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Abstract

This thesis examines the lives and treatment oRetberlands East Indies (NEI) people

who resided in Australia during WWII and their return to their home country after the
war. It compares the lives before, during and after the war of European Indonesians and
indigenous Indonesian$t assesses their lives to that of other newcomers ttraias

My researchconnects underused Dutch archival material, only recently released to
researchers, with sources in Australian archives to provide a fresh insight into the history
of indigenous Indonesians in the Commonwealth from the start of thecR&@if to the

official Indonesian independence in December 1949.

The work can bedivided into threemain parts. The first parexamine the
histories of the KNIL. Koninklijk Nederlanddndisch Leger(Royal Dutch East Indies
Army) and the KPM Koninklijke Paketvaart MaatschappjRoyal Dutch Shipping
Companyor Royal Packet Navigation Compgnigefore the outbreak of the Second
World War and the transitioof both organisationgnto wartime conditionsWith a
component of transnational historyig military historyfocuseson the Indies arnig
composition and developmemhainly in the prewar period, continung with the
conversionnto a refugee army on Australian soil.

The second pantecreates the KNIL, KPM and Indonesian civilian histories in
Australia untilthewa r 6 s A aritctal foausin this part of the thesis @n the legal
aspects of the stay of a@ifferent groups from thBIEI in their temporary homelanthe
registation of aliens, the other status of newcomers to Austeatidtheexact legal status
of the NEI military, semmilitary personnel, and civiliaria the Commonwealth. | focus
on thelegal positionsof KPM seamenand negotiated special rights, extearitorial
rights, for the KNIL.

The third andfinal part closely examines the pasar period in which many
indigenousindonesians ended up behind barbwared the negotiations between the
Australians and -in-BBxi INEG, 06&60 vw eighlooenmand.t h e
Theinternment camps on Australian saiéreo c cupi ed by t he Net hel
peopleafter WWII. | analysewhy theseNEI soldiers, semmilitary personnel and even
a few civilianswere locked up in camps and not repatriated back &r ttowns and
villages in the IndiesThe researchemphasies how the Indonesians returned to their
home countrywhen and how thegould leave the Commonwealth, and how they were

received and perceived by their fellow countrymen and women.
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Introduction

| am prepared to consider favourably the granting of the authority requested by
you for the detention of memberstbEé Royal Netherlands Forces charged with

or convicted of offences, on the understanding that the Commonwealth of
Australia is indemnified against the cost of maintenance of the prisbners.

The above quotatiors a section of a letter written by Frank Morde, the Australian
Minister for the Army, to the Netherlands East Indies (NEI) Redmiral Frederick W

Coster. It is undated but was most likely written in early 1943. This passage from the

| etter encapsul ates a patme oforikis addudissolatiorE a s t
the Japanesarmy had infiltrated thecolony, andDutch officials, soldiers, and civilians

had fled, some temporarily living in Australia. In exile, the NEI military high command,
with Coster as one of their most promineadiocates, obtained extraterritorial rights in
Australia. Until then, these military rights had only ever been acquired byrited

States (USArmed Forces. Such unprecedented Dutch powers, introduced in this moment
of crisis, would play an importantle in postwar Australiaii Dutch relations and NEI

military history, and would come at a significant human cost.

Research assumptions, methods, sources and structure

Why research the history of the Dutch and Indonesians in Australia during the war years?
Why examine the part of the I ndiesd hist
told? As Dutch history professor Remco Raben in his oration acceptance speech already
said in 2016 &he Indies ardhoté Col oni al history is conf
sometimes unpleasant, but always confusrig my opinion, this quattionfrom one of

the Netherlansbs | eadi ng historians of the col on

1 NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv.nr. 79, Letter from the Minister for the Army F.M. Forde to-Rdariral F.W.
Coster, no date.

2 Remco Raben is a history professor (bycsgeppointment) at thigniversity ofAmsterdam and Utrecht
University. His main research areas are colonial and-pokinial literature and cultural historin his
professorial acceptance speetitied dVie spreekt voor het kolonialeerleden® Een pleidooi voor
transkolonialisme he stated in Dutchdndié is hoth Remco Raben, "Wie spreekt voor het koloniale
verledenEen Pleidooi voor transkolonialisme" (Amsterdam, Indisch Herinneringscentrum, 8016)

10


https://javapost.nl/2016/11/14/wie-spreekt-voor-het-koloniale-verleden/

| wanted to research this topidowever, he legates of Dutch colonial irvention in

Indonesia remain problemadiaemain troubling.

My researchconnects underused Dutch archival material, only recently released
to researchers, with sources in Australian archives to provide a fresh insight into the
history ofindigenous Indonéns in the Commonwealth from the start of the Pacific War
to the official Indonesian independence in December 1949. fidssarch angle is
essential if we are to properly understand the critical shifting relationship between
Australia and Indonesia during/orld War Il WWII). Moreover, the changing and
complex relationship between these two pl
through these souragghe relationship between the NEI authorities and military high

command in the Commonwealbin thhe one sidand the Indonesians on the other.

These sources help us chart Indonesian decalioom in a new way: they reveal
the deteriorating relationship between the NEI authorities and the Australian authorities
and theyexplainwhy the Australialttio v er nment 6 s repatri ati on
altered. The gradually shifting Australian attitudes towards the Indonesians were partially
motivated by pressure from potential voters, unions and other stakeholders, partially
becausehe strategynight have had an inhibitory effect on p@&ir economic recovery.
Otherreasons fok u s t r ahangiagnattitdde could be that the international conflict in
the Indies went on, and no agreement seemed to hold. The Dutch archival saugrces gi
us insight into the relationship between the NEI and influential Australian institutions,

such as the Australian unions.

Conflicts between the Indonesian Republican independence movement and the
NetherlandsGovernmentafter 1945 had been a focus of thddut ch hi st ory
have been analysed by many international scholdrdiave started my research by
contextualising Indonesian history within the Dutch history wars and thereby describing
shifts in historical consciousness in the Netherlands ientegears over the legacies of

Dutch imperialism in Asia. | have tried to accomplish this by comparing more recent

SA few key examples of colonial hi LoreelisySmiybar sd p
Indonesische quaestie: de wordingsgeschiedenis der sinitgitsoverdrach{Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1952);

Margaret L. GeorgeAustralia and the Indonesian revolutid@arlton: Melbourne University Press in
association with the Australian Institute of International Affairs, 1980 offenaar, "De miliatire aftocht

uit Indonesié 19491951," Militaire Spectator159, no. 9 (1990Q)Petra M.H. GroenMarsroutes en
Dwaalsporen.Het Nederlands militakstrategisch beleid in Indonési 19451950 (Den Haag: SDU
uitgeverij Den Haag, 1991Rémy LimpachDe brandende kampongs van Generaal Sg8arsterdam:

Boom uitgevers, 2016)sert OostindieSoldaat in Indonesié 1945950. Getuigenissen van een oorlog

aan de verkeerde kant van de geschied@issterdam: Prometheus, 2016).
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publication® those published in the lagnyears €.9.,books and journal articles since
2012)p to earlier publications from the previousitay, publications by both Dutch and
non-Dutch scholars. The primary reasfam this researcis that historians have written
so much on the Dutch history wars and Dutch twentetitury imperialism over the last
decades that | wanted to emphasise thstiag change in the historical approach and
how this current debate would influence my approach to my researchTtbps;.one of

thegoals of this introduction is tanalyse contemporary currents in historical thinking.

My thesis focuses mainly on a d¢mly underexplored part of the Dutch
decolonisation period: the first few months and years after the capitulation to the Imperial
Japanese Army, when so many European and Indonesians were temporarily residing in
Australia. This thesis relied primarily omra hi v al materials fro
archives, such as The National Archives and the Netherlands Institute for Military History
(NIMH) in The Hague. By researching archival sources from these Dutch institutions, |
was able to reconstruct and analyseaat f Australian history that remains under
researched; despite some brilliant recent scholarship, we still know very little about the
fate of Indonesian servicemen interned in Australia in places such as camp Lytton (QLD)
and other similar camps. We newddocument their experiences in order to properly
understand this period in Australian history. Their experiences are essential, in my
opinion, if we are to tell a more compledecountof the experience dndischDutch

people who found refuge in Auslieaduring and after WWII.

The indigenous Indonesiangnique experience in the Commonwealth did not
start at the proclamation of the Indonesian Republic in the early days after WWII. My
research investigates the tedtrmaemntt ha&ndoc
territories of the NEI who were residents in Australia. The treatment of these
predominantly nofwhite residents of this Allied country, by both the NEI temporary
government in Australia and the Australian authorities was an exceptiograbmenon.

Their treatment during the war was akin to thafesfemy aliend It bore similarities to

the treatment received by the Japanese and the Germans in Australia. But why was this?
These Indonesians were not enemy alighey were from an Allied country. Their
treatment at the hands of Australian authorities was unprecedéhese questions are

vital if we are to understand why the lives of Indonesian KNIL, merchant seamen and
civilians were so different from that of hwr refugees in Australia. To answer these
guestions, | have again combined research materials that could only be uncovered in the

Netherlands as well as discovered sources from Australian archives and libraries. The

12



combination of t h es haswgiven ene & méw insglet 6nto she u r ¢
development of Dutch political and military interventions in Australia during this period.,
allowing me to interrogate the military and legal infrastructure which created the
conditions for Indonesian arrival, interemt and prosecution in Australia. This was an
exceptional phenomenon whigk still not fully understood in Australian or Dutch
historiography.

My approach seeks to draw three lines of historical inquiry tog®ther
transnational histories, histories of migoa (social history) and military law histori@s
without a great emphasis on the actual armed battlééVéfi or the Dutcliindonesian
decolonisation period. The sources | have analysed for this research journ@fterere
not the obvious ones. Historiang dot typically use military archives and sources from
different countries to explore a mainly, though not exclusively, social history. This study
is partially based on military archival sources and sources from civil interest groups, such

as lettersnewgapers and magazine articles from the 1940s.

In this thesis, my primary focus is the treatment of IndonesiadButch-Indisch
in Australia: Allied soldiers in the Royal Dutch East Indies Afigninklijk Nederlands
Indisch LegenKNIL) ], merchant seamemho resided in Australia between the end of
1941 and 194@ndcivilian Indonesians who found refuge in Australia. In my research, |
have mainly explored the merchant seame
Company or Royal Packet Navigation CompanPM [Koninklijke Paketvaart
Maatschapplij, the largest and most established shipping company of the Indies at the
outbreak of WWII. However, there existed other, smaller shipping companiesNEthe
The main reason for concentrating on this large shippomgpany and its merchant
seamen was that before WWII, the KPM was the most sizeable of the NEI shipping
companies, with an Australian connection (one of its headquarésen George Street
in Sydney).ahistorically recognised influence on the war depahents andnessential
role in the postvar history of the NEI and AustralfaThe Dutch sources related to the
KPM and its history appeared to have been largely overlooked in much of the historical
research on wartime Australia. One reasonthis could be that those sources were
previously inaccessible due to strict archival regulations; another reason might be that

some scholars could not analyse these Dutch sources in the Netherlands National

4Jackerd, "The OFloating Dutchmen6: The XNwrloker | and
Australian Naval Histong, no. 1(2009) 80.
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Archives(NAN) and other smaller Dutch archives. Iy nesearch, | have found evidence
that NEI policymakers and KPM decisiomakers executed their influence and partially

influenced the fate of the Indonesian seamen and other ca/fitzn the NEI°

The history of the shipping company KPM in the 1$@%d its potential to
rewrite histories of the end of the Dutch Em@ireas not been studied, even though the
KPM had a tremendous influence on the pat reoccupation ambitions of the Indies
by the Dutch. The Dutch and NEI governments tried to use the sbigpmpany to
relocate people and equipment from Australia back to the colony. Still, they were limited
by the changes in the relationship between the seamen, the Ausirdi@hsthe
authorities and uniodsand the Dutch/NEI rulers. No history of this ccang has
examined the treatment of KPMO0s merchant
and after the war had ended. Moreover, the legal position of these merchant seamen in
Australia is nobeencomprehensively analysed and published by recent sehalad so
little is known about the exact legal status of the KPM persamshinerchant seamen
in Australia. Therefore, | focus on determining if mercantile seamen could be described
as civilians, semmilitary personnel or even armed forces membersr #react legal
status appeared to be unclear. The laws and regulations that those merchant seamen had
to obey might have beamly the Australian laws, the criminal laws and the immigration
laws of the 1940s but could at the same time have been the NErynidws.l have
utilised many archival sources on this topic from the Netherlands, combined with a few
from Australian archives and many secondary sources. An especially valuable source
collection related to this topic was archived at the NIMH; thikésextensive De Vries
archive on WWII military correspondenéeOther significant related sources were
retrieved from the National Archives of the Netherlands; a few prime examples were
&tukken betreffende de Nederlandse koopvaardij en hun personeal sntAr al i £ 0
Stukken betreffende de juri sdi cfhAltheugo v er
there verevery limited scholarly publications specifically on the KMP personnel and
their legal status during the war years, many lawyers and legatifistdave written

about merchant seamen and status change, predominantly relating to American sailors

5 See, br instanceNAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 45, Intedffice memo by B.S. van Deinse, 28 May 1942

NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 45, Letter from F.W. Coster to the Board of KPM Sydney, 19 May 1942,

6 NIMH De Vries collection: H.J. de Vries was a Colonel at the KNIL. The collection is only accessible on
location, and one needs special permission to adeessthival materials.

"Gt ukken betreffende de Nederlandse koopvaardi|j
Btukken betreffende de jurisdictie owvofghe NiNe Nede
2.05.50.02, Inventaris van hetchief van het Nederlandse Gezantschap / Ambassade in Australié
(Canberra), (1940) 1947954.

14



and extraterritorial laws. Two examples of these related scholarly publications are
Prosecutions of extraterritorial criminal conduct and the abuse gfmt s doct r i |
A/Prof Danielle IrelaneP i per |, and 6What i s extraterrit
Law J. Colangelo Anthon¥.

At the start of this research project
degree), | already knew that NEllitary personnel were still under Dutch/NEI authority
in Australia. The NEI military justice system bound this group of Indonesian soldiers
because of negotiated exterritorial rights. One of the principal queries was if these
negotiated NEI laws also apgdl to NEI merchant seaman. This research question is
strongly connected to the question about

Another related research topic is the treatment of Indonesian seamen: were these
immigrants treated fairly and equally by the NEI and Australian authorities in Australia,
and exactly how were those KPM seamen and civilians judged and treated by their fello
compatriotsafter their return to their homeland®/ researchdid not immediately stop
when the Indonesians were gathered on Australian soil to be returned to various parts of
Indonesia and thEI, as | examingthe consequences of their late returthir specific
home regions. | have attempted to analyse the journey back to the NEI and the reception
of the returning military personnel, merchant seamen and ordinary civilians, although it
is challenging to discover sources on this particular tapieexistence of sources written
by Indonesians was minimal; the literacy level of those ldexl KNIL military
personnel and other indigenous Indonesians in Australia was low. This difficulty in
finding Indonesian sources will be further addressed inbtitly of this thesis. | did
analyse some sources on the returning Indonesians. Still, these are primarily created by
either European Indonesians, Dutch politicians and-fagked military personnel, or

Australians, such as newspaper reporters.

For myresearch on the histories of the people from the Dutch East Indies, | have
used many different newspaper articles to demonstrate the stories of the NEI people in
Australia. | have used as many distinctive newspapers as possible, from the Netherlands
the Indies,and Australia to analyse the events in the 1940s and to show, as much as

possible, the Indonesian side of the staifhile analysing the articles,réalised that

8 Danielle IrelandPiper, "Prosecutions of extraterritorial criminal conduct and the abuse of rights doctrine,"
Utrecht Law Review, no. 4 (2013)J. Colangelo Anthony, "What is extraterritorial jurisdictionCdrnell
Law Revievd9 (2014).
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many journalists could have been bigdmited in their sourcesr both. | did reognise

the limitations of newspaper articles, as many papers were very politically orientated,
such as the Australian Communist newspdp#runeg or it depended a lot on where the
paper was produced, as in which (part of a) country. The limitationssx prkeases and
newspaper articles have, of course, been recognised by other researchers Fa well.
example, elated to the KPM shipping history, Heather Goodall recently wrote on the
postwar black ban of NEI shipsShe arguedhat the Australian mainstam press
repeatedly advocated for Australian Government intervention in the boycott, primarily to
release vessels to aid the Dutch and the Britishbaimg Australian troops home. Little
emphasis was on the roles of dockworlanrd shipping personnel from a nBaropean
backgroundn the Australiannewspaper articles of the tim@ther countr e revspaper
articles, like those written by Indian journalistsentionedthe specific roles of each
government , t he inthedlackban of Buicimshipsdras unnuskakably
recognised, and theirrolethed ef ence of l ndonesia and t
colonialism? Still, | did use many newspapers of those days, as | consider they gave a
valuable source of informatn on the lives and treatments tfdonesians in Australia,
news, details and perspectives on their lives that otherwise could not have been

uncovered.

During my research for this project, | delimited my topic to ensure this study could
be conducted witlii manageable limits; some subjects were disregarded or merely
mentioned in passing. For example, the examination of the treatment of KNIL soldiers
and Dutch civilians who stayed behind in the NEI during the Japanese occupation is only
mentioned indirectlyContemporaneouslyyhile the significantly reduced but remaining
KPM Indonesianinterisland between the islands of the NEI archipeldghipping
activities between 1941 and 1945 might be considered partially related to this research
topic, it is nonetheles only brought up a small number of times. Further, the leading
figures within the NEI militaryhigh command and the NEjovernmentin-exiled (or
Netherlands Commission or Legation) were named a few times without going into too
much depth for most of therior was it my main objective to write biographies on all

influential people involved. Therefore, | have concentrated my reseaathly on

9 Heather GoodallBeyond bordersindians, Australians and the Indonesian Revolution, 1939 to 1950
(Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2034]1.
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Indonesian activities in the Commonwealth during the war years and the immediate

aftermath.

| struggled tadentify the Indonesians who were tried before the court in Australia.
| have examined some trial transcripts from trials dtaurredduring the Pacific War in
the Commonwealth, but my main emphasis is on the military and civilian trials that
happered n the first year after the war. My principal focus is the extraterritoriality
negotiations between the Indigsvernmenin-exile/Netherlands Legation and the high
command on the one hand and the AustraBamernment on the other, along with the
consequeces of those extraterritorial legal rights for Indonesians residing in Australia.
The reason is that these rights gave the NEI military high command the power to court
martial their own military personnel on foreign saiVhile these negotiations were a
tur ning point in the NEI military high <con
wel | as in their relationship with the A
unique historical negotiations and the rights that gave the Dutch/NEI cauamrted
powers have not been thoroughly analysed beftiave extensively searched for the lost
court transcript documentation on the Indonesivicemerand themercantileseamen
prosecuted by the NEI military high command in late 1945 in Austialidne historical
recordsl found, there are only glimpses into the events. These glimpses gave a valuable

but limited insight into how the military justice system treated these Indonesians.

| have examined the roles played by the Mitivernmenin-exiledand the NEI
military high command, thereby not losing sigiithe critical roles played by the Curtin
and Chifleygovernments and their civil servants for several reasons. First, one of the
main reasons for analysing these roles and proceedings in a historical context was to
contemplate the extent to which the Austral@vernment was bound or guided by the
Immigration Restriction Actl901 (better known as the White Austrajalicy) in their

decisionmaking negotiations with the NEJ A critical second, though very much related

10The White Australigolicy (or WAP) is a ternfor what is officially known as the Restrictive Immigration
Policy, which originated withhe Australianimmigration Restriction Act 190first drafted by Australiés
secondprime minister Alfred Deakin. Thispolicy was amended several times; by 19P8 Acthad been
amendedaix times Thelmmigration Restriction Act901came into force in December 1901 and remained
in force until 1959when it was completely replaced by tiegration Act1958 The restrictivepolicies of

the Immigration Restriction Actvere progressively dismantled aftéforld War Il. The Immigration
Restriction Act(and its amending Actgonstituted the basic statutory authority for Waite Australia
policy. This Act effectively excluded neBuropean immigrants from permanently migrating to Australia.
The | awds unwr i treae an ethricpllg momageneousvsackety ih Australia by prohibiting
undesirable immigrants, without specifying the basis of such undesirability. Some foreigvhiten
business visitors, merchant seaman and students were allowed entry (some permarentdnyb
temporarily), as well as special skilled workers such as cooks and divers in the pearling iBdae3ames

17



to the first, reason for extensively researching the roles of the Government of the
Commonwvealth (GOC) and local governments was that | wanted to emphasise the
consequences of these authoridies a ¢ aniAostradian society and, additionally, the
effect he actionshad on the lives oAllied refugees and those lafcal civilians inboth

the bg cities like Sydneyndthe smaller towns like Casinblew South Waleg§NSW).

The third reason for analysing the roles of the NEI and Australia is the principal question
of responsibility. Who should be held responsible for the treatment of Indonesians in
Australia between 1942 and 1#%he treatment thdtargue constituted a severe breach

of their human rights? This responsibility question extends beyond feelings of discomfort
or an apology afteseventyyears; this is ultimately a question of reparaticand
restorative justice. But who should be held accountable? A core emphasis of existing
public debates in the Netherlands is the role played by the adekRrnment in the
mother countryi.e.,the Netherlandsthe NEI Government and the Dutefiitary in the
yearsfrom 1945 the time of the Indonesian Proclamataifindependence December

1949 the signing of the Indonesian Independerides study brings into the picture the
story of a group of marginal people, a group of military personnel, seatand civilians

who suffered greatly during WWIhnd who have beenargely forgotten in the
Netherlands and Australia. However, their stories should not be marginal to Dutch and
Australian history. Should the Dut€hovernmenapologise to angerhaps compensate
theselndonesiarvictims and theirdescendants? This is their story | have spent the better

part oftenyears tracking down.

This thesis is divided into three parts. The first part will examine the histories of
the KNIL and the KPM befa the outbreak o®WWII and the transition into wartime
conditions.The accent is on military history, with a component of transnational history.
| focus on the Indiearmy& composition and development until the start of the war in
the Pacific to continuwvith the transition into a refugee army on Australian Sdien |
will answer the questiondVere all migrants, military and civilian, from the Indies
allowed to enter and on what basis were these decisions made? Did the White Australia
policy hamper theadmittance of some Dutch East Indies people? If thesevhde
migrants were admissible, how were they treated by the Aust@iiaernment and NEI

government officials? Finally, the closing pageshs firstpart of my thesis examines

Jupp, "From 'White Australia’ to 'Part of Asia'; Recent Shifts in Australian Immigration Policy Towards the
Region," International Migation Review29, no. 1 (1995) 207 208; A.C. Palfreeman, "NoiVhite
Immigration to Australia,Pacific Affairs47, no. 3 (1974)344 345.
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the White Austrah policy and the Australian labour movement framNEI perspective.
This international perspective is often overlooked and has been markedly absent from

earlier scholarship on this topic.

The second pare-creates the KNIL, KPM and Indonesian civiliaistbries after
1941 in Australia until th@roklamesi (Indonesia for Proclamation), with a critical focus
onthe legal aspectsafl | t h e d$tay inthgréemporary Botheland. The research
guestions that will be examined ar&hould the European Indo-European, and
IndonesiartaliendKNIL soldiers register once they enter the country, and what was their
exact legal status in a foreign country? Were they considered part of the Allied forces?
And a questiorrelated to the KPMWere these séarers regarded at some point during
the war as semilitary or perhaps even as military personnel? And if so, what legal
positions did these commercial KPM seamen hold? This part is a social history of the
Indonesians and a legal history, as | will Im@lgsing how specific laws and regulations
decided much of the fate of these Indonesians in Australian territory.

The final part, part three, closely examines the-p@st period in which many
Indonesians ended up behind thvire, the negotiations betwa the Australianghe
NEI @overnmenin-exile6andthe military highcommand. The main research questions
are: Why were there internment camps on Australiandsstill functioning campd
occupied by thé&lEI& military and government after WWIland how vere these camps
described by local Australians and in the press? And why were the NEI soldiers, semi
military personnel and even a few civilians locked up in Australian camps and not
repatriated back to their towns and villages in the Indies monthsfadtent of the war
as one might expeet-inally, this part finishes with an analysis of the return journeys of
the Indonesians to their homeland. The emphasis will be on how the Indonesians returned
to their home country, who would and could leave the Conwealth and when and

how they were received and perceived by their febowpatriots

Definitions of names, groups and people

Before continuing, | will outline the spelling I intend to use for (Indonesian) names and
different groups of NEI who came to Australia. While researching Indonesian
geographical names and groups and individuals who came from the NEI to Australia, |

ran irto a spelling problem similar to one described by many scholars, like Benedict
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Ander son. As he wrote: 6ln dealing with
spelling of Indonesian names, | have found no satisfactory solution. Many Indonesians
continwe to prefer the Dutcderivedoeto the Engliskderivedu, and | have spelt many
personal names withthse [ é] The only rule foll owed
indi vidual person is spelt cddikesAndetsant | vy
have tried to keep my spelling consistent. So, for instance, | spelt the name of a young
KNIL soldier asWawoeroento, although nowadays, many would have replaceaethe

with au. | have applied the same spelling rules to places and regions, like Bovemh Digoe
unless | quoted a source that used a different spelling.

| explored the categories used by the Dutch military high command in charge of
the KNIL in Australia. After the trials of 1945, the NEI high command locked up many
soldiers with family) names thiwere incredibly uncommon in the Netherlands, such as
orardjerb andd_engkon@ and used KNILsoldiers with fairly Dutchsoundingfamily
names, likefTjerkstradandd/erweyd to guard the DutdhAustralian internment camps.
So, should these incarceraiedividuals be classified as Indonesian? Yes, | believe so,
as | have extensively analysed these groups and because the NEI did not comprise a single
well-classified homogeneous community. But who can be referred to as Dutch,
Indonesian or possibly DutdndiscH? Or should there be an even more specific
separation between the (indigenous) populations, maybe based on geographical
locatiord like Java, Ambon or Badi or perhaps the soceconomic status within the
prewar NEI society? | certainly realised thatprecise definition or classification was
complicated and might be slightly arbitrary, primarily if a distinction is purely based on
family names. Therefore, | stad by researching the pagar law of the Indies to
determine the legal status of the NBipplation; afterwards, | ident#d the names and
terminology used in other publications by Dutch and-Daich scholars and establesh
if there were any mentioned factors | nesdito consider. Finally, | will identify the

customary law and terminology used in the NEI before the war.

In a nineteentitentury law article by Van den Berg, the author desdrib®
groups within the NEI societynlanders(Dutch for dnative$) and Europans. Without

even explaining this parlance, he assdrnige reader understands what these terms

11 Benedict R. Anderson]ava in a time ofevolution: occupation and resistance, 198946 (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 197)iv.
12NAN, 2.10.17, inv. nr. 1334, Report by Wd@Hoen from Victory Camp, Casino, 27 April 1946.
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concerning the Indies groups compri¥e.Racial discrimination and division were
common in almost all colonies, not only the Netherlands colonial empire. AkHLu$

stated: ORather than 6racesd, many col oni
Opopul ati Amd,graspbé. further argued: Ot hr
concept of the OEuropeandé was i matiomli de 1

ascriptions or t Heths thesie, iamrcardfubto cordeinalise thi® . 6
colonial language without naturalising or legitim@ previously existing colonial
structures. | predominantly use this terminology when referringhter sources on this
topic that use terms such as O6whited and

More contemporary publicatons han Van den(e®®Recht®es art
Rechtspraak in Nederlandsdié by Albert Dekker and Hanneke van Katwijk) have
givenan additional comprehsive representation of the law and communities within the
Indies society? In this book on the law and jurisdiction in the Indies, the authors argue
that inArticles 6A and 6B of the newly adopted code of 1848, a particular distinction was
made between lEopeans anthlanders One might assume thatdichotomy is based
hereon some ethnic or racial appearance. However, the subsequent law article stated that
under this new lay(Christian) Europeansnlandse Christenepnative Christiansand
all other pesons from wherever originating who did not fall under the description
Inlanderswere considered equal. Article 8 determined that Wilinders,the following
groups of people were equated: the Arabs, the Moors, the Chinese or all other people who
are Muséim or heathen. Seven yededer, a third group, alongside the Europeans and
Inlanders was introduced in the Dutdhdies administration of justice: tHéreemde
Oosterling[Foreign Orientdl!® This classification is repeated in an article published one
year |l ater: o601 n 1-8waited caloniafEonstiteitiors was ppoducedd | o |
theRegeeringsreglemernit codified the famous legal dualism that divided the population
into two (laterthree) population groups, each having its own legal systewithin this
system, the 109RR deserves mentioninigially, this clause made a distinction between

two groups, Europeans and Nativéslgnderg, not further defined in any detail what

13 LW.C. van den Berg, "De afwijkingen van het Mohammedaansche famili@rfrecht op Java en
Madoera, Bijdragen tot de Taa) Land en Volkenkunde van Nederlanddoli€ 41, no. 3 (1892454,

YBart LuBeykhdisacé: constructions of OGEuropeanne
East Indies) European Review of HistoB0, no. 4 (2013)542 and 551.

15 Albert Dekker and Hanneke van KatwijRecht en rechtspraak in Nederlandslié (Leiden KITLV

Uitgeverij, 1993).

16 Dekker and KatwijkRecht errechtspraak 13 14.

17 Jan Michiel Otto, Albert Dekker, and Cora de Waaij, "Indonesian law and administration as reflected in

150 years of BijdragenBijdragen totde Taal, Land en Volkenkund&50, no. 4 (1994)731.
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this meant compar abl e with V.dml906,ean ad&pton gfdhe |
Regeeringsreglements article lueedl, RaRdthev\aeemde ©osterbnd
[Foreign Oriental] became the third official group within teégal structure of thindies
society The article determircewho was subject to the laws for Europeans, Natives or
Foreign Orientalsthelaw articledid not ddine who is @&uropean Inlander, or Vreemde
Oosterling This distinctionremainedin force until the very end of the colonial era in
1942, according to Luttikhui€. Dekker and Van Katwijk seemed to disagree with
Luttikhuis on this subject partially. They argued that the categdnfariderswas clearly
defined.

The question remains if this thrpart division persisted until the outbreak of the
war. According to Lutikhuis that is the cas¢here was no formal equation by law. All
three groupd EuropeansinlandersandVreemde Oosterlingénhad to obey the legal
provisions set especially for t hem, al

time® In the first halfof the twentieth century, changes in their legal position were

a !

t

introduced for some specific groups, mainly the Chinese and the Japanese. These changes

radically improved their status; the Japanese population was formally equated in the

1920s to the Europms, though the Chinese population was not fully equated to the
Eur opeanso 2 Inetipalb30 sensad, the Chinese population were even
considered a specific group, besides the Europdardgre Vreemde Oosterlingand
Inlanders?! At first glance the threepart division made by the NEBovernment in the

second half of the nineteenth century #mefour-part division from the 1930 census did

not seem incredibly useful for this research project because the archival sources, such as

the official d@uments produced by that same NEI Government, seemed not teamake

distinction between three or four groups within the NEI socigtytead,merely two

groups were noted Most of fici al government al Soult

18 |_uttikhuis,"Beyond racg 542.

9| have takenitboc onsi deration the | ocal | ndon efexibelawsé adat r

that differ in every village, comparable to the common law. At this ptiiate appear® beno need to

take these kinds of local, flexible laws into consideration for the purpose of classification of groups within
the NEI societyFor a short history on adatrecbgéeAdriaan Bedner, "Over de grens tussen religie en wet:
het Indonesische huwelijksrechits Aequib6, no. 7 (2007).

20 Giok Kiauw Nio Liem, "De rechtspositie der Chinezen in Nederlandisdié 18481942" (PhD Leiden
University, 2009) 630 M. Barry Hooker, editorLaw and the Chinese in Sotiast Asia(Singapre:
Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 20033 34.

21 ;Andere Vreemde Oosterlingiem r ®thebForeign OrientalsSeeGijs Beets et al.De demografische
geschiedenis van de Indische Nederland@sn Haag Nederlands Interdisciplinair Demografisch
Instituut, 2002) 25.
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60t he | n drbisinetised that Ishéd.considered this standardised legal division while

analysing the official NEI and Australian sources.

In this search for definition and classification within the Indies context, | also
researched useful secondary literataf®utthe Indonesian history of the twentieth
century to identify the terminology used by other scholars in the field. As far as | could
discern, there were not many recent historical journal articles or other publications on
NEI law specifically dedicated to idgfying and defining all specific groups in tiNEI
or their legal position within that society. However, some authors clearly start their
publication by identifying the existing groups within Indonesian society. Bernhard
Dahmdés book f r omnesidnhistorylissbie®fshe older pubticdtions | have
considered. Havrotethat close to 100,000 Europeans lived in the NEI at the turn of the
century afifth of whom wasfull-blooded European, and the rest were Euroasians, which
included the Japanese at that time. Besides these groups, there was the third group of the
Inlanders??

In a key study on the subjeemdda paramount study that has been of tremendous
value to my esearch, Jan Lingard did not differentiate between people from the NEI. In
her introduction, she wrote about o0l ndon
referred, although she introduced the te
few sertences laterl. presumed that bgindonesiang she meamonwhite people from
the NEI?* Many other scholars have not defined specific groups living in the Netherlands
Indies either. For instance, in their book introductions, both Margeret George akd Fra

Bennet Jr did not mention any particular classification or unequal judicial gtbups.

In the 2003 bookindonesia:Peoples andHistories Jean Gelman Taylonrote
that @¢he term fAlndonesian appears straightforward, but it covers citizens whose
ancestor®r i gi nated in the Indonesian archi pel
Similarly, the ternfiDutcho appears straightforward, meaning a person born in Holland.
But in Indonesian histories, Dutch troops generally meant a company composed of a score

of European men and hundreds of Balinese, Javanese, Batavians, Timorese, Buginese,

22 Bernhard Dahmistory of Indonesia in the twentieth centgkypndon: P4 Mall Press Ltd, 1971)11.

23 Jan LingardRefugees and rebels: Indonesian exiles in Aust(hlaath Melbourne: Australian Scholarly
Publishing, 2008)1.

24 George Australia and the Indonesian revolutidfrank Bennett jr.The return of the ébes: Australia's
repatriation of the Indonesians, 1945 (Clayton, Vic.: Monash Asia Institute, 2003).

23



and Ambonese soldigi® After this indication, she contindeo write about the history
of the people of Indonesia. For instance, when discussing the Dutch figetal n 1595,

shereferedt o t he 6newcomersédé as the Dutch and

In his articleéThe Indisch Dutch irPostWar Australi@ Joost Coté defirba
Dutch person in relation to the NEI @3utch nationals who happened to be in the Dutch
East Indies just before the war and were thus caught up in the Japanese occupation with
otherwise little identification withite colonyd 2’ He describd the different groups within
the NEI society; hetartedwith defining the DutcHindischpopulation. This is a group of
DutchIndies residentsvho wereborn in the NEI and had been living in the area for
several generations; thepuld be Dutch nationals of mixed European and Indonesian
heritage odwhitebDutch. The author, like Lingard, mentexithe White Australigolicy
in his article:@ontinuing colonialist sentiments within Australia that had long supported
British and Duth imperialism in Asia continued to support a vision divhite Australia
that initially preventedndischDutchiof colouio from entering the countéyWhenCoté
wrote about théutch, he was referring tavhite, Europeatiike people he also noted
that the Dutchindisch group were a diversified group of white Europeans and mixed
Europearindonesian people and that Indonesians vitbeeresid mostlikely non-white

people whose families had been living on the islands of the Indies for cerffuries.

Similarly, Evert van Imhoff and Gijs Beets atteragto define the existing groups
from the NEI. Like Coté, they idenigd an IndeDutch group, a migrant group
comprisingEuropeans, Asians and persons of mixed Europesm blood. According
to the authas, &he firstgeneration Inddutch population is defined as those who either
were Dutch and at some stage left Indonesia, or werdnteh Indonesians and at some
stage adopted Dutch nationaéify They ad@dthat this group of Ind@®utch people was
theleading group leaving for the Netherlands and countries like Australia after the war,

but were théwartime nonDutchd ¢ersons who during or after the war resided in the

25 Jean Gelman Taylomdonesia: peoples and historidew Haven: Yale University Press, 2008yiii.

26 Taylor, Indonesia peoples 144.

27 Joost Coté, "The Indisch Dutch in pasar Australia," Tijdschrift voor Sociale en Economische
Geschiedenig, no. 2 (2010)104.

28 Coté, "The Indisch Dutgh105.

29 Evert van Imhoff and Gijs Beets, "A a@graphic history of the IndButch population, 193@001,"
Journal of Population Researd@i, no. 1 (2004)47i 48.
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Indies and did not have Dutch legal statusi$eThey obtained that official stag by
settling in the Netherlands after 1945.

