
boost weapons procurement as it sets to revitalize its 
domestic defense industries this year with a new bill on 
the matter. The Air Force are set to obtain new Brazilian 
Super Tucano and South Korean T-50s fighter aircrafts, 
along with an agreement with Seoul to participate in 
their advanced KFX next generation jet fighter program. 
Jakarta had also obtained new Sukhois from Russia in 
recent years and is planning to acquire 24 used F-16s 
from the US. After obtaining four new SIGMA-class 
corvettes from the Netherlands, the Navy is also set to 
purchase two new additional submarines. These force 
development plans are part of the “ideal” 2029 Defense 
Posture Development Plans released in 2007—and the 
Minimum Essential Force as a stopgap measure.60 

60 See  See Postur Pertahanan Negara (Jakarta: Departemen 
Pertahanan, 2007), and Minimum Essential Force Komponen 
Utama (Jakarta: Kementerian Pertahanan, 2010).
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There are several problems with this policy direction. 
First, while modernizing and rejuvenating the TNI’s 
hardware and improving existing budgetary support 
are important areas of reform, it is equally critical that 
more basic and fundamental issues, such as education 
and training, personnel management, or defense 
management reform, are addressed first before leaping 
into technological drive.61 Or else, it might become 
impossible to sustain high-tech equipment and complex 
weapons systems in the absence of a professional, 
merit-based promotion policy, a well-educated officer 
corps, and an indigenous technological base. Second, 
the lack of an institutionalized and a rational, well 
thought-out strategic assessment process for the past 
sixty over years has led the MoD to neglect new key 
strategic trends (e.g. climate change, Chinese and Indian 
naval developments) as key drivers for many of the TNI’s 
force development programs.62 More importantly for 
our discussion, this has led to a stagnation in strategic 
thinking and instead allowed old internal security 
considerations to still feature prominently in the military’s 
future thinking—old wine in a new bottle, so to speak 
(See Table 5).

Table 5. Indonesia’s Official Projected Threats (until 
2029).

Actual Threats Potential Threats

Terrorism Global warming
Separatism Violations of sea lanes of communication
Border disputes and outer island managements Environmental degradation
Natural disasters Pandemics
Illegal smuggling Financial crisis
Horizontal conflicts Cyber crime
Energy scarcity Foreign aggression

Food and water crises

Adapted from Ministry of Defense, Minimum Essential Force 
(Jakarta: Ministry of Defense, 2010).

Finally, focusing on military modernization alone without 
paying sufficient attention to defense management and 
institutional reforms could prove to be counter productive 
in the long run. This is especially true when TNI intends to 
maintain its ‘strategic parity’ with neighboring countries 
by procuring state-of-the-art military equipments amidst 
a rapidly changing and complex security challenges 
requiring speedy, flexible and professional response. 
Take the case of defense fuel management fore example, 
which is critical to any military mission and operation. 
While the TNI is estimated to require 810 million liters of 
fuel per year, at an overall annual cost of approximately 
USD 300 million, poor financial management and 
planning led the military to eventually owe state-owned 
oil company PT Pertamina nearly USD 700 million for 
fuels purchased between 2002 and 2009.63 In addition, 
observers have already shown how the Army’s un-
61   For more details on the matter, see Evan A. Laksmana, “The    For more details on the matter, see Evan A. Laksmana, “The 
Missing Nuts and Bolts of Defense Reform,” The Jakarta Post, 27 
January 2010.
62   Former Defense Minister Juwono Sudarsono highlighted this    Former Defense Minister Juwono Sudarsono highlighted this 
when he asserted that, while climate change and other environmental 
impacts were considered as potential issues during his tenure, there 
existed other pressing matters at hand. Private conversation with 
Juwono Sudarsono on 10 September 2010 in Jakarta.
63    See “TNI Butuh 810 Juta Liter BBM Per Tahun,” Kompas, 3 
December 2009; “Utang BBM TNI akan jadi PMN 2010,” Kompas, 
11 December 2009.

reformed Territorial Command structure and ongoing 
desire to be involved in counter-terrorism mission could 
not only hinder democratic civil-military relations, but 
also overall institutional effectiveness, especially without 
an overhauled education and manpower system.64 

To sum up, Indonesia’s defense reform for over a 
decade now have centered on political reforms 
without necessarily addressing institutional 
challenges that deals with defense management 
practices and operational effectiveness. 
Furthermore, the recent focus on military technological 
and industrial development are not complemented by a 
renewed focus on broader defense economic reforms 
and ‘software’ development such as the overhaul of 
manpower planning and policies, or educational and 
training reform. Furthermore, as the military’s institutional 
structure remain centered on an Army-dominated 
force deployment and planning, old practices of 
deeply engaging with local socio-economic-political 
developments might never be washed away. Finally, 
US military assistances has yet to play serious role in 
addressing these shortcomings in a sustainable and 
meaningful way, despite its huge potential as the largest 
source of foreign education and training for Indonesian 
officers. 