Finally, Robert Cribb elucidatewhen describing the ethnic status of Europeans
thatone might think that people in this groapeonly Dutch white people. However, that
is not likely to be the caseaccordingto Cribb,the boundaries were blurred child
automatically acquirets fathei®s status. Thus, if the father was of European background
and the mother was indigenous, the child was automatically considered Eutbpadn.
when interracial marriage waggldisedafter 1838 wives took the ethnic status of their
husbands. Further, from the beginning of the twentieth century, Japanese men and women
achieved théEuropeadstatus®?

To continue in the line of authors like Coté, Van Imhoff and Beets, an®,Crib
will specify the different groups of the Indies as much as possible in my thesis; if the
sources allow me to, | will differentiate between Dutch (Europeans), indigenous
Indonesians, and Dutdndischpeople. And where possible, | will certainly spgcal
other differentiated groups within the NEI laws of th®30s such as the Chinese
Indonesians. However, when the primary and secondary sources do not distinguish
between, for instance, Indonesians and Diaclisch | am limited in dividing the NEI
society into just two main grougse., Dutch [European] Indonesians and [indigenous]
Indonesians) similar to what historians such as Lingard and other contemporary
historiansusein their books and journal articlé$These categories matter because it is
essentiathatwe understand who is included or excluded from thesgaaés and why.
| want to distinguish between these groups within NEI society because each group was
treated differently by the Australian authi@s. For example, Indonesians of European

parentage received benevolent treatment, only receiving censure when they broke

30 Imhoff and Beets, "A demographic histgr1.

31 Robert CribbHistorical Atlas of IndonesigRichmond: Curzon Press, 2000p.

32 A. Dirk Moses(ed.) Empire, Colony, Genocide. Conquest, Occupation and Subaltern Resistance in
World History(New York & Oxford: Berghahn Books, 2008)27.

33 As a comparison, according to the Australian Bureau of Statistics, the 1940s Australian governments
di stinguished two grdo Thpe peoptefof Austrdliaarbaly beactadsiSed intd fRa ¢ e .
groups with respect to racial characteristics, nam@yindigenous and indigenous. The former group
comprises the European and other races who have migrated to Australia and their descendants born in
Australia, while the latter group consists of the-hibod aboriginal natives of Australia whose estirdate
number at 30th June, 1944, were 47,014, but who are not included in the general population figures of
Australia. Thenoi ndi genous population of Australia: is fu
Australian Bur eau oPFo [©Bulad tOffdahY&ssBookofthk @gmmenwealk bfV :
Australia,No. 360 194445 (Cat. no. 1301.0/486
https:/www.ausstats.abs.gov.au/ausstats/free.nsf/0/CO8D5297FE422166 CA257AF30012822C/$File/130
10 194445 section 14.pdf
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Australian local and federal laws. In contrast, Indonesians were tieatidar toenemy

aliens.

Early Dutch East Indies history

Dutch colonial history stretched over many centuriess necessary tprovidea brief
overview of the political and economic history of the country that we now know as
Indonesiaup to 1942 to understand the problematic relationships between the NEI, the
European and Indonesian population, other Western countries and the Australian people
By having greater insight into the colonial history until the Japanese invasion of the
Indies, it is easier to understand why groups of Dutch and Indonesians leftliide dt

the start of the Pacifievar and why the Dutch were so eager to return to their massive
colony after the defeat of Japan. This short overview oNiBEhistory is written from a
Dutch or Eurocentric perspective, in line with the historiographkied that was in use in

the Netherlands (at least until the 1968s)\s mentioneckarlier, Raben affirmed in his
oration speeclhatdrhe core of the problem is that the colonial history in many ways
wrings with the natiogs one. Indonesia and Netherlamdse created their own versions

of that histor@3®

The Netherlands ruled the Dutch East Indies colony for over three centuries,
except for a few years in the early 1800s. The first centuries were aetatdzl informal
rule with only formal governanaaver certain harbour territories. The colonisers reigned
over the remaining parts of the islands in the East; they signed treaties with local kings,
princes and sovereigns rather than completelonisingthe islands. As a result, the
Dutchonly slowlyseazed control of the more than 13,000 islands, taking different regions

one by one as it suited their strategic and commercial intéPests.

The Dutch sent their first fleet to the East in 1595. The Dutch East India Company
[Verenigde Oosindische Compagni€VOQ)] was established a few years later. This

34 G.J. Resinkindonesia's history between the myths. Essays in IHigiry and Historical TheoryDen

Haag: W. van Hoeve Publishers Ltd, 19685 17.

35 e kern van het probleem is dat de koloniale geschiedenis in veel opzichten wringt met die van de natie.
Indonesié en Nederland hebben hun eigen versies vgnalie ¢ h i e d e n: O/\de Sgreekt VaprtHetr d 6
Koloniale Verleden®@ Java Post14 November 2016
https://javapost.nl/2016/11/14/wpreekivoor-hetkolonialeverleden/#mord 1793

36 Robert Cribb and Colin Browiodern Indonesia: a history since 19@®ndon; New York: Longman,

1995) 5.
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trading company is seen by many as the wetldst privatelyowned multinational trade
cooperation. During its heyday, the VOC sent ovebi@®n guilders worth of goods
from the East to the Netherlandsten years®’ The bulk of the money was made by
transporting Indonesia rich spices and other commodities like cinnamon, coffee and rich
textiles®® Unfortunately, the VOC went bankrupt within two centurlescause of
increasing competition, war efforts aral lack of capital. The Dutch republican

government took on the V@Eremainingpossessions arits depths in 1798°

During the Napoleoni®Vars, Geat Britain occupied the Dutaolony for a few
years in the nineteenth century. The teidutch East Indiegs(or Netherlands East
Indiesd [Nederlanddndi€]) wasintroduced around the reobtainment in 1816. By then,
the Dutch ruled large parts of the iesl but certainly not the whole efhat is now
Indonesia. Moreover, this did not mean that the imperial rule was fully established or that
the control was never challenged. The DuEdvernment still ruled the Indies mainly by
negotiating and monitoring ¢hnative regents and indigenous leaders, which in turn
controlled the local population. That is not surprising if one considers the small numbers
of Dutch men residing in the East. The number of Europeans (military men excluded) in
1814 was estimated atughly 2000 on the islands of Madura and J&Va.

After recapturing the islands from the British, the Dutch were more or less
continuously involved in military activity in their Indonesian archipelago. The Dutch
colonial forcesverealmost uninterruptedlytavar with a rangeof indigenous enemies
and on nearlyll of theislands of the empire* The last major colonisation battle lasted
for thirty years:in 1873, the Dutch invaded Aceh, a region in the western part of the
Indiesthat wasofficially named part of the Indies whérwas declared pacified in 1903.

Six years later (in 1909), the Dutch had established an integrated Indies téfritory.

3T F.S. Gaas#, "De Verenigde Ooshdische Compagnie in de zeventiende en achttiende eeuw: de groei
van een bedrijf. Geld tegen goederen. Een structurele verandering in het Ned&ziatidsh
handelsverkeerBMGN91, no. 2 (1976)254.

38 Geertje Dekkers, "Schatten van de VOBistorisch Nieuwsblad 1 (2015) 11.

39 Jan M. Pluvierindonesié: kolonialisme, onafhankelijkheigorkolonialisme: een politieke geschiedenis
van 1940 tot hedemwol. 131 (Nijmegen: Socialistiese Uitgeverij Nijmegen, 1978)

40 |mhoff and Beets, "A demographic histgrg8. Even in the 1930s the Bypean population on those two
islands was relatively small, estimated to be around 0db%he total populationSee Liem, "De
rechtspositie der Chinez&rs8.

41 J.A. de Moor, "Afscheid an Indié?Counterinsurgency in Nederlandadié, 18161949," Militaire
Spectatorl77, no. 3 (2008)136.

42 Adrian Vickers,A History of Modern Indonesié@Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 200%)

14.
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Upon regaining power over their Indonesian possessions in 1816, the Netherlands
authorities bcused their economic attention on the island of Java, which they saw as the
key to obtaining wealth from the NEThe government chose ttparticular island in the
East because the conditions differed in Java; those in power realised its value as a
lucrative area for plantations. Thus, in the nineteenth century, Java became the centre of
the colonialempire of the NEI. In Java, the Indonesiandependence movement was
born, and the foundation of the future country was42ld.1926 and 1927, branches of
the Indonesian Communist Party attempted to throw off Dutch fTie Dutch
suppressed this revolt, and the uprising leaders were sentent¢ked Tanah Merah
(Indonesiarfor red earthprison camp north of Merauke in Dutch West New Guijoea
Irian Jaya as it was knowin the latter parbf the twentieth centujy The communist
ringleaders, their wives and families were interned in TanataiMentil early in WWII.

This group of internees was the largest group of Indonestansprisingaround 500
people, whom the NEI Government forcibly moved to Australia in 1943. Upon their
arrival, they were rénterned on Australian soil in can@pgor exampe, in CowraNSW,

and Wacal Queenslandhe latter beinghe same area as where the [g&Vernmenin-

exile/Legation would reside in Australia during most of the war y&ars.

Dutch East Indies history in the 1940s

In late 1941, the NEI Government, thgiutheri GovernorGeneral of the Indies Tjarda

van Starkenborgh Stachouwer, declared war on Japan, and a few days later, the war broke
out when thémperialJapanese Army attacked the islands of the NEI. Glai@h 1942,
DutchCommandeiin-Chief General Ter Poorten announced the unconditional surrender

to the advancing Japaneseny.*® In those early months of 1942, many people from the
NEId European, Dutchndischand Indonesiad fled to other countries, like Australia

mostly out of fearThe first group to leave the Indies to arrive in Broome were mainly
highly placed KNIL officers, the wives and children of sliipsews and some service

crews and piloté® Therefore, the people who had fled to Australia after the threat of a

43 Dahm,History of Indonesia8.

44 Ross Fitzgerald and Graham Irvine, "The Tanah Merah Exiles in Aust@iiadrant53, no.11(2009)

42.

4 Lambert J Giebels, "De Nederlandse oorlogsverklaring aan Japan en het vredesverdrag van San
Francisco, Tijdschrift Voor Geschiedenigo. 1 (2004)50i 52.

46 Nonja Peters, cordinating authorThe Dutch down under: 166806(Sydney CCH Australia, 2006)
115116.
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Japanese invamm were not a cohesive group: the groups arriving in Ausicahaprised

several groups of people with different professions, ethnic backgrounds and reasons to
leave the Indies. However, though not one homogeneous group, those people did have
something icommon:to some levelthey all feared the arrival of themperial Japanese

Army and the possibleffectthat could have on their positions and maybe even their
freedom. It is quite likely that several of these people had read and observed what
happened tofor instance, the Netherlands military personnel after the German invasion,
and they would be afraid to live through a similar experience.

It is beyond the scope of this thesis to offer an exhaustive account of what
happened to the different groups obpke thatstayed behind in the NEI territory after
the surrender to the Japanasay. However, many scholars have written extensively on
NEI history during the war years. Thégpveresearched the military actions in Scuth
East Asiaeveryday life in the BRI after the Japanese invasidhe forced labouring of
prisoners of war ROWS9, European Indonesians and other specific growpsl
internment camp¥’ The war in the Pacific officially ended with the surrender of the
Imperial Japanese Army on 1&sugust ©45. Only two days later, Sukarno, who would
become the first president of the Republic of Indonesia, and Mohammad Hatta

proclaimed the independence of Indonesia.

At the wafs closing, the Dutch military higgommand and the government tried
to reestablie Dutch colonial rule over the Indies, as will be further highlighted and
analysed inChapter 5. The DutclGovernment thought the recapturing of the Indies
would be essential for the reconstruction of the Netherjdraygeverthe Dutch needed
the supporbf other countries like Great Britain and Australia to reinstate their military
and administrativeolonial power because the Dutch did not hawuéficientmanpower
and combat poweo do soin August 1945. In the early days after the surrender of the
Japanesarmy, the British assumed responsibility for most of the RfEAt the same

time, theNEI Government needed the help of their allies to prosecute the Japanese

47 To name a few: L. de Jonghe Collapseof a Colonial Society The Dutch in Indonesia during the
Second World WallLeiden: KITLV Press, 2002)Remco Raber(ed), Representing the Japanese
Occupation of Indonesia: Personal Testimoniesind Public Imagesin Indonesia, Japan and the
NetherlandgZwolle: Waanders, 1999Henk Maier, Don van Minde and Harry Poe®ésselingvan De
Wacht IndonesiérsOver De JapanseBezetting 19421945 (Leiden: KITLV, 1995) I. J. Brugmans,
NederlandscHindié Onder JapanseBezetting Gegevens En Documenten Over De Jai®d421945
(Franeker: Wever, 1982).

48 Doug Hurst,The fourthally. The Dutch forces in Australia in WWRanberra: Chapman, 200132.
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soldiers, merchant seamand civilians for war crimes they had committed in the NEI
during the Pacifiavar?®

The Indonesian Republic supporters tried to achieve their independence by
battling with the British Army in cities like &rabga and afterwards with the returning
Dutch and NEI colonial army° With the help of predominantly Australian troops, the
Dutch militarymanaged to reoccupy many islands of the Indonesian archipelago (called
the Outer Islands), some with and some without extensive fighting by the KNIL and other
Netherlands armed forceblonethelessthe war was not continuous, and some rural
populations were relatively sheltered from the battles, and local participation was

sporadic?

However having mentioned thi®etween 1945 and 1948continuous campaign
of military actions took plee in many parts of the former Empire, in whitie
NetherlandsArmy launched twdengthy major military interventionsand enormous
atrocities were committed by Dutch soldiers against Indonesidese two critical and
violent conflicts aimed to rasser prewar colonial structures, which were
euphemistically termede Eerste en Tweede Politionele Adti®t he Fi r st an
Police Actionod] by the Dutch. According
Actiond suggest s an calotth, as leaocunemnted that theésé e
atrocities transgressed limited warfaf€éThijs Brocades Zaalbergocumented similar
Dutch attitudes. According to this author, Dutch politicians and military high command
had a tendency to frame this war in euphemistic and almost charitablé tdrensvo
major military offensives were calleBolitionele Acties] 6 P oA d tcieon s 0 ] an
expression for the occupation of the regions that the Indonesians previously controlled
was Obringing .J2BostheiDoteh governinens calleditirese war activities
Opolice actions6é f or pleeirdulpabildyaTheyrclaned that s , t
6the military police wa s*Ashhave mgentbnedibetore, me r

these were far more than simply two violent battles between the KNIL and the Dutch

4 Fred L. Borch, "In the Name of the Queen: Military Trials of Japanese War Criminals in the Netherlands
East Indies (1948949),"The Journal of Military History9 (2015) 93.

50 Cribb and BrownModern Indonesia21.

51 Mary Margaret SteedlyRifle Reports: A Story of Indonesian Independe(izrkeley: University of
California Press, 20143.

52peterRomijpiLe ar ni ng on &6t he jobdé: Dutch war volunteer
1945 4 6 Joarnal of Genocide Researth, no. 3-4 (2012):319.
%Thijs Brocades Zaal berg, " The Us e-lnaugdncyAlbumngle of t

of Strategic Stud&36, no. 6 (2013)374.
54 Lingard,Refugees and rebel254.
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armies on one side and the independent Indangr Republican nationalists on the
other. Scholars have recognised this elision. In contemporary scholarship, these wars are
recognised for what they were; fisitale reoccupation warfare instigated by the Dutch
military, the Dutch government, and KNILr oo p s . The term 61 n
|l ndependenced i s al s ouousaue, of these Datchpnhitarg i s e
attacks. In Indonesian historical articles on this period, the term most commonly used is
6mi |l it ar y.»®8gnghistermrssstilorefes the olice actiondin their work

for instance, Lingard referred the firstand the secongolice actiona fewtimesin her
publication®®

During the late 1940s, several agreements were signed between the Dutch and the
Indonesian indepelence supporters. The first major agreement was the Linggadjati
Agreement in 1947, followed by the Renville Agreement in P348uring this period of
protractive negotiations between the Dutch andriienesiarRepublic over the possible
transfer of autonomy to the Indonesians, there was a large group of Indonafsramsm

many Indonesians were incarcerated in internment castippsesiding in Australia.

It took the Indonesian Republic over four years before the Dutch at last recognised
its autonomyFinally, in December 1949, theetherland€sovernmentigned the final
covenant with the Indonesian Republic in The Hague, tathédlands, although no
agreement was reached ovButch New Guinea(nowadays Irian Jay&® The
negotiations and the influenteatthis colonial war had on the relationship between the

Netherlands and Australia will be extensively discussed in thediragdters.

Historiographical shifts on the Netherlands East Indies history in the 1940s by

Dutch authors

In July 2017 Christiaan HarinckNico van HornandBart Luttikhuispublished a rather

controversial journal article iDe Groene Amsterdamme&Dur ForgottenVictims. Who

Susi e P rBartdesscohPropf, Phdtography and Evidence of Atrocity during the Dutch Military
Actions in Indonesia (1943.950)¢ Bijdragen tot de Taal Land en Volkenkund&76, no. 23 (2020):

241.

56 See, for instanca.ingard, Refugees and rebe®59 and267.

57 The Linggadjati Agreement (also known as the Cheribon Agreement) was discussed in 1946 and signed
in 1947 Under thisagreementthe Dutchrecognise the IndonesiarRepublic as thele factoauthority on

three Indonesian islands in the welhe Renville Agreemenwassigned in January 1948 between the
Dutch and the Indonesian Republic and is named aft&f$ivearshipon which thenegotiations were hel

58 Dahm,History of Indonesia142 143.
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Counts the Indonesiabead?° The authors argued that the war in Indonesia from 1945

to 1949 still played only a limited role e Dutch historical consciousness. According

to the authors, the crimes committed in the former colonies during the decolonisation
period mainly were seeas@®ur crimes, our blame and what to do witlh $o very much

from a coloni al hi story from a Netherl an
decolonisation process, the Indonesians, remained underexposed and faceless in the
Dutch story without a true role in Dutch historythey are6 f i gsdiy aot unnar
participans, in the story® The authors calculated the number of Indonesian victims or
unidentified figurants during th#@olitionele Actie§ they estimated that 100,000 victims

were the botim limit, sothese peoplavere very much a part of the decolonisation, and

they did not need to remain faceless. This analysis shows a shifting approach to this
historical event; Harinckyan HornandLuttikhuis examinedhis historical event from a
multiperspective or the perspective of the oppressed people and not much from a
(Western) coloniseés/iewpoint

This journal article and other recent publications illustrate a gradual shift in the
dominant intellectual tradition of thstory of Dutch writing about thewar. Until the
turn of the century, most Dutch historical debates and publicasibbostWWII have
mainly concered the European war. As a result, many scholars are most preoccupied
with writing abouteitherthe NaziGermary atrocities on the Dutch Jewish population
and other minority groups within Dutch society or the conduct of Dutch politicians and
administrators during thetherland8occupatiorand the liberation of the Netherlands.
For Dutch historians, it is relativekasy to describe who could be consideggbdor
daddin the occupied Netherlandendit is easier talisclose theviolence committed by
others (i.e.the German enemy) thamatby your own people. Willem Frijhoff descritbe
this limited, Eurocentridhistorical approach as the heroic seifige of the Dutch in
WWII. He emphasis#the Dutch historical view as one of resistance to Nazi domination
andto the Dutclgs role in the Holocaust. It is only relatively recently that these positive

selfimageshawe beenchallenged. Careful historiography contributed to changjireg

59 Christiaan Harinck, Nico van Horn, and Bart Luttikhuis, "Onze vergeten slachtoffers. Wie telt de
Indonesische dodene Groene Amsterdammaeo. 30 (2017)
https://www.groene.nl/artikel/widelt-de-indonesischeloden

60 |In Dutch De rol die de oorlog in Indonesié van 1945 tot 1949 speelt in het Nederlandse publieke
historische bewustzijn blijft beperké. Het gaat om onze misdaden in de voormalige kolonién, om onze
schuld en wat daar nu mee te doen. De ander, de Indonesiér, blijft intussen zonder gezicht, zonder eigen rol
in de geschiedenis, een figurant in het Nederlandse verhaal.
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collective memory in the NetherlantfsThe Dutch University of Groningénsvebsite
describe the ongoing historiographic shift in the following way: the Dutch pride
themselves on the oonercial mentality and their Golden Age; they prefer not to talk
about slavery and other downsides of the colonial period. But a decade ago, the
uni ver si taygdes thisadl bherigedePerhaps this shift is partly generational.
Ageing Dutch colonigt have been passing awatheir population is dwindling leaving

room for a more objective discussith.

When Dutch historianis the twentieth centurfocusedon the Indies during the
war years, they emphasisgoredominantly theJapanese brutalities. Thegrimary
research anglbas beern the histories of the many Dutch residents who were interned
in camps all across the Indiasd the liberation of the NEMoreover, if scholarsirote
about thedPolitionele Actie§ for example this was all positioned as a part of a linear
narrative explaining the end of teepire. Prior to the 2000s, prominent Dutch scholars
largely ignored Indonesian politics and perspectives, such as the history of
republicanisnf?® Currently, there seems be a shift to a far more critical, objective and
multifaceted approach in which the KNIL atrocities and the imperfections of the Dutch
Government are manifested. Historian Gert Oostimdited thathis shift is due to the
fact that the previous generatiohcolonial historians found the violence in the Ind@s
be ademonstrable risk, and Jan Batfloughta significant reason was that the Indies

violence was a very controversial subject, whiffectedthe scientific debat&"

To put the size of the Ne¢rlands forces in Indonesia into a broader historical
perspective, historian Rémiimpach comparg the number of military personnel
detached from Indonesteth the dimensions of other big armies in wiallown postwar
conflicts. In his article on extremButch military violence during the Indonesian
independence wahe statel that theNetherlandsArmy in Indonesiacomprisedabout

200,000 men, which was quite impressive on its own. However, the author cdnfisre

51 willem Frijhoff, "The Relevance of Dutch History, or: Much in Little? Reflections on the Practice of
History in the NetherlandsBMGN 125, no. 23 (2010) 21.

62 WebsiteRijksuniversiteit Groningen, assessed 11 Sape 2018
https://www.rug.nl/education/scholierenacademie/studieondersteuning/profielwerkstuk/alfasteunpunt/subj
ects/onderwerpen/geschiedenis/nederlatkdéenialegeschiedeniengeschiedschrijving

63 Publications likePetra M.H. Groen, "Militant response: The Dutch use of military force and the
decolonization of the Dutch East Indies, 1988," The Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History
21, no. 3 (1993)J.J.P. de Jondpe waaier van het fortuirDe Nederlanders in Azié en de Indonesische
archipel(Den Haag: SDU, 1998).

Snrc.nl, 6 | e d ®VisteHet Maar Niemand Kon Het Zegg@ri6 September 2016
https://www.nrc.nl/nieuws/2016/09/16/iederesist-hetmaarniemandkon-hetzeggerd 264914

al521914
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with boththe armed forces in thHérench Algerian independence war (1934€62) and
the US presence in the Vietham War. He elucidateat this Dutcharmy in Indonesia
was in percentagefar more comprehensive than the French@d8dorceswerein their

wars®®

Degite a lack of public historical consciousness, there has been an enormous
growth in the number of Dutch publications (books, journal articles and historical
newspaper articles). On the topic of the history oiNEé&, especially on the Indies during
the war years until the signing of the Indonesian Declaration of Independence in
December 1949, more publications appeared. Nearly all of these recent historical
publications show a more or less general overview ofNBe in the 1940s, or they

concentrate on particular subject matter of the country, the occupiers and period.

The Netherlands, Netherlands East Indies and Australian literature on the
Netherlands East Indiespeople in Australia, 1942 1949

Many books and journal articles have recently been publisbedtthe NEI during and

after WWII, with a few focusing on the Indonesian side of the decolonisation story. And
many historians have written about the fgsheration migrants and Australiborn

citizens of German, ltalian or Japanese desdant s o known as t he
population¥ and their experiences during WWII in the Commonwedlthis section will
highlight some valuable secondary sourcescerningAu st r al i aés rel at.i
NEI between 1942 and 1949 and sources relateth@éanternment of foreigners in
Australia in the same period. | will analyse recent publicationsenrkity Dutch scholars,

and | will end with publications written by Englisipeaking authors on this topic.

On the part of the Dutch scholars, the number of publications on the NEI in
Australia is minimal. As far as | could ascertain, no Dutch scholar basthg published
any bookghatspecificallyhavelndonesians in the Commonwealth during and just after
t he warés conclusion as their main subj e«
representatives in Australia, and the Europeanladdnesiarresidents are sometimes

mentioned in publications but never as the @s@kimary subject. Additionally, very few

 Rémy Limpach, "Extreem Nederlands militair geweld tijdens de Indonesische onafhankelijkheidsoorlog
19451949, O6éBrengun erover en Mliaire$recawrldsong. 40 (2006k naar
416.
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Dutch scholars recently published any journal articles closely related to my research
subjectt®

A couple of recent books have been publisbedhe decolonisation period and
the @Politionele Actie® These publications are well researched and essential to my
researchandoffer insights into the position of the Netherlands and the NEI after WWII,
the considerations by young Dutch men to joia thilitary or to decline to fight in the
Il ndi es, and the NEI decolonisation Aboncer
example of a recent publication on NEI colonial historfrials for International Crimes
in Asia In this publication, thewhor, Lisette Schouten, demonstchtbat there were
close to 450 war trials in the NEI between August 1946 and early®194¢he first few
months after th&@roklamasj the NEI administration was keen to try those Indonesians,
Europeans and Chinese wimaight have collaborated with the Japanese occupiers.
Additionally, Schouterioundthat investigations were conducted and evidence collected.
The first cases to be brought before the temporary somattial [Temporaire
Krijgsrader] were those suspected of collaboration with the Japanese occupiers. The
Temporaire Krijgsraden and the jurisdiction of these courts is one of my major research

topics.

De IndiéWeigeraars Vergeten Slachtoffers Van Een Koloniale Oorlog
published in 2015s a book on the history of the young Dutchmen who declined to fight
in the NEI colony after the defeat of thaperial Japanese Army in August 1985In
this book, Weijzerexploredthe personal reasons why Dutch men refused service, their
treatment as dy deniers, the responses by the Netherl@uwgernment and the pubiie
perception of these conscientious objectors. He also critically adallgeeexisting
secondary literature on Dutch objectors, almostoélivhich waswritten with some
political perpective, according to Weijzen. This publication provides a glimpse into the
ideas of the Dutclindies refusersan ideal groupo comparevith the Indonesian soldiers
abiding in Australia who refused to fightrtherin the KNIL. The book is also useftor
a comparison between the Dutch reactions to refuserghendeactionsof the NEI

military high command in Australiak-urther, the author is unsympathetic to the archival

6 A few articles in Dutch haveecently been publishedn the topi¢ for example,Esther Zwinkels,
"Gevoelige relatie: IndonesiéBoemerand5 (2016).

67 Lisette Schouten, "Colonial Justice in the Netherlands Indies War Crimes Trial3jiais for
International Crimes in Asiged.Kirsten Sellars (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2085)

%8 Antoine Weijzen,De Indiéweigeraars. Vergeten slachtoffers van een koloniale oofldigecht:
Uitgeverij Omniboek, 2015).
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methods used by those responsible in the armed forces. Hkthttéarchiving atthe
armed forceslid not have a high priori&?°® His remarksegardinghe archiving methods

of the armed forces suggest how difficult it is to retrieve all essential transcripts of the
Australian courmartial case$

Another book has recently emerged, a pawloich isdedicated to my historical
research ared®riemaal ost,FrangoisVanAerssen BeijereNanVoshol (18881968).
Marineofficier, Koopman En Diplomaatwritten by his sonMarnix van Aerssenr! In
this book,Van Aerssenod6s |ife was reviewed,; wh €
diplomat, he worked in Australia #ise Netherlands Minister to Australia from 1942
1947 before becoming the Netherlands Minister in China. Although a large part of this
book isabouthis time working and living in Australia, the (indigenous) Indonesians are
unfortunately barely mentioned; the NEI and its people are mainly described in the
context of, for example, pestar reoccupation and discussions on the black ban with the
Australian authorities. Based on this book, one caresMelopgreat insight into the
Indonesiang lives, treatment and experiences on Australian soil. This publication
comprisedmany notes, and it appeared to be well researched. Though looking more
closely at thesourcesused one should realise that it seems that the author only used
newspaper articles and Australian secondary sources but no primary archival sources

from theNAA or any smaller local Australian archives for his book.

Dutch historians researchinguétraliads involvement in the independence of
Indonesia have generally ignored archival materials in Australian archives; hardly any
Australian archives are mentioned in their works. In contrast, while the Indonesian
experience in Australia during WWII hggovoked minor academic interest in the
Netherlands, the subject received attention from Engliaking scholars (Australian
andthose from the Ug like George, Lockwood, Lingar@ennett Jand Goodall? All
these scholars have published books or\tBé Government, the Indonesian merchant

seamen, and the KNIL in Australia and the pgat decolonisation period in the Indies

9 Weijzen,De Indiéweigeraars 17.

0\Weijzen,De Indiéweigeraars 17-18.

"t Marnix van AerssenDriemad Oost. Francois van Aerssen Beijeren van Voshol (188:8).
Marineofficier, koopman en diplomagRotterdam: Karwansaray Publishers, 2016).

2 George Australia and the Indonesian revolutioRupert LockwoodBlack armada: Australia and the
struggle for Indonesian independence, 1947Sydney: Hale & Iremonger, 1982)ingard,Refugees and
rebels Bennett jr.,The return of the exile&oodall,Beyond borders
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in relation to the Commonwealtnd| am building on the work off these prominent

scholars.

Geor ge 6s p wasamathe yrterrfatiocalidevelopments and Australian
(political) relationship with the Dutch East Indies after the war. In contrastc k wo o d 0 s
publicationfocusel mainly on the developing relationship between the Indonesitres
seafarerd@ and the Australian unions arkle black ban (the boycott) of Dutch vessels
after WWII. Lingard's paipstaking research has allowed us to see the extraordinary
relationships between Indonesian refugees, seamen and Indonesians already residing in
Australia before WWII, as hdyook concatrates on the whole group of Indonesiand
the help they received from individual Australians and Australian organisations. At the
same ti me, Bree rRatent a the BExites: Kustradea Repatriation of the
Indonesians, 194%7 emphasisg as the title suggests, the puosr journey of
Indonesians from Australia back to their home country on ship&#kerance BayAnd
Goodall 6s publication focussed on the wunc
Indians mainly living in Australiawhowereheavilyinvolved in the postvar Indonesian

struggle.

These secondary sources have been, as mentioned, of much value to my.research
However, these historians have not extensively used the National Aratfivine
Netherland¢NAN) in The Hagueany other Dutch archives or many additional valuable
secondary sources in the Dutch languagene of these researchers seemed to have
included the earlier mentioned De Vriachive on WWII military correspondence, or
t he val uadlécwmmnsNANDsh cas on Australiads ani
camps in Casino and Lytton, or Hubertus
with the Australian state and government officfdl§he scholars consulted very few
Dutch archival recals and hardly any Dutch language newspapers were used as
additional sourcesThese authorsnainly utilised available Dutch sources when they

appeared in the NAA and local Australian archives.

Dutch scholars have not yet published any substantial publications on this

historical DutchiAustralian subjectin contrast to Dutch historiography, there has been

* NAN, 2.10.17 Inventaris van het archief van de Procu@emeraal bij het Hooggerechtshof van
Nederlands Indig, (1936) 1945949 (1969), inv nr 1334, O0Stukken b
van KNIL-militairen in Australié enincidentenindekaenp Casi no en Lyttoné; 2.1
archief van het Ministerie van Kolonién te Londen, 19446 (1948) invnr53® St ukken betr ef f
steunverlening aan Nederlandse onderdanen in het buitenland, Australig, 1942 4 6 .
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more interest in Australidtndonesian historypy Australian historiansIhe most recent
pubications in the English language relating to the indigenous Indonesians in Australia
between 1942 and 1949 gneedominanthjournal articles. Some articles portray a select
few Indonesiansn great detail; in a limited number of publications, the Ind@mssin

the Commonwealth are the main research topic, though often the Indonesians are just
mentioned in a paragraph as part of a broader historical research’fhi¢amtheless,
there exist some wetksearch publications on this topic in Englistoweve, little, if

any, recently published research exists on thed@nesiammigrants to Australia and, in
particular, when conditions became more favourable, their struggles to return to their
home countryAnd, contrary to the authorsentioned earliedjk e Bennetf Goodalland
Lingard, most contemporary nddutch authorshave demonstrate their use ofsome
primary and extensive utilisation of the secondary sources in the Dutch lanjuage
opinion, this isa muchneeded addition to the scholarly research on this underexamined
topic. My research, however, goes further than that of these contemporary Australian
researcherd. haverelied heavily on Australian, Dutch and Indonesian primary source
materials sud as intelligence reports, newspaper articles and, most importantly,
correspondence by NEAustralian politicians and highanking governmental officials,
such asmmigration officersand a few letters written by Indonesians, living and working

in Austrdia. The study ultimately intends to demonstyébe the first time, the connection
between the relevant Dutch archival mate@atsainly written in Dutch and English,
though also in other langua@eandthe existing sources in ttNAA and other Australian
archivego provide new insight into the extraordinary history of the Eurodmammainly

Indonesians in Australia between 1942 and 1949.

74 See for exampé, Sean Brawley, "The 'Spirdf Berrington House': the future of Indonesia in wartime
Australia, 194321945,"Indonesia and the Malay Worlth, no. 117 (2012Harry A. Poeze, "Frorfoe to

Partner to Foe Again: The Strange Alliance of the Dutch Authorities and Digoel Exiles in Australia, 1943
1945 "Indonesia 94, no. October (2012); Graham Irvine, "Legality and freedom: Indonesian internees in

the Victory Camp, Casino, New South WaleAustralia & New Zealand Law and History eJournal

(2011); Rosalind Hewett, "(Rehi gr at i on: I ndonesi ans of méoki@d des
Identities25, no. 3 (2019).
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Chapter 1: The Royal Dutch East Indies Army before 1942

The cut in personnel under the latest economic proposals amouab®ud
eighty-seven officers and over two thousand and six hundred- non
commissioned officers and men, including three hundred European soldiers.
These numbers are perhaps not important in themselves, but they increase in
significance when it is borne in ndrthat they represent almost a tenth both of
the whole Netherlandsdian Army and of the European troops in the colony.

The above quotatiois part of a fivepage letter writtenby he Uni t e dUKKi ngd
ConsulateGeneral Henry Fitzmaurice in Batavralate 1932. This letter indicatehe

size of the KNIL army in the early 1930s and the aBwthnic composition. If one would
extrapolate this lettés figures, it is reasonable to assess that the KNIL army comprised
around 30,000 NEI men, Dutchndo-European,and Indonesias) in total. These
estimated figures are supported by a K&limemorial volume published in the early
1960s; according to this publication, the colonial arcgmprised about 10,000
Europeans out of just over 30,000 professiamidliers in thel930s? Sq, the colonial

military contained professional soldiers but also a large number of draftees.

The extrapolated figures may not sound especially impressive. However, we need
to considerthe relative size of the Netherlands. Herasva small country managing a
massive empirein 1930,the Netherlands only had 7n8llion inhabitants compared to
the NEI which hadaround 52million. In that same year, only approximately DR
Europeans were living in the Indi#¥hese numbers antlis comparison are essential to
emphasise, abey partly explain why the NEI military high command in the 1920sl
even moresoin the1940s wasso hesitant to allow mox@ n a tseldiees éto the KNIL.

The racially motivated fear of the colonialling Dutch can be explainday the fact that

1 NAA, A981, NETHE 18, Quote from a letter from the UK Consulaneral H. FitzmauriceniBatavia

to the Principal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Foreign Office in London, 28 November 1932.

2 F. Witkamp, (red),Gedenkboek van het K.N.l.L. 191961 (Amersfoort: N.V. Drukkerij G.Jvan
Amerongen & Co, 19611104,

3 Imhoff and Beets, "A demographic histor2; Evert van Imhoff, Gijs Beets, and Corina Huisman,
"Indische Nederlanders 192D01: een demografische reconstructizeVolking en Gezi2 (2003) 92

94.

StatlLine, O6Bevol king, Hui shoude mssessefl ApBI202b| ki ngso
https://opendata.cbs.nl/statline/#/CBS/nl/dataset/37556/table?ts=1528691272180

The group OEuropeansO (Coropsanssucte aspeaple frobuBelgium ardn d ot
Germany, but also Americans, Australians, Japanese and Egyptians, as they were all equated to the same
legal groupSeetheIntroductionchapter of this thesis
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at any point, the militasyrained indigenous Indonesians, especially the Javanese, could
try to oveturnthe NElI Government and colonial rule.

During the first decades of the twentieth century, the Indesy struggled to
attract enough young men. The pool of potential recruits in Europe dried up, and
conscription in the Netherlands made recruiting volunteers even more challenging. Years
after military conscription became compulsory for all Dutch men in théddends,
compulsory enlistment was also introduced in the NEI. Article 2 of the Royal Decree of
1923 regulatingmilitary service in the NEI stated thatvi t hi n t he age €
inhabitants of the Netherlands East Indies who are Netherlanders shadiblee th

military servicé*

But how did the army define the categdButch or Netherland® Were all men,
Dutch and indigenous, considered equal in the colonial army? The NEI army was
bilingualfrom its foundation. The indigenous recruits maspke Malay, whereas most
officersfirst language was Dutch, resulting in some communication prolSi@iasany
other major problems exist in thedischcolonial army until WWII? To answer these
guestions, | will look into the earlier history of the adnhater called theéKNIL @ and
its origin. This chapter wilbe mainly confined to the land soldiers and their army
superiors, although we acknowledge the existence of the marine f{étoemklijke

Marine] and later the air forces as well.

In this chapter, | will further explore the size and development of thenieblo
army to understand the reluctanoéthe Dutch to increase the numbers of indigenous
soldiers, even though there existed a genuine threat of an invagitime Imperial
Japanese Army. As Bosma showellVhite European colonial soldiers cannot be
consicered of marginal numerical importance, even if, in some cases, colonial armies
overwhelmingly consisted of indigenous troap3he growth of the NEI colonial army
was substantial, both in the metropole and in the Indies. The reasons behind this
expansiontell us much about the nature of Dutch colonial rule on the eve of WWII. Next,

| will briefly compare this NEI army with other colonial troops and their problems, as it

4NAN, 2.02.14, inv. nr. 7357, Inventaris van het archief van het Kabinet der Koningin, (1814) 9498
(1988),1932 mei 2531; NAA, A981, NETHE 18, Translation of the first paragragtthe Royal Decree

of 28 May 1923, from the Hague Despatch No. 27 oRffeJanuary 1932.

5 Eric Storm and Ali Al Tuma (esl), Colonial Soldiers in Europe, 191#945: "Aliens inUniform" in
Wartime SocietiefNew York: Routledge, 2016233.

6 Ulbe Bosma, "European colonial soldiers in the nineteenth century: their role in white global migration
and patterns of colonial settlementgurnal of Global History (2009) 321.
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might giveinsight intoandan explanation for the Dutch struggles with their indigesio
servicemerand the continuous debate regarding the conscriptibmdohesians.

In the final section of this chapter, | will analyse the asnyomposition in the
1930s. This exposition is essential if we are to contextualise the problems that arose at
the start of WWII. When the war broke out, the army had to transition fréighéingd
army to adefuge®army residing in Australia. This KNIL refugee army, composed of
European Indo-Dutch, but mainly Indonesiansoldiers, found a temporary base in the
Commonwealthof Australig a country historically not so enthusiastic about accepting
nonwhite newcomersThe composition of the Royal East Indies Army in the-\wee
years is crucial to examine, as it influenceed tdecisiorma ki ng of t he Ar
command after WWII. This chapter does not suggest that it was a fear of Indonesian
troops outnumbering European soldiers in the KNIL that led directly to Indonesian
internment in Australia. Rather, | argue that a nemoaphere of open revolt in Indonesia
after 1945 scared the Dutch leadership, ultimately leading to the internment of

Indonesians in Australia, the issue of political consciousness and willingrmes® o

1.1 The colonial army recruitment in the nineteenh century

Like their Netherlands counterpart, the KNIL standing army was established in the first
few years after the NapoleorWars, although in the beginning, it was still part of the
NetherlandsArmy, and at this point, it was not consideteayaldyet. After signing the
Angloi Dutch Treaty of 1814, the British left most parts of the Indies, and the NEI needed
armed forces to maintain order in the colony aodcontrol and oppress the local
inhabitants. This did not mean that the Netherlands wantedletnguthority and direct

rule over the whole of their colony; they still governed much of the archipelago by
indirect rule. This&ule of absendgwas only abandoned in the second half of the

nineteenth century.

In 1818 the IndiesArmy comprisedclose to 10,000 med& with no army

reserved of which about half were locally recruited indigenous men. Only a year later

" Petra M.H. Groen, "Geweld en geweten. Koloniale oorlogvoering en milithieken Nederland$ndié,
18161941,"Militaire Spectatorl82, no. 5 (2013P53.
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the army had grown to just over 13,000 rAén.the early days of the Indigsrmy, the

ratio of Dutch to Indonesian regular soldiers was With a clear intenfor a racial
segregation strategy, the NEI colonial army tried to keep the Dutch element dominant.
They probably introduced this strategy because of a fear that indigenous soldiers might
revolt. These military commanders were not congd that local soldiers were loyal to

the Dutch cause; they were less trusted and valued than their European counterparts. The
military leaders had no desire to let the ratio of European to Indonesian soldiers
deteriorate, although it was challenging éoruit enough Dutch European volunteers.

When the Indies Army was first established, only accepted longerm
volunteers, and these had to sign up for a minimum of six years. The Dutch European
recruits who signed up for the voluntary military serviogere almost exclusively
unmarried men. It remains unclear if the military at that poambprisedonly European
and Inlandersor also Dutch-Indisch men. One thing is certaithe number of Dutch
Indischoffspring grew substantially shortly after the arrival of large groups of European
military personnel, partly because of the lack of European women in the colony. As the
number of European women in the territory rose, European soldiensgAsian wives
became socially unacceptable. Mixing with other ra@es, nonwhite) became less
accepted, especially for higanking Christian militaries, as it waonsiderednot in
accordance with Christian morality. In the nineteenth and early twentieth ceuattigf, r
discrimination grew substantially in the Dutch colonial world with the arrival of more
white women. Eventually, it became illegal for a European military man to move openly

with hisInlandseconcubine in a public placé.

However, the military commahin the Indies allowed the loweanked European
soldiers to openly live with an indigenous woman within the barrack Waflse Dutch
colonial minister Levinus Keuchenius even wrote a letter toath®ey commander in
which theminister urgently invitedite commander to make arrangements against the
concubinage and the advancement of church attendance. On the other hand, some people
within the NEI society thought that even living together witld an a twifewagpart of

the way of life within the colonialvorld. The BataviamewgaperJavabodearticulated

8 Wim Willems (ed), Sporen van een Indisch verleden, 148@2 (Leiden Rijksuniversiteit Leiden,
1992) 24.

% Gerke Teitler, "The mixed company: fighting power and ethnic relatiotteeibutch Colonial Army,
1890 1920,"South East Asia Researt, no. 3 (2002)2.

10 &ZedelijkheidsG e h u i, DenExdre812 August 1912, 4.

11 willems, Sporen 25, Ulbe Bosma, "European colonial soldigr333 Petra Groen, "Aan de rand van de
tangsi.Het kazerneconcubinaat in het KNIWMilitaire Spectatorl78, no. 3 (20091124.
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this view ¢he concubinage if one would consider it an evil, necessarily follows from life

in the colony!?

In 1830, after the ending of the JaVWar (182%1830), the Indies military
apparatus shiftedhe IndiesArmy had been granted an autonomous status and was no
longer organised as part of the Dutch national military folt@he armys recruitment
problems remained, although the shortage of men was not problematic in the early years
of the new colaial army. Recruitmenthoughdid not meet the militag needs. The
Netherlands expanded their direct and indirect rule over the Indonesian archipelago to
uphold their newly gained territory and execute the primary assignment of ensuring
domestic securityand order; the colonial army constantly needed more soldiers and
officers, both native Indonesians and Dutch. Even as early as 1845, the Netherlands
Governmentnvestigated possible solutions to the shortage of Inéliresy personnel.

The IndiesArmy needed between@DO and 1200 recruits from the mother country each
year just to maintain its strength. One of the introduced Dutch policies was higher pay to
encourage the Dutch recruits to sign for the Indlesny.!* Besides the constant
expansion of their direct and indirect rule over Indies territory, the NEI government had
other reasons for maintaining such a relatively large professional tarmgnage and
dominate the indigenous Indonesiatise army was constdptbattling local wars.
Significant internal threats existed in numerous regional areas; for instance, in the 1870s,

the army was desperate for new recruits because of its colonial war irtAceh.

A factor increasingly hindering colonial recruitment during nineteenth century
wasthegrowing social resistance in the Netherlandh&army service. While the Dutch
national troops had a dishonest reputation, it was nothing compared to that of the colonial
army, which regularly received public condemnatidim the late nineteenth century,
even a small movement in the Netherlands insisted on removing the appraising sentences

on the contributions and achievements of lingisch army from the Quedr yearly

12 EenPoging Tot Verbetering Van Den Zedelijken En Godsdienstigen Toestand Der Militainen

I n d $umdtraCourant Nieuws, Handels En Advertentiebladd October 1888,; tiNederlandschindiéd
JavaBode Nieuws Handels En Advertentieblad Voddederlandsctindi€, 8 November 1894, 2.

13 3.J. de Groot, "Gidsen, berichtbrengers, spionnen en krijgsgevangenen. Optreden in voormalig
Nederlanddndié, 19001949,"Militaire Spectatorl78, no. 1 (2009%4.

14 @Nederlanded Provinciaal Dagblad van NoordBrabant enés Hertogenbossch8tadsCourant 7
February 1845, 1.

15 Ulbe Bosma and Thomas Kolnberger, "Military Migts: Luxembourgers in the Colonial Army of the
Dutch East Indies,ltinerario 41, no. 3 (2017)557.

16 Martin Bossenbroek, "The living tools of empire: The recruitment of European soldiers for the Dutch
colonial army, 18141909,"The Journal ofmperial and Commonwealth HistoP3, no. 1 (1995)38.
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parliamentary opening speeth.The soldier§ reputaion was described by NEI
Commandein-Chief Duke Bernhard van SaXEeimar Eisenaclas follows é&oldiers

with a criminal record, deserters from the Dutch national army, drunkards, deserters from
the Belgian and French armies and Germans, most of whorasayas and tramps, and

for whom the service in this colony is a last refiffekees van Dijkhasshown thathe
number of foreign European soldiers in the NEI military fdrad beervast According

to the author, in 1900, almost cfigh of all Europeas serving in the army of the NEI,
some 3,000 soldiers, were foreigners. And their motivations for signing up for this foreign
armyhadlikely been the bounty they received on enlistisighilar to many Dutch young
men These soldiergrantedto escapéhepovertyin their home countrie©therEuropean
reauits might have beemotivated by thechanceto run away from the la#? The
reputation ofNEI soldiers both from the Netherlands as well as from other European
countrieswas not dissimilar tthat ofother European soldiers in the East. According to
author Victor Kiernan, when describing English soldiers in India just before the Great
Mutiny (or Indian Rebellion) of 1857, tideavy drinking of crude spirits was the most

common refuge from their hardtldJnder stress of crisis it worserggel

In the second half of the nineteenth century, solutions to the shortage of qualified
Dutch personnel were diverse. The NEI military high command allowed young men from
other European countri@greferably Belgian, &man and Scandinavian youngsiers
to register as well. Apparently, they were considered trustworthy ertbégha result,
about 20,000 nebutch Europeans and son#S citizenssigned up for the Dutch
colonial army. Their reasons for signing up with theseign army were likely to have
been the payment received, the adventure of living and fighting in the East or maybe even

to leave a desperate life or troubled past behind, as accentuated by the Corimander

17 @ns Indisch Leger en Indié in het ParlendeDe Locomotief Samarangsciiandels en Advertentie

Blad, 30 October 1899, 2.

18 Ineke van Kessel, "West African soldiers in the Dutch East Indies: from Dool&ladk Dutchmen,"
Transactions of the Historical Society of Gh&hé005) 55.

19 Kees van Dijk, "The Fears of a Small Country with a Big Colony: The Netherlands Indies in the First
Decades of the Twentieth Century."Ammies and Societies Boutheast Asjad Volker Grabowsky and
Frederik Rettig (Chiang Mai: Silkworm Books, 20,18%-90.

20 Victor Gordon KiernanColonial Empires and Armies, 181®60 (Montreal & Kingston: McGilk
Queen's University Press, 1998).

The Indian Mutiny was the first widespread, though unsuccessful rebellion or uprising against British rule
in India from 18571852 The Edi t ors of Encycl opaeEtdydopadia i t ann
Britannica assessed May 2021
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Chief Van SaxaVeimar Eisenack? Other farreating measures were taken as well: to
attract more Dutch volunteers, the colonial army raised payments in advance, shortened
contract durations, broadened educational opportunities for the volunteers and improved
their housing conditions. Additionally, tmailitary generally lowered the criteria to sign

up, and the ratio of Dutch to Indonesian soldiers drastically changed; at the establishment
of the NEI army, it had been one European soldier for every Indonesian soldier.

After 1895, indigenous soldiers cgirtuted the majority of the colonial army
However,in the earlt wenti et h century, the official
became that a large proportion of native soldiers in the Indies army would weaken the
colonial army Van Dijk ha notedfromth e 1 Rapp®rt v&n de staatscommissie voor
de verdediging van Nederlandsbidieg t h &ot fighting a foreign enemy or for action
in regions in the archipelago with a belligerent population, military experts had decided
that no more than half of theoops should consist of native soldidtswvas also argued
in the Dutch Senate that the colonial army could not be expanded by simply recruiting
more soldiers from among the Indonesian population, as that would be detrimental to its
fighting 2 amynd MBIIthis ratio. od European soldiers to local soldiers
changed agajnt has been estimated that it wasighly 1:3. This ratio is very similar to
other colonial armies; for instance, after the Great Mutiny, the British colonial troops in
Indiacomprisecbnethird European and twthirdsIndian?* The NEI officerératio, and
probablythat ofthe British officers in the Indian army too, was and remained unequal; it
has been estimated that until the outbreak of the PaWHic only twenty offices in the

armed forces were considered Indonestan.

The culture of the KNIL army was not simply defined by thasmbers and ratios
but also by evidence of a new mindset amongst indigenous soldiers, a new political
consciousness and a willingnégsevolt The fear of a revolt was not based on any actual
previous event; no KNIL uprising was recorded, as will be discussed in 1.4. Though, as
an example of this altered mindset, the changing dynamics in the political arena in the
country in the 1920s and 30sght be the reason for the baseless fear amongst Dutch and
NEI political leaders. As Marieke Bloembergen clearly stated, when describing the NEI

colonial problems, wathe weakness of its legitimack.s s he anal ysed:

22 H.L. Zwitzer and C.A. Heshusiusjet Koninklijk Nederland$ndisch Leger 1831950: een terugblik
(‘'sGravenhageStaatsuitgeverij, 197712.

Z2VanDijk, "The Fears of a Small Countly91-92.

24 Bosma, "European colonial soldigr321.

25 Zwitzer and Heshusiu&oninklijk Nederlanddndisch Leger11.
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became even more saligntthe 1920s and 1930s, when the colonial government faced
growing opposition from nationalist organisations and, in the wake of the suppression of
the communi st revolts in Ja#% @he aatiathalisS u ma t
organisations Bloembergen refers to were groups that participated in a Communist
uprising, which led to the incarceration of many leaders in internment camps in Boven
Digoel. Even though no direct relation between this uprising and the iMNitary could

be established, the political elite could have imagined a ctonec

Historians disagree over the precise number of Dutch Europeans who left for the
Indies to serve in theplonialarmy. In total, in the nineteenth century, about 84,00&cH
men and almost 5,000 officers left the Netherlands for the army MEheaccording to
Ulbe Bosma and Kees Mandemak&r8osma calculated that of those Dutch who
survived their army years, nearly®@Gtayed behind in the colony after completingrthe
service; many of them easily found other types of employ&idntanother article by
Bosma, he estimated that around 154,000 colonial soldiers andononissioned
officers served in the NEI between 1815 and 13¥0%his number of recruits is similas t
the estimatios madeby other historians. Gert Oostindie and Jeannette Schoorl assessed
that between 1815 and 1914, approximately 160,000 young Dutch men (arounaf 1.5
the Dutch male population) left the Netherlands to take up military service indies¥
Martin Bossenbroek estimated roughly the saegardingthe total number of recruits
from all European backgroun@ietween 1815 and 190976,250 European young men

were recruited, of which almost 106,08@reconsidered Dutcht

%®Marieke Bloembergen, AVol, meurtre et action p
|l ocales de |l a s®curit® aux | ndes GandBidrnb. 8(A042),ses o
10.

27 Ulbe Bosma and Kees Mandemakers, "Indiégangers: sociale herkomst en migratiemotiev@é9%0330
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CountriesHistorical Reviewl23, no. 2 (2008)165.
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Table 11: Size colonial army/KNIL& estimated number of mer?

Year Number | Year Number
1819 13,000 | 1927 35,000
1860 26,500 | 1929 37,000
1873 28,000 | 1933 31,000
1898 38,000 | 1937 33,500
1900 42,000 |1938 34,000
1918 37,000 | 1941 41,000

Nevertheless, all thé&ar-reaching measurgsuch as improving the living conditions,
changing the background ratio and accepting-Dotch European personnelid not
achieve the outcome hoped for by the DuBtwvernmentand military high command

the army remained relativegmall (see Table 1.1Yhe army grew slowly in numbers
and at the turn of the century, the NEI army consisted of just 42,000 sokliessding

to military historian Gerke TeitletBy the end of the nineteenth century, the outcome of
these efforts had toed out to be rather disappoint@ifd As we will see, it was not only

the composition of the KNIL army that changed in the twentieth century but also the

political sensibility of the soldiers themselves.

1.2 The changingarmy in the early decades of the twetieth century

At the start of the twentieth century, the Netherl@missition in the world was quite
different fromthat of other European colonial powers. While Britain and France were
still politically influential in Europe, holding stable and extersbolonial territories, the

Netherland8economic and political power in Europe Haded?®* Britain still ruledalf

32 Basedon De Groot, "Gidsen, berichtbrengersi4; C.A. HeshusiusSoldaten van de kompenie KNIL
18301950. Een fotodocumentaire over het dagelijks leven van het koloniale leger in Nedértiiads
(Houten: De Haan/Unieboek b.v., 1988) C.A. HeshusiusHet KNIL van Tempo Doelg@msterdam:
De Bataafshe Leeuw, 198820 R. L. Blom and T. StellingNiet voor God en niet voor het Vaderland.
Linkse soldaten, matrozen en hun organisaties tijdens de mobilisatie va (Bbesterberg: Uitgeverij
Aspekt, 2004) 736 Bossenbroek, "The living toqls32i 33; Groen, "Geweld en gewetér255 NAA,
A981, NETHE 18, page 12%etter from the UK Consulat&eneral H. Fitzmaurice in Batavia to the
Principal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Foreign Office in London, 28 NovemberHa32, The
fourth ally, 15 6 Mi | i t ai r :enteliew withGomraanderein Chief H.L. Lal@uSoerabaijasch
Handelsblagd 16 February 1931, ZDefending Dutch Indies. 10,000 More Soldégfhe Sydney Morning
Herald, 9 June 1938, 11.

33 Teitler, "The mixed companiy361.

34 Gerke Teitler,;The Dutch colonial army in transition: the militia debat®001921, Occasional paper,
No 12, (Townsville: James Cook University of North Queensland, 1981)
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the worldd and France administered countless Caribbean islands Weketo French
Indochina in the East. While thidetherlands was still considered a colonial p@was
they controlled Surinam, islands in the Caribbean and large parts of piagent
Indonesid@ their status as an imperial power had diminished.

According to a local NEI newspaper, bdanuary 1900, the Deh colonial army
comprisedjust over 15,000 Europeans below the rank of offioéwhom 3,100 were
consideredforeigner&®® During the first two decades of the twentieth century, several
changes transpired in the NEI colonial army. First, the &rayhorities realised that
structural adjustments were needed because the group of potential soldiers from European
countries for the standing army became ever sndajpartly because of the precursor and
the outbreak of World War(WWI)8 eventhough the seleitin criteria remained quite
strict. Another key reason for the shortage of Dutch volunteers was compulsory military
service which was introduced in the Netherlands at the beginning of the twentieth

century?®

The Dutch Governmenttried to tempt recruits ith higher pay as part of a
subsidised volunteer program. Volunteers received a substantialsifge of around
225 guilders, and they had to stay in the Indies for a-year period. Some Dutch
draftees, especially the unemployed ones, found this @mactate employment
opportunity. Once onboard, many quickly regretted their decision, partly because the
conditions under which the recruits were transported were deplothlelesoldieré
comfort was not the arndy priority3” Once they arrived in the colony, many complained

of health problems caused by the hot climate.

Numerous additional plans were proposed: establishing a European militia in the
Indies (already in use on Java and some other islands), compulsory militéacg setive
Indies for Europeans with Dutchationality andexpanding the veterabseserve.
However, in those early years of the twentieth century, mandatory conscription was
determined not practically achievable, and the NEI GoveBwnreral Willem
Rooselbom even wanted to abolish the militias, regarding them as useless imitation

armies®®

35 dndisch Lege@ De Preangeibode 18 December 1900j 6. Dutch termf or 6 f oused inthen e r s 6
newspapewasO vr eemdel i ngeno.

36 Blom and StellingNiet voor Gogl 734.

37 Blom and StellingNiet voor Gog 727 728.
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Other experimental ideas were launched to overcome the personnel shortage and
raise the level of the standing NEI army generally. Until the start of the century, the NEI
colonial army wasstrictly segregatedhe European and indigenous soldiers had been
concentrated in separate units. This was common practice in other colonial armies too.
For instance, the French had large colonial armies from North African colonised countries
and protectrates like Tunisia and Morocco (themée @Afrique). These French troops
had separate European and indigenous garrisons; many of these men were recruited
locally, some of the soldiers were assigned to the cofbTige same applies to the British
Indian Army: this colonial army was organised in different indigenous regiments. In the
NEI army, the Dutch were kept apart from the soldiers from Ambon, anditheyn,
were kept apart from the Javanese soldiers. The idea was introduced to mix the different
ertities; the aim was to raise the ar@myverall quality and lower the European soldiers
casualty numbers. However, the Dutch mixing experiment faitkd authorities
consideredt not of practical use because of changed military circumstances, andin 191

this plan was mostly abandon®d.

The DutchGovernmentlid go through with introducing conscription in tRE&lI.
It was first introduced on Java and Madura islandsdoale Dutch residents, not
belonging tolnlandse or other groups equated with thé@hh From 1918 all male
inhabitants of the NEI who were Netherlanders were liable to military service:
compulsory service was introduced for Europeans of Dutch natioagktgbetween 19
and 32 years and in thendsturmfor those agettetween 31 and 45.However, many
groups within the NEI society, such as Chinese residents, were not liable for conscription

in the NElarmy.

Besides Dutch European men, Dutoldisch men could likely enlist in the
military service too becaudadischcould mean white Europeaasd mixed European
Indonesian people. The Dutch East Indfasnily law was divergent comparedth that
of many other European countries: children born out of a relationship beazgich
manand indigenous woam (whether or not legitimised byarriage) were accepted as

Dutch or as Dutctindisch(but not adnlandg, and these young men could conscript in

3% William T. Dean lll, "The French Colonial Army and the Great Waih¢ Historian74, no. 3(2014)
479and497.

40 Teitler, "The mixed companiy366 367, 374.

41 Me Militieg HetNieuwsvan den dag voor Nederlandstiudi+, 21 March 1918, 1.

42 NAA, A981, NETHE 18, Netherlands East Indies Army: Military Service, page 99.
d_andsturndis a Germanic term for a reserve force or militia.
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the Dutch-Indies servicé? However, these Dutemdischyoung men were not trusted
and appreciated by everybody in the mother country. Onlgwayears before the
introduction of conscription in the NEI, the membef$he DutchParliament discussed

the Indischbudget. One of their speakers, the Social Democrat Henri van Kol, made it
clear that trust was an issue. He said that when he wadlittkerough the Indies, he
learned that the IndBuropean race hatedsd so in case of a foreign war, thisdisch
European element would become very dangetb® objection to this comment was
recorded, according to the article in tBataviaasch Ntuwsblad one of the leading
progressive newspapers in the Dutch East Indies at thatAitheugh other newspaper
articles do not directly suppovan Kob somment with similar statementg,an Kol 6 s
opinion was likely shared by at least some others hia NetherlandsParliament
According to politicians likevan Kol, trust in indigenous troops and Indigehropean
soldiers and the fear dfieir lack of loyalty remained issues in the NEI army.

The question remainghetherthis was an ideheldby a few Duch politicians in
the Netherlandd$?arliamentor a widely accepted view. The mistrust of indigenous,
Inlandse and to a much lesser degree, Indidetropean military personnel was a
recurring issue. The introduction of conscription fondo-European and bonesian
young men remained a poiof discussionspoken aboutountless times in the Dutch
Parliament andy the NEI colonial rulers. Th&ear of an uprising or mutiny, similar to
the Indian Mutiny, remained in the heads of many colonial ruléxexefore, the complete
mistrust of indigenous Indonesigngside and out ofhe army by the racist colonial
powers at the turn of the nineteenth centuriil WWII was a reoccurring everitam not
arguing that a drop in the ratio of Dutch European soldiers in the army directly led to
Indonesian KNIL incarceration in Australia. Instead, | suggest that the Dutch leadership
was aware oh new political condousness and political emancipation ardd these
ratios as proof that the Indonesians were becoming harder to rule and control. Adding to
these tensions were the sensibilities of the soldiers themselves, who were more willing to

revolt and resist, butid not do so directly until the outbreak of WWII, as we will $ee

43 Willems, Sporen 23.
4 Me IndischeBegrootingin de Tweede Kam@rBataviaasch Nieuwsbla@4 December 1902, 3.
45 Frans Glissenaamdié verloren, ramgsoed geborefiHilversum: Uitgeverij Verloren, 200327.
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1.3Thear my6s composition: Dutch, Ambonese,

soldiers

From its foundation, soldiers in the Indidsmy were recruited from all islands of the
archipelago. The tgest groups of local lowalanked soldiers were the Javanese, the
Menadonese (frofMenadoin northeasternSulawesi) and the Ambonese (also known

as Amboynesée¥? During the Aceh wars or expeditions (187914) of the last quarter

of the nineteenth century, for instance, the my 6 s wars eat@dorisedeartially

by geographical or racial background, partialy rank. In a Red Cross document
detailing the treatment of the v@awictims, of the 471 military people mentionddyty-

two were described as officers, 288 Europeanshinety-two asAmbonese and 144s
Inlanders*’ Many other records from the nineteenth awertieth centuries indicate a
recorded distinction between ethnic groups within the NEI society by all constituents: the
local administration and military staff differentiate between Dutch, Indonesians or-Dutch
Indischmilitary people, as stated in the pi@usly mentioned letter from the Consulate
General Fitzmaurice. The politicians in thmate committed Staatscommisgien the
Netherlands just befoM/WI discussedihe expansion of the native element in the Indies
armydand the Europeans in the armgeeve’® In all social and political establishments

of Dutch and NEkociety, it appeared to be the norm to distinguish between Europeans
and indigenous people and make a clear distinction between people from different islands

of the archipelago.

Other miltary sources portray a very similar image of inequality and racial
distinction. On the cover of one of their handtten registration books on personnel who
received military decorations, the colonial army visibly made a distinction: the book is
calledHonour Decorationsinlanders(Nativeg. In this book, the arn@g administrators
wrote down the soldiedsnames, dateof births and military statusnd sometimes
includedtheir regional backgrounandthis was explicitly mentioned if the soldier was
from aJavanese, Menadonese or Ambonese background. For instance, in this registration
book, we find manynlanderswith no specific regional specification. One of them is
Wopodrono, a fusilier, generally describedlalgands who received an EMHervolle

Melding, Dutch for an honorary reference). Others, fkeegeantirst Class Samin, were

46 Zwitzer and Heshusiu&oninklijk Nederlandgndisch Leger 10.

47| realise that the total numbsiould bet72 injured people, not 471, though | am referring to the original
document that states that 471 militaries were injutéahs den Hartog, "De militageneeskundige
verzorging in Atjeh, 1873904" (PhD, Katholieke Universiteit Nijmegen, 1991)26.
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identified as Javanese in this army registration b&kgeant Samin received an ONB
(Orange Nassau Bronze medal). Then there are chronicled soldiers, st iMaEsdpuk,

who is described as a Menadonese sergeant second class who received an ONB as well.
However, Menadonese soldiers are only mentioned a few times in this particular
registration book. Finally, one other specific group of soldiers is mentionedihahéd

written volume: military personnel from the small island of Ambon. At the start of the
twentieth century, the Ambonese community was relatively insignificant, but they were
overrepresented in the NEI colonial army. One of them was Makylor, an As#one
corporal, wholike Wopodrono, received an Ef.

Why were there so many young Ambonese men enlisted in the army? One reason
may be that on Amb@na part of the Moluccan islandigshe vast majority of the
population at the start of the century consideredfelves Christianyhich is in contrast
to the many religions that were dominant on other larger islands. The Netherlands was
from time immemorial predominantly Protestant and Catholic. As a result, Ambonese
peoplemay have felt more affinity with the Deht administrative rulé? The military high
command relied heavily on this spiritual connection, evidenced by a letter fromdmo31.:
the event of any serious trouble like a native rising, the Government counted especially
upon the faithfulness of the Amin@se and Menadonese troops, who had been Christians
for generations, as a seff against possible disloyalty on the part of Javanese companies,
which were composed of MahomadansSo, the KNIL high command and the Dutch

colonial rulers discriminatebased omot onlyskin colour but also religion.

There are other identifiable factotbat explain the overrepresentation of
Amboneseand Menadonesecruits in the NEI army. On Ambpaducation was widely
available. The island had one of the highest literacy levels for both women and men in
the archipelago: over 86in 1920 comparedvith less thanl0% on islands such as
Celebes, Bali and JavaBecause of these high literacy levelsany inhabitants held
government jobs in the colonial army and outside the military. The Ambonese and the

Menadonese were, on average, paid better than other local soldiers, although not as much

4 NAN, 2.10.50, inv. nr. 831Eerbelooningen Inlanders (Ni&uropeanen), Ministerie van Kolonién:
Stamboeken en pensioenregisters Militairen KNIL @odié en Westndi€, pages 18 (Makyl9r 19
(Mampuk),32 (Samin), 3g§Wopodron.
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as their Dutch or European colleaguBse Amboinese soldieearned twelve cents a day
more than Javanese colleag&Ehe European soldiers kept their financial distance from
their native counterparts; the reason for this discrepancy was that Europeans had to live
up to different social standards, according tomtfiigary high command? The reason for

the distinctive difference in paymemind treatmentetween the native groups was that

the Ambonese and Menadonese ragdivileged positioras well whichwas associated

with the military qualities attributed them?® This unequal payment seemed to disappear
once the KNIL military personnel moved to Australia in 1942.

These military qualities and their association with particular ethnic groups
appeared not to be an NEpecific phenomen@nasimilarity to the Bitish Indian Army
exists. The Martial Race theory dominatkd recruitment in the colonial Indian arpay
least until WWI The theory holds that some Indigrace® made better soldiers than
others; in general, the lightskinned warriors from the mountainous areas in the colony
were considered better soldiers than the daskemed inhabitants of the flat plains of
the country. In addition, many army officerskoth India and the metropglas well as
British politicians believed that some provinces, such as the mountainous regfions

Nepal and Simla, generated better warribrs.

The number of Ambonese metno signed up for the NEI army was considerable
comparedwith that ofother ethnic groupsuch as the Javanese. The NEI army became
an attractive career opportunity for numerous young male Ambonese, and many
considered it an honour to become a soldier and serve in the colonial army. Other ethnic
groups in the [El had other reasons for signing up. Many young Javanese men registered
to escape povertymost of the Javanese recruits were landless peasants for whom the
military was a source of income. In 1905, the Ambonese made up o%eiRthe
indigenous people dhe NEBs army, although the islarid population was only half a
million comparedwith the approximately 30nillion inhabitants living on the islands of

Java and Madur. Their share had dropped to approximatedoin 1929. In that year,
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around18% of the colonial armywasEuropeans, but by far the largest ethnic group in
the colonial armywasthe Javanegenearly45%, butthey made umearly 486 of the
NEI population as well the ethniggroupthatthe Dutch were always most suspicious of
partly because the majority of the Javanese wereQfwoistian, partlybecause othe
sheer numberd.

In the first part of the twentieth centutite Dutch colonial army was divided into
three racial groups: the military personnel from the Netherlands, Europe and the Dutch
Indisch had the most prestigen the middle stood the Ambonese and Menadonese
soldiers and the group with the lowest respect in the amag the Inlandse mainly
Javanese, soldiers. This racial and unequal division remained intact until the outbreak of
WWII. However,at the end of WW discussions were held to abolish tineatment
differences between Amboinese and Menadonese soldiers and their European
counterparts?

Deeply rooted fears of an uprising by timelonesiansoldiers were mentioned
frequently by the military high commands a crucial reason not to attract more
indigenoussoldiers especially Javanese soldieBait was this fear based dnstorical
preceder? As Jenkinflasexplained 61 n t he of ficial and uno
five words appear repeatedly a®dhand explanations for the despatch of these troops:
onlusten(unrest) opstand uprising),verzet(resistance)pngeregeldhedefdisturbances)
andmoeilijkheder(problems). In many cases, the words used fall well short of the mark.
For much of the nineteenth century the KNIL was not simply suppressing unrest but
engaged in open warfare against those sultans, rajas and minor princes (and their people)
whorefused o accept Du® SohtheKNllvveas edergdtd syppréss these
uprisings, described by the Dutch in at least five different understating ways, all over the
Indies The known stories related w@rzetand moeilijkhedenwere all about the local
Indonesiansand theirlocal rulers fighting the colonial army and the NEI government,
such as the peasant rebellion of Ceribon in the 1888s. majormutinies within the
KNIL army, revolts against inequality, underpayment, and discrimination have been

mentioned in the nineteenttentury sourcesSo fears over an uprisingithin the army

58 HeshusiusHet KNIL, 20' 22, Martin Thiry, "Colonial Police in the Dutch Eastdies. The case of the
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did not draw on clear historical precedent; these fears reflected a shift in the readiness of
indigenous soldiers to resist and rebel.

No majorinsurrectiondy indigenais troopsvere recordedvithin the army in the
19" century; | have not discovered any official government statements in the archives or
scholarly publications on significant rebellions within the KNIL before the turn of the
century Perhapshey took plaein the twentieth century when the ratio of European vs
Indonesianchanged slowly from 1:1 to 1:3? A potential opportunity arose with the
outbreak of WWI, as military and civilian anxiety rose, both in the mother country and in
the NEI. Though the Netherlands and its colonies remained neutral and were not invaded
by theCentral Powers, it could have been an opportunity for dissatisfied soldiers to revolt
against the white colonial rulers, as they might have been occupied with other pressing
issues. Nonetheless, it appeared thabtiiesterandongeregeldhedein pre WWII NEI
were predominantly peoplebs revolts agai
of low-ranked Indonesian soldiers within the KNIL. During the Great War, the uprising
in Jambi and Palembang was a walbwn domestic insurrection against the Dutc
rule2 And one of the most famous rebellions after WWI was the Boerenopstand in
Bantam (West Java) of 1926, where many insurgents ended up in a prison camp in Boven
Digoel & This group of revolters, and their Australian experience, will be furtheysedl
in section 4.6. Known Dutch and NEI sources, such as the Dutch language newspapers,
did not publish any stories on Indonesian uprisings within the army before \BW ks
mentioned beforea shift in attitude from the soldiers (and civilians), notsach the

number of soldiers themselvéad to internment in Australia after WWII.

When thelmperial Japanese Army invaded the archipelago islands and defeated
the KNIL, many European and Dutthdisch professional soldiers and even some
Ambonese and Mewdanese recruits wanted to flee the colony, but not all 41,000
members of the KNIL were able to do so. A small group of mainly European soldiers
found refuge in Australia. Even when the NEI military high command had fled to
Australia in 1942, they werstill very conscious about the racial backgrounds of the
professional and voluntary military personnel whed escaped with them. The KNIL
high command and the Dutch colonial rulers kept the racial (and religious) distinction

and more or less the racial seggayn very much alive in the Commonwealth.

62 Kees van Dijk,The Netherlands Indiesnd the Great War, 1914918 (Leiden: KITLV Press, 2007)
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Consequently, this racial division would become even more apparent after WWII had
ended, as will be further analysed in later chapters.

1.4The army in the 1930s until the onset of the Pacific war: the growth of the Indies
Army

In Section1.3 | discussedhe unique composition of the KNIL army. In tlsisction the

aim is to examine the growth of the nature of the KNIL army in the 1930s: growtthin
armaments and actual méihy did the Royal East Indian Army grow so rapidly? Why

did so many join? How did the Indies high command manage to attract these recruits from
both Europe and the Indonesian archipelago?