    
American Military Aid in the post-New Order Period 

Following Indonesia’s democratic transition in 1998, 
US assistance that deals with democratic civil-military 
relations and defense reform can be classified into two 
different streams: those given through USAID to non-
military institutions (e.g. civil society groups), and those 
done under a military-to-military engagement (e.g. 
IMET and others). Regarding the former, initially the US 
provided special funds under USAID’s Office of Transition 
Initiatives (OTI) on a grant-basis (totaling roughly $ 30 
million for 1999 and 2000). The main objective was to 
assist USAID with political transition support, including 
achieving the state whereby “the military decreases its 
involvement in civil and political affairs.”65 Yet, as can be 
seen in Table 6, the allocated funding for democratic 
civil-military relations was comparatively lower than other 
priorities. While obviously there are more urgent priorities 

64   See Marcus Mietzner,    See Marcus Mietzner, The Politics of Military Reform in Post-
Suharto Indonesia: Elite Conflict, Nationalism, and Institutional 
Resistance (Washington, DC: The East-West Center, 2006); Evan 
A. Laksmana, “Terrorism and RI’s Military Effectiveness,” The 
Jakarta Post, 7 September 2009.
65   Jean DuRette and Glenn Slocum, “The Role of Transition    Jean DuRette and Glenn Slocum, “The Role of Transition 
Assistance: The Case of Indonesia,” Working Paper No. 323 
(Washington, DC: Center Development Information and 
Evaluation, 2001), p. 11.
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in a democratic transition process, a new approach 
dealing with defense reform cannot be sustained under 
a low-funding priority, especially given the nascent 
civilian defense community. But such approach might 
have been inevitable given the congressional ban since 
the 1990s to engage the Indonesian military and the 
realization to focus on the broader democratic civil-
military relations beyond the defense establishment. 

In this regard, OTI funded an initial assessment that 
recommended, inter alia, small efforts led by interested 
local citizens’ groups (from students to academicians) 
seeking to engage their respective communities in 
promoting military reform. Activities included tracking the 
military’s human rights record in local areas, assessment 
of its role in political and social organizations, and public 
discussions on its future role under the draft security 
and defense law, including: 

• Discussing a new role for the military. With OTI 
funding, grantee Pro-Patria Institute, a local think 
tank established in 1998, conducted a series of 
roundtable discussions on military issues and 
developed a blueprint for military reform.

• Helping strengthen the legislative role. The 
Jakarta office of the National Democratic 
Institute (NDI) held an introductory workshop 
on legislative oversight for the parliamentary 
committee responsible for defense affairs and 
oversight.

• Improving journalistic skills in reporting civil-
military relations. NDI conducted a series of 
workshops for journalists to improve investigative 
reporting skills.

• Strengthening university education and 
research. NDI explored opportunities to help 
two universities revise existing master’s degree 
programs on security to reflect a new role for the 
military.66

 
It is worth noting here the role of the USAID-funded 
Pro-Patria Institute. They spearheaded the creation 
of the Indonesian Working Group on Security Sector 
Reform (IWG-SSR), an academic-led grouping that 
would become the role model of other Civil Society 
Organizations (CSOs) in furthering defense reform, 
especially with regards to the advocacy of various 
defense legislations (See Table 7). These other groups 
have occasionally also relied on foreign funding for their 
activities. But with up to $ 750,000 per annum between 
1998 and 2001, Pro-Patria maybe the largest US-
funded CSO in that period.67 They were also credited 
with assisting the government in passing the 2002 State 
Defense Law and the 2004 Law on the Indonesian 
Military. They are also known for publicly popularizing 
the concept of ‘Security Sector Reform’, which 
became the overarching watchword, framework, and 
conceptual umbrella for various defense reform policies 
and advocacies.68

66    Ibid.
67    Cited from Fabio Scarpello, Stifled Development: Indonesia’s 
SSR-CSO Community Struggling for Relevance (Unpublished 
Paper, Murdoch University, n.d.), p. 8.
68  For details on Indonesia’s Security Sector Reform efforts   For details on Indonesia’s Security Sector Reform efforts 
and unfinished agenda� see for example Rusdi Marpaung� et. al� 
Dinamika Reformasi Sektor Keamanan (Jakarta: Imparsial, 2005), 

Meanwhile, on the military-to-military engagement 
side, the already declining post-Cold War US military 
assistance to Indonesia entered the post-Suharto 
period with a further sour note with the post-referendum 
violence in East Timor in 1999. Following which, the US 
cut off all remaining military assistance to Indonesia 
and banned the export of both lethal and non-lethal 
defense articles and services. This created a  “gap” in 
the US engagement with the Indonesian military, which 
exacerbated the already declining educational aid for 
Indonesian officers in the 1990s, as mentioned before.  
However, under the specter of global terrorism following 
9/11, the US resumed and gradually increased its 
engagement with Indonesia. The battle in Washington 
was not easy in this regard given the still in place 
congressional ban.