In the early 1930s, the Great Depressaffected army finances, both in the
Netherlandsandin the NEI. The army budget reduction was noticeable. The NEI army
had to deal with other problems toocluding the continuing difficulty in attracting
enough Dutch men to enlist. In 193he ratio  Dutch to Indonesiarmenhad dropped
to 1:3.2, according to General Hermanus Lalau. The same general pleadexlitary
colonisation by Dutch recruited military personnel, preferably by married men with a
farmes background although generally, it igery likely that local Dutch people in the
Indies did not fully embrace ttgenerads idea*

Though the Netherlands had traditionally been a country of neutrality and the
Dutch colonial government remained persistently neutral during the interwar years, this
did not mean that the Dutch and Nd&iny commanders closed their eyes to the economic
charges and political shifts of th£930s In late 1931, Captain Feuilletau de Bruijn
addressed the Society for the Study of Military Science on the subject of the maintenance
of Dutch neutrality. He stated that maintaining neutrality in the NEI was so crucial
because the significant problems of world politics lay unmistakably in the Far East. He
made an important point when he argtletGAny proposal relating to the defence which
took no account of the political constellation in the Far East and the gemglaph
economic and maritime situation of the Netherlands East Indies, would rest on an unreal

foundatio@®® Thecaptainconcluded his speech by stating that the Dutch safeguarded an

64 GMlilitaire Kolonisatie:Interviewwith Commander in Chief H.L. Lal@uSoerabaijasclidandelsblag 16
February 1931, 2.
5 NAA, A981, NETHE 18, Netherlands East Indies Army: Military Service, 14 November 1931.
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immense territory with the aid of so modest a force. The main tasks ohtdest force
were more or less a police task and a military one: the colonial army i®#@sand

1930shad to stayn standby to repel the first signs of aggression against the colony.

In the years after an official name chadgée Indies Army chareg to the Royal
East Indies Army in 1938 the Dutch and NEI economies were slowly recovering from
the global economic crisis. These financial difficultafectedmilitary expendituré®
The recovery provides us with one reason for the extension of thgdasxpenditure
likely with Captain Feuilletau de Bruija endorsementhe armys budget was raised
from 5% of the total national budget in 1935 to just ov&6 of the sam@ 1939%" This
signified that between 1934 and 1939, the DuBdvernmenthad raised the armgs
annual budget from 12@illion to 360million guilders 60% of whichwas allocated for
the RoyalEastindiesArmy %8

Besides the reason for slight economic recovery, the political parties in the
Netherlands decided to amplify the militarydget because of the threat of National
Socialism in Europe and Japanese imperialism in the East. Several large Dutch military
orders were placed in political friendly nations to update and enlarge the number of tanks,
ammunition and military planefioweer, many of these orders were never delivered,
with one of the reasorier thisbeing the outbreak of the wiirAlthough there were some
deleted military equipment orders and late arrivals of several other military orders, the
KNIL still quickly modernised in the second half of th@30s The army acquirethirty-
ninemodernUS bombers and extra equipment for therease inroops The KNIL was
relatively better equippethan was the Dutch military in 194€he IndiesArmy had
superior modern firepower (purchased mainly from Australmit possessethnks and

mechanised army unifs.

%The des RgnwadsBdsnadaldost from the foundation of the Indies Afnoyn 1836 thearmy
was conRayalrtethdouégh i n pract i lyehanged @ tha KNiLy(Rogal Bast me w
Indies Army) in 1933, almosinehundred years later. The therime minister and former military officer
Hendrik Colijn was the initiator for this official name change. Until 1988 Dutch newspapers, when
writing on a related topic, referred to the KNIL simplyhes OostindischLeger(the Eastiindies Army)

or IndischLeger(Indies Army) and Australian Government officials referred to the Dutch colonial army
either as The Nethiand Indian Army or The Netherland East Indian Army.

67 Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek; rijksfinanicién 1935 and,188&ssed 17 Ap2019.
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The ethnic background of thiecruits did not change substantially in the 1930s.
As mentioned earlier, according to a KNgLmemorial volume, the colonial army in the
1930s comprisedabout 10,000 European recruits of just over 30,000 professional
soldiers’! And theKNIL in the1930sremainedan armyof very mixed composition: the
soldiers originated from the Aceh in tidest to Ambon, Dutch New Guinea in tBast
and theNEI army had some African military groups as well. Further, the Eurepeiéeh
professional officers were mainlyained in the motherland at the Royal Military
Academy, while the volunteer recruits received basic training, mainly orf2Jabas,
the precise compilation of the army in the 193hd early 1940s appears unclear,
although according to Loe de Jong1B87 the KNIL comprisedalmost 13,000 Javanese
troops and close to@0 Sundanese soldieeamong other group$ De Groot explained
that the troops in 1937 comprised around 33,500 men, of which more than a third was
from Java, a sixth from Menado ana @ighth from Ambon. The remaining indigenous
soldiers were from Sundanese, Timorese, Madurese, Boeginese, Aceh and Malay
backgroundg? In conclusion, one could say that it appears that the largest group of young

soldiers in the KNIL was still froma Javanese background.

It was quite challenging to get oomice in the armyThe army needed as many
men as possible, especially after the mobilisation. Although the total mobilisation of the
Indies, for the first time in its history, was only completed iec@mber of 1941, the
countryds lawmakers had anticipated the possibility of a mobilisation years earlier, and
the NEI Government and army had developed strict discharge polfcRReasons for
discharge for military personnel under the rank of-isettenant, according to General
Order 1933No. 11, were outlined as followsduring the time of the arndy mobilisation,
there will be no discharge granted for other reasons than mental or physical impairment,
misconduct, the accomplishment of the age of 45teraeasons that are for the Army

commander to judge®

So, the army didhot just need steel and armaments but &isops According to

the Sydney Morning Heraldwvhen on tour in the Indies in 1938, CommaniteChief

" Witkamp, Gedenkbogkl 04.

2 Marc LohsteinRoyal Netherlands Indies Army 193& (Bronbeek: KTOMM, 2018)5.
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LieutenantGeneral Murk Boerstra phded forden thousand native troops are to be
added, as soon as possible, to the Netherlands Indiefidriflye commander was
touring the Indies because he wanted to discuss the enlistment of indigenous troops on a
larger scale in the Indies. Boerstdalad thatthis strengthening of the Netherlands Indies
army closely follows a French decision
French IndeChinad’® Perhaps Boerstra was looking at the French colonial army as an
example of how to raise the miber of recruits. As mentioned before, France had a long
history of recruiting indigenous troops, such as Alnmée @Afrique and from French
Indochina in Asia. In th&930s most French foreign colonial armiesmprisedFrench
volunteers, French conscripbpting for colonial service and conscripted indigenous
men/® Thus, Boerstra succeeded in his quest for more indigenous and Dutch military
personnel in the KNIL, though the commar@erish for a more significant potential of
Indonesian troops was onhapially granted. The Commander-Chief was very much
interested in extending the army as fast as possible because of the imminent threat of the
Imperial Japanese Army. Boerstra, like many of his fellow military leaders, were afraid

of an invasion of théindies.

In early 1941, a plan was introduced to have some limited indigenous
conscription; the local men who might be eligible for conscription had to undergo a
physical and medical examinatiomeeded toalready have an education and an
occupation, and &y received a family and a religious (Christian) background cifeck.

Uji Nugroho Winardi argued that though the NEbvernment had received a proposal
from some Indonesian nationalists urging indigenous conscription, the colonial
government had nathown a serious attempt to materialise conscrigfigks a result,

full indigenous conscription was not introduced, which many in the Giislernment
considered a bridge too far; some politicians were afraid that indigenous conscripts might
interlink mandatory military service to extend their political and civil rights. From the

quite influential Peopl@&s Council came the continued cry fiéthe abolishment of the

“"6Defending Dutch | ndThe SydneylMbrnidgiHeral@lomre @93& b1l di er s
B6Defending Dutch | ndTheSydneylMbrnifgiHeral@lonmel®38d.1 di er s
® The Royal Institute of International Affair§he French Colonial Empire. Information Department
Papes (Welwyn: The Broadwater Press, 19400 11.
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dualism in all services of the country, where it still existed, such as the government, the
police and the arn@f?

The quest for additional forces remained. One of the leading solutions was found
in the expansion of the number of local guasigsh agsown guardgdstadswachtand
country guardg§landwachj, and the militia of volunteers. The abhumber of militiamen
with basic training in the Indies rose dramatically in 1#920sand1930s from around
4,400 in 1922 to approximately 30,000 in 1¥38\ccording to some Dutch political
groups, these militiamen were not necessarily supported and appreciated by everybody in
Indies society and the Netherlands. The illegatnmunistnewspapeDe Waarheid
published inthe occupied Netherlands stated in an article on the Indonesian militia and
their treatment by the NE3overnmentolrhe Communists demanded that the Indonesian
militia be formed, their own armed forces to defend the beautiful country against the
Japanese devil¥hough the gentlemen, who were in charge, refif$athese indigenous
volunteers would later become more or less the backbone of the voluntary army of the
independence movement after WWthe Indonesian independence movement that

declared an independeRepublic after the wés end.

On the eve of the outbreak of the Pacific War, the Kébimprisedover 121,000
men, if one would include local volunteer militia and other guards in this figure. In many
parts of the NEI, groups of volunteer guardamed town guardpstadswacht and
country guard$landwach}, were establishedaround 25,000 men in total. Tlhesks of
thestadswachtvere according tahe authoritiesto take over defence duties in the large
towns that would be otherwisgbsorb units of the regular foré88 The duties of the
landwacht first established in Java, we@® provide on each estate a small force of
trained men to guard against surprise attacks by a foreign enemy, as by parachute

troop£®® These guards had nimal equipment, especially in the beginniagdthey had

82 @Pleidooi voor eenZelfstandig Indie, Staatkundige Verlangengan den Volksraail Bataviaasch
Nieuwsblad 28 October 1940, 1.
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training én accordance with their limited functici® The news regarding this defence

of the NEI even made it to the occupied mother country. As can be read in an illegal
publication from the N#erlands in 1941, thandwachtshould have the same tasks as

its cityGs counterparts, thadswachtEvery European member of tledwachtshould

have a member of the native population on his side. The article also mentioned that the
army wouldsoonprovide weapons and training instructors for ldredwacht®® Though

the stadswachtand landwachtwere (partially) trained by the KNIL just before the
invasion by thdmperial Japanese Army, onlgipproximately41,000 men of the total
121,000 could be conside fully trained and equipped soldiéfs.

The Royal East Indian Army proliferated in otecade both in actual men and
military weaponry. The politicians decided to spend more on the Dutch and Dutch Indies
Army because of the political threats from caied such asJapan and the relative
economic recovery in the mitP30s. The Indies military high command managed to
attract enough young men by further extending the compulsory conscription for some

local men and diversifying the arid@syroles.

1.5Conclusion

From its inception, the colonial army in the NEI was a blended but separated mix of
soldiers. The NEI army had great difficulty encouraging enorging Dutch men to
register for the standing army in the East. The military high command warkedpahe

ratio of Dutch soldiers to indigenous soldiers 1:1. From the outset, politicians and other
authority figures realised that this ratio was almost impossible to maintain. This was
partly because of the ari@sypoor reputation and low stataisdparly because of the lack

of potential volunteers in both the mother country and the overseas territories; in 1815,
the northern part ahe Kingdom of théNetherlands had a population hardly exceeding

2.1 million, and in 1900its populationcomprisecbnly 5.1 million residents?
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Several policies in the Netherlands and the Indies were introduced to attract more
volunteers: financial encouragement to become a-temg volunteer, better housing
conditions in the Indies, more educational perspectives, shertas {erms dropped
from beinga minimum of sixyearsto a minimum offour) and the signing up of volunteers
from other European countries. The government and the military high command decided
to adjust the ratiof 1:1; the demand to recruit more voluats for a larger standing army
was too great, and at the end of the nineteenth century, more indigenous soldiers were
employed in the IndieArmy thanwereDutch and DutcHndisch The largest groups of
indigenous soldiers came from the islands of JavaMadura. Some other regians
islands were significant contributors as welich asMenado and Ambon, where many
saw their military service as a point of entry to a colonial career. These two Indies groups
had military qualities attributed to thesuch asheir beingd lgedwarlike racesalthough
these qualities weneot always factuall The Ambonese soldiers weappreciatedis a
counterweight to the large groups of Javanese soldiers in theraaimly because of their
religious connection with the mur countryas can be read in an 1886 newspaper article
by armyCaptaininstructorMunniks de Jongé&ogether the Europeans, Ambonese, etc.

counterbalance the Javanese element that is so abundantly represented in@¥r army

In the first part of the twereth century, new changes were introduced to resolve
the IndiesArmyé shortage: from 191&ll Netherlands men were liable to military
service and the ratio of Dutch to Indonesiarenwas anew adjusted. Further, other kinds
of military service were expanded: more and more local men signed up for volunteer
militias, and just before the outbreak of the war, the arstedswachand thdandwacht
were implemented on a larger scale. Newaldss, the military high command and the
Dutch Governmentalways remained conscious of the ethnic backgrounds of these
soldiers. Through every new policy, Dutch and NEI decisimakers feared an
overrepresentation of nebhristian indigenous soldiers ihg KNIL and the possible
future consequences of that sizeable Itmdbnesian and perhaps alsolado-European
presenceThe Dutch military high command read these ratios as evidence for potential

insurrection. Adding to these tensions were the serigbilof the indigenous soldiers
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themselves, who were more willing to revolt and resist, but did not do so before the
outbreak of WWII.

After the declaration of war by the NEI and the invasion ofrfygerial Japanese
Army, many Igh-ranking officers from the Royal East Indian Army fled the country;
some ended up on Australian shorasdrelatively many white and Europeémdies
soldiers left the NEI. Once the army arrived in the Commonwealth, the racial distinction
between Euromn andndonesiarsoldiers was kept alive, mainly because the KNIL high
command made the ethnic distinction. However, the religious discrepancy or connection
appeared to be less of a factor for the military once they left the Indies. Maybe this was
partly due to the Commonweafih\White Australigoolicy that existed in the KNI new
temporary country; this immigration restriction policy emphasised the difference in skin

colour, although religion was a factor too, as can be reGtapter2.
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Chapter 2: Who is arriving in Australia? Temporary residents from the 1920s

Since then the Japanese Minister in the Hague has assured the Netherlands
Government that, in case the Netherlands might become involved in war in
Europe, Japan would respect our integrity, expectingrgibwers to adopt a
similar attitude. This latter statement is considered in the Hague as being of a
reassuring charactér.

Tom Elink Schuurman, the Netherlands Consul General in Australia, relayed this
statement made biyaro Ishii, the Japanesenvoy n the Netherlandsn April 1940. A

month later, Nazi Germany occupied the Netherlands, and the NetheBamndsament

went into exile in England. Following these events, the Japanese authorities became
convinced that their country had an equal righdrtfit from resources in the NEs did

the defeated Dutch colonisérs.

At the outbreak of the Pacific War, eventscurredaccor di ng t o
predictions. ThémperialJapanese Army did not attack the Indies. The Dutch themselves
declared war on Japalirectly after the attack on Pearl Harbor in December 1941. At that
point, neither the Netherlands nor its colonies had been under direct attackbyehal
Japanese Army dravy. Moreovernot eventhe NEBs most prominent alliés Great
Britain and tle United Statés had guaranteed its securitydowever, according to
Christopher Thorne, UBresident Roosevelt had already givedvidal commitmend a
week earlierhe hadallegedly saidihat in the case of a direct attack on ourselves or the
Dutch, we should obviously all be togett@& The Japanesempire invaded the
Indonesian archipelago a few weekfser the NEI declaration of war onCBcember
1941

! Department of Foreign Affairs affdade, HstoricalDocuments 08, Letter from Mr T. Elink Schuurman,
Netherlands Consul General in Australia, to Lt Col W. R. Hodgson, Secretary of Department of External
Affairs, 22 April 1940
https://www.dfat.gov.au/abouwis/publications/historicedocuments/Pages/volur®d/108 mr-t-elink-
schuurmametherlandsonsulgenerain-australiato-lt-col-w-r-hodgsorsecretaryof-departmenbf-
externala

2 Giebels, "De Nederlandse oorlogsverklaringg.

3 Herman Theodore Bussemaker, "Paradise in Peril: The Netherlands, GreataBuitttie Defence of the
Netherlands East Indies, 194Q," Journal of Southeast Asian Stud&ds no. 1 (2000)116.

4 Christopher G. Thorndllies of a kind: the United States, Britain, and the war against Japan; 1948
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978)7.
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https://www.dfat.gov.au/about-us/publications/historical-documents/Pages/volume-03/108-mr-t-elink-schuurman-netherlands-consulgeneral-in-australia-to-lt-col-w-r-hodgson-secretary-of-department-of-external-a
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One of the highest placed military commanders, KNIL Lieutearieral
Ludolph van Oyenescaped the Indies three days before the capitulation. He fled with
civil servants and government officialsuch asHubertus van Mook, who would
announce the establishment of the NEI Commissithre new administrative body of the
governmenin-exiled and who would become the actingovernorGeneral of the NEI
in Australia® The NEI was forced to sign the capitulation okl&ch 1942, though some

fighting continued on Sumatra until 28arch®

| start this chapter with an overview of Australian migrationices in the
decades before the outbreak of the Pawifar. This chaptewill further investigate who
arrived and how the newcomers were received. Was there Dutch and NEI migration to
the Commonwealth in the 1920s and 1930s? And did a racial classiiidafi the
Australians exist, similar téhat of the NEI military classest the first half of the
twentieth century, the Australian Government was not well known for its tolecdnce
non-British subjects. However, it hadpmlicy that waseven less tolerardf nonwhite
people, or a¥he West Wyalong Advocatel 938 describel, Ghe Governmeids general
white alien migration polic§’ Di d A u s t -war imm@raten pplicies influence
the arrival of newcomers, such as economic migrants and political and religious refugees?

And did the GOC adjust its migration policiesbd on the changing world politics?

This chapter traces the early months of the Patar when numerous Dutch
people, DutcHndischand Indonesian citizens fled their home country whénmany
tried to find refuge in Australia. | focus on the followingestions Were all migrants
from the NEI allowed entryand on what basis were these decisions made? Did the White
Australiapolicy hamper the admittance of some people from the NEI? If these/mita
migrants were admissible, how were they treated byAtinstralianGovernment and by
other NEI people? Finally, the closing pages of this chapter examine the White Australia
policy, and the Australian labour movement will be examined fediEl perspective.
This international perspective is often overlooked &as been markedly absent from

earlier scholarship on this topic.

Finally, I will explore the groups of indigenous Indonesians who were already

living and working in the Commonwealth at the outbreak of WWII. Firstyill

5 Bennett jr.,The return of the exiled 1 13.
6 Lohstein,Royal Netherlands Indies Armg9.
" Refugee Migranty The West Wyalong Advocates December 1938, 2.
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reconstructheir reasons forving and working in another country and analgsé only
the treatment they received from the Australian $tatelsaheir living conditions. Then
| will determine what happened to them in the early months of 1942 and investigate if

their lives changednder the new wartime circumstances.

2.1 Migration to Australia in the 1920s and 1930s

In the decades before WWII, Australia had been a country that attracted many migrants
mainly residents from the British Isles and other European countries. Indi8$8Jose

to 85% of the Australian population was born on Australian $dihe vast majority of
these newly arrived residents were British subjddtsvever, due to the White Australia
policy, not all new immigrants would become Australian citiZéfibe (political) reasons

for the introduction and development of th¢hite Australiapolicy by the Deaki
Governmenhave been extensively researched by many scholars. It is outside of the scope
of my research to comprehensively analyse the reasons for the introduction and
conservation of this polic}f. One of the consequences of the White Austiadicy was

that naturalisation was denied on the basis of ethnicity.pbtiey primarily affected

Asian resident such as Japanese and Chinese residleatsn though members of this
community had migrated to Australia around the timthefederatiornt! Such a pticy

of exclusion was far from unique in this period: for instance,UBeexcluded Asians

from entering their bordéf.

S8Australian Bur 3and £oApril 1921aRait HIt iNatisnalitygdn Census of the
Commonwealth of Australia, 192Cat. no. 2111.0209 assessed 6 October 2020.
http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/mf/2111.0

Australian Bu B0 une 1988, Pai txlaldtionalityd incCensus 6f the Commonwealth of
Australia, 1921(Cat. no. 2111.0843 assessed 6 October 2020.
http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/mf/2111.0

According to thel933census 4,581,663 people wetgorn in the country805,542 persongere born
outside ofAustralia and 11,507 persons did not register their country of.birth

9 Australian citizenship did not exist for Australians until Bgstralian Citizenship Act948 (Act No. 83
of 1948) andall Australians were considered British subjects.

10 See for example,Tony Ohlsson, "Myra Willard and the ghost of white Australimtirnal of the Royal
Australian Historical Societyl00, no. 1 (2014)29i 32; Jupp, "From White Australja 207 208; Kate

Laing, "6The White Australia Nettleb6: womends in
the interwar pars,"History Australial4, no. 2 (2017)222-223.
1l ma Martinuzzi OO06Brien, "Citizenship, Rights a

Australian Journal of Politics and Histo&3, no. 2 (2007)209.
2. Ann Bernstein and Myron Weiner (edMigration and Refugee Policies: An overviglondon:
Continuum, 1999)10.
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Migration from the Netherlands and the Indies to Australia was limited across the
1920 and 19308n 1921 merely 1617 Dutch people @re living in the Commonwealth.
This number dropped in 1933 to 915, of which 227 were considered Indobesidn
By comparisonin 1933 over 17,000 Italians, just oveja®0 Japanese and close 008
Chinese people were recordasliving in Australia. In that year, the Australian society
comprisedjust over 66 million people and had increased by 23,314 residéots
1932* Therefore, less thah 000 Dutch people cannot be considered substantial. After
1933 the number of Dutch people did not grow massively eivéetter by Ministeifor
the InteriorJohn McEwen stated that in 193hirty-eight Dutch residents arrived in
Australia; the following year, this grew fdty -nine, and in 1937 seventynine Dutch
peoplehad arrivedn the Commonwealtl® In comparison, thddEl ' s t ot al 0 E
population was about 245,000 in 1930 and grew to roughly 300,000 by 1940, both by
natural birth andmmigration®

Distinguishing human beings based on race or religias not only the business
of Australiads migration policies but had been foundational to the $dEiety as a whole
and in the KNILarmy as well (seéntroduction andChapter 1). These prejudicial
categories persisted into the late 1930s and the early .1BdD&£xample, in a newly
discovered and analysed letter, the Netherlands Consul General Elink Schuurman
described a proposed visit to Australia by a NEI army horse transport detachment.
According to Schuurmdn letter, that group of men would first arriee 6 July 1940 in
Brisbane, continue their journey to Sydney and return to Brisbane in early August. On
the role added to the letter, the arriving military personnel from the Indieslistedn
the following way: Captain Parrée, Sergeant van Vulpemp&@al Puijmbroek, Native
Cavalryman Pandej, Native Corporal Wirjo alias RangratiNative Gundriver Maran’

Thefamily names, such asan Vulperd suggested a white/Dut&uropean or perhaps

13 Bennett jr.,The return of the exile$8 59.

14 Commonwealth Bureau of Census and Statisiéficial Year Book of the Commonwealth of Australia,

No. 330 1940 (Canberra), 534553 assessed 6 October 2020. The census did not explain if these 227

individuals were considered European, Indies (mixed race) or indigenous Indonesians. In the same census

it was recorded that 99.2% of the population of thal& was of European race and just 0.8% of-non

European (p. 554). According to the 1940 censuspfalbd Aboriginal natives of Australia were estimated

to number 51,557 as at 30 June 1939 but were not included in the general population figures of the

Commonwealth (p. 553).

http://www.ausstats.abs.gov.au/ausstats/free.nsf/0/6 12826 AFFE127379CA257AF300119014/$File/13010
1940 bk33.pd

15 NAA, A2694-380, Letter from J. McEwen to the Cabinet, 8 March 1938.

16 Luttikhuis, "Beyond racg 547.

17NAA, A981, NETHE 18, Letter from Consul General of the Netherlands T. Elink Schuurman to the

Minister of External Affairs, 21 June 1940.
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DutchIndisch background. It could be that AustraaGovernnent demanded this
precise distinction by racial background, but the NEI army was at least more than willing

and prepared to divide and label their (native) servicemen.

In the two decades before the war, the first signs of labour shortages in Australia
surfaced. For instance, there was a shortage of domestic servants in Australia, especially
in the warmer areas around DarifriThe Commonwealth Government discussed the
problems but was quite reluctant to increase assistance t®ritishh or European
immigrantsd mainly JewisB domestic servants. Instead, they would try to encourage
domestic servants to come to Australia if they had already worked idKhe&Some
politicians recommended specific recruitment among the desiéabige alien§ girls
from countriessuch asSweden ad the Netherlands.

In the 1930s, the Australian Government was slightly more concernethtan
had been previoushhat the population needed additional skilled workers. In his letter to
the Cabinet, Country Party deputy leader John McEwen maintdiaethe Dutch Consul
General Elink Schuurman argued that the Netherlands migrants, particularly of the
agricultural class, were a desirable type whose admission should be encouraged. The
Consul General, who would later become the first Netherlands MiristAustralia,
explained why he thought immigration should be stimulated. It was to ,affssbme
extent the increase in the number of Southern Europeans settled in Australia. At the end
of the letter, McEwen recommended that Dutch migration shoulkthle encouraged,
butdhat it is to be understood that the concessions referred to would only apply to skilled
artisans or agricultural labourers; also, that they would not apply to persons of Jewish
racé?® In Dutch newspapers and magazines from the 1930s, immigration to Australia,
especially for people with agricultural backgrounds, was discussed regularly. The options
and advantages of working in Australia were analysed and discussed. In an aBile in
Boerderij, the author especially praised the region north of Sydney and Queensland for
good livestock farming opportunities. Hed based his recommendation on a newly

released Australian repdtt.

18 Momestic Help. Problem in DarwdriThe Sydney Morning Heral@5 March 1938, 3.

19 Eric Richads, Destination Australia: Migration to Australia Since 19(Bydney: UNSW Press, 2008)
136.

20 NAA, A2694-380, Letter from J. McEwen to the Cabinet, 8 March 1938.

21 AAustralig De Boerderij jrg 24, Paaschnummer, no. @B39, n.p.

68



Some Australian newspapers from that period, suciAhes Sn, seemed to
generallyagree with McEwets racial motivation not to allow too many Jewish refugees
onto the Australian shores. According to one Tofe Sus articles, most Jewish
immigrants would not have any money, and most of them would have vocatains th
would bring them into competition with Australians in commercial employment. The
newspaper ended this artiddg stating thathe organised migration of these refugees in
large numbers appeared to be impracticable and undesifablgeneral, there ésted a
genuine fearamong many Australian labourec§ economic competition from the
refugees, Jews and ndews, in the aftermath of the worldwide Depression. The effects
of the financial hardship resulted in a sentiment that the admission of refugelels wo

result in an expansion of unemployméht.

In another statement by Minister McEwen, the need for skilled workers of the
correct religious backgroundnd colourwas emphased. He once again underlined
permits would be granted strictly in accordance with e Gover nment 6s
alien migration policy andhat the welfare of Christian refugees after their arrival in
Australia would be the objective obavernmenbrganisatiorthatwould assisthem He
continued by stating that Australids need wador people who would absorb its
democratic system aofjovernment. The decline of the birth rate had intensified the
urgency of the problertf. Consequently, the minister would consider the application of
skilled Christian refugees favourably and look aftez welfare of refugees whom he

thought had the right religion.

In the latel930s Australia had to deal with large groups of refugees knocking on
its doorstep for the first time in its history. McEwen had received a letter from the High
Commissioner regding the US Governmeri sequest for cooperation to set up a
committee to facilitate the migration of political refugees from AusticEwenhad also
received a request from the Australian Jewish Welfare Society to admit 500 Jewish
migrants from Germany each year. Ti@ister would approve the admission of 500
Jews from Germany to includeosefrom Austria as wellbut this admission wasibpct
to policy and regulations of present migration to Austr&lisloreover, at the end of

1938, the ministeMcEwenseemed to favour admitting some Czechoslovakian refugees.

22 Refugee Migratio§ The Sup12 July 1938, 4.

23 Suzanne D. Rutland, "Australian responses to Jewish refugee migration before and after World War 11,"
TheAustralian journal of politics and history1, no. 1 (1985)40.

24 Refugee Migrants The West Wyalong Advocafiéé December 1938, 2.

25 NAA, A2694-380, Minutes from Cabinet Meeting held at Canberra on 8 April 1938.
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Though as before, religion was a primary issue: the minister would consider new

applicants from Czechoslovakia, but oriigerman Sudeten nelewish refuged®

In July 1938, AustralianGovernment representatives attended the Evian
Conference in France. This international conference was convened by US President
Roosevelt to find a salion to the Jewish refugee problem in Europe and would lead to
the establishment of the Intergovernmental Committee on Refége@sy countries in
attendance saw Australia as a natural destination for these refugees; Australia was
considered an und@opulated country® United Australia Minister Thomas White was
one of the representatives, and he pointed out to the attending conference members that
@ large inflow of migrants not of British stock would not accord with Austisapalicyd
though he condlded that he hoped the conference would find a solution to the tragic
world problen?® In the end, the AustraliaGovernmentaccepted into the countjyst
over 6000 stateless refugees from Nazi oppression, althattgh the conferencehe
government ha granted entry to 15,000 refugees. As Bartrop so evidently noted in his
article on the Evian Confereno@ The Evi an Conference <cl eal
nations of the world, including Australia, did not yet fully understand the implications of
what was happening in Germany in any terms other than theid®wccording to the
papers, the Jewish refugees were selected based on their qualifjgatéession, capital
and health, and they wer e, mo ¥ The mdssiet he t

conseqguences of this enemy status will be further analy<gaaipter 4.

Not all temporary residents received a negative response: some groups of
migrants, soldiers and refugegsrewelcomed by the Australian people at the beginning
of the war. For insince, Isabel Waller, a reader frdine Agewrote an open letter to the
newspapem which she stated that Australia should welcome the little orphans and poor
mothers from the motherland with open arms; they would appreciate the kindness and

grow upto begood Australian citizen® A group of evacuated British children did arrive

26 Anna RosenbauniThe Safe House Down Under: Jewish Refugees from Czechoslovakia in Australia
1938 1944(Oxford: Peter Lang017) 154.

27 Shoah Resource CentérEv i an C olThefIrgernationalSéhool for Holocaust Stulliessessed

5 October 2020.

https://www.yadvashem.org/odot_pdf/Microsoft%20Word¥%82206305.pdf

28 6The Evian ConferenéeThe West Australiaril July 1938, 18.

2% Havens folRefugeesThe Evia Conferer e . Au At t &,Kalgddslié Miner 11 July 1938, 5

30 P.R. Bartrop, "Australia’'s participation and performance at the Evian Conference: integrity or shame?,"
lreuv1 RS [-URg N[ ¢ R pos6ll (2018)164.

31 Refugees A Surveyof Anomalies and Necessary Readjustri€fite Sydney Jewish Nev28 August

1942, 4.

32 Refugee Childrey The Age8 June 1940, 24.
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at BrisbaneStation in October 1940. The youngsters were welcomed by women and
children waving flags and crowds cheerigedre glad you are he@@® Fewerthan two
monthslater, a ship berthed in Brisbane carrying 175 British subjects and 150 Baltic
refugees. This timethere appeared to be no large cheering crowd to welcome these
newcomers, but a representative of Hegte government welcomed this group from

Europe.

US sddiers had been arriving in Sydney and Brisbane since early 1941. They
received a jubilant reception. Tharliamentin Canberra adjourned earlier that day so
thatministers, members of parliament, government officials and other civilians could take
a spe@l train to Sydney to welcome thgS troops3* This warm reception made

headlines in Australian and NEI newspapers.

Not all newcomers stayed in Australia after their arrival: a minority arrived in the
Commonwealth and then continued their journey to atbantries. For example, in the
winter of 1940, the English vesdeerakdocked, andorty-threeDutch refugees came
onshore. However, only four people stayed in Austrdbar others continued their
journey to the US, and the othtmirty-five sailed toSoerabaja in the NEI, where they
disembarked on 2&ugust3® Some KNIL military personnel, whisadarrived just before
the outbreak of the Pacifar, continued their journey to other territories as well. For
example, on 20July 1941, the Department tble Interior received a memorandum stating
that eight KNIL officers would arrive the next day in Darwin but would transit the

following day to England and the UJ%

These small groups of refugees and NEI military personnel seemed to be an
exception for contiuing a journey to another countiyowever it appeared that the vast
majority of the newcomers (military personnel, economic immigrants and refugees)
stayed in Australia for at least a year. What happened to the NEI aliens, those
Europearihdisch and Indonesiantemporary visitors to Australia during and just after

WWII will be further examined in the subsequent chapters.

33 Brisbane Cheers Its Welcome to British Childyéihe CourierMail, 18 October 1940,

3 A me r i Qpeallend VlagvertoonOntvangst in Australische Havén8ataviaasch Nieuwsblad
April 1941, 1.

35 A/luchtelingen naar Indi@ Soerabaijasch Handelsbla@8 August 1940, 2.

36 NAA, A981, NETHE 18, a memorandum signed by W. Anstley Wynes, 211.94¢.
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2.2The 1942Netherlands East Indiesnewcomers in Australia: their reception and

treatment

The number of evacuees that arrived\ustraliafrom theNEI has been estimated to be
around 7000 to 8000. This group of evacueesmprisedapproximately 00 to 5000
Javanese, Ambonese and other indigenous Indonesian refdgetsll those NEI
refugees, about,@00 arrived in the early months of the war, and nearly half were KNIL
personnef® The majority of those early war evacuees were airlifted to Broome, Western
Australig and afterwards to other parts of Australia. Broomas chosen because of its
relative proximity to the large Centrdavanese naval base Tjilatjaphich wasonly
about 90&kilometresaway. Additionally, airlifting became the primary mode of transport
because the Japanese navy had quite quickly cordohedl wital sea routes from this

area®®

During the heavy fighting, especially on Java, many lgigpblaced NEI
Government and military personnel saw no other choice than to leave the Indies for
Australia. Fortunately for all these escaping NEI residehts,financial requirement
known as o0l anding moneyd was no |l onger r
army officers and other officials visiting Australia had to be in possession of at least 50
Australian pounds. In earlier years, there had beesxtensive discussion regarding the
amount of landing moneaquired In 1938,The Central Queensland Herafdentioned
that requirements might be submitted to tederal Cabineto necessitate thdanding
moneycomprised200 pounds for noguaranteed a&ns entering Australito tighten up
immigration regulation® Almost a year later, thaily Mercuryeven suggested that the
Department of the Interigequiredmost European refugees kg to enter Australi&o
have landing money of at least 500 pdsft Around the same time, in Dutch media
outlets, such agaans Volksbladthe amount of 1,800 guilders landing money was
mentioned, which was converted to about the 500 pounds revealed iDailye
Mercury.*? In March 1941, though, the War Office suggested that this financial

requirement should be waved in future because military personnel and other government

37 Glenn Nicholls,Deported: a history of forced departures from Austrgfydney: University of New

South Wales Press Ltd, 2008p, Peters;The Dutch down undef17.

38 NIMH, 237 De Vries, Disposition No. 3 by L.H. van Oyen, 23 March 1942.

39 peters;The Dutch down undel15 116.

40 4 anding Money@ The Central Queensland Heraldl August 1938, 63.

41 d anding Money. £500l o w R e qDailyMercud; 8 February 1939, 7.

“20Een nieuwe toekomst i n Aus ZaaaslVolksblad?8February | and me
1939, 17.
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officials could be in a situatiom which they had to leave the NEI urgently. The War
Of f i ¢ e 6 endatioa was putrinto operation only a few days [&ter.

At first gl ance, it appeared t h8x Aus
were softened in early 1942: besides not having to pay landing money, the many groups
of people from the NEI recetd a friendly warm welcomefrom the Australian
Government, according to official government souraed some researchesoodall
has documented thdndonesians formed an unprecedented Asian presence in Australia
from the stariof the Pacific warfrom the momentwhen the Japanesmperial Army
invaded thelndies and manyDutch andindonesians were evacuated to Australia
territory. Theserefugeeswere generallyreceived with sympathgnd understandings

they were consideredctims of the waf?

One ofthe chief NEIGovernment officials who had arrived in early March 1942
was Hubertus (Huib) van Mook. Prime Minister John Curtin personally welctfaad
Mook and the other NEI leaders in March 1942. In a statement, Curtin praised the courage
of the peopleof the NEI and their leaders, and he assured them generous sympathy and
cooperation because they were alfe¥an Mook is an intriguing figure in the NEI
Australia newcomer 6s debate. One of the |
he wrote a valuable eyewitness account of the arrival and treatment of the people of the

NEI in the Commonwealth.

HubertusJohannes van Mook was part of tHEI political establishment before
the war. He was born and raised in Central Java in a Dutch European family; he went to
secondary school in the city of Soerabaja and later studied at three different universities
in the Netherlands. Van Mook returned to the Indies in 1918, where he became a civil
servant like many of his Dutch peers. In his early thirties, he became Head of the Land
Office in the Sultanate of Djogjakarta, and after this job, bexzame Deputy
Commissioner bPolice in the NEI capital Batavf&Moreover, although he was part of

the colonial political elite, his vision of the future of the NEI was not considered

43 NAA, A981, NETHE 49, Cablegram from the Department of External Affairs to the Australian
Government Commissioner in Batavia, 10 March 19MAA, A433, 1941/2/102, Memorandunto The
Secretary of the Department of External Affairs from T.H. Garrett, 11 March 1941.

44 Goodal| Beyond borders182.

4 @Guests from The IndiésThe Sydney Morningerald, 11 March 1942, 8.

46 Yong Mun CheongH.J. van Mook and Indonesian Independence: A Study of His Role in-Dutch
Indonesian Realtions, 194548 (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 19823 13.
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mainstream. Neverthelesgan Mook advocated the view of independent development
for the Indies!’

Van Mook becam®irector of EconomicAffairs in the Netherlands Indies, and
he became head of the Dutch delegati@tcarried negotiations with Japan in the months
before the Japanese invasion. After the failed negotiations and the invasion by the
Imperial Army, the defeat of the KNIL became unavoidable. Van Mook described the
actions that were taken in the days before the capitulation in his own béaloas:
6when defeat became inevitable, what re
everything hat could be of material assistance to the enemy, and the provisions of
safeguards forthenemo mbat ant popul ation in case of
the last battles had been foughhe evacuation of everything that could sail or fly, and
of most ofthe naval and air personé?

Along with many other higly placed civil servants and the NEI political elite,
Van Mook fled the Indies in 1942 and found refuge in Australia. In his temporary
homeland,Van Mook established the NEI Commission, and he rbecthe acting
GovernorGeneral of the NEI in AustralisPat Noonan has argued thHat van Mook
headed the newly created Netherlands Indies CommigstbnCharles van der Plas as
the Chief Commissioner for Australia and New Zealand and that the Commiszssoa
de facto governmesin-exile *° Lockwood described the NEI representatives in a similar
way as he wrote: 0The Netherlands -ih-ndi es
exil e i n® YoogsCheorayhas deinonstrated th#te commission was not
considered the same as an official governamexile by the Londofbased Netherlands
Government! Cheongos del ineation app eha rmaid t o
discrepancy was that significant decisions made bgdh@emission neededhé approval
of the Dutch Government irondon. The NEI Commission was established in Melbourne

with the primary purposef looking after the interests of Dutch and NEI subjects. The

47 Albert E. Kersten,Buitenlandse zaken in ballingschap 19M®15: institutionele aspecten van het
buitenlands beleid in een stroomversnell{ddphen aan den Rijn: Sijthoff, 1981307.

48 H.J. van Mook, The Netherlands Indies and Japahheir Relations 1940941 (Aberdeen: The
University Press Aberdeen, 1944]3.

4% Pat Noonan, "Merdeka in Mackay: the Indonesian evacuees and internees in Mackay, June 1943
Febraury1946,Kabar Seberan@4-25 (1995) 240.

501 ockwood,Black armada25.

51 CheongH.J. van Mook 26.
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commission was eventually replaced in 1944 by the Executive Council &r th
Administration of the Netherlands East Indies, now located in BrisBane.

In late May 1942V an Mook was ordered to return to London, where he became
the new Dutch Minister for the Colonies, a reconstituted ministry after the beginning of
the war in Eurpe, and he remained in this position until February 1945. Howe'aer,
Mook returned to Australia before the end of ¢ofonial ministry dutie® when he was
still in his capacity as colonial ministeito become the Lieutena@overnorGeneral of
the Netherinds Indies in October 194%.

After arriving in Australia in 1942y an Mook wrote a lengthy document about
the arrival and the treatment of other Dutch people and Dutch nationals in Aiétralia.
This is a valuable document because it gives a signifioarght into the migration of
NEI civilians and military personnel in the last days before the capitulation them
inside perspective of a higlanking political figured a perspectivéhat has mainly been
underexamined until now. Like the official governrme document ati on
account,Van Mook explained that all peopéariving from the Indies were admitted
without formalities by the Australian Government. He did not once mention the restrictive

immigration policies in hisomprehensive document.

In his remarkable record, he described the composition of the arriving NEI people
as follows mainly marine and KNIL personnel and their families, civil servants, citizens
from various countries, and government officials and theinilies. The NEI armed
forcesthatmade it onto Australian shores were placed under the Dutch army commander
in Australia, who directly reported to Commandé®iChief for the East® ThoughVan
Mook emphasised that families of the military personnel were evacuated ag heell,
Newcastle Sureported on the many soldiers and government personnel who had to leave

their |l oved ones behind: 6 Al | h aheelativee | at i

52 Jan Lingard, "The Beginnings of a Relationship: Indonesians in Australia4i®@4®aenjin57, no. 3
(1998) 543.

53 NIMH, 237 De Vries, 3 November 1944, Letter from Van Aerssen Beyeren to Prime Minister John
Curtin.

54 NAN, 2.10.45, inv. nr. 530, writing by H. van Mook to the Netherlands Prime Minister in London, 31
March 1942.

55NAN, 2.13.93, inv. nr. 19, Ministerie maDefensie: Legercommandant Australié, later Commandant der
Nederlanddndische Strijdkrachten, Inventaris van de archivalia, 26 May 1961.
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handful of Servicemen and officials who escaped, few were able to bring their

womenfol ko.

The financial situation and compensation of some of the military personnel were
describedn Van Mool6 writing as well. He indicated some new finan@alangements
for the specific groups of newcomers. For instance, he discussed a solution in the
compensation discrepancy between the Indonesian and European KNIL soldiers: a
temporary financial arrangement had been planned so that the earnings foriamones
and European KNIL military personnel wemeadeeven becausthe costs of living in
Australiawere highethanthose of livingin the Indies. However, the new wages were
the same athoseof their Australian counterparts. This is a remarkable incomsigte
because before the war in the Dutch East Indies, the military high command had indicated
that the European soldiers should earn rttweia indigenous soldierafter all, Europeans
had to live up to different social standardsApparently, this differace in social
standards between European amither soldiers disappeared once they arrived in

Australia.

According toVan Mook, thefederalgovernment would allow entry during the
remainder of the waand where necessary, employment opportunities woutpeered
up for nonwhitesas well*® According to an article iThe AgeVan Mook extensively
thanked the Australian publich e Oexpressed gratitude a
extraordinary manner in which the Australian people had responded to the appekd for
for destitute &\aheuesaised, this wettoni.sé&emdd .todbe the
Australian standard, as the newspapers wrote about similar treatments, at least for women

and children arriving in Australia.

In January 1942, the War Cabinet decidedyrant temporary admission into
Australiato several alien European, Eurasian and Chinese women and children from
territories who were subject to intense war acti?ityn a memorandum to Australian
customs officersit can be read that specifically Chinese women and children arriving

from the NElunder the authority of the British Consul General in Batavia might be

56 Dutch Allies Building New Strengtim Australia The Newcastle Su@ June 1942, 2.

57 Teitler, "The mixed companiy374.

58 NAN, 2.10.45, inv. nr. 530, Minister van Kolonién 192945, 31 March 1942.

Mid for N.E.I. Evacu@TWesAge2DMarchlRdn2. Mookds Thanks
0 ChineseEvacuees Comintp Australi@ Macleay Argus16 January 1942, 4.
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admitted for the duration of the war if applicants had sufficient funds. Therefore, there
was no need to issue certificates of exemption for these &tiens.

During the first months of thwar in the Pacifigroups of Chinese evacuees did
arrive; theyhadpredominantly fled via and from New Guinea. After they reached their
new temporary homeland, they spread out mainly to the state capital cities. For instance,
one large group of women @rchildren were moved to Burwood, NSW. In this Sydney

suburb, the newljormed NSW Chinese Evacuee Committee assisted them.

This racial and religious discrimination was, unfortunately, not new to Australia
and would continue into the war years and loftgrathe Chinese and other Asian
refugees, such as navhite residents from the NEI, were given a temporary place to live,
though with the understanding that once the war was over, they would return to their own
countries®® Labor Minister for the InterioSenator Joe Collings emphasised in early 1942
that the decision to admit o0colored and
White Australia policy. Those admitted would be of good character and must show that
they would not become a charge on 8taté®* The federalgovernment also stated that
they would give special consideration to the question of whether restrictions should be
placed on the marriage of any of these refugees to Australians. It was considered
undesirable that angcolour problendshould be created by the refugéel.these were
Senator Collingds exact words, ThetCanbesra f as c
Times a fellow party member of thminister, Senator John Armstrong, emphasised less
than two decades latertha 6t her e i s no such thing as a

an immigration and economic policy which every countrydfa&ven if one did not

51 NAA, A433, 1949/2/8516, Chinese Evacuees from the Dutch East Indies, Circular by the Department of
Immigration, 5 February 1942.

Certificatesof exemptiorgave permission to nelBuropeans to reside in Australia temporarily for periods

of up to seven years, for specific purposes such as study, business suchfishipegaihd family reasons
SeePalfreeman, "NotWhite Immigration.§ 345 346.

62 House for Chinese Evacuéethe Sun19 February 1942, 8.

63 H.1. London,NonWhite Immigration and the "White Australia" Polic{Sydney: Sydney University
Press, 1970115.

As specifically stated inthe Immigration Act 1940 onditions of Immigration into Australiad (i)
Immigration ofNon-European or Coloured Persons. In pursuance of the established policy, the general
practice is not to permit Asiatics or other coloured immigrants to enter Australia for the purpose of settling
permanentlp Australian Bureau of Psdapauli@fficialoyesd BookiGhthapt er
Commonwealth of Australia, No7.8 194647 (Cat. no. 1301.0)736
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consider this as ®hite Australia policy the laws itself had a major influence on the
Indonesians andtleer Asians who were temporarily residing in the Commonwealth and

for those already living and working in the country before the start of WWII.

2.3The Netherlands East Indiespeople already living and working in Australia:
seamen and pearl fishers

Indigenousseamen from the Indies had been disembarking in Australia for decades,
mainly working as crews on KPM vessels. After thgperial Japanese Army occupied

the Indies, just ove20 KPM ships managed to reach Australian waters and berthed in
harbour cities such as Sydney, where the company had its Australian headquarters, and
Adelaide. At the time of the capitulation of the NEI army, the harbour of Fremantle was
so full of NEI evacuabn vessels that the Australian wharfies disdainfully called them
6rhe Flying Dutchme@®’ In historical sources, such as lettéwsandfrom NEI Reaf

Admiral Fredrick Coster and by former KPM heaglent in Singapore BS van Deinse,

the groups of indigenousdonesians working on those vessels were commonly described
as Javanese, though it is unclear if these arriving KPM seamen were all from the island

of Java.

In his statemenin March 1942, actingsovernorGeneralVan Mook wrote of a
positive welcome fronthe Australian authorities. Didan Mook maybe emphasise the
welcoming treatment on purpose? Was this strategic? His lengthy document appears to
be intended for internal purposes only; the ac@ogernorGeneral did not publish the
paper, nor did he sertde document to the Commonwealth Government. Nonetheless, in
daily life, not all people from the Indies were dabie foreigners and not all fit o
Australian society At least & early as April 1942, some Indonesian seamen were
prosecuted and sent wamps in Australia, such as Cowrg NSW, for divergent
offences. The seaménconvictions were relatedainly to disobeying orders onboard

commercial ships or being prohibited immigrants.

Australian newspapers wrote extensively about the Javanese $eamen
convictions in the early days of the Paciar. According to one ofhe Argu$ articles,

146Javanese seamen and stewards were sentenced to sixdimoptis®nment for being

7 Ford, "The Floating Dutchmeh81.
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prohibited immigrants because they had deserted their ships. The crew s\arobler

be incarcerated until the Dutch and Australian governments had decided what should be
done with then’® A few days later, the editor he Arguseceived a letter from Fredrick
Baker, a Melbourne company owner and likely a reader of the newspéyoeresponded

to the published article. He was surprised about the reaction of the Australian court to
Allied ¢ o u n t subjeets @ndBaker wrote that he wondered whether the NEI
Government was consulted before the charges latrelownagainst these men. Further,
Baker did not seem to understand that these men could not be employed in some useful
capacity inthetime ofa severe labour shortage. Unfortunately, it remains unclear what
the response dafhe Argué editor was to this letté? However, Baker was not unique in

his comments on imprisonment and labour shortage; some other newspapers and Dutch

high officials expressed a similar incomprehension to this exceptional situation.

Two weeks laterThe Queensland Timesndseveral other newspapeeported
that another group @lixty Javanese crew members who refused to work were sentenced
to six monthé imprisonment with hard labour pending deportation. This group was
charged with being prohibited immigrarifsJust one dayater, The West Australian
published an article that a further 206 Javanese seamen were taken to the Water Police
Court in Sydney, where some were charged as being prohibited immigrants and others
with having disobeyed the commands of their officers. Agiog to the newspaper
article, although a small group had returned to their ships, others pleaded guilty and were
sentenced to imprisonmefitMoreover, three months later, yet another group of Javanese
seamen were charged withilfully disobeying a lawfucommand of their captain,
according toThe Cairns Post The article summarised the eveassfollows 6rhe men
had been ordered twice by the captain and when they disobeyed the third time the captain
had sought authority to institute proceedings agdivesta’? The group was sentenced

to one month in a Townsvillil.

TheNEI Legation and highly placed military personnel responded that putting the
crews injail would not be an appropriate response. In May 1942, a mestiugredwith

the Netherlands MiisterTom Elink Schuurman, Senior Officer ReAdmiral Frederick

%8 @Javanese Seamen in Cdufthe Argus2 April 1942, 8.

%9 NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 45, Letter from Frederick R. Bakehtoeditor of the Argus, 17 April 1942,
0 @Javanese Seamen Senteric@dieensland Timed5 April 1942, 6.

" AJavanese Seamen. Further 2DB a r ,Jtee d\M@st Australigri6 April 1942, 4.

QGavanese Seamen REdmsPastd8ulylod®ydr k Shi po,
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Coster, General Simon Spoegn Deinse and othefTheir main conclusion was that
locking up a group of seamen in a concentration camp would mete out what they deserve,
but then no use witd be made of the substantial number of men and their potential labour
capacity,which wasa similar responst® that ofFrederick Baker a month earlier. As an
alternative, the NEI leadership suggested that the seamen sgiibeidbe put under the
command of Dutch officers or that these seamen should be sent to a New Guinea port
where they would be useful as workénsthe construction of aerodromes, providing
highly valuable wawork. Elink Schuurman and the other men concluded that tthput
Javanese seamender the command of the NEI military higpmmand in Australian

order to militarise thepra Royal Decree from Lalond where the Dutch governmeimt-

exile resided was needed! A third option was mentioned during the 1942 meeting as
well: the Australian authorities could appoint every alien to any civilian duty desirable in
the prosecution of the war. According to attang General Simon Spoor, this option was
disregarded by these NEI officials because this would not lead to the militarisation of the

crews.

The group decided on specific action points. Firstptheagingdirector of KPM
in Sydney, Rinse Pronk, should indormed, and so he was. According to an addition to
theminutes of the meeting on May 1942with the Netherlandminister, Pronk agreed
with this decision to transport the crews back to New Guinea. The KPM would provide a
short list of all names of tlse persons who had to be considered ringleaders or agitators
and this group should be repatriated first, according to Pronk. Within three weeks, the
five most notorious ringleaders were shipped off to New GuinEarther,according to
these minutegorntact should be established between the NEI Legation and the Australian
Government obetweenAustralian military authorities and the US Arrtty explain the
situation and ask if the Australian Government could assist with the drafted plans. The
consequenceas the negotiations between all parties involved and the militarising vessels

and crews will be further examined and analyse@hapter3.

Not only NEI senior officialdout also Australian civil servants and politicians

discusedwhat should happen todhlavanese seamen. Just a month after the meeting of

> NAN, 2.10.45, inv. nr. 530, Minister van Kolonién 198945, Minutes of meeting on May 12th with

the Netherlands Minister, 12 May 1942.

"4 Themilitarisationof Indonesian crews would eventually ocaftera Royal Decree was issued in August
1943 staing that all Indonesian KPM crew members in Australian waters would be called into service as
native sailors or stokerSeeChapter 3f this thesisNAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 47, Proposalgn Foreest,

Van Boven, Kiés anffanHoogstraten, no date.

S NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 45, Intedffice memo by B.S. van Deinse, 28 May 1942,
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the NEI officials, Edward Theodore, the Directeeneral of Allied Works, wrote a letter

to Prime Minister John Curtin. In this letter, Theodore described meetings that had
occurredbetween the KPM, th®irector of Personnel, and the Water and Sewerage
Board. Theodore received advice that arrangements had been made regarding some
imprisoned Javanese seamen. According to Theodore, about 200 Javanese would be
working for theboard. They would do this worksa trial while living in a camp under

the supervision of the Dutch authoritt@sRearAdmiral Coster agreed with these
arrangements a few days later, accepting the Gampin guarding should be entrusted

to the Australiararmyand not so much to the MetrlandsArmed Forces’’

These groups of NEI seamen, predominantly KPM personnel, were the largest
group of Indonesians in Australia, but they were not the only group of Dutch or NEI
subjects who were already working in Australia at the outbreak of thiecPatar. For
instance, there were NEI pearl fishers and labourers who were working in the pearling
industry, mainly in thenorthern territories Although this groupcomprisedskilled
Timorese divers, some divers came from other NEI regionsliteerlands New Guinea,

and other countries, such as Japan and the Philippines.

The Australian Government prohibité¢dh e s edangerau®wsork once the
government declared theserthean fishing waters as militarised zones. Substantial
numbers of the pearl fishermen were transported to @tieh asPerth, Sydney and
Melbourne to ascertain whether they were suitable and willing to work for RPM.
Consequently, though everyone in Aub&ranight not regard the pearl fishermen as
desimableforeigners, their reassignments were motivated by théswaurse and not so
much by their own actions. Therefore, these Timorese and pearl fishers from other
archipelago islands did not make many tiead in Australian or NEI newspapers in the
early 1940s.

Besides the pearl fishers and seamen, there were other tiny groups of Indonesians
already living and working here and there in Austratiainly in Queensland and Western
Australia,before the war toke out. For example, at the start of the century, a substantial
number of Javanese men were recruited as cane cutt&ia fidorth Queenslarid sugar

cane industry. One of these men was a Javanasealled Assmah who had been living

" NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 45, Letter from E.G. Theodore to J. Curtin, 12 June 1942,

"NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 45, Letter from F.W. Coster to E.&eddore, 18 June 1942.

8 NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 45, Letter from F.W. Coster to the Board of KPM Sydney, 19 May 1942 and
Inter-Office memo by B.S. van Deinse, 28 May 1942.
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in Australia forforty-nineyears mainly in Liverpool Creek in Queenslandhen WWII

was about to break out in the NEI. Even though he had an exemption, he had to go to
court to get his work permit approved. According to the newspagenstone River
Advocate and InnisfaiNews t he Australian Workerds Un
extend him a work permit, but the Industrial Magistrate graittétiThe Australian
Government has estimated that most of these Javanegeahent 90% had returned

after a few years working ifmé sugar cane industrigut a few stayed until the outbreak

of WWIIL.8 To conclude ifdan Lingaré distinctivewords dhis was likely the full extent

of an Indonesian presence in Australia at different times prior to£942

Of all newcomerssuch as ta agricultural labourers and Indonesian veterans like
the pearl fishers, the seamen who went on strike in early 1942 would be of the most
concern to the Netherlands Legation. At the beginning of the P¥¢#icthe Australian
Government and judicial systedid not know what to do with all these foreign strikers.
And they did not know where to imprison them. The strikers were first incarcenated
local jails. However, starting in July 1942, the first sizeable groupsndigenous
Indonesiarseamen were sent to a camp in Cowrd/estern NSW because the lofls
wereoverflowing with striking KPM seamef? In the following chapters, | will further
explore and analyse what happened to the incarceradesthand Indonesian strikers,
the samen and military personnel after the hectic start of the P&¢éic Iwill also trace
the lives of ordinary NEI civilians on Australian soil. | will examimaw each group of
newcomerswere treatedoy Australian officials, review their legal rights inaviime
Commonwealth and evaluate the collaboration between the Australian and NEI civil and

military officials.

2.4 Conclusion

Before the war, less thd®¥o of Australian residentaereconsideredrom nonEuropean

background although more than one in evergven Australians was not born in the

® @Javanese Granted Perrfor Sugar Worki Johnstone River Advocate and Innisfidiéws 7 January
1941, 4.

80 Australian Department of Social ServicéBhe IndonesidB o r n C 0o massesséedt7 yOétgber 2020,
https://www.dss.gov.au/owesponsibilities/settlemeiservices/programpolicy/amulticultural
australia/programandpublications/communitynformationsummaries/théhdonesa-born-community
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country. The principal restricting factor was of course the White Auspaliey, or the
Immigration Restriction Act Thi s Act t hat protected A
affectedmany people arriving in Australiantil the outbreak of the Pacifigvar. A
substantial group of newhite migrants were denied entry; others had to apply for a
special certificate of exemption. After obtaining a certificate, an alien was not expected

to stay indefinite, and the foreignerutd not become an Australian citizéke many

other British subjects could. Similar racial and religious restricting laws and regulations
prevented Jewish refugees from entering Australia in the late 1930s. This became very
clear wherthe countryattendedhe Evian Conferencélowever,Australia was not the

only country hesitant to accept Jewish refugees: other countries used their unemployment

rates and the worldbés economic situation

In the two decades befotiee PacificWar broke out, permanent migration from
the Netherlands and the Indies was very minimal, maybe even neglanblex handful
of residents knocked on Australiads door
Australia wanted to settlandonly a tiny minority used Australia asstopover. This all
changed when in December 1941, the colonial GoveBsoreral Alidius Tjarda van
Starkenborgh Stachouwem behalf of the NEI Governmertteclared war on Japan. In
the first few months of 1942, dlnsandd including European, and Dutelmdischand
indigenous Indonesiamigrant® tried to find refuge According toVan Mook, who
became the Govern@eneral after thémperial Japanese Armgapture Tjarda van
Starkenborgh Stachouwer, the reception was welcome and friendly, and no distinction in

the treatment of ethnic groups was emphasised.

Finally, the groups of indigenous Indonesians who were already living and
working in Australia at the outbreat WWII, especially théndonesiarcrews working
on the commercial vesselsere of the most concern to the Netherlands Legation. Right
from the start of the Pacific Wathese Indonesiamdemanded the same treatment and
payment as their European colleaguAt first local courts in harbour cities and towns
tried to cope with these crowds who refuse@edormtheir work. In the second half of
1942, new strategies and laws were adotitatitriedto force the disobeying Indonesian
crews back to work. Thse crews would become a fundamental problem and liability for
both the NEI and the Australian War Cabinets for the remainder of the war years. The
Javanese and other Asian seamen who crewed the KPM vessels made up theahajority
the NEI refugee subjectsimt hi n Australiabs borders. T

within Australiabs har bour cities woul d
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independence in the aftermath of the f#aks will be furtherexamined in the following
chapters, after the surrender of the Imperial Japanese Army, almost all Indonesian

seafarers went on strike again with the help of many Australian unions.

83 Drew Cottle ad Angela Keys, "Transnational struggle: Asian seafarers and the struggle for Indonesian
independence in Australia” (17th Biennial Conference of the Asian Studies Association of Australia,
Melbourne, 2008)3.
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Chapter 3: Jurisdiction over Netherlands EastIndies military personnel, semt

military personnel and civilians

2nd March members Netherlands Forces held in custody STOP Would
appreciate urgent advice re suggested extension oférdePu nst ah Pr e mi €

The Victorian Premier Albert Dunstan serthe aboe telegram to Australian Prime
Minister John Curtin in April 1943. The date referred to by the Victorian premier is the
date of an earlier telegram sent to pinene ministerabout the same group of soldiers. In
this order, Duastan is most likely referringo one of the Allied Force (Penal
Arrangements) Orders. These orders were regulations on the treatment and the legal rights
of Allied forces soldiers in Australia. This chapter will examine the legal rights of many
of the Allied troops in Australia durintpe PacificWar, the distinctive legal status 06
soldiers who arrived in large numbers in the early years of theawdthe complicated
legal status of the NEI soldiers who found refuge on Australian territory and their judicial
position within the existing Australian legal system. As discussed in the previous
chapters, many NEI soldiers arrived on Australian shores jfisteband directly after

the NEI capitulation. Similar to the discussion regarding the legal status of the KPM
seamen, the legal position of newly arrived NEtvicemerhad to be discussed. Should
these alien soldiers register once they entered the coantiywhat was their exact legal

status in a foreign country? Were they considered part of the Allied forces?

This chapter commences with a review of the international laws, regulaimhs
bilateral and multilateral agreements between Australia andlids that existed at the
outbreak of the Pacifigvar, such as the Allied Force (Penal Arrangements) Orders and
the1933Visiting Forces Actl do not provide an exhaustive account of all Australian and
international criminal laws, but | have selectivebctised on the laws | feel are most
relevant to this thesis. One of the Australkacts that will be briefly mentioned but not

extensively explained is théational Security Act (1939940)and its Regulationghe

1 NAA, A1608, E45/1/11, Telegram from Vician Premier A. Dunstan to the Australian PM J. Curtin, 6
April 1943.



Act that allowed thegovernment to bypassiormal parliamentary and legislative
processeslt is beyond the scope of this chapter to explain theefégictof this Act.

This chapter further clarifies the legal status of Dutch East Indies military
personnel while in Australia: the statusofthase o di d not break t he
laws, as well as the changing legal status of those soldiers who committed crimes. | ask:
in which cases and on what grounds were these refugee soldiers from the NEI bound by
Australian civil and military laws? llso explain the changing legal agreements and
strained relationships between the Australian authorities on the one hand and the NEI
military high command and the Netherlands Legation on the other hand. This new NEI
Government, first situated in Melbournedalater in Brisbane, was not a governra@nt
exile in the sense of international law and was not recognised asAdLtble. outsetit
was created as a symbol, proof that the administering Dutch power regarded the defeat of
its NEI territory only as a shibterm loss. In no way were the authorities to suggest a
permanent change of status of the Indies territdries.

This chapter also charts the changing legal status of alien merchant seamen: before
the war, the sailors were part of civilian crews who nateéd commercial ships for large
companies such as the KPM; however,tileio b descri pti ond dr ast.
Finally, | interpret the international laws, negotiations and agreements regarding
merchant seamen during wartime. Could these seafaeeregardeds semimilitary or
perhaps even as military personaesome point during the war against the Asawers?

And, if so, what legal positions did these commercial searolef? s already examined

in Chapter2, many Indonesian and sorralischmerchant seamen went on strike in the
early days of the waChapter3 does not demonstrate their reasons for refusing to work
on the vessels, as this will be explainecChmapter 4however, Chapter 3 do@wdicate

their changing legal status and theaduently poor treatment onshore and offshore.

The reviewed laws and agreements are essential for this thesis because they will,
first of all, allow me to contextualise wartime Australia within an international legal
structure, laws and policies that weatified andwould not have existed outside wartime.

To what extent was Australia bound to the UK when it came to external affiadr<lid

2 Liam Kane, Policing, IHDiscipline, and Crime in the Americafustralian Alliance, 19421945, War

in History 28, no. 32021). 4.

3 Stefan Talmon, "Who is a legitimate government in exile? Towards normative criteria for governmental
legitimacy in international law," iThe Reality of International Law. Essays in Honour of lan Brownlie
ed. Guy GoodwirGill and Stefan Talmon (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 19399)
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Australia develop international agreements and adopt conventions independently?
Second, I will discuss the uniqueld position of the Australian Commonwealth because

this legal position is essential in understanding the extraordinary negotiations between
the Australian Government and the NEI army and government officials in Australia. Such

an unusual legal situatioraises the question of whether Australia was entitled to
negotiate the extraterritori al Werathg NEls wi 1

and its army even allowed to be on Australian soil?

Additionally, this chapter will review the legal postis, living circumstances,
and working rights and conditions of newl
Dutch East Indies merchant seamen and military personnel during the war, though the
consequences for civilians will also be showhhis chaper demonstrates the
development of the new laws and regulations for thew thesedevelopmentaffected
their existencand if other newcomers to the Commonwealire also affectedrinally,
these laws and regulations were the legal underpinnings on which thegdNErnment
in-exiled and military highcommand negotiated the incarceration of many compatriots
afterWWIl had ended. Thus, this chapter wdtits core bea chapter omnternational
and law history without losing sight of the social consequences for various groups from

the Indies.

| want to explain why the relationship between the NEI #relAustralian
Government shifted so profoundly during WWII. At the commencemetiieoPacific
War, Australia welcomed its NEI allies (including those of indigenous descent), as |
discussed inChapter 2.However, during the war, Australia incarcerated some NEI
merchant seameand then at the wér end Indonesiamilitary personnel wee interned
on Australian territory after negotiations with NEI representatives. ldawthese
worrying eventsbe explaine@d Within less than a decade after WWII first began,
Australia shifted its positionaggib e comi ng t he I ndonalyinan Re
trying to obtain independence from the Netherlands. Thiswastperiod and these

significant shifts will be further examined mainfyChapterss and 6

I will show that until early in the war, Australia was still so dependent on the
British for its foreign affairsas well as its internal affaileecausef this unique status. In
this chapter | will argue thatthe Australian Government reluctantly yielded: the
government gave up certain legal rights to prosecute aliens, simidratohappenedi

British law. The GOGQelinquishedsome of its prosecutorial rights on their own soil to a
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military high command thatad neithethe official status nor the actual numbers to be
called a full, independent armgn army that might even be called an afieflugee army.

The question of jurisdiction was negotiated extensively during the first years of, WWII
not only on land but also at seand again Australia adjusted and accommodated the
Allied partners and the NEI. Finally, | will show that even afterjtigkcial negotiations

were finalised and the vacuum in the international legal structure appeared to be filled, it
was not always clear who was responsible for the NEI militaries, the KPM seasiden
even the NEI civilians in the Commonwealth.

3.1 Australia and its Allies: international laws, regulations and agreements (1930
1940s)

WhenWWII broke out, the international criminal courts and laws protecting victims of
war (including civilians and military personnel) did not exist. The United Nations (UN)
and its International Court of Justicehe principal judicial organ of the UN seated in the
Peace Palace in The Haguwere establishelecause of he war 6s atr oci
And the Geneva Conventidnon humanitarian treatment in véawas held and ratified

by many countries, such as Australia, in 1949ther renowned coudssuch as the
Europea Court of Human Rights, which was established in 98 not exist until at

least one decade later.

This is not to say that there were no international agreements protecting wounded
or captured soldiersr that no rules existed regarding the treatmenprotection of
civilians during wartime at the outset of the war. Althoughlitd49Geneva Convention
was ratified after WWII, it had its predecessors; as early as 1864, a Geneva Convention
occurred At this conference, a treaty was drawn up and signéldebgttending ount r i e s
representatives: O6The Treaty provides fo
surgeons, nurses, attendants, and sick or wounded men, and their safe conduct, when they
bear the sign of the organisation, viz: the Reds&® Moreover, after WWI, the
International Covenant of the League of Nations was signed in 1920, and its adjoining

Permanent Court of International Jusficéne first permanent international tribudal

“When referring to 60the6 Geneva Conventi atthe | am
conference in Geney&witzerland.

5 Clara Barton;The Red Cross of the Geneva Convention. Wha(\Washington D.C.Rufus H. Darby

Steam Power Book and Job Printe878) 9i 10.
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was established two years lateegrettably the Coveant and the International Tribunal
were never ratified bthe Australian Parliament, as will be discussed later. In the 1930s,
two more Genev&onventions were organised, and treaties signed. The first dealt with
the prevention and punishment of terrorjsmd the second orfecusedon the creation

of an international criminal court that would try these terrorism offences. Unfortunately,

neither one of these covenants ever came into force.

Not many additional groundreaking agreements were negotiated aimgned
regarding the rules of war and human rights laws after the evils of WWI. As Mahmoud
Cherif Bassiouni wrote in his study of crimes against humadity he per i od
World War | and World War Il witnessed a lull in the development of internation
regulation concerning the laws of war because of the belief that-the@sb | ed @i Gr e a
was indeed going to fAiend all warso, as t
believed that the newly founded League of Nations would usher in a mew péworld
peace based on a new world oddefhis new world peace did not last long; the rise of
totalitarian regimes was fairly clear, especially from the early 1930s onwards, and the

League of Nations could not adequately stop the rise.

During theinterwar years, Australia did not ratify any treaties becant&l1942,
Australia had a distinctive legal position within the British Commonwealth; the country
had a very dependent legal relation with the mother country. Then, in 1931, the UK
Parliamentpassed the Statute of Westminster: this imperial measure prothded
jurisdictive independence of sgjbverning dominions such as Australia, Canada and the
Irish Free State. Thus, under the Statute, Britain and Australia would be defined as
0 aut on @ommounittes vathin the British Empire, equal in status, in no way
subordinate one to another in any respect of their domestic or external affairs, though
united by a common allegiance to the Crown and freely associated as members of the
British Commonwealtto f N a % Howewes ahce the Statute would come into effect

i n Aust r alimperial Raiament @ulchnd onger impose judicial dominance

6 Thomas Penberthy Fry, "The international and national competence of Australian Parliaments to legislate
in respect of extréerritorial crime (including war crimes)University of Queensland Papets no. 2

(1947) 45.

7 Mahmoud Cherif BassiounGrimes against humanity in intenational criminal la@nd revised ed. (The
Hague: Kluwer Law International, 199924 525.

8 Chris Clark, "The Statute of Westminster and the murder in HMAS Australia, 184&yalian Defence

Force Journall79 (2009) 22.
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over the Commonwealth; from that moment onwards, the Australian Parliament was

legislatively autonomous of tiarliament in Great Britaif.

It took the Australian Parliament ovégn years to ratify and implement these
legislative rights; at the outbreak of the Paciffar, Australia still had not adopted the
Statute of Westminster. So, until then, toeintrywasutterly dependent on the UK for
its international, external affairs. @@ early scholars do not seem to agree entirely with
this opinion. JC.Beagl ehol e has stated that O6The D
the League of Nations, were negotiating commercial treaties, and were taking
independent lines in international affa long before 1931 when the Statute of
Westminster was passed by the British Parliad'@rthis account is correct regarding
non-political agreements but not in relation to international agreements concerning

military alliances and operations on the ldastage.

Il n 1938, Robert Menzi es -Gensrbl@at tentiens, Au s
wrote an article on the topic of the Statute of Westminster and its various sections. He
stated that one of the reasons why Australia was still discussing the Stasutieat
political history indicated a chronic reluctance on the part of the Australian voter to grant
extra power tdis representatives in the Australian Parliamiémilenzies, who favoured
adopting the Statute of Westminster, concluded in his article $aation 3 on
extraterritorial operation added nothing

regarded merely as determining any vague doubts that might%exist.

In 1942 the Statute was, after considerable parliamentary deliberation, adopted
in the Stetute of Westminster Adoption Ad942'2 According to John Burton from the
Departmentof Defaae , t he 6adoption of the Statute
from a point of view of convenience and
practica convenience which the outbreak of the war occasioned an urgent amendment to
the judiciary act in order to remove doubts as to the admiralty jurisdiction of the Supreme

Courts of several stai@¥

® David Clark, "Cautious Constitutionalism: Commonwealth Legislative Independence and the Statute of
Westminster 1931942,"Macquarie Law Journall6 (2016) 44.

10 Edward Littlejohn, "New Zealand and the Statute of Westminster," Book reVies/Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Scie48(1945) 160.

1 R.G. Menzies, "The Statute of Westminstditje Australian Law Journdll (1938) 368.

12 Menzies, "The Statute372.

13 Fry, "The international and national competehé&d.

4 NAA, A6006, 1942/09/22, Letter from J.W. Burton to G. Knowles, 7 August 1942.
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There has been much historical debate over why it takthC so long to adopt
this crucial piece of legislation. Some scholars emphasised there was no imminent need
for major constitutional amendments, and there existed a lack of pressure by the electors
as a vital reason for not adopting the ‘8dRecently,David Lee has argued that the
6adoption of the | aw-state nvalrynfer mare them 2 degdde. y 0
Party politics was a secondary i s®uha in
Edwards seesd to agree with Lee; he has obsatvihat the debate regarding the
proposed legislation exposed the depth of the division within Austeslisome states
opposed it. Several individual conservative members oppiteed\ct because these
members were fearful that theo u n bondmdttsBritain was being diminishédDavid
Clark wrotethat there were various reasons why the Statute was not adopted in the years
just after 1931with one of them being that there were no appaor urgent practical
reasons to do so. Hesostatal that the most important reason not to adopt the Statute
was that statesd powers would be weakene
favour of the expansion of Commonwealth powarsimilar argument as made by Lee
and Edwards® In my opinion, there is not one single reason to indicate why Australia
adopted the Statute of Westminster much later diciother dominionssuch aCanada
or South Africa. However, regional or state differenceshe fear of weakening state

independence appeared to be very significant.