While Congress refused President Bush’s request 
to repeal all restrictions, they did include a waiver 
authorizing the Secretary of State to bypass their 
restrictions on U.S. military aid for reasons of national 
security. As such, IMET was resumed in February 2005, 
FMF was reinstated in November, and by March 2006, 
the export of lethal defense articles resumed. Soon, in 
the five years following 9/11, Indonesia overall received 
nearly three times as much military aid as it received 
during the five years before 9/11.69 The educational and 
training component also expanded with new programs 
to counterterrorism capabilities, primarily the Regional 
Defense Counterterrorism Fellowship Program valued 
at $ 4 million in FY 2002/3.70 Also, though total military 
sales to Indonesia decreased during the five years after 
9/11, DCS increased three-fold (See Figure 3). 

Andi Widjajanto, ed. Reformasi Sektor Keamanan di Indonesia 
(Jakarta: Pro-Patria Institute, 2004).
69  Figures in this paragraph is from   Figures in this paragraph is from U.S. Arms Exports and 
Military Assistance, p. 63.
70    Robert Karniol� “Indonesian Officers to Join US �raining 
Programme,” Jane’s Defence Weekly, 9 October 2002.
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Table 7. Defense Reform Regulations and the Role 
of CSOs (2002-2010)

Category Regulations CSO Advocating Institute 
National Defense Bill on National Security Pro-Patria Institute

Law on State Defense Pro-Patria Institute
Bill on State Intelligence 	Center for Global Civil Society Studies 

(Pacivis), University of Indonesia
	Pro-Patria Institute

Bill on State Secrecy 	Center for Global Civil Society Studies 
(Pacivis), University of Indonesia

	 Indonesian Legal Aid Foundation
	Pro-Patria Institute
	 Institute of Defense, Peace and Security 

Studies (IDSPS)
Law on Anti-Terrorism 	 Imparsial

	KONTRAS
M i l i t a r y 
Organization

Law on TNI 	ProPatria Institute
	 Imparsial
	KONTRAS

Bill on Military Tribunal 	Law Faculty, University of Indonesia
	 Indonesian Legal Aid Foundation
	 Imparsial

D e f e n s e 
R e s o u r c e 
Management

Bill on Reserve Forces Pro-Patria Institute
Bill on Mobilization N.A.
Bill on Mandatory Military 
Conscription

N.A.

Bill on Strategic Defense 
Compartment Management

Indonesian Institute of Sciences (LIPI)

Bill on Defense Industrial 
Revitalization

N.A.

M i l i t a r y 
Operations 

Bill on State of Emergency Pro-Patria Institute
Bill on Military Operations other 
than War

Indonesian Institute of Sciences (LIPI)
Pro-Patria Institute

Source: Andi Widjajanto, “Transforming Indonesia’s 
Armed Forces,” UNISCI Discussion Paper No. 15 (Madrid: 
Complutense University, 2007); Further modified and updated 
by Author.

Figure 3. U.S. Military Aid and Sales to Indonesia  
(in $ Thousands)

Source: Figures Adapted from U.S. Arms Exports and Military 
Assistance in the Global War on Terror (Boston, MA: Center for 
Defense Information, 2009). 

Note: FMS: Foreign Military Sales   
IMET: International Military Education and Training
DCS: Direct Commercial Sales
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By 2008, at more than $ 151 million, Indonesia, 
a non-treaty partner, had received more US 
economic and security assistance than Thailand 
and the Philippines, two key treaty allies.71 The 
Indonesian military also participated in more than 
100 joint programs under the aegis of the US Pacific 
Command’s Theater Security Cooperation (TSC), 
and received funding for its Lebanon peacekeeping 
mission, to set up the Indonesian Defense University, 
and to provide coastal radar systems. Combined these 
official engagements with the donor and CSO activities 
mentioned above, it is not surprising that one scholar 
has argued that global defense norms have acquired 
greater influence during the post-Suharto era.72

But as mil-to-mil engagement between the US and 
Indonesia was restored, civilian donor impetus for 
defense reform declined. Eventually, after USAID’s 
initial active engagement in Indonesia’s defense reform 
process, the agenda almost completely disappear by 
the late 2000s. The USAID Indonesia Strategy for 
2009 to 2014 for example, did not include significant 
programs specifically dedicated for defense 
reform. This is despite the assessment by Democracy 
International presented to USAID that still noted flaws in 
the country are ongoing defense reform process.73 A part 
of this shift is the growing donor focus on strengthening 
the National Police (POLRI) in the mid-2000s.74 While this 
shift may have been necessary due to the institutional 
weakness of the police in handling internal security and 
public order following their separation from the military 
in 1999, the unfinished agenda of defense reform could 
not be finalized without sufficient external support.   

In summary, US military aid in the post-Suharto period 
had several traits: (1) there was initially a focus on instilling 
defense reform by further developing and supporting 
civil society groups and the Parliament, in the hope of 
not just strengthening civilian control but also improving 
overall defense oversight and institutional regulations 
(executed primarily through the USAID and other donor 
agencies), but (2) as soon as mil-to-mil engagement 
resumed, the US rapidly expanded its “traditional” 
military aid such as IMET, FMF, and DCS, while further 
expanding new courses and programs such as CTFP 
designed to boost Indonesia’s new security capabilities 
such as counter-terrorism, and (3) while human rights 
shaped US military aid for much of 1990s, 9/11 and 

71   More details are in John B. Haseman and Eduardo Lachica,    More details are in John B. Haseman and Eduardo Lachica, The 
U.S.-Indonesia Security Relationship: The Next Steps (Washington, 
DC; United States Indonesia Society, 2009), p. 3. 
72  Michael Malley, “Democratization and the Challenge of   Michael Malley, “Democratization and the Challenge of 
Defense Reform in Indonesia,” in Global Politics of Defense 
Reform, p. 265.
73   It was noted that the National Parliament still lacks capacity    It was noted that the National Parliament still lacks capacity 
for oversight of the military and must approve the military budget 
based on vague notions of military doctrine and relevant threats, 
while executive control over the defense and military sector 
remains a concern. See Indonesia – Democracy and Governance 
Assessment: Final Report (Democracy International, June 2008), 
pp. 41.
74   In fact, when IMET was only slowly restored in 2005, the U.S.    In fact, when IMET was only slowly restored in 2005, the U.S. 
has been channeling as much as $ 10 million for police assistance. 
Other donor countries and agencies—the Netherlands, Australia, 
Japan, New Zealand, and EU, for example—are also following this 
trend, with some saying that �Police reform’ in Indonesia attracts 
as much as $ 50 million per year in 2003. Cited from Lahica, 
Examining the Role of Foreign Assistance, p. 8.

the Iraq and Afghanistan wars restored Indonesia’s 
geopolitical value and realpolitik considerations in 
Washington. 

However, since the donor agencies, including 
USAID, took on a more developmental role following 
Indonesia’s democratic transition, there has been a 
lack of sustained focus on further driving the unfinished 
defense reform agenda, which should have focused 
on institutional capacity building—from manpower, 
structure, to management practices—and technological 
development. As this side of US engagement lost 
steam, the other side—official mil-to-mil engagement—
picked up. But yet again, it follows the conventional 
wisdom of focusing on traditional educational 
assistance like IMET with new programs like CTFP, with 
little emphasis on institutional development courses 
like defense management. Other executive courses, 
including those given at DoD’s APCSS, tends to focus 
on broad strategic issues like security studies and less 
on practical institutional and operational matters. As 
such, the value of engagement and military aid works 
well when measured with US access to the TNI, but 
less so when measured by the TNI’s technological 
and institutional development, let alone its operational 
readiness and effectiveness on a day-to-day basis. 

 
Summary, Implications, and Challenges

The preceding analysis provided a broad overview of the 
evolution and anatomy of American military assistance 
in general. In this regard, US military aid since the 1950s 
have tended to emphasize the educational and training 
component (primarily IMET)—which was institutionalized 
during the Cold War and further expanded after 9/11.
Specifically, the focus of these educational assistance 
centered on the basics of instilling democratic civilian 
control, security studies, military professionalism, and 
the normative foundations and ideals of human rights. 
But there is less emphasis on practical, doable short-
term courses on defense management and institutional 
development for low to mid-ranking officers. The 
overall enduring anatomy of US military assistance 
also suggests a stagnation of strategic and operational 
thinking within the US defense and foreign policy 
establishment. 