The late ratification of the Statute by the Australian Parliament is not thdonly
that was adopted years after Federation. For instance, Australian citizenship did not exist
for Australians until theAustralian Citizenship Act 1948vhich isthe Act that was
implemented a year later: Australians were officially British subjects with British
nationality’® Moreover, Australia did not achieve complete constitutional independence

from the UK, not even after they ratified the Statute of Westminster under Prime Minister

15 'W. J. Hudson and Martin Philip Sharpustralian independence: colony to reluctant kingdom
(Melbourne: Mébourne University Press, 1988)28.

6 David Lee, "Statesrlgt s and Australiabds adopt i idw2"distont he st
Australial3, no. 2 (2016)259.

17 John EdwardsJohn Curtin's War. Triumph and Declineol. 1l (Melbourne:Penguin Random House
Australia, 2018)119.

18 Clark, "Cautious Constitutionalistn56.

®Martinuzzi O6Briemd8 "Citizenship, Rights
According to Fry:dThe international concept of nationality creates difficulties when the people of several
states share a common nationality, as is so the case of British nationals. Although-guyesiiing
Dominions are autonomous nations lo¢ British Commonwealth and possess the international status of

national states, the status of ABritish national
of the United Kingdom. é Ther e i satiandiaf Austfalafroom no w
a British national of the United Kingdom, except

are questions of fact rather than &@fry, "The international and national competeh@®.
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John Curtin. Only in 198@id a royal proclamation abolish the remaining possibilities for

the mother country to legislate with effect in Australia, endinthalUK6 governmental

and legislative powers over Australia; one of the resoltsthis was that the
Commonwealth of Australia could make their own extraterritorial Bwsu st r al i a
complete dependence on the mother country became evident in the negdieticaen

the GOCG US Army and NEI military high command. Australian lawmakers constantly
asked what the Britiskeovernment had negotiated previously, and several times they
requested legal advice from the UK on international laws and agreements.

These extterritorial laws, specifically mentioned Bection 3 of the Statute,
would becomerecessarguringWWII for countries like the US and the NEIThe US
was the first country to obtain these extraterritorial rights; they negotiatedtirearily
during WWI. The US and Great Britain exhibited working arrangements for reserving
jurisdiction over their own forcésthose who were sent into France dunigvl to assist
in preventing a German invasiéh.The main objective of these arrangemehts
negotiations that the British Commonwealth Government started not tBends to
amendUK law so that the authorities and courts of the US Army would be enabled to
exercise all the jurisdictional control that had been vested in thedSligw.>® So, when
the US troopsfought innorthernF r a n ¢ ezbres, botthe US Amed Forcesand
British Armed Forces (of which the Australian army was part) had been allowed to

exacise exclusive jurisdiction over the misbehaviour of their own military.

The interwar period produced some significant developments on extraterritorial

legislation: in 1933, the British Parliament adopted wisiting Forces (British

20 |reland-Piper, Accountability in extraterritoriality 73 76; Hilary Charlesworth and Deborah Senz,
"Building blocks: Australia's response to foreign extraterritorial legislatidfetbourre Journal of
International Law2, no. 1 (2001)29, 37 38.

21 Section 3 gives power to the Parliament of a Dominion to legislate extraterritodafiyt at ut e o
We s t mi Katgoodie Miner, 17 November 1942, 2.

ZacharyClopton defines extraterritorialt y as 6t he application of the | a
or relationships outside of that courdiryn this definition, Clopton does not specify thks or NEI

jurisdiction during@WWII, only the general definition of the terinelandPiper more recently defined the

term Oextraterritori al stateofrpiesrpiive, tadjudicative aa enforeement x e r
authority over conduct outside thatt a phesitas territory.SeeZachary D. Clopton, "Extraterritoriality

and extranationalitya comparative studyDuke Journal of Comparative & International L&@, no. 2

(2013} 218 IrelandPiper,Accountability in extraterritoriality 2.

22 John H. Wigmore, "The extraterritorialityf the United States Armed Forces abroatjterican Bar
Association Journal9, no. 3 (1943)122.

23 G.P. Barton, "Foreign Armed Forces: Qualified Jurisdictional ImmuniBrjtish Year Book of
International Law31 (1954) 343.

24 John McKerrow;The American occupation of Australia. A marriage of nece@s@wcastle upon Tyne:
Cambridge Sablars Publishing, 201315 16.
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Commonwealth) AP Under this Act, visiting forces from the Commonwedith
subsequently not fro the U® were subject to the concurrent jurisdiction of their own
sendingstates?® Australia adopted quitesimilar Act that authorised oth@&ritish Empire
forces visiting Australia to establish military courts to exercise jurisdiction over its
memberg’ Finally, the BritishGovernment adopted a comparable Awt1942 the
United States of Ameriddisiting Forces Acfi942 for US forcesvisiting the UK

The United States of Americ&Visiting Force$ Bill exemptedUS military
personnel from criminal acns in the British courts unless the US authorities consented
to that on a casky-case basig-urther, theAct gave effect to a treaty between the UK
and the USgovernmend; it explicated once mor¢hat the US Armed Forces had
jurisdiction over membersf its own military and naval force€ Therefore,the US
militaryd which landed on Australian territory in 19d2had full legal jurisdiction over
its own soldiers,mainly because ofthis historical precedent set duringWl and
arrangements made between W@ and UK in the early 1940s, as wellAsi st r al i a

dependentelationship with the UKegardingnternational matters.

However, n late 1941, just prior to any US forces being sent to Australia, the
Australian Government issued a statutory rRele No. 241, which generally restricted
the authority of emartial in Awsaliadoonmatiersrconeemilg c 0 L
discipline and internal administration. Rule No. 241 also considered the concurrent
jurisdiction of local courts over such personnel. However, this rule was amended in early
May 1942 after objections by Lieutenant General George @kefto was thenthe
commander of th US forces in Australa and others, giving the Americans exclusive
jurisdiction whenever they requested®Brett brought the question to the attention of
Prime MinisterJ ohn Curti n. Al t ManuCghbinersembess interidedCu r t

to grant complie extraterritorial jurisdiction to the Ufdrces, somelepartments were

25 According to G. P. Bartog T h e fvisiingdmvhen used to describe an armed force implies that this
force has come to and sojourns on the territory of the local state with its consent and at its invitation. It is
notunknown for such consent to be given reluctantly. But we are here concerned only with the position of
a foreign force which visits the local state with its full and free consent and pursuant to its unsolicited
i nvi t@P. Batonp"Foreign Armed Forces: Immunity from Supervisory JurisdjtBritish Year

Book of International Law6 (1949) 382.

26 Aurel Sari,"The Immunities of Visiting Forces," iThe Cambridge Handbook of Immunities and
International Law ed. Nicolas Angelet and Luca Ferro Tom Ru@srbridge:CambrigdeUniversity

Press 2018) 9.

27 AAustralian Discipline for Visiting ForcésTheCourier-Mail, 20 December 1941, 5.

28 Sari, "The Immunities of Visiting Forcgs11; NAA, A989 1943/480/1, United States of America
(Visiting Forces) Bill, 28 July 1942 (printed).

29 |rvine, "Legality and freedoth 5.
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more hesitant, notably the Department of the Army. However, despite some voiced
objections bydepartments, the National Security (Allied Forces) Regulations were

revised and implemeed *°

These exclusive rights granted to the Akgny became more and more crucial, as
I n the weeks after Brett 6 $Srilitarypdrsomaonp | ai
Australian soil increased rapidlpy June of that year, there were already 88,080
troops in the country, most of them located in Victoria and Queen$lafareover, with
the arrival of so many US soldiers, the chance of altercations betiveesoldiers

themselves and between soldiangl locals became more than reasonable to expect.

Regulation6 of the National Security Regulations, adopted on 20 October 1942,
precisely defined and grant&i soldiers exclusive extraterritorial rights in Australian
courts.This Regulatiommight be cosidered the most important rule for 08 Gls and
other military personnel stationed in Australia and would also become the starting point
for the Dutch negotiator. This amendment of the National Security (Allied Forces)
Regulations spelled out jurisdional boundaries but still occasionally led to disputes

between th&JS forces and the local authorities.

3.2 The daily juridical consequences folNetherlands East Indiegpeople onshore and

offshore

Even before the war, all aliens who entered Australia baddister once they entered
the country; theAustralian Immigration Actl901was clear on that point. From 1939
onwards, large groups of migrants living in Australia came under even more
governmental scrutiny. They became subject to the National SefAligyns Control)
Regulations 193%n integral part of thBational Security ActThis meant thaall hon

Britisho peAudraliawerelrdquiredriagregister as aligh$he essential

30 McKerrow, The American occupation 7 18.

31 Paul HasluckThe governmentral the people, 1942945 (Canberra: Australian War Memorial, 1970)

224,

32 NAA, A1608, E45/1/11, Regulations under the National Security Act-193®, 20 October 1942.
B¥Maria Glarosa |"idaSdmetiinjeussti ce must be suffered
Security (Aliens Control) Regulations 1939 (Cth) affected the lives of German, Italian, Japanese and
Australian born women living in Australia during the Second World War" (Rhidversity of Western

Sydney, 2012)viii.
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phrase i$ on-Britishd As previously mentioned, Austratiaitizenship did nogetexist;
all Australians were British subjects.

Non-British persons were frequently prosecuted under the R@g@lations, as
can be read in a newspaper article in$lyeney Morning Heraléfom 1940. The article
mentionedthat6 Leonar dus Hubertus Ryekogel, a Du
Sydney, and Androniki Arvanitaki, a Greek woman, of Flinders Street, Darlinghurst,
were each sentenced to 14 days imprisonment, at the CentraldBsmourt yesterday,
for breaches of the aliensd control sect
Mr. Sherdan, Sm.M., recommended that they be interned at the completion of their
sentence®** Besides the obligation to register oneself, manlyer less intruding
regulations were implemented under the National Security Regulations, especially
targeting norBritish people For example, it was obligatory for all aliens to hand over

their firearms, ammunition and explosives to local poltce.

Alli ed countries and organisations, such as the Netherlands Legation, received
letters from the Commonwealth regarding the necessity for persons arriving in Australia
to register. In 1944, a memorandum was sent to WP Montijn, Counsellor of the Royal
Netherlang Legation, that persons of the Netherlands nationality arriving in Australia
had to comply with the provisions of the National Security (Alien Control) Regulations.
According to this writing, newcomers should present themselves at the Netherlands
Consulag (in this case, the one in Melbourne) and thatctivesulate officers and the
Netherlands Commission in Australia would reach the Netherlands subjects and register

them?3®

Aliens not onlyon land butalsoat sea and in the harbours were also under the
enauiry of AustralianGovernment officials. In early 1941, the Department of the Interior
sent out a | etter to the masters of ship
the letter, white seamen were told that if any of them were caught deseetisigip or if
he missedhis boat,he would be dealt with as a prohibited migrade would then face
imprisonment for six months or even deportation under an order signed ioynibter.

In this letter, norwhite crews were simply not mention¥dThe ame department

34 ANational Security Act Breach@She Sydney Morning Hergld3 June 1940, 11.

35 ANational Security Regulati@The Central Queensland Heraldl July 1940, 28.

36 NAA, A373, 9971, Memorandum of the DepartmenEafernal Affairs, 2 February 1944.

STNAA, BP234/1, SB1942/2037, Circular from the Department of Interior, signed by A.R. Peters, 9 January
1941.
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reported a reply to a previous communication by one of the consuls a few months later
regarding under which circumstances an alien seaman may be peinidgtédistralia

for temporary or permanent admission. Such a decision was to be nthdduture by
themilitary authorities. At this point already during the Watpril 19416 the Australian
military authoritie® and not, as one might expect, only the immigration authdities
were involved in the admission of alien seamen.itigary authorties had to not object

to the admission of the alien seafafekVhether an alien merchant seaman could be
considered a military member will be analysed and discussed later.

One of the primary reasons for thelitariesdinvolvement was a lack of clarity
and widespread confusion: who had to register and who did not have to register under
Alien Registration Controls? For example, alien crew&J&CGovernmentsupply ships
andtransportvessels were exempt, though if these crews would return on vessels not
uncer the control of the US Army or Navy, they had to regitén.mid-1942, Director
General of Security MacKay wrote that in the future, exemptions could only be granted
to members of the Army Transport Servapel that all other alien crevir¢ém the US but
Norwegian and Dutch as well) under chartethimsUS Government had to register in the
usual mannef® This confusion over registration continued. One of the specific problems
was a lack of uniformity between Australian statedJ@ crew member arring in
Queensland from overseas could be considered by local immigration officers an
exemption from registration. However, if the same crew member had arrived in an NSW

port, he could be summoned to register as an &lien.

The question of registration ofeswv members and the question of jurisdiction over
militarised vessels was one crucial point of discussion from the commencement of the

Allied war activities in the Pacific, as there appeared to be a judicial vatusrearly

The wor dwadw hrietpel 6a ciretde Amgndmérda of yhé National Security (Aliens Control)
Regulations, published on 9 August 1982eNAA, BP234/1, SB1942/2037, Statutory Rules 1942, No.

360.

38 NAA, BP234/1, SB1942/2037, Letter from J.A. Carrodus to a Consul, 30 April 1941.

39 NAA, A373, 5793, Letter from R.H. Weddell, O.I.C. State Branch to Security Service in Canberra, 25
February 1942.

40NAA, A373, 5793, Letter from J. MacKay to the Deputy Director of Security in Sydney, 10 June 1942,

41 NAA, A373, 5793, Letter from the Deputy Directof Security for NSW S. Jackson to the Direetor

General of Security in Canberra, 29 September 1943,

42 According to Pipetreland6i n i nt ernati onal |l aw, the term O6jur
regulate conduct, and the limit on thoséntig Domestic law prescribes the extent to which states make use

of those rights. Under customary international law, states exercise jurisdiction on three main bases:
nationality, territorial i ésthewoadgudsdiaiondavse réstahlei tpyodw e |
fispea®|[ ] t he lieswitilary todPipesireland, thé three layers of jurisdictioBeeDanielle
IrelandPiper, "Prosecutions of extraterritorial criminal conduct and the abuse of rights dodftieefit

Law Reviewd, no. 4 (2013)68; Colangelo Anthony, "What is extraterritorial jurisdiction?310.
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as January 1943, ttéS Navy circulated a document called Memorandum of Information
to be given tagheMastersobhi ps. | n this i nstr uldSstatedn t o
that all vessels involved in military operations or carrying military materials were located
in a settingin which military operationsoccurredthat fell underUs jurisdiction. The
Netherlands delegation in Australia strongly disagreed withUSestandpoint; they
thought this viewpoint regarding KPM vessels was highly unaccegtadtavever, from

the start bthis discussion, the Australian Government made it clear that they wanted to
keep aloof from this legal debdteln June, he Netherlands Consul for New Zealand
Vigeveno, residing in Wellington, affrmed thédSNa vy 6 s . Acpordimg to the
consul, heUS Marine Corpshad jurisdiction over the crews of merchant seamen vessels
that were militarised by th&JS, as the civilian crews at that point were considered

auxiliary military personnef®

One of the principal reasons the jurisdiction debate became important was that
other countries started charteritwgenty-sevenKPM ships. For instance, the vessel the
SSSwartenhondbelonged to the KPM but was taken over by the Dgtolernmentin-
exile in London, then chartered to the British Ministry of Shipping, and afterwards
chartered to the US Army fr offindasgdisarded 2 f
broke out on one of the NEI vesselsd the vessel was offshotbe question of who
couldcharge the troublemakers becaneeessaryShould a disposition be conducted by
NEI officials or by the country that chartered that particular vessel? The legal ownership
and jurisdiction of the boats and legal positions of tidSemerchant seamen needed to

be clarified and registered.

On the SSSwartenhondttrouble broke out at high sea. An Indonesian seaman
named Haroena was charged with assaulting a fellow se&l8grersonndtad chartered
the vessel, and they wanted to artest for the offence and prosecute himaUS court.
The jurisdictional discord was discussed by the highest military generals, such as General
MacArthur#” After months of heated discussions between all parties involved, Haroena

was eventually handed ovierthe NEI authorities in Australia.

43 NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 48, Letter from the Gazant to A. Loudon in Washington, 1 May 1943.

44NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 48, Letter from the Gazant to the Minister of Foreign Affairs in London, 1 May
1943.

45 NAN, 2.05.50.02 inv. nr. 48, Letter from.NWigeveno to the Gazant in Melbourne, 3 June 1943.

46 NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 48, Statement by Captain of the Dutch Merchant Navy J.K.F. Keuker, 5 March
1943.

47NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 48, Telegram from D. Mathur to F.C. van Aerssen Voshol, 14 JuBA3.

97



Around the time of the heavily debated Haroena caseUéeStaff Judge
Advocate George Welch explained to the Netherlands Minister to Australia Baron
Francois van Aerssen Beijeren van Voshol why he thought, at ketisttaime during
the war,thatthe USA had jurisdiction and that tHdS should perform the prosecution.
Welch wrote that it was understood that the Netherl@w®rnment was not in a position
at that time to effectively exercise complete jurisdictionAnstralia over crews of
Netherlands vessels operating in the areas where essential and major derelictions might
occur. Nevertheless, he wrote, thmericanshad every desire to reach an understanding
with the NEI covering jurisdiction when derelictionscac on Dutch vessels. He even
mentioned that this was not only on the part of the personnel of full Dutch nationality but
also onthe part ofindonesians serving upon Dutch ships. This was to the end that such
matters might be turned over to the Nethertaadthorities for appropriate actitfhAt
least according to thdS, jurisdiction over NEI offenders was not automatically granted
to the NEI representatives in Australia.

It appeared that the NEI officials were able to regularly act in cdsescondut
committedby NE|I sail ors, j ust |l i ke i n Haroe
Net herl andsd6é | awmaker s, from the onset
provisions of theilNative Militia Act 1941 theAct that mad& n a tmervedigible for
corscription into the NElarmyd to apply to Indonesiansoutside the NEI territory,
enabling the militarisation of Indonesians serving onboard Dutch and NEI vEsAsls.

a result, the Dutch tended to set up tribunals in Australia Rayal Decree signed in
London so that Indonesians could be tried before Dutch military and naval %ourts.
Pending the final decision, the Dutch handed over their Indonesian offendeeny

cases

On 1 December 1943)onaldson,the Netherlands Viec€onsul in Brisbane
wrote a etter toPenninkthe Netherlands Consul in Sydnewtlining a conversation he
hadrecently had with the localaval authorities. According to these local authorities,
Donaldsonstated that misbehaving or unwilling Indonesian seafarers coulttdreed
by Australian authorities, although these Indonesians were likely tdidiéle for

Indonesian military service. In this case, Donaldson was probably referringNatilie

48 NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 48, Letter from G.M. Welch to Baron van Aerssen Beyeren in Melbourne, 5
May 1943.

49 Thiry, "Colonial Policg' 214.

50 NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 48, Letter from Baron van Aerssen Beyeren to American Colonel George M.
Welch, 18June 1943.
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Militia Act. Donaldson continued that this Australian law was agénesiet her | and
policy: the Netherlands Indies Commission had laid down their policy that no seamen
should be interned or imprisoned anymaesailorcould be called up by theonsular
authorities for military services with the NEI ar@afger attempts to ake the sailor listen

to reason had failed hevice-consul described the changed sections of laws that made it
possible to intern unwilling seafare@onaldsonhad temporarily convinced the local

naval andcustoms authorities to follow the Dutch proceskjrbutcustoms would be
takingup the matter with Canberra. He terminated his letter with the recommendation to
look at how theAmericanshad organised their misbehaving sailors: they had the right to
deal with their own seamen. The Maritime Hearing ®ecta special board that dealt

with offences and their decisions, was recognised by the Austealiaorities®!

In a letter latein December 1943 ennink quoted his Brisbane counterpart when
he referred to the same potential problem that might occaitaan interpretation of
Article 51A of the National Security Regulations. Pennink tried to outline the reasons for
the change by the Australian lawmakassvell ashe complexity of the situation because
of several amendments in the extensive Natioaaliity Regulations that had transpired.
He explained that Article 51A was introduced as a replacement artichertiole 14A
because, undé¢helatter article, Malay and British Indian seafarers could not be tried for
their misconduct. Although this chged under the nevarticle 51A, the article now
applied toGseamen not born in AustrafidHowever Article 51A was part of the National
Security (General) Regulations, afddicle 14A was part of the National Security (Aliens
Control) Regulations. He didoh try to explain why this was an issue, just that the
discrepancy existed. Pennink suggested in his letter that under thetlaned in the old
Article 14A, an unwilling Indonesian sailor could not be tried by local authorities unless
theconsulonbedaf of the shipds captain signed o

it appeared that the local authorities could.

Pennink concluded his communication with the same prominent recommendation
asdid his Brisbane counterpart. Although for Dutch prestigeas necessary to look into
the arrangements made by thmericanauthorities, they did have the right to prosecute
their own sailors (through their Maritime Hearing Section), which was something the

Dutch shouldhave been aimingor®? Pe n ni n k 0 segardiagjasdidtian were

51 NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 48, Letter from the Vice Consul to the Consul J. Pennink, 1 December 1943,
52NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 48, Letter from J. Pennink to the Gazant in Melbourne, 20 December 1943.
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clearly not new; these observations were

months earlier.

The question of jurisdiction over militarised vessels was negotiated extensively
during the first years oVWII. One question that remains partly unanswered is: were
these merchant seamen, the sailors from the NEI and the US, considered military
personnel in active military service, semilitary personnel or civilian crews? A few
indicators to answer this ques havealreadybeenmentioned: quite early in the war,
the Australian military authorities became involved in the admittance of alien merchant
seamenandthe attempt by the Netherlands representatives to changative Militia
Actto make NEI seafars eligible for military servickas also been discussed

Further in the early years after the waine Netherland§&overnmeninstated a
new state pension law, with a specific part of this law dedicated to the Nethérlands
merchant seamen who were irgdrduring the war years atwlthe surviving relatives of
these seamen. This indicates tihat1947,the Dutch Government considered these
merchant seamen a specific group, though not part of the existing regular military
(pension) syster?® Further, Garsan and Harts stated tratcording to the Dutch National
Bureau of Statistican 1948, the DutclGovernment made a distinction between war
casualties who were part of the Royal Marines and the merchant s&ahmers, both
postwar sourcegtheWet Buitegewoon Pensioen Zeelied@orlogsslachtofferand the
Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiekeference)indicated that Netherlands merchant
seamen were not considered militarised personnel, though these sources do not
specifically mention NEI merchant seam@n the other hand, it is unlikely to assume
that this groupcomprisingmainly Indischsailors was deemed military personnel while

their Dutch counterparts were not.

TheUS had their Maritime Hearing Section: this board, as discussed in the letters
by Donddson and Pennink, indicated the special status of US merchant seamdd$n the
judicial system. According to the letsei@uthors the US could prosecute their own

personnel, and more importantly, td&judicial s y s t adeasibss were recognised by

53 In Dutch Wet buitengewoon pensioen 194945 and Wet buitengewoon pensioen zeeliem@togs
slachtoffersWet Buitengewoon Pensioen Zeelie@orlogsslachtoffer§ll December 1947assessed 21
October 2020

https://wetten.overheid.nl/BWBR0002035/260801

54 Dutch National Bureau of Statistics is Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek.(@B)Garssen and Jan
Jaap Harts, "Reconstructie oorlogssterfte. Andere kijk, zelfde cijieesrios?4, no. 1 (2008)7.
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the Australianauthorities. Another Dutcleconsul Vigevenq even went so far as to call
theUSmer chant seamen 0 auxjAdditianally, afew posttama r y p
US court cases in the late 1980s suggested a similar special status of theithewthev

USwar effort. Some former cremembers went toourt, and in their petitions, they were

asking to be granted the status of war veterans. The plaintiffs wanted to be considered
official veterans of WWII because they would be eligible for govenirbenefits from

the Veterans Administration if they wetdf these formetJS crewmembers consided
themselves regular civilians, it is doubtful that they would have gone to trial trying to
obtain a veteran status. These examples imply thai$irecanised that their merchant

seamen were more than regular civilian crews.

Some scholars do not agree with this conclusion. Carl Marcoux argued that the
US seamen were not considered navy personnel. He stated that the crews served in the
role of civilians tmoughout the wat’Li am Kane has supported
Kaneshowed that John Curtin and General MacArthur agreedJtBaterchant seamen
would be tried in Australian criminal coufThis clearly means that the US negotiated
extraterritorial lavg that did not apply to those seafarers. This argument on status was
important, as who was responsible for particular aliens on Australian soil during WWII
mattered If one of theselS) seafarers committed a crime, eitlaesea or on land, who
could andshould trythembefore a court? Did thdS or the Australian law apply to this
particular seafarer? As | will show, this discussion regardirgystatus of foreign
merchant seamen, especially the sailors from the NEI, became more prominent during

the war yars.

In conclusion, though the vessels these men served on were militarisgdrsnd
were installedon many of these ships, there is some clear indication that at least these
Netherlands andJS merchant crews were not considered full military personnel
However, they werdikely more than just regular civilian seafarers. In my opinion, one
could classify the crews of the merchant ships as-sa@htary personnel, a distinct group
of people actively involved in the war activities and who worked alongsides @&

supplement to the regular armed forces.

55 NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 48, Letter from M. Vigeveno to the Gazant in Melbourne, 3 June 1943.
Wi | 1 i am P MeréhanuSgdmen Moye Clpser to getting WWII Veteran SiaBaston Globe
23 July 1987.

57 Carl Henry Marcoux, "Merchant Marine at Waworld War 1115, no. 1(2000) 43.

58 Kane,"Policing, lll-Discipling" 8.
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3.3 Negotiations for extraterritorial rights by the Netherlands East Indiesmilitary
high command

According to the newspap@/estern Argughegovernment in Canberra decided in May
1938 that armed forces from any part of Brgish Empirewho visited Australia would

be under the control af h e e rown autboditees. With thaVisiting Forces Bil|
Australia would be falling into line with the rest of tdeminions®® Further, at the
outbreak of the war, all Australian servicemen were subject to British militarSf But.
what specific arrangements were made for the NEI servicemen who found mefuge

Australia?

Unlike theUS, the Netherlands had never received nor requested extraterritorial
jurisdictional rights, probably because the Netherl&nasheutral country during the
ward was not directly involved inWWI. The only somewhat similar agreem@nt
comparable to th&JS rightsd that existed was an agreement between the Netherlands
Government and the Government of the U&npd it concerned the organisation,
employment and some jurisdictional policies of the Netherlands Armed Forces in the UK.
This agreemet provided that acts or omissions constituting offences against the law of
the UK, other than murder, manslaughter and rape, would be liable to be triectivyt the
courts of the UKS!

Until mid-1942, the amendment of the previously mentio8idutory Rule No.

241 of the National Security (Allied Forces) Regulations did not seem to be urgent for
the Royal Netherlands Forces. However, in late 18é42eral NEI officials started to
write telegrams and letters to their Australian counterparts on this suddgeover, as

a legal entity, the NEI and their representatives, separate from the Netherlands
governmertvin-exile in London, appeared to have the juridical right to negotiate these
urgent matters with their Australian colleagb&gurther, the NEI spaspersons even
initiated negotiations to get this rule adapted. This initiation was because in 1942, at a

Victorian police station, five members of the NetherlaAdmy/KNIL military were

59 ExtraTerritorial Rights for Visiting Armed Forcé3Vestern Argus24 May 19388.

€0 Clark, "The Statute of Westminstep2.

61 NAA, A989, 1943/480/1, Letter from Attornege ner al G. Knowl es to Pri me |
January 1943.

62 Erades, "Legal Position of the Former Netherlands East Indies Succession of Statks]ands

Tijdschrift Voor Internationaal Recl®, no. 4 (1956)405.
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detainecP® These were the members Albert Dunstan was referringhisitelegranthat

was quotedat the start of this chapter. Early in 1943, there was an official request by
Baron van Aerssen Beijeren van Voshol to transfer these five servicemen to Pentridge
Prison in Victoria because the police stations and their hgldells were unsuitable,
according to this highanking Dutch officiaP* In his telegramyan Aerssen connected

the pending recognition by the Australian Government of the status of the Dutch court
martial requesto the holding of the five Dutch sold®r

Several other references from November 1942 and April 1943 establish a clear
connection between the request to change the Allied Forces Order and the pending case
in Melbourne as wellOne of the most prominent NEI military representatives Reer
Admiral Frederik W Coster, who at that time was the Senior Officer of the Royal
Netherlands Forces in Australia. Coster made his first remarks on the matter in a letter to
AustralianPrime MinisterCurtin in November 1942. He emphasised that to convjily
Dutch regulations, heoonintended to appoint a Netherlarasirt-martial who could try
members of the Netherlandsrces for military offence® In a minute paper several
months later, the Secretary of the Attor@g ner al 6 s De p atheednaEnt w
amendingorders had been prepared and that tloeders were to meet the posititrat
recently arose in Victoria regarding the detention of certain members of the Netherlands

forces®®

The NEI and Australian negotiators took various steps in tiegotiations about
extraterritoriality and unprecedented extraterritorial jurisdict@n 13 November 1942,
as previously mentioned, Coster wrote a letter on this subject prithe minister The
RearAdmiral requested an early accomplishment ofdtrangement that throughout the
Commonwealth of Australia, offences committed by members of the KNIL shall be
brought to the notice of the appropriate officer of the Kites andif he requests so,
the case be turned over to him to be tried by the Metids coudmartial. Additionally,

hewr ote that this was according to % he K

53NAA, A989, 1943/480/1, Copy of telegram by the Netherlands Minister Baron Van Aerssen, e P
Minister, 27 January 1943.

64 NAA, AI608§ E45/ 1/ 11, Telegram from the Netherlands
Department, 27 January 1943.

6 NAA, A1608, E45/1/11, Letter from Rear Admiral F.W. Coster to Prime Minister John A. Curtin, 13
November 1942.

5 NAA, npsA2B5, Minute Paper W.11647 by the Secretary of the Atteeyn er al 6 s Depart
April 1943.

67 NAA, A1608, E45/1/11, Letter from Rear Admiral F.W. Coster to Prime Minister John A. Curtin, 13
November 1942.
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However, almost all highanking officials in the Australian Government were unsure
what the adequate Australian response to the Datplest foextraterritorial jurisdiction
should beTherefore, at the time, they were not in favour of granting these extraterritorial
rights to the Dutch/NEI representatives.

As far as can be ascertained, the Department of the Army was the only exception
This department appeared to have been in favour of-owartial rights for the NEI from
the beginning. Interestingly, in March 1942, that same department was hesitant to grant
US Lieutenant General Brett and the WB®my full extraterritorial rights. Thi is a
remarkable observation: the US had an entire army stationed in the Commonwealth as
part of the larger army to fight tHenperial Japanese Army. In contrast, the NEI army
comprisedjust a few soldiers who were lucky enough to have reached the Aasstral
shores; abouixty officers, approximately 000 underofficers and loweranked KNIL
military personnel were stationed or residing in Austrlidowever in late 1942, Frank
Sinclair, Department of the Army Secretary, thought these numbers westardid
enough. He wrote that the number of Netherlahoices in Australia increased
considerably and warranted no grounds for discrimination between US and Dutch forces.
He also recommended that the provisions Régulation6 of the National Security
Regulations should be amended to confer the same papensthe Royal Netherlands
Forces in Australia that had beeonferred upon the UBrces?® Several months later,
senior Australian of fi ci adwthat@e pgwdrsisoughins r
by the KNIL should be granted.

Just one week after the memorandum from Sinclair to Curtin, the Ministry of
Defence appeared less optimighan Williamsabout granting judiciary rights to the NEI
forces. In his message to frgme ministey Secretary of Defence Shedden wrote that his
department considerdbatthe present view in the UK concerning the provisions of the
National Security (Allied Forces) Regulations to the Royal Netherlands Forces in
Australiashould first be agertained One can clearly see the strong connection between
the Australian Commonwealth and the UK regarding judicial decisiaking. Healso

saidthat after such information was obtained, the matter was for consideration primarily

68 vanAerssenDriemaal Oost 304.

59 NAA, A1608, E45/1/11, Memorandum from F.R. Sinclair, Department of Army, to The Secretary, Prime
Mini sterés Department, 11 December 1942,

70 NAA, A989, 1943/480/1, Memorandum from E.G. Williams to the SecretaryeftiPr i me Mi ni s
Department, 22 April 1943.
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by the AttorneyGenerh 6 s Depart ment and deeremloritheat i o
War Cabinet'!

Just aftetheChristmas of 1942, Coster wrote another letter to Curtin. This second
letter attempted to draw th@ime ministe6é s attenti on to Statut
Article 6 a favourable clause for the US Army. Coster explained that if there were to be
other significant changes in the regulations for thefbiSes, the rules could also be
amended i n f avou forcesfin Austiaéid? IN eatlyn1843,|Aastradias 6
Attorney-General George Knowles wrote a comprehensive response, in which he
provided Curtin with his views on the Dutch requests to amend the National Security
Regulations. Knowlespecifiedhis argument®n thecomparison between tidEI legal
situationandthe rights granted to the U8rces. He explainethathe did not know any
amendments to the UKllied Forces Acfl941to make special provisions concerning the
NEI armed forcesHis reply showedgain the powerful connection and the dependency
on theBritish regarding international law and regulatioKsiowles stated that the general
trend of these regulations was not in agreement with the rules laid down in the contract
between Britain and the Netherlan@®vernment. He viewed the legal position in
Australia as substantially the same as that in the UK because, following tiAdliedK
Forces Act the superior jurisdiction of the British civil courts was preserved. The
Attorney-General ended his memorandumhathie conclusion that the final decision was

a matter for determination by the Commonwealth Governiient.

Only a few days after the extensive explanation by Knowles, the High
Commissioner in London, Stanley Bruce, confirmed that only thddd&s had been
granted exclusive jurisdiction in the case of all criminal offences. In the case of other
Allies, the UK courts had jurisdictiori? These statements made by Knowles and Bruce
are exciting because of the recently adopted Statute of Westminster. The Btsute
adopted in Australia in October 1942, and these discussions were held in JanudPy 1943.
Evidently, the GOC still depended heavi |l

L NAA, A6388, 391C, Memorandum from F. G. Shedden, Secretary (Ministry of Defence) to The
Secretary, Prime Ministerds Department, Canberra
2NAA, A1608, E45/1/11, Letter from Reakdmiral F.W. Coster to Prime Minister Curtin, 27 December

1942.

* NAA, A6388, 391C, Memorandum from G.S. Knowles, Attorm@e ner al 6 s Depart me
Secretary, Prime Ministerds Department, 11 Janua
74 NAA, A6388, 39 1 C, Cablegram from cHd,ghL cCodmomri ss 0 o iPe i dns
Department, 16 January 1943.

5 The Statute of Westminster Adoption 2842 (No. 56 of 1942)assessed1 October 2020
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C1942A00056
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and the jurisdiction over international forces stationed in Australihowdh the
Attorney-General believed that the AustraliBaderalgovernment had the final decision.

After reviewing advice from all legal and defence departments, Curtin wrote a
reply to Coster in February 1943. He began by discussing the internatiohatdegs of
foreign entities: any cournartial set up by ongovernment in the territory of another
government must find its basis in an agreement betweegavernments concerned.
Curtin showed once again Austrdli@ependency on the UK by stating thia¢re had
been an arrangement between the UK and the Netherlands. After this acknowledgement,
the prime ministerdrew one of his primary conclusiahse detailed that not under any
circumstances could the CommonweaMar Cabinet comply with the NBI sequest’®
This letter meant that at the beginning of 1943, it was far from certain that the National
Security (Allied Forces) Regulations would be changed in favour of the Netherlands navy
and military forces in the Commonwealth. Butva#i be shown this wa far from the
end of the story. Negotiations between the NEI Legationitamklstralian counterparts

did not stop with thigprime ministe6 s r ecommendati on.

The Netherlands governmeintexile in London reviewed the existing military
penal coden mid-1943, around the tim&hen Netherlandsconsuls Vigeveno and
Penninkissuednotices regarding the National Security Regulations \ahen further
dialogues and revisions continu@tto 1943/’ The consulstried to revise thecode
because of the changedatimstances of the Netherlar&isnedForces. One of the issues
to beresolvedwasto adapt thecode regarding the jurisdictions and relocation of some
military courts. Théawmakers stationeid London had to keep in mind that this revised
code had to apply to parts of the Kingdoithe Netherlandthat were occupiet such
astheNEIO and some parts that were éatuch as the Netherlands colony Suriname in
South America. Further, the amendediehad tonot conflict with local or international

acts, such as thallied Forces Act®

8 NAA, A1608 E45/1/11, Letter from Australian Prime Minister J. Curtin to Dutch Rehmiral F.W.

Coster, 2 February 1943.

7 In Dutch Wetboek van Militair StrafrechtThe Military Penal Codecontains provisions laying down
crimes and misdemeanours and also provides for the applicability of general criminal law provisions to
military personnelSeeWetboek van Militair Strafreci{iL7 April 1903),assessedl October 2020
https://wetten.overheid.nl/BWBR0001869/260%-01

8 NAN, 2.10.45, inv. nr. 94 etter from the Netherlands Ministry of Justice to the Minister for the
Colonies, 28 April 1942.
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After much deliberation, the final changeditary penalcode was published in
the national gazette, Het Staatsblad van het Koninkrijk der Nederlandén few
noticeabé changes were introducesdich asn Article 1, the pronounced military verdicts
were to be executed in a penal facility in a country that was an ally of the Kingdom of the
Netherland<? The amendment of theode, especially the first article, would bew®
crucial in the incarceration of NEI military personireAustraliaafter WWII, a topichat
will be further analysed and discussed in the following chapters. The publication of the
revisedmilitary penalcode in thenationalgazette was not the endafengthy discussion
about the shifted military situation in the Netherlands and the Indies and the changed
circumstances for military personnel in exile. The debates regarding the need to establish
the extraordinarymilitary court® military courts that cold prosecute Dutch ariddies
military offenders outside of the Kingdom of the Netherléndentinued®

These discussions in Londdrbetween the Netherlandpvernmenin-e x i | e 6 s
lawmakers, the military high command and the UK lawmakeantinued in Austria.
In March 1943, Coster communicated to Curtin that he had reconsidengu\ated
information and that he acknowledged the scope of the Nethedaudsmartial to be
limited to matters of discipline and internal administration. However, according to the
Netherlandsnilitary law and themilitary penalcode and fothe good functioning of the
Netherlandsourtmartial, the cases should be investigated oglg Bpecially appointed
Dutch officer8! According to Coster,his officer had all the powers necessaryder
Netherlands lawto procure all the available evidence upon which ¢bart would
subsequently base its decision. He repeated his earlier appaasifoilar treatment of
NEI and US military personnef? A fortnight later, Secretary of Defence Frederick
Sheddon pointed out to the Australian Attoriggneral that his department had no
objection to the terms of the proposed amendments to the 198€ Aliirces (Civilian

Witnesses) Order and Allied Force (Penal Arrangements) Gtder.

In July 1943, Secretary Harding of the Department of Army approved the request
for an extension of the National Security (Allied Forces) Regulations to enable the

Netherlamisofficer to summon witnesses, administer oaths and delegate authority to take

" NAN, 2.10.45inv. nr. 94, publication of Staatsblad van het Koninkrijk der Nederlanden, 7 June 1943.

80 |n Dutch Bijzondere Militaire Gerechtshoven.

811n Dutch Officier-Commissaris

82NAA, A6388, 391C, Letter from F.W. Coster to Prime Minister John Curtinylarch 1943.

83 NAA, A6388, 391C, Memorandum from F.G. Sheddon, Secretary Department of Defence to The
Secretary Attornefse ner al 6 s Depart ment, Canberra, 31 March
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evidence*Wi t hin a few days after Hardingbds ¢
were made regarding a War Cabinetodés deci
high-ranking Dutch officials such as Baron van Aerssen and Netherlands Legation
official Craandijk. Acting Australian AttorneyGeneral John GB Castieau stated some
groundbreaking changes could be implemented: he referr8ddiions 94 and 95 of the
Defence Ac1933 1941 TheDefence Acsections might be modified to give effect to the
request of thesenior officer and thearmy recommendatiof? A week later, the
Department of Defence advised no objections to the drafted Allied Forces Order that had
accompanieCa st i eauos °mMlemsvised orderuwas officially announced at

the end of July 1943Sectiors 94 and 95 of theVisiting Forces Act 193%vould be
modified®’ One of the critical changesinthe t was t hat an 6éi nvest
Netherlands Forces would be appointed to a ewmartial and that this foreign
investigating officer could summon witnesses to attend before a Netherlands Defence

court or Netherlands Couma r t8 al 6 .

This unprecedented newct had significant consequerscéor NEI soldiers
residing in Australia. At least until the end of the &and, as it would turn out, even
years af t er dtamNElseldier Suspected af ®immmitgng a crime under the
Dutch military penalcode could be arrested and jailed infarstralian facility but under
Dutch martial law. An NEI soldier could be officially held in custody or detained by the
KNIL military, though not necessarily have to be tried before a Nethertemndsecourt.

The NEI authorities, if they wished, could uvsst the return of such an accused or
convicted NEI soldie?® These revised orders meant that NEI soldiers could be punished

in line with other visiting Allied service membéras publishedin the Allied Forces

84 NAA, A6388, 391C, Memorandum from E.C. Harding to The Prime Minister, Melbourne, $3.94B.

85 NAA, A6 388, 391CcC, Proposed order to make prov
Netherlands CourtMartial, W.11647, by the acting Australian Attorr@gneral G.B. Castieau, 16 July

1943.

86 NAA, A6388, 391C, Teleprinter message froet&tary, Department of Defence to Secretary, Atterney

General 6s Department, 23 July 1943.
87 NAA. A6388, 391C, All the Acts and Orders appeared to have been part of one another, as can be read
in an Order by the Govern@eneral of the Commonwealthof Ausa | i a from 1943z 61 n

section (5.) of section 7 of the Defence (Visiting Forces) Act, 1939, as applied by the Allied Forces
(Application of the Defence (Visiting Forces) Ac
do hereby ordr as follows: 1. This Order may be cited as the Allied Forces (Civilian Witnesses@ Order

88 NAA, A6388, 391C, Extract frortommonwealth of Australia Gazetido. 164, dated 28 July 1943.

89 NAA, A472, W1164,Commonwealth of Australia Allied ForcéRenal Arrangements) Order (No. 4.)
Application to Royal Netherlands personnel, signed by Francis Michael Forde, 24 November 1943
Commonwealth of Australia Gazetiesue 2599 December 1942694.
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(Penal Arrangements) Order N23 although NElsoldiershappenedo be in an army

that was technically an alien refugee army in Australian terrifory.

These exceptional and unparalleled extraterritorial rights were not kept from the
Australian public. They were published, like all new Commonwealits,lan the
Commonwealth of Australia Gazettdowever, no resistance to these new po@vens
disquiet over their reaéhcould be uncovered. For instance, | uncovered no newspaper
commentary regarding whether an alien officer should be allowed to summon local
witnesses before a foreign court. Even after the war, there appeared to be an acceptance
of these Dutch special extraterritorial rights. For example, in a letter sent by the
Committee of Indonesian Independence toghme ministerin October 1945, onean
read that although theommittee had severe problems with the imprisonment of
Indonesiansit did not debate whether the GOC should have authorised extraterritorial
rights. Further, theommittee did not argue if the NEI military high command had the
jurisdictional right to intern. Thauthor of the lettemerely mentioned that the NEI
authorities had these unprecedented rights over Indonesian internees and the detention
camps’! This is an exciting conclusion, as tt@mmittee was very much an advoctte
Indonesian rights and freedoms. And these negotiated extraterritorial rights meant that
the Dutch/NEI military high command could confine Indonesians on Australian soil and
that these unique rights meaack of representation for mainlgdonesiarsoldiers and
semimilitarised indigenousseafarers. Even an Indonesian advocacy grsughas the
Committee of Indonesian Independence, seemé@dvebeen quick inexceptingthese
rights that violated human rights. The topic of the detention camps, the imprisonment of
soldiers by the NEI army and the destiny of the NEI army detainees will be further

evaluated and discussedGhapter 5.

3.4 Conclusion

At the outbreak of WWII, Ausr al i aés position in the int

prominent. Australia was not in the legal position to ratify international agreements or

% Allied Servicemen. Rules Covering Detentiofihe WesAustralian 23 January 1943, 4.

This does not refeto the soldiers from the NEI who were serving in the AmefiBaitishi Dutchi
Australian (ABDA)allianceand were officially part of the Allied Forces.

%1 NAA, A1838, 401/3/6/1/2 part 1, Letter from Seamt Bondan of the Committee of Indonesian
Independence to Prime Minister Chifley, 29 October 1945.
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negotiate multilateral arrangements. Australia only ratified the Statute of Westminster in
1942, and eveafter this adoption, Australia remained a seamiependentiominion;the
countryremained reliant on Britain for foreign policy decissand directives. Finally,

in 1986 the Australia Acts came into force: these Acts dealt with several matters while

terminating the remaining colonial links between Australia and the mother cdéntry.

Although Australia continued to be very reliant on the UK, especially in the
international spectrunthe countryset its own rules regarding whasiting forces in
Australiacould do and what they were limited to do. When the US forces set foot on
Australian soil, the CommonwealBarliament in Canberra had just issigtdtutoryRule
No. 241, which restricted the authorities of Allied countries in their ability to discipline
their misbehaving soldiers. ThéS high command was not pleased with these revised
rules and requested an amendment so that theAbiy could retain complete
extraterritorial jurisdiction. Within a few months, the GOC grantedlBeforces their

request.

Australiaset its own rules regarding other aliens entering the country as well. As
| have discussed i@hapter 2the countrywas not overwhelmingly enthusiastic about
acceptingnon-British refugees. In the early years\®WiII, the acceptance of refugees
from Allied European occupied and Asian countiegs modest, although the NEI
refugees, military, sermilitary and civilians were accepted after the Japanese invasion.
Thesenon-British newcomers had to register upon arrival, and they were much more
limited in their opportunities thawereBritish subjects. Aliens seemed not overly eager
to register, as can be read in a local newspdjher Scone Advocataote 6 Co mme nt i n
on the statement that most aliens in Australia have not registered under thel nationa
security aliensd regulations, an Army sp
require every male alien aged 18 or over to register by Tuesday next, and they would be

rigidly enforced®®

The NEI military and political elite representing the NEI in Australia were active
in their attempts to acquire exclusive legal rights for their military andnmbtary
subjects. They negotiated with ti& Army, the Allied high command in the Pacificdan

the Australian Governmetttry to achieve the opportunity to remain a sémliependent

92 Christopher D. Gilbert, "Extraterritorial State Laws and the Australia Agesjéral Law Review7, no.
25 (1987) 29.
93 dlien Registratiod The Scone Advocat&7 February 1942, 5.
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juridical country, at least for their military personnel and merchant seamen. The
negotiated laws and regulations had to apply to specific alien groups stiuh MHEI
merchant seameas they could not be considered regular civilians nor full members of
the NElarmedforces and a validated legal infrastructure did not ekistthem The
representatives examined the mutual agreements between the US, UK aradiaAust
They took these as a foundation for their extensive negotiations with the several parties
involved, from negotiations with the USrmy regarding misbehaving NEI merchant
seamen to discussions regarding the extraterritorial military legislature tivh

Australian Government.

Curtinbés Cabinet soughte marvtimen tfs oam & «
Cabinet in Londorregardinggranting the requested judicial amendments. However,
especially at the commencement of the negotiations with the NEly departments
were not eager to grant these-faachinglegal modifications, as these took away many
opportunitiesfor Australian courtgo try misbehaving (military) aliens. Nevertheless, at
the end of 1943, the most important treaties with the Alli@dners were signed, and
some arrangements were made into a new or revised legislatuexample washe
Allied Forces (Penal Arrangements) Order No. 4, the arrangenmentisis order
technically allowed the NEI military high command to exercise thegintrio detain and
prosecute an NEI soldier suspected of committing a crime under the revised Dutch

military penalcode.

During the early war years, there appeared to have been some kind of vacuum in
the international legal strugte. In this context, negotiations wezenductedand laws
and policies were ratified that would not have existed outside wartime. These laws and
regulations would have unforeseen consequences for aBritish people in Australia,
though primarily forthe indigenousNEI soldiers and seamen who hagither asay in
the matter nor any form of official representation in the NBgbvernmenin-
exiledlLegation orthec ount r y 6 s comnlandt Tae GurtirhGogemment was
allowed to negotiate these eptienal laws with the US and NEI militaries, but before
every new step, thdK government seemed to be consulted or perhaps somdtienes
orchestrated some negotiations. The following chapters dedicribethe appalling
consequences of the negotiatid-reaching extraterritorial rights and the lack of

representation for these soldiers and seafarers.
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Chapter 4: People from the Indies and other newcomers in Australia: the war years

Had a look at a vast p.o.w. encampment the othed dayfew hours after it had
received another batch of prisoners, numbering 1000. The place is like a town,
with its numerous huts, its own water supply, its own gardens, firewood mill,
etc., with lookout towers for guards, and so forth. The floral display was a credit
to the camp gaehers. At one end of this section there are internees,
Indonesians, | believe, with their wives and famifies.

This is aquotationfrom a regional newspaper article about the Cowra internment camp
in NSW, which was part of the military camp established in 1940. The authorAs H.
McC. In his article, he describddus visit to the town of Cowra in October 1943. The
guotationemphasisethe fact that in 1943, it was known to the Australian public that not
only enemy aliens bulsolndonesiand subjects from a country considered anally

were held in camps in their country.

At the beginning of the twentieth century, Alfred Deakin statkdt tthe
prohibition of all noawhite alien immigration and the deportation or reduction of the
number of these aliens was reasonable and would be ongaohépundational to
Austral i?PROts Was urleis OWhite Austlaterlafiead st
the Imperial Japanese Army invaded large parts of Asia? A White Ausipaliay that
did not exist, according to Labor Pa®enator John ArmstrorgThis chaptebegins
with a concise introduction of all newcomers welcomed to Australtagrnintervening
war years up to 1944 brief overview of these civilian migrants and military personnel
who entered the Commonwealth and a review of their treatment by the Australian
Governmentand the Australian population more broadly. | discuss tinesecomers
because | want to contrast the difference in treatment of immigrants from befriended
countries and those who were considered enemies of the Commodaasitian

internees and military personnel from Germany (and Austria), Italy and Japte last

! éNotesfrom theCityg The WinghanChronical and Manning River Obseryel5 October 1943, 1.

2Al fred Deakin, Ol mmi grati on ReDebate§l? Septamber 01, | 6 ,
4805 4806.

3 @enial of Australian Racial B4The Canberra Time® October 1961, 3.

4 According to the Commonwealth 1939 Statutory Rules, No. 76 of The Defence (National Sediaity
Control) Regulationsd énemy alied means a person who, not being either a British subject or a person
specified in paragrapl3.1] (b) of the definition of fialiend, or a person enjoying His Majeétyprotection,
possesses the nationality of a State at war with His MageSaction 3.1b): Gs, by reason of a declaration
made under section 18A of that Act, entitled, while in Australia or any Terofdhe Commonwealth, to



part of this chapter] will compare the treatment of friendly aliens, the indigenous
Indonesians, with other newcomers and temporary Australian residents. In this chapter, |
will argue that, although some within the Laliarty and GOC insigtd that aWhite
Australia policydid not exist, Australian authorities did not welcome all Allied refugees
equally;for instancethe Europeans were legfectedby the Aliens Control Regulations

than Indonesians. Additionally, indigenous Indonesians teeaecertain level treateab
6enemi es of t h, eequal to dapemasey dtaidnt andd German -y

immigrants and war refugees.

The distinction between befriended temporary residents and enemy aliens was
codified inlaw in the early 1920s. Themobn of the o6fri endly al
in immigration law to define migrants from pfol | i ed Osuccessor S
Netherlands. However, according to David Leach, this definition resulted primarily from
a prohibition on the migrationoffore r 6 enemy al i ens 6°Adearlywe e n
as 1940, approximately 45,000 people living in Australia became surveillance targets
solely because they were born in territo
enemieS. Many civilians from thee enemy countriéstogether with many indigenous
Indonesiand were internedor at leasta moment duringVWII. This is despitd’rime
MinisterRobert MenzieSassuances td’arliament at the onset of the war that his Cabinet
had no intention of pursuing aategy of general confinement of all enemy foreigners
rather,the country would only intern people who were expliaidypgaging in subversive
activityd” While it is beyond the scope of my research to comprehensively explore
internment practices in Australia in WWII, | do explore a number of caseestadross

the eighteen enemy internment camps around Australia in this period.

The fascinating and quite often tragic stories of peoples dlievho arrived in
Australia sometime before the start of the Padaiffar and about the Indonesians who

fled the NEI due to the invasion and occupation bylthperial Japanese Army is one of

all political and other rights, powers and privileges to which a nabaral British subject is entitléd:
Defence (National SecurityAliens Control) Regulations (25 August 19943sessed 5 February 2021
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C1939L00076

SDani el Leach, "6This Way of Treating Friendly
Services, Allied Governmente-E x i | e, and the Surveillance and 1In
Occupied Europe, 19845," The International History Revie@7, no. 4 (2015)343.

6 Minna MuhlenSchulte, "In Defence of Liberty'?mAtlas of Incarceration,Public History Reviev26

(2019) 66.

7 Kay Saunders, "Discovering" the Subversive and the Saboteur: The Disjuncture between official records
of internment policy and practi@nd the remembered experiences of internees in Australia in the Second
World War,"The Oral History Association of Australia Jourri (1991) 4.
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my key narratives of the previous chapter. As examine@hapter2 and 3, most
Europearihdisch NEI evacuees and some nahite Indonesians lived in relative
freedom in Austalia, mainly in the bigger towns and cities. In this chapter, the apparent
inequality; based on racial difference and made into law byrtiveigration Restriction

Act 1901 between the treatment of white people from the NEI and the indigenous
Indonesianswill be further explored and emphasised. This distinction between the
peoples of the Dutch East Indies and the Indonesians who fled the NEI was not based on
any claim of racial superiority, according to the Labor Minister of Transport anchiakte
Territory Eddie Ward in early 1944So | will discuss what happenedttee majority of
nonwhite peoples from the NEI during their stay in Australia after the commencement
of the Pacificwar. The primary focus will be on their lives as aliens in Australian
internment camps and the extraordinary history of their release andgpogtlife. As

early as 1942, many semiilitary personnel and indigenous civilians from the NEI ended

up in internment camps initially establishescentres for enemy a&ns.

Many historians have written about the figeneration migrants and Australian
born citizens of German (and Austrian), Italian or Japanese descent, also known as the
6dangerousdé popul ations, but al so about
Hungary, Finland, Korea and Formosa and the POWs from the povigers’ The
scholars discussed predominantly why these civilians were interalédtbugh almost
none of them had criminal records or were considered crimdiraisl released, who
decided theycould be released and where these former camp residents ended up after
their discharges. Few of the scholars who published on the internment camps, except for
authors like Anoma Pieris and Jan Lingard, memrtibthe existence of the Indonesian
population,which included the Indonesian sailors, merchant seamen, political prisoners
from Boven Digoel and many other NEI refugees. All of these people came from a

country that was officially an ally of Australia. And yet their rights were ignored, and

8 d_abor Stand on White AustrafiaThe Herald 5 January 1944, 5.

9 See, for example,ois Foster and Anne Seitz, "German internees in Australia 1939/1947: women's
perspectives: a research no#lstralian and New Zealand journal of socioldtfy, no. 3 (1989)Panikos
Panayi,Minorities in Wartime: National and Racial Groupings in Europe, North America and Australia
During the Two World WargL.ondon: Bloomsbury Publishing Plc, 1998ay Saunders, "Down on the
farm: Italian POWs in Australia 19447," Journal of Australian Studiek9, no. 46 (1995)Yuriko Nagata,
Unwanted Aliens. Japanese Internment in AustréiaLucia: University of Queensland Press, 1996)
Christine WinterNational socialism in internment camps during WWII: a transnational higtmmidale:
University of New England, 2004Klaus Neumanrin the interest of national security: civilian internment

in Australia during WorldWar Il (Canberra: National Archives of Australia, 2006); Peter Monteath,
Captured Lives: Australia's Wartime Internment Carf@anberra: National Library of Australia, 2018);
Garardo Papali a, "The I talian #Fi faltalAus@alidnsianch 6 i n
Internment,"The Australian journal of politics and histog, no. 2 (2020).
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they were iterned against their will in places such as the Cowra internment*€aiis.

group has not left its mark on the Australian or Dutch scholarship; no one has taken
responsibility for their story or acknowledged their experiences. | will argue that these
groups made up a significant group of prisoners in the camps, and they deserve a place in
the discussions regarding the classificatiadtreatment of civilian refugees and military

internees on Australian soil.

41Australiads migrant ©4and aliens in 1943

All civilian newcomerdo Australiahad to register by filling out a Form of Application

for Registration upon arrival in the city where they embarked their ship or aerodrome
where they firstanded As early as 1939, the Menzi€overnmenhad introdeedthe

Aliens Control Regulations as part of the National Security Regulations, as highlighted

in Chapter 3 when briefly discussing the modifications of the National Security
RegulationsThi s set of regul ations was alemry cl
resident in Australia at the commencement of these Regulations shall, unless he is
exempted or deemed to be exempted by or under these Regulations, register himself as
an alien in accor da ncHewewei, some dmhllegeoaps WReeeg u |
exempted from registratiprsuch as diplomatic and consular representatives and the
master and crews of public vesgelessels that carried people not gabds aircrafts

of a government at peace with His Majesty.

Aliens who did not register or failed to produce their certificate of registration
could receive fines. Fines were also imposed on unlisted foreigners-gitizens who
did not, for example, report their occupation or place of employment. Some aliens wer
penalised by local Police Courts and had to pAY fine; others &3fine at the Court of
Petty Sessions. The Supreme Court could impose as much as &Hhpépalty, not

uncommon, for failing to produce a certificate of registratiofhis was a substantial

10 Anoma Pieris, "Cowra, NSW: Architectures of InternmePRttceedings of the Society of Architectural
Historians, Australia and New Zeala®d (2014) 791; Lingard,Refugees and rebels

11 National Security (Aliens Control) Regulations, Statutory Rules, 1939, Nas88ssed 12 February
2020.

https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C1939L00088

12 NAA, A373, 5793, Letter from the Director General of Security to the Deputy Director of Security, 2
August 1943.

13 galien Fine £8 Mirror, 6 January 1945, 14Alien Finedy Cairns Post 30 October 1943, ;44 aw
Court€) The Advertiser21 January 1944, 3.
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amount of money for a temporary resident, as the Australian average weekly male wage
in 1943 1944 was £6/1%

During the Pacifi®Var, newcomers were still arriving onto Australian shores, and
civilians regularly left the Commonwehl Nevertheless, in 194fist over 7.2 million
people called Australia home, and close to 10,000 immigrants were admitted to the
Commonwealti® The 1943 new entrants were citizens from altbinty countries; the
most extensive group were Britons frohetmother country and the Dominion of New
Zeal and. Notabl vy, the following most pro
NEI, closely followed by around 1,500S citizens though it remained unclear if these
Americans were all civilians. The follomg year, in 1944, for the first time in a decade,
more people left Australia than arrivEdstill, some interest groups were outspoken about
the newly arriving aliens. For instance, at the annual State congress of the Returned
Sol di er s06 L bed @ & gmemliesklecided to urget tfegleralgovernment
that as a new condition to admittance, all aliens, at the end of-gefavgperiodshould
pass a simple English teet if the alien had not behaved well enough to become a citizen,

the alien shold be deported dheir own expenseé’

Towards the end of 1943, the War Cabinet and several interest groups started
debating how to tackle the pesar immigration problems. The government commenced
consulting with experts advising tfederal governmerdand the Department of Postwar
Reconstruction. It was suggested that Australia needed a constructive immigration policy,
and the Britons, who would probably provide the primary source of migrants similar to
the years before the war, should receive assjsedage® In an interview with the&JS
press, Curtin stated he would like to see 200,000 Americans and many other migrants

from Britain and Allied countries settle in Australia after the Warhe prime minister

14 ;Average Weekly Wage Below 1948 The Canberra Time43 November 1946, 3.

BAustralian Bureau of St at OfficialiYeasBook@fGhE€anpnbravealthX | V :

of Australia, No. 3@ 194445 (Cat. no. 1301.0), 46hssessed 13 February P02
https://www.ausstats.abs.gov.au/ausstats/free.nsf/0/C08D5297FE422166 CA257AF30012822C/$File/130
10 194445 section 14.pdf

Please note, the record itselatesthat there was an uncertainty of wame recordsand Aboriginal
populations were excludddom these records Accor ding to the ce-blesods rec
aboriginal natives of Australia whose estimated number on 30th June 1944, were 47,014, but who are not
included in the generalpd4thbpul ation figures of Au
18 Troop movemets were not included in these figur8geJanet Phillipand Michael KlapdonMigration

to Australia since federation: a guide to the statisfiCanberra: Parliament of Australia, 2010%.

7@liens Contro. ExXSer vi cemends Opi ni ondThe&WestAusealig? Octabérn ge n c
1944, 3.

8 dVants Migrantsf o r S e The Ddilyt News5 May 1944, 2 Immigration Bureau Plameing
Examined Tweed Daily 28 April 1944, 1.

19 CCurtinwould like 200,000 PosWar Migrantsfrom US§ Guinea Golg 26 April 1944, 4.
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repeated his ideas on another occasiomwieeannounced that both British do8 ex-
servicemen would be welcomed as new migr&htoreover, dJS Reverent visiting the
Commonwealth in early 1944 had a similar scheme in pidnd.incoln Wirt suggested
that married young couples of British stoclght be invited after the war to settle on land

in Australia?!

As a result of the consulting process, the Austrafimvernmentnstalled an
Inter-departmental Committee on Migration. Tht®mmittee studied the posivar
immigration policies and investigad the potential groups of suitable people. In 1944
the committeer ec o mmended t hat 0i t should be ma
immigration policy is based on social, economic and cultural grounds and not on any
assumption of racial superior@$? Similarly, Arthur Calwell, in his role as Minister for
Information, commented on the published reports ofctiramitteea few months later;
he stated that th&ustralian War Cabinethould deal with the admission of rBnitish
white persons generally, and moerely Europeans. This also appliedX8 citizens and

other persons of European race or destent.

A number of newspaper articles about this influx of immigrants were published
in 1943 and 1944. For example, an article appearé&théeWest Australiaanalysing
1943 immigration numbers. According to this newspaper, not one of these immigrants
had to take the dictation test, none were refused entry, and close to 3,000 people of colour
departed Australia, most of whom were Indonesians and indigenoassraid people
from Ceylon?* Remarkably, the article detailed that those leaving the country were
categorised by their indigenous or nehite background. This racial categorisation is
striking. According to a Gallup Poll conducted in 1943, nearly hafl@ustralians held
negative views of nofEuropean migrant®. Though one has to keep in mind, Gallup
Polls were a new phenomenon and as Sobocinska showed t hough t hey m.

to a representative sample, Australian polling organisations privileg®e sectors of

20 ;AmericanMigrantswill be Welcame after thewWa ¢ Tie Canberra Time21 September 1944, 2.

21 4JS CouplesaisMigrants The CourierMail, 7 February 1944, 3.

22NAA, A436, 1947/5/16Report of recommendations by the IntlEpartmental Committee on Migration,

5 October 1944.

23 NAA, A436, 1947/5/16, Notes on points raised by Hon. A.A. Calwell. White Alien Migration, 4 May

1945.

22Mi gration Entries to AGgEheWestAusaaliarel Septembef @944, 6 s T ot
25 London,NonWhite Immigration150.
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society, and some views, over otl@PsNot one of the articles | reviewed on this topic
mentioned how many white immigrants left the Commonwealth in 1943.

42The treat ment of Australiafs befriendeq

personnel

Migration discussions were continuous Australia during the war years. Allied
immigrants, refugee aliens and British newcomers were often welcomed but also
critically looked upon. The federal government and local governments foresaw that
workforce s hortages might occur after the wa
|l ooki ng at Alveould thel Duteh ®rsEurbpaan NEI people residing in the
Commonwealth be eligible to stay? Or maybe the government had to set up a scheme to
keep tlose skilled migrants, those already in the country or nearby, like veterans from

Allied armies?

The GOC and governmental organisations held several discussions about post
war migration schemes during the war years. For example, thedipartmental
Commitee on Migration recommended in one of its reports the potential of Dutch
servicemen, who might find themselves in or near Australia when the war withwiapan
finalised, as a possible group of desirable newcoRiefdthough many officials in
Europe miigated the idea of potential Dutch emigrattorAustraliain the first few years
after the war. One of these officials was Teixeira de Mattos, and in his role as ambassador
at the Netherlands Embassy in London, he predicted that there would not beuaggreat

to emigrate in three or four years after the War.

26 Agnieszka Sobocinska, "Measuring or Creating Attitudes? Seventy Years of Australian Public Opinion
Polling about IndonesiaAsian Studies Reviedd, no. 3 (2017)374.

27 According to the Australian Bureau of Statis ¢ s, t he War Cabineto6s estim
numbers after WWII turned out to be accur&@eerseasiet migration to the Commonwealth declined in

1945 and 1946; a net loss by migration was recorded in 1945 of 2,629 people 1&ii48in 1946:
Australian Bureau of St at OfficialiYeasBook 6fthk @gmmenwealth ofl : P
Australia, No. 3® 194647 (Cat. no. 1301.0), 73hssessed 13 February P02
https://www.ausstats.abs.gov.au/ausstats/free.nsf/0/048881415E33DE60CA257AF30012E73C/$File/130

10 194647%20section%2@Lpdf.

28 NAA, A436, 1947/5/16, Report of recommendations by the dégartmental Committee on Migration,

5 October 1944.

29 NAA, A436, 1947/5/16, Letter from E. Teixeira de Mattos to Chief Migration Officer Major Wheeler, 2
February 1944.
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The number of migrants still arriving was limitexpproximately 10,000 entered
the country in 1943. Civilian aliens from befriended nations such as the US, the NEI and
the Netherlands were generally welcomed, as covered in previous sh&aptetanding
money that had been crucial in prar years was ntonger a requirement, making it
relatively easy for (Caucasian) aliens to enter the country. And, according to one of the
Australian representatives in the UK, Alfred Sterling, these white immigrants, like
Net herl andsds nat i on astradign visabfairly quicklydandiwere n e
often screened in London by the BkSecurity Servicés so, likely, these civilians were
already residing in the URC At the same time, in 1943 and 1944, a few Dutch citizens
managed to escape from Japanese occupretbry. For example, in SeptemhE¥44,
Alexander van Heerddis wife Wilhelmina and their two children were able to leave the
occupied NEI via Merauke (Netherlands New Guinea) to BrisBane.

Once these migrants arrived in Australian territory, thdied nationality did not
guarantee immunity from government suspicemd the authorities could detain anyone
deemed a threat to national secutftyn daily life, even white nationals, like seamen
from allied countriescould sporadically end up in lakinternment camps. For example,
in April 1942, a Dutch seafarer named John Sarsen was interned in Liverpool camp
(NSW). It was unclear why he was interned in the first place. We know of his exceptional
internment because he asked for release at thengedtihe Advisory Committee and to
join a Norwegian ship® One year later, a group of Norwegian marine seamen were
detained and interned in South Australia for being prohibited immigrants before being
shipped back to occupied NorwifyEven early in thewar, the federal government
interned two groups of rigwi ng nati onal i st s. Mo s t me m|
groups were British subjects, and both groo@dthe same name; they called themselves
the Australia First Movement. Thegeaustralians were incarcerated on weak grounds
such as an alleged alliance with the Japafress.theri Federal AttorneyGeneralDr
Herbert Evatt said, accordingtothee wcast |l e Morning Herald

OWhen internments rafl imefdarss ofo vitelme nAu s to

30 NAA, A989, 1944/554/2/18, Letter by A. Sterling from the Australian Legation to the Netherlands in
London to the Department of External Affairs in Canberra, 10 October 1944.

31 NAA, A373, 9971, Telegram from RAAF Security Section Garbutt QLD, 27 September 1944.

32 Leach, "This Way of Treating Friendly Aliefis44.

33 NAA, MP508/1, 255/714/281, Report by Justice Davidson on the Internment Camp at Liverpool, 17
April 1942.

34 Morwegian Seamen Intern@dS.A.§ The Advertisgr2 April 1943, 7.

35 Kate DariarSmith, "World War 2 and postar reconstruction, 19389," in The Cambridge History of
Australia, ed. Alison Bashford and Stuart Macintyre (Cambridge: Cambridge Universiy, P@13)97.
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was justified as a precautionary measure in the interest of Augtfdheall these cases,

the interest and safety of Australia was the most critical factor. National security,
wartimespecific law$ laws thatwould not exist in a society in peacetinand
containment of personal freedoms and limiting civil liberties were more important and

|l eading i n Aust r aimaking, nohsotmbch the Hasicengnian rigldsc i s
and nationality of the incarceratpdople.

These examples appear to be more of an exception than the rule, as the records of
many of the internment camps show hardly any registrations of (white) British nationals
or Al l i ed -mdigenousisaamen.dVhifefben calledd E u r o ip effecial 6
documentsfriendly aliens British subjects from the mother country and New Zealand
andthose already living in the country before the commencement of the war, continued

living their lives more or less in the same way as before.

Another large grop of European newcomers was the Eurodeatth military
personnel from the Netherlands but predominantly from the NEI. As | will show, their
treatment was considerably different from Indonegireatment in the Royal East Indies
Army. TheseDutch soldigs mainly were left alone by the Australi@overnmentas
they were still officially under the command of tReyal Armed ForcesNonetheless, a
few individual members of the Netherlands and NEI forces ended up in local prisons. In
addition, a few unitsfd\etherlandArmed Forcefiad managed to leave the Netherlands
for the US, and these small groups arrived with their commanding officers in Au¥tralia.
Other Dutch and NEI members of the armed forces were enlisted and incorporated in
Canberrés relativey newly created joined command ABDA, the AmericBritishi
Dutch Australian Command ABDA was established in late 1941 to protect strategic
interests in the Pacific, including the Dutch East Indies. ABDA was under the authority
of General Sir Archibald WaVllewith the Commandein-Chief, Netherlands Naval
Forces in the Eastdmiral Conrad Helfrich at his sid&. Moreover, several army
personnel were attached to existing Australian squadrons; thewabdthown is the

18th Squadron, based in Canberra. Bajigadrorwas expanded to Dutch allies and NEI

%@Review AAustr aldiNe wkkiarsgtl & Dotrenn tnigo rHe [ AMag1944nd Mi 1
3.

STNAA, A433, 1944/2/5507, Cablegram from Interior (Adv.) E.A. Security Service, 30 October 1944,

38 Frances Gouda and Thijs Brocades Zaalb®nggrican Visions of the Netherlands East Indies/Indonesia

- US Foreign Policy and Indonesian Nationalism, 19229 (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press,

2002) 117 Spencer TuckerWorld War Il at sea an encyclopedi@anta Barbara: ABCLIO, 2012) 1i

2.
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personnel, as the Dutch did not have enough qualified peisstatiened in Australia
for a full functioning squadron, and there was a shortage of Dutch ground®rews.

KNIL military personnel occasionally violated KNIL military and
Commonwealth laws, and some ended up in Australian penitentiary facilities after
conviction by the KNILKrijgsraad. Only asmall number of case files on the internment
of NEI military personnel in Australiagaolssurvive in the Netherlands and Australian
archives. Therefore, an accurate estimate of how many soldiers weraneotiailed
during the war years is challenging. In my research, | collected the only three surviving
and nearly complete case files of KNIL soldiers from both European and indigenous
backgrounds. All of them were courtartialled and sentenced before the Dutch amifit
court in Australia in 1943, as the NEI military high command could do since they had
just acquired extraterritorial right8.The three cases involving only KNIL military
personnel were noteworthy as two cases involved Menadonese soldiers, andrthe othe
case involved the association and conviction of a European adjutant underofficer. In the
first case, the two indigenous fusiliers wabsent without leavier more than four days
from Victoriads Darl ey Camp. Botwar amder e ¢
receivedfifteen month® imprisonment. In the second case, they8drold Dutchman
working with the 18th Squadron was convicted of culpable death of a fellow serviceman

while cleaning his service weapon and received a thresth conditional sentee?!

We cannot conclude that indigenous military personnel were disciplined more
harshly than their European counterparts based on just these two cases. Hodeeer, it
appear that the Menadonese soldiers had been punished disproportionally. Themegh, if
compared these sentences with the common Nethemaititle'y law, they donot seem
too inconsistent. Soldiers convicted of desertion for more than four days were punishable

by military law for up to eighteen months in g4®Further, according to treame Dutch

39 Marianne van VelzerBomber Boys: The Extraordinaryd#entures of a Group of Airmen Who Escaped

the Japanese and Became the RAAF's Celebrated 18th SqSgicmey: Allen & Unwin, 2017)78 79.

40 NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv nr. 147, Dutch military court in Australia is called De Krijgsraad ter Velde.

41 NAN, 2.0550.07, inv nr. 147, Case no 10908, Petrus Rotikan and case no 10910, Jacob Mawikere Tuela,
case no 10911 Johannes Smit.

42 Article 97.4 of the Netherlands Military Law statéglet gevangenisstraf van ten hoogste een jaar en zes
maanden ofjeldboete van de vierde categorie wordt gestraft de militair wiens ongeoorloofde afwezigheid
in tijd van oorlog aan zijn schuld is te wijten: indien de afwezigheid langer dan vier dagein\etitoek

van Militair Strafrecht(27 April 1903),assessed 21dibber 20D.
https://wetten.overheid.nl/BWBR0001869/262801
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military law, soldiers punished for a culpable death of a fellow serviceman could receive
up to one year imprisonmetit.