Meanwhile, using the case of Indonesia, we also 
assessed how US military assistance fits within the 
overall process of the post-Suharto defense reform 
process. Since the 1950s until the end Suharto’s 
regime in 1998, US military assistance were focused on 
education and training for mid to high ranking officers, 
especially those courses and programs related to non-
military roles—economic developments, civic actions, 
or local political leadership and engagement. Also, 
equipments were procured through commercial sales 
rather than a grant system with a comprehensive offset 
policy on technological or knowledge transfer. These 
made it harder for post-Suharto officers to accept 
new norms, ideas, practices, and technologies of 
democratic civil-military relations. Especially since the 
USAID dropped its funding on broader defense reform-
related programs following the normalization of mil-to-
mil engagement through IMET, FMS, and DCS—which 
once again continued traditional programs while adding 
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new courses on counter-terrorism but not institutional 
and technological development. 

These conclusions have several policy implications, both 
for the broader US-Indonesia bilateral relations as well 
as the narrower defense reform process in Indonesia. 
On the former, it is hard to refute the argument that 
since the restoration of mil-to-mil ties and the lifting 
of the ban on US military assistance—including the 
prohibition to engage the Indonesian Army Special 
Forces, the last “pebble in the shoe”, in 2010—bilateral 
relations has never been better. This was particularly the 
case after the Comprehensive Partnership Agreement. 
But given the shaky history between the two countries 
to also focus on broader economic, education, and 
socio-cultural relations than highlighting the defense 
component alone. Also, on the Indonesian side, the 
embrace of US military assistance remains half-hearted 
given the traumatic embargo of the 1990s that nearly 
but decimated the TNI’s operational readiness. 

On Indonesia’s defense reform process, US military 
assistance obviously has huge potential to help shape 
the policy directions. However, since many of the 
educational and training aid does not focus practical 
courses regarding institutional development—e.g. 
defense management or manpower policies—or 
technological and knowledge transfer, US military largely 
benefits Washington who wishes access and influence 
within the TNI. Of course, this is not necessarily a bad 
thing for Indonesia as well, who could certainly use US 
speedy assistance in the event of a major regional crisis 
like the 2004 Tsunami. And it is also probably beneficial 
for Indonesian officers to be exposed to democratic 
norms and professional conduct in US schools. But 
without overall institutional and technological capacity 
building, these influences would eventually diminish and 
may matter less for the TNI’s day-to-day operations. 

The main challenges in this regard are: (1) the 
US government must consider new avenues of 
engagement beyond the educational component of its 
military assistance and start thinking how to build up 
the institutional and technological capacity of the TNI, 
(2) there needs to be a more coherent and sustainable 
approach among the US president, Congress, and 
major defense companies in engaging Indonesia in this 
regard, (3) there needs to be a more coordinated inter-
agency cooperation between the US DoD and DoS 
to avoid overlapping programs relating to US military 
assistance programs, (4) on the Indonesian side, 
Jakarta needs to better assess its strategic, institutional, 
and operational needs and to then find niche areas 
where the US could proportionately assist with, whether 
its education and training, or defense management 
courses and technological needs. 

Policymakers should consider therefore: (1) expanding 
the educational content of IMET and E-IMET beyond 
traditional, strategic courses in security studies or 
service colleges, but also branch out into the military 
academies while expanding the courses and programs 
on executive defense institutional management courses, 
(2) reviving developmental aid—and expanding its 
scope—for the civilian defense community, civil society 
organizations, and parliament to provide a sustainable, 
durable, and reliable support for capacity building 
of these groups as a way to strengthen democratic 

civil-military relations, (3) start focusing not just on the 
commercial purchase of American complex weapons 
systems, but also how the US can improve Indonesia’s 
indigenous technological research and development as 
well as its defense industrial bases.
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Appendix 1.  U.S. Foreign Military Assistance to 
Indonesia (Educational)

Figures adapted from Volume 1 of “Foreign Military 
Training and DoD Engagement Activities of Interests”, 
Joint Report of DoD and DoS (Issues 2001 – 2010) 
(Available http://www.state.gov/t/pm/rls/rpt/fmtrpt/
index.htm). The report consists of 3 Volumes. The 
publicly available Volume 1 consists of unclassified 
training activities, while those unreported are recorded 
in Volume 2 and 3, which are classified.

ALP: Aviation Leadership Program
GPOI: Global Peacekeeping Operations Initiative 
APCSS: Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies (U.S. 
DoD Regional Center)
INL: International Law Enforcement
IMET: International Military Educations and Training 
(including Expanded IMET)    
FMS: Foreign Military Sales
Misc, Non-SA, JCET: Non-Security Assistance (AIDS, 
Evidence gathering, etc.), Combined Exercises