The third and final case is that of Jacob Pattiranie. His crime was committed in
the NEI, so outside of the Commonwealtht be was tried in Australian territory. He
was a KNIL soldier born in Amoerang, North Celebes, in 1880 described in his case
file as a norEuropean cannoneer second ci4€9n his Service and Casualty Form of
the Australian Military Forces, Pattirenhas been described as a Menadonese prisoner
of war andtherefore obtained a POW registration numbBeihe description of POW is
extraordinary, though not entirely unique; an Allied soldlier(former) soldier from the
NEIO interned in Australia was alpst exclusively registered as an internee, not as a
POW?#¢

Jacob Pattiranie was charged with serious crimes. His court files showed he was
accused of two counts of rapalthough these grim crimes were hardly mentioned in the
remaining court case filsandhigh treason. His high treason allegations were described
more extensively. In August 1942, the KNIL cannoneer was alleged to have betrayed two
Royal Marines in occupied Soerabaja. The marines were hiding from the Kempeitai (or
Kempei), the military policarm of the Japanese army. It was even mentioned that the
Menadonese soldier wanted to become a member of the Kéhiagtirianie confessed
to all these crimes and was found guilty bydbartmartialin Brisbane in October 1944.

He received the maximusentence for his crimes: death by bullet. As a result, the soldier

was first transported back to the Gaythorne jail, then to Camp Coldnttéamilitary

43 Article 137.3 of the Netherlands Military Law staté®e militair aan wiens schuld het is te wijten, dat

hij een dienstvoachrift niet opvolgt, wordt gestraftnetgevangenisstraf of hechtenis van ten hoogste een
jaar of geldboete van de derde categorie, indien het feit iemands dood ten gevolyéMatiedtek van
Militair Strafrecht (27 April 1903) assessed 21 October 202
https://wetten.overheid.n/BWBR0001869/262001

44NAN, 2.09.19, inv. nr. 70, Case number 10931, vonnis Jacob Pattiranie, NEI-@lautied, 3 October

1944,

4 NAA, MP1103/1, Service an@asualty Form Pattiranie, Jacobus, 1944, PWJA100095 (registration
number).

46 According to Service and Casualty Forms (SCFs) and Reports on Prisoners of War (RPW), some
Indonesian (Dutch)/Javanese aliens received a registration number startid@®@Miblor PWI16 Although

after analysing numerous SCFs and RPWSs, it remains partly unclear why somenaliemgere not
registered as soldievgere identified as POWSs. A few specific groups could be identified, as these prisoners
had a few communal identifiablmarkers. For instance, there wagkaraka groupg as far as can be
ascertainedhis group werall captured on 22 April 1944 in Karakeee NAA, MP1103/1, PWJA147414,
Kastamon (PWJA147414was alaundry servant, born in Remokeningo in 1924AA, MP1103/1,
PWJA147372, Taman (PWJA147372s a farmer, born in Kesiman Bangil in 198R\A, MP1103/1,
PWJM130048Mahomet Halil Al Wongsosiwojo (PWJM130048)as a schoolteacher, born in Lembong

in 1920.

47NIMH, 168 De Vries, Letter from J.P.K. van Eechoud to Conica I/Maj. Schermers, 19 June 1944. In this
lettert he sol di er 6 séattieamde i s spell ed as
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NEI headquarters at that tidieand later to Merauke in New Guinea, where he was

executed on 2danuary 19458

These cases of KNIL soldiers who committed a céintiee Rotikan and Tuela
case, the Smit case and the Pattirianie daselained how the KNIL military high
command ané&rijgsraad operated during the war years. These fascinating cases show us
t hat t he Nufyhad corapiete ganteobover their militaries, the European
soldiers and the indigenous Indonesian paadthat the Australian judicial system was
not involved in the cases because of the acquired NEI extraterritorial rigkete Tourt
cases emphasise the existence of Dutch military courts in Australia. Additichaly,
provide us with a uniquiasightinto the workings of the courtslore importantlythey
showthat theKrijgsraad duringWWII was able to preserve the trangts of their court
cases. These trials of KNIL soldiers and their transcripts survived WWII and were
archived correctly in the Netherlands National Archives, in contrast to the mass trials of
over 500Indonesiars ol di er s after t hsiftepnever wokelacd,i n g .

areextensively analysed in the next chapter.

As part of the ABDA forces, a large numberlfs military personnel, merchant
seamen and a few civilians entered the country from 19&military troops were
mostly stationed in Queensland, many in Brisbane and the surrounding areas. Daily life
for these (whitelJStroopsand civilians was very simildo their European counterparts,
and they integrated pretty quickly into the local communities; as one resident from
Adelaide saidinmid9426t oday nobody takes notice of
part of o U° Sontk aAudtrglian Igiilsf didéke notice, though, as new
relationships were built between them &isl personnelMany Australians came in daily
contact with thes&JS temporary residents through various social gatherings. Regularly,
sports matches were played, such as between basstrall of US servicemen and local
Australian teams. In addition, they could watch tennis games and soccer matches between
their fellow compatriotsand US personnelSimultaneously US musicians played all

around the country, and mutual fundraisers were foelgood cause¥.

48 NIMH, 168 De Vries, Letter from J.P.K. van Eechoud to Conica I/Maj. Schermers, 19 June 1944,
4% Eli Daniel Potts and Annette Pottéanks down under, 19445: the American impact on Australia
(Melbourne: Oxford University Press, 198238.

0Segfore x a mBlee v i @ e m@ThedTelegBphBOrAtigust 1943,;40pinion- Now Swing) The
Daily News 27 March 1944, ;2ZRoaming Around with AthenaNegro Spiritual§ Western Mail 15 June
1944, 20 6The American Ba#t § The Age5 July 1944, 4.
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The treatment of newhite US military personnel was substantially different
from that of their fellow whitdJS Gls, though it was also different from their treatment
back home in many cases. In WWII, the B8ny was still highly segregated; black
soldiers and white soldiers did not form military units. ThoughuiBenilitary embraced
a O6separate but equal policyo,, (maré)pootyan Al
equipped, and only three combat divisionsseed Most African Americans were

confined to facilitating the rest of the W8med Forcesn service and supply battaliofs.

African American troops were natelcomedin the same way. Initially, the
Australianfederal government expressed grave corgatithe deployment of nemhite
service members. It appeared that black Gls were not positively received and appreciated
by the public and the authorities. According to John McKerrow, that was not precisely
the situation; he argued that racial discrimimatand tension existelut most of the
problems arose between black and whig&soldiers, not so much between Australians
and African American soldiers. McKerrow claimed that Australian civilians welcomed
black military personne¥ Further, according t8ean Brawley and Chris Dixon, African
American sol di er s6 odvperhapsensaryblack seryieesén felt h a t

| ess discriminated agains® in Australia

Next to noAwhite military personnel, there were nraihite civilian nevcomers
and residents a very diverse group of immigrants and peoples of Asian descent from
allied countries such as China and the N¥t only were Asian newcomers resity
temporarily in the Commonwealth, but many foreigners were also already living and
working in Australia at the start of the war. Some Chinese, Indonesian and other Asians
had been residents for many years, though many could not become citizens because of
the White Australigoolicy. These befriended Asian civilians were employed in variou
jobs all around Australia. Some jobs were prohibited though, because of their Asian

heritage.

One substantial group was employed in the pearl fishing industriesriortnern

parts of Australi@* Aliens from Asian regions had been working in this istdy since

51 Sean Brawley and Chris Dixon, "Jim Crow Downunder? Africanefican Encounters with White
Australia, 19421945,"Pacific Historical Review 1, no. 4 (2002)609.

52 McKerrow, The American occupatipn63 167.

53 Brawley and Dixon, "Jim Crow Downundet®15.

54 Julia Martinez and Adrian Vicker$he Pearl Frontier. Indonesian Labor and Indigenous Encounters in
Australia’s Northern Trading NetwoliHonolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 2015).
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the 1860sWhen that industry in Broormendother regions such as the Darwin aneae
completely shut down by May 1942, many Asian pearling workers, including the
Indonesian workers, were moved to Melbouth&hese NEI labourers from the pearl
fishing industry met up with other Indonesian refugees in the capital of Victoria. A small
contingent othirty-threel ndonesi ans had ended up in th
was diverted from Sumatra to Australia early in the war. The Indondsiamd work in

an aircraft factory® Small groups of Asian workers, mainly former pearl fishers,
including a few Indonesians, found other employment in primary industries, where they
ended up working alongside indigenous Australians. Then, due to themampower
shortage, they moved to Queensland to work in agriculture, where they acquired jobs like
picking peanuts and cott6hT hi s t emporary rural work wa
racial discrimination, as the Minister for Health and Home Affairs Nadlon said in
April 1942, 0Col oured || abour wa s being
av ai PPoOthdrleefiiended Asians worked in tragdated jobs, at the vast harbours in
Sydney and Brisbane, and in the shipping industry.

Most Asian workers we excluded from specific jobs, especially jobs related to
the countrydés war effort and security, t|
some British subjects of Chinese descent could be permitted for military positions such
asgroundcrews.Ohiese oO0fri endly aliensd who were
Ocean Island and the island of Nauru, or merchant crewmembers without jobs on vessels,
found work in the AMF, the Australian Military Forces, military units limited to-non
combatant dutie® These noswhite alien residents, not from Japan, were allowed to stay
and work in Australia, even in these war effoetated jobs, as long as they had registered
as aliens and had their exemption papers and providing they would leave the rounty,

later thansix months after the ending of the vfar.

Further, groups of Chinese Chinesdndonesiaraliens, some oivhomhad been
living in the NEI, were trying to enter the country, fleeing the Japanese occupation. It was
much harder for these groups to come into Australia than for their white equals. The

Department of the Interior stated to the High Commissioner for AissinaCanada that

5 Martinez and VickersThe Pearl Frontiey 119.

56 dvar Workby Indonesiang The Harald 25 November 1943, 9.

57 Gvialaysto Harvest Peanut Cr@pThe CourierMail, 14 April 1942, 1.

58 Black Labourto Pick Cotton Crofy The CourierMail, 16 April 1942, 3.

®Dani el Leach, "The Other Allies: Military Secur.i
Al i ens 6 tralian AtmedForges, 49895," War & Society32, no. 1 (201345.

60 Bennett jr.,The return of the exile®2.
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it was incorrect that the Chinese were entirely excluded from Australia but that the
Chinese required special permission to enter the country. Hence, the potential immigrant
neededheir admission to be authorised by tii@partment® This did not mean that no
Chinese citizens could enter Australia in the early war years. The War Cabinet granted
some visas for Eurasian and Chinese women and children and Chinese men of non

military age who would join their wives and childr&n.

Many tempaoary residents from Europe, the US altled Asian countries often
filled vacant jobs in factories and agriculture, positions left open by Australian men
sening in theAustralianarmy.Problemsrequentlyarose for these temporary employees,
as these ain employees, at least in the early war years, were paid meagre wages,
especially compared to Australian employees and the Australian standard of living. The
National Security Regulations created this financial discrepancy; the regulations stated
thataliems shoul d wor k f or s o balkonéscasedhepmliema nd
was that service members received extra privileges, such as food and clothing; this was
not discounted when the government hastily introduced those wage regulations-for non

British citizen<?

One of the side effects of low wages could have been that temporary residents
committed more crimes to compensate for their limited wages. A few Asian workers
made it into the papers for crimes they committed. One of them was Chinese seame
Kwok Fong, a 35/earold, who was fined at an Australian court for having opium at his
rental premisesAnother known case was that of ay&&arold bricklayer Chick Yau,
who was fined for having opium in his posses$tbrlowever, these crimes seemed
unrelated to wage problems and low wages. In geneggdpiarghat these aliens did not
contribute to an exponential growth of interwar crime rates across most Australian states
and territories. The state of Queensland was the only exception; theresulastantial
increase in convictions in this state. Queensland hosted a relatively large number of

foreigners in temporary residence, for instance, the white and African Amelg&its.

61 NAA, A989, 1944/43/554/2/1ART 2, Circular Dispatch No. 10 by the Department of External Affairs,
15 August 1944.

62 &rom Various SourcésThe Albany Advertisedl9 January 1942, 3.

63 Payof Aliens. Matterfor Union Actiord Recordey 28 October 1942, 2.

64 ANews in Briefh TheCourierMail, 22 August 1944, 5.
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Some of these Gls and other Allied forces committed offences. Theammon crimes

were:absent without leave, theft and blatiarket activities, and drunkennéss.

The total number of incarcerated men in Queensland almost doubled between
1940 and 1944. The analysed census slatavsthat incarceration numbers grew from
283 to nearly 500 men. The 1945 Queensland census stated cleasbrtic personnel
confined incivil prisonswere included in the total 489 men imprisoned in the year before,
in 1944% One may conclude that this growth in the crime rate coincided tvéth
temporary residence of those young soldiers. However, this conclusion cannot be drawn
so easily. Unfortunately, in the 1940s census, no distinction was made between foreigners
and Australian citizen service personnel or between for&i@h dnd Austrban military
personnel. Moreover, the extraterritorial rights acquired by Ul& military high
command and the existence of US military police made it unlikely that many soldiers
ended up in Australian gaols. However, we know that Australian civil paliessted
some of these soldiers. The crime rate went up due to the disturbances caused by
Queensl anddés temporary military resident
mainly service personndtom Australian backgrounds ended up in locail prisons

and not so many Allied alien military personnel.

Aliens from all over the globe arrived on Australian shores between 1942 and
1945. Most of these newcomers stayed within the Commonwealth laws; a few violated
the federal or local laws amdgulations. Though, as can be concluded from the surviving
archival sources, the newspaper articles of the days and some other sources, the number
of offenders appeared to be limited. Nevertheless, some of those temporary residents from
Europe, the US andllied Asian countries did break the law and ended up before a
courd either a military court, such as the NEI dd8 ones or local civil courts. After
being convicted, these Allied aliens and sometimes even British citizens were
incarcerated by the Austiian Government which treated not all friendly aliens and

temporary residents the same; racial discrimination very clearly existed.

65 Kane,"Policing, lll-Discipling" 12 14.
66 Australian Bureau StatisticéearBookQueensland1945(Cat. no.13013), 68 assessed 1 March M2
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/DetailsPage/1301.31945?0OpenDacument
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4.3 The treatment of alien enemies: who should be interned?

Migrants from Germany, Italy, Japan, Finland and Hungary faabdtantiadifficulties

in wartime Australia. Their ties to enemy countries made them targets for internment. On
his first visit to internment camp Tatura in Victoria, Senator M&eneral Band
proclaimed that since the war started, an internment camp was housing many aliens who
were trying to stab thBritish Empire in the back. He continued stating that now that the
war situation was severe, it was up to all Australians to stand up firdly@animously

for theempire®’

The internment of alien residents in detention ca@mpstish subjects with
backgrounds from enemy countries, or POWSs in Austiaias not a new phenomenon;
there are many similarities between WWI and WWII regarding theitetagy, the
camps themselves and Austréianternment laws. As mentioned in theroduction
chapter laws regarding who could be considered enemy aliens and internment already
existed long befor&/WII. The laws date back to 1915, when the Commonwéwadth
just entered WWI and thfederal governmernntroduced the Aliens Instructions as part

of the War Precautions Regulatidfs.

Firsthand accounts of these WWI camps reveal that the Australian local and
feder al authorities obhemampsed tberetem
situated all over Australia, as did the Commissioner of Police in a letter to the
Commandant of the First Military District regarding the camp in Liverddé8W %° This
term continued to be used by other Australian offsogven into WWII. The terminology
and treatment of those interned appeared similar during the wars: POWSs and civilians
were interned in camps in often deplorable circumstances. These sites were referred to as
concentration camps even at the closing of WWine major difference between the
internment camps of WWI and WWII was thatWiwIl, the GOC interned not only
British subjects with backgrounds from enemy countaiiedP OWSs butlsolarge groups

of Allied refugees.

67 &Major-General Brand at Tatura Tells of the StruggtéchLies Ahead Shepparton Aekrtiser 12 July
1940, 5.

58 NAA, BP4/1, 66/4/542Note from BrigadieiGeneral, commandant Military District to the Secretary
of Defence in Melbourne, 21 July 1919.

59 NAA, BP4/1, 66/4/58, Letter from the Commissioner of Police to the CommandantEifshilitary
District in Brisbane, 29 August 1919.
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During WWI, many enemy subjects andD®/s were involuntarily moved to
camps, for instance, on Nauru, Rottnest Island, in the Golddietdshe Boulder and
Kalgoorlie (WA) aread and Enoggera (QLDY. These internees took over the jobs of
the Australian men who fought at the fronts in EuropethedViiddle East, as they, for
example, worked in the mines of Western Australia. At first glance, the largest groups of
prisoners appeared to have been POWs from Germany and Adshggry, though
many of the primary sources regarding the internees vedsévely unclear; in some
|l etters, the detainees were referred to
that the prisoners, in this case, might have been enemy civitians.

Other sources clearly indicated that, during WWI, alien civiliansif@ermany
and of 6 S| baekground, together with their Australian wives and children, were
interned in concentration camps on Australian €ddne of these interned civilians was
a German seaman named Paul Bunge, born in 1891 in Promoiszel, Germamygingcc
to his records, he volunteered to be interned in Australia for a short while, though
compulsory detainment might be a better description, before being released on parole
after spending six months in an internment camp. He settled in BundaberglQligs
deported or repatriated after the war, a fate he shared with many othedslikeno
Bungeéd had no ties to Australi&. But not only enemy subjects were deported after the
ceasefire. As mentioned by Panayi in the introductioMoforities in Wartime 6 | n
Australia during the First World War, all naturalised deportees lost their British
Citizenship to make sure that there was no possibility of the person ever reifrning
Australiawas not the firsor only country to intern POWSs and (alien)bgects with

backgrounds from enemy countries.

At the commencement of WWII, the Australian War Cabinet introduced the
National Security (Internment Camps) Regulations. These regulations defined an

0interneeb6 as 6éa per s on meanemade onisswkd underapyu r s

ONAA, A11803, 1914/89/173, cablegram from the High Commissioner Western Pacific, 22 January 1916
NAA, A2, 1915/4050, Letter from the Prime Minister Andrew Fisher to Premier of Western Augfalia,
October 1915NAA, PP14/2, PF/668, Letter from Colonel a/CommanddhivBitary District to the
Secretary of Defence in Melbourne, 26 July 1948A, BP4/1, 66/4/542, Note by Brigadigbeneral,
Commandant, $IMilitary District, to the Secretary of the Department of Defence in Melbourne, 18 August
1919.

L NAA, A2, 1915/4050, Letter from the Attorney General H.G. Hampton to the Prime Minister of the
Commonvealth, 10 August 1915.

2NAA, PP14/2, PF/668, Letter from a Captain to the Intelligence Staff General Staff in Perth, 2 June 1916.
* NAA, BP4/1, 66/4/542, Memorandum to the Secretary, Department of Defence, Melbourne, 27
November 1918.

74 PanayiMinorities in Wartime 13.
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regulation made in the pursuance of the Act but does not include a prisoned6f war
Additionally, the GOC also created specific laws to regulate the confinement of enemy
aliens the National Security (Internment) Regulatempowered the Commonwealth to
intern O6enemy aliensd I°Bventbbfere therstareof ttesvars o |
in the Pacific, enemy aliens who were interned could lodge appeals against their
confinement with the hAferlthetribumaldacleaced thel | e n
internees, they were O6releasedd and sent
defence work’ So, o6rel easedd in this context d
freedom to decide where to go and live. Thesngy aliens were forced to remote areas,

a severe containment of that aliends pei
groups appeared to be less concerned about the civil liberties of enemy aliens. For
instance, at their annuabngressn Mackay, he Returned Sailds Soldiets Airmerts

Imperial LeagugRSSAILA) passed a resoluticstaing that all civilian enemy aliens
interned during the war should be deported after the cessation of hostilities to the land
from which they originate Thisresolt i on di d not become the

opinion and did not make it into official Commonwealth law.

Much historical research conducted on internment has focused on the various
groups of internees from the Axmowersor the enemies of the CommonwalThis
research has focused on internment and the political motivations for internment.
According to Klaus Neumann, the majority of the detainees in these camps were men,
and only a minority were committed Nazis or fascidtS. P. Koehne did not seer t
fully agree with Neumanndés statement, a ¢
running along National Socialists linesternees could regularly be seen exchanging the
Nazisalute and they could hear Nazifascistsongs in particular parts of tharap. The
author did not directly suggest that the majority of German internees were Nazi
sympathisers or persons who agreed with the ideology, only that these public displays
were happening and were clearly noted by the Australian awmgh was running he
camp but did not reaét.Kay Saunders argued along the line of Koehne when he quoted

an internee fr om T a-bommrsonernrinp campway eedeclareds e r |

S |rvine, "Legdity and freedon' 8.

6 Leach, "This Way of Treating Friendly Aliefi844.

"7 Saunders, "Discovering the Subvershz?.

8 MDeport Interned Enemy AliersterWarg Tweed Daily 12 June 1943, 1.

7 Neumann)n the interest of national securjt§.

80 S.P. Koehne, "Disturbance in D Compound': the question of control in Australian Internment Camps
during World War 11,"Melbourne Historical JournaB4 (2006) 75.
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Nazi sympathiser. He had toder pretend to k& or live inhelt® Ne umanno6és opi
that only a tiny minority sympathised with the Nazifascistregimes was substantiated

by some government recordr example, in a report regarding a visit to Loveday camp

in South Australia, Noel Lamidey and Claude Philcox, thereeorders, concluded that

the Italian internees were niascists The internees simply expressed those sympathies

as they were convinced that the Australians would hold them in internment for the
duration of the war instead of releasing them andimmithem to mandatory work.
Moreover, according to the federal government, these internees were not eligible for any
payment, so a financial incentive to work for Australian farmers might not have éXisted.

Japanese residents were in a particular unpleasant position; many of them were
already used to the fact that they were often not regarded as full or desirable citizens, even
though some had been naturalised citizens before Federation. According to afiakustr
intelligence report of September 1941, just over 850 Japafuegepf them children,
were living inAustralasig® It has been estimated that when hostilities broke out in the
Pacific region, approximatelpne hundredAustralianborn Japanese ciBns were
internedimmediately Many of these aliens and residents were arrested and gaoled in
local internment camps by the end of 182Not all citizens of Japanese descent were
automatically interned; some were exempted, for instance, based on haercelient
reputatiorf® According to Yuriko Nagata, this was only a minority, though how many
Australianborn people of Japanese descent were not detained remains unknown. She
estimated tha®7% of the registered aliensho wereJapaeseor of Japaneseekscent
were imprisoned at some point during the conflicthose Japanese residents detained
in camps were treatadore harshly than other internees, like German and Italian men
and women. After the Pacififarended, many of these Japanese residentsdepated

back to Japan, undoubtedly much to the appreciation of the RSSAILA.

81 Saunders, "Discaring" the Subversive6.

82NAA, A373, 9787, Report by N. Lamidey and C. Philcox to the Director General of Security, December
1944,

80nWor ker s 6 C,dhelemmomnedtroGompensation Act of 1930 applies, inter alia, to any
person who has entat into or works under, contract or service with the Commonwealth. An enemy alien
who is interned cannot make a contract and is not covered by th&A&t, MP508/1, 255/714/281, Letter
from Colonel i/fc Administration for GOC NSW of C. Area to Justiceibsan, 20 June 1942.

84 NAA, BP242/1, Q30581 PART 1, Extract from intelligence report No. 98 dated 12 Sept 41.

These numbers include Japanese living in Fiji, Tonga and New Guinea, according to the report.

85 For furtherinformationon theinternment of Japanese civilians (names and dates)NAA, BP242/1,
Q39362.

86 Nagata,Unwanted Aliens55 57.

87 Nagata,Unwanted Aliens59 60.

88 Joan BeaumonAustralia's War, 1939945(St Leonards: Allen & Unwin Ltd, 199657.
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Government officials continuously debated Japanese resictauiss, especially
when the war dragged on and akdpanese feeling became more persistent. One of the
often reappearing questions was whether the War Office should change the status of
Japanese interned residents, for instance, merchant seamen who used to work in the
pearling industry, from regular internees to POW, as the UK had done in earl§°1042.
appeared tht the War Office changed the status of many of these Japanese internees, as
they did for other merchant seamen from enemy countries like Finland and Hungary, into
POWs, in imitation of their British counterparts. Thus, from 1182, these Japanese
internees were referred to as enemy merchant seamen off€@v¥s,in various primary
sources? This is a critical status change as POWSs fell under other international war laws
than civilian internees; for i nsitl@gbaonale, PC

as civilian enemy aliens could.

At the beginning of the war, all aliens from enemy countries (individuals who
were legally British subjects by birth or naturalisation, displaced refugees) were
considered one homogeneous group. As Alison BashfwldCarolyn Strange argued,
owartime internments blurred the distini
reconstitution of f or%AngarRosenbdduin explanedin hars e |
work that even many Jewish people from Germany and Austhia,were technically
stateless citizens, were still classified as enemy aliens and detained in internment camps
inthe earlywaryea®®Not many Australian residents s
approach towards Jewish internees; even the attibydéhe Jewish community in
Australia itself could be characterised by reserve and ignofaNegious official letters
and reports by Australia@overnmeno f f i ci al s underl i ne Rose
document regarding alien immigration by the Deparit of the Interior, it clearly stated
t hat 6No authority is being granted for t

(including refugees). The teriienemy alien applies to Germans, or Stateless persons of

89 NAA, A1608, L20/1/1 PART 2, Cablegram from th
Commi ssioner d6s Of fi ce;NAA AL6QBh2D/4/h PARTR,SCablegramufam the 1 9 4 3
Hi gh Commi ssionerdés Office in London to the Prim
90 See, forexampldNAA, A1608, L20/1/1 PART 2, Cablegram fr
the High Commi ssi on eatobes 1942NAA] AAGD8, L20/1/1 FARTA2pLetter frBn® O
F.R. Sinclair, the department of Army, to the Pr
91 Alison Bashford and Carolyn Strange, "Asyh8eekers and National Histories of Detentigkystralian

Journal of Politics and Histord8, no. 4 (2002)517.

92 RosenbaumThe Safe Hous®63

Koehne wrote extensively about German Jewish internment in T&i€® SeeKoehne, "Disturbance in

D Compound."

BKonrad Kwiet, " o6Be pa trimentof Gamadewisrerefimeesia Aust@liad The
Australian Journal of Politics & Historgl, no. 1 (1985)65.
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former German or Austriamationality, as well as Italiad8* Similarly, other reports from

1942 also supported her research statement, sutie @asspection reports created at
various camps around Australia. int®mentof t
camp in Tatura m late 1942 is an excellent example of this. In this report, the groups
in the camp were discussed and 6the inte
subdivided in accordance with their country of origin, whether Jewish or not and their

trendof political sympathie&®

This disputed status changed slightly in October 1943; refugee aliens were placed
in a separate category under the amended National Security Regulations. This newly
created group of exiled aliens were defined as aliens dngentheir homes in their own
country by Nazi religious or political persecutifnThe narrow classification of this
group of refugees is remarkable; apparently, the Australian lawmakers did not consider
the small groups of Japanese or other Asian refygmef this newlydefined refugee
group, as the lawmakers specifically defined Nazi prosecutidhedeadingform of

prosecution

At the beginning of 1942, Secretary Frank Sinclair led internment policy
interning persons whom he (and others in the @&dinet) considered enemy aliens. One
of the reasons for this zealous push for internment could be that the Japanese threat
severelyaffectedthe internal security environment in large sections of Australia. Sinclair,
directed by the Minister for the Armgemanded that in Queenslahsts becreated with
the names of all enemy aliens with past -&mitish history, and detention orders be
created for enemy aliens whose internmenGC considered necessary in the event of
hostilities in Australia. Thisvas not the first time that lists were created in Queensland
regarding potential sympathisers of the NaZegcistregimes. As early as late 1941, the
Australian Military Forces had <created
Queenslandthough to relate to the Russidiascistmovement, either as members or
supporters’ Sinclair, in his letter, continued by instructing that additional list should be
created with the names of other persons, not enemy aliensijvthe opinion of the War

Cabiret, should be interned at once or in the event of hostilities in Australia. He did not

94 NAA, A981, MIG38, Letter from the Department to the Interior tot the Secretary of the Department of
External Affairs, 20 August 1941.

9% NAA, A981, MIG38, Letter from the Department to the Interior tot the Secretary of the Department of
External Affairs, 20 August 1941.

9 @ontrol of Aliens. New RegulatioGsThe West Australiari9 October 1943, 4.

97 NAA, BP242/1, Q30579, List titted Russian Fascism, by the Australian Military Ferb&sthern
Command, 18 November 1941.
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explain what the exact criteria were for a person to be added to this list. According to the
same letter, on 5 February, close to 550 residents of Queensland werg airead
internment, of which approximately 150 were British subj&tiss a response to this

letter, the MajotGeneral for Queensland wrote that he did not believe the internment
policy and measures suggested by SecreSamglair were necessary at that mame’

Sinclair remained very perseverant in his quest to gaol enemy aliens, as he wrote a letter
just a few months after his request of lists in Queensland. He disclosed that he believed
that all unnaturalised enemy aliens should be interned and vigartoors taken against
naturalised aliens and persons guilty of disloy#ityAccording to Leach, residents of

0 e n e my 8 especiallgin north Queenslahdvere detained in much larger numbers

than hadbeenpreviously(i.e., before mid1942.101

Scholars disgree on the number of internees in the Commonwealth concentration
camps. These different numbers are partly due to other or unequal measurement
parameters, for instance, a single yearsw the entirety of the war. Some scholars do
not make a clear distition in their research between civilian internees and POWSs. The
federal governmertid not make that clear distinction either, as some Japanese merchant
seamen, Indonesian political prisoners from Boven Digoel and Indonesian merchant
seamen were internehd classified as POWSs. Bashford and Strange have noted that in
1942 the total number of people in Australian internment camps topped 1'8200itina
MuhlenSchulte described that in that year, 12,000 people were interned, and Konrad
Kwiet estimated that the total number of civilians interned during the war was that exact
number: OHowever, of an esti matmedmnthist he
country during World War II, however briefly, somewhat more than 2,000 would have
been of Germadewish origi@!® In her research, Pieris argued that 12,000 individuals
were interned in Australia in 1942, including0@0 residents and,300 Bitish
nationalst Er i ¢ Ri ¢ h ar dventualy 4v27eltdlians, HHF Gefmans, 587
Japanese and some 550 others were interned even though Arthur Calwell intervened in

1943, protesting that there had bé&o much racial and other prejudicagainsg fimany

%8 NAA, MP508/1, 255/702/1620, Letter from Secretary F.R. Sinclair to The Secretary of the Department
of Defence Ceordination, 5 Fetuary 1942,

9 NAA, MP508/1, 255/702/1620, Letter from Maj@eneral, Deputy Chief of the General Staff, to the
Secretary of the Department of Army, 23 February 1942,

100 NAA, MP508/1, 115/703/553, Letter from Secretary F.R. Sinclair to W.R. Musk, 5 May 1942.

101 each, "This Way of Treating Friendly Alieis850.

102 Bashford and Strange, "AsyluBeekers 521.

103 Kwiet, "Be patient and reasonalilé1; Muhlen-Schulte, "In Defence of Liberty66.

104 pieris, "Cowra, NSW 788.
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naturalised British Subjects living in Queenslaa#® According to llma Martinuzzi
O6Bri en, who examined internment t hrougt
immigrants were interned and close to 1,200 British subj@bts had been granted
citizenship by naturalisation. However, she did not discuss the total number of internees.
Additionally, Pani kos Panayi esti mated t
subjects of enemy alien origin or parentage and Australian citizens comprisigg so
twenty-seven different nationalities or ethnic categories (including those of neutral
status) 6 wel¥HEnally,Neumann estimatedehat.more than 15,000 civilians
were interned in Australia during the w

approximationt®’

The scholars disagree on the number of internees during the war; though, as |
argued, it has beerhallenging to compare the numbers. Nevertheless, | conclude from
Neumannds assessment of this sit uppearson t |
close to the real numbers of internees.
meticulous reearch of the national archives, combined with what | know regarding the
fate of Indonesian internees. | believe this discussion on the number of detainees matter
becauset providesgreatinsight into the lack of uniformity and consistency in the
Austraian registration of incoming aliens, and the unreliable registration of the
internment of dangerous foreigners and British citizenemiphasisethe problems of
getting a clear idea @ireciselyhow many Indonesians were incarcerated. Moreover, even
though not all scholars agree on the final numbers, itsidhwsthe enormous operation,
the (mis)use of human capital and the breaching of civil liberties of so many people.
Finally, it indicatesthat even after extensive research by scholars, it remanean
how many people in total were interned on Australian soil in internment camps during
WWII.

4.4 Daily life of alien enemies in internment camps

New internment camps were erected all over Australia for the enemies of the
Commonwealth, though many concentration camps, as one could describe these camps,

already existed at the start of the PacWar. Governmental organisations widely used

105 RichardsDestination Australia143.
106 panayiMinorities in Wartime 289.
Martinuzzi OO6Br i ¢"'mR08g Neuthann)h thesimesekt of gtionalRecuyity 2. s
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the terméconcentration cango describe the camps because, from WWI until the early
days of WWII, the term did not have the same negative connotatiodidaitthe end or
nowadays Civilians from enemy countries, even Jewish people (as researched by
Rosenbaury and POWSs were interned in extensive camps, such as the previously
mentioned camps Loveday (SA) and Tatura (VIC), as well as smaller ones in Liverpool
(NSW) and other towns across Australia, and on Thursday Island (QLD) and Rottnest
Island (WA). Many POW arrived from the Middle East, where the Allipdwers
captured themsince there were no facilities to intern them over there, Australia agreed
to accept military prisoners from Germany and It8%On a regular basissnemy
internees were first gather@a smaller transit or temporary detention camps, such as
Liverpool camp, before often secrebigingtransferred to larger centres, mainly further
south in the country. For instance, in October 1942, around 500 Italian internees were
transported bytraihr om Par kest on O0emergencyO® camp I
Camp?!!°Even later in the war, some POWSs and civilian internees were still moved from
one camp to another, like Hisao Kiba, a Japanese officer who arrived from Gaythorne
(QLD) at Cowra in May1944111

At the start of WWII, these camps were run by the Ministry for the Army, but
relatively early in the war these camps came under the supervision of the Attorney
General'? The camps were guarded and run by members of the Austnailigary, but
addtionally assisted by civilian employees and headed by the Adj@&angral, who was
entitled to make the Internment Camp Orders, specific rules and regulations to manage
that particular camp in an orderly fashiddThe camp regulations dictated a metizi
regime and daily schedutbatall internees had to observe, from the time the civilian
internees and POWSs had to get tqowhat time breakfast was served, to headcotots,

what time lights were turned off?

108 A concentratiomampi s d e f i imezndhengentredonpolilical prisoners and members of national

or minority groups who are confined for reasons of state security, exploitation, or punishment, usually by
executive decree or military ordér:Edi t or s of Encycl opaedi a Brital
Encyclopaedia Britannigaccessed7 Januar021

https://www.britannica.com/topic/concentratioanp.

108 dnternment Camps for Prisongr§he Age21 May 1941, 7.

HIONAA, MP508/1, 255/717/65, Letter to Allied Land Forces Headquarters in Melbourne, 16 October 1942.
I1INAA, SP1714/1, N45633 PART 2, Extract from Intelligence Report No. 87, 22/5/44 to 28/5/44.
2Mar t i nuzzi OO6Brieng2l9.Citi zenship, Rights.

I3NAA, A472, W1729, Order Under National Security (Internment Camps) Regulations, 25 January 1942.
4NAA, A663, 03/2/ 782, Internment Camp Orders 06Di
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The larger camps were little (militaryn) villages on their own, and many camps
were divided into different compounds or communities for designated groups; the overall
conditions in each compound were, on avergg#e deplorable. For instance, at Tatura,
there were separate pastof the campfor POWs (Camp Nol), German and lItalian
families (Camp No3) and Japanese families (Camp Mp!!® The concentration camp
section for POWSs was closed off from other compounds for civilian or-seiitary
personnel by barbed wire, like in almost alleimment campslThe majority of all the
sizeable camps were close to a railway station, and these camps contained buildings such
as sleeping quarters, workshops, laundry areas, a medical haspihtal hospital and
a chapel. Moreover, there were destgdaareas to drink coffee, play sports and grow
vegetables, as also analysed by the journalist in his Cowra account in the introduction of
this chaptef® Regular activities such as movie nights, concerts and sports games (like
cricket matches between dian internees and local teams) were organt$édhe
children in the civilian internee compounds could att&mtiergartenand school in
educational facilities as more or less regular studéfte most of these camps, all
internees, both civilians andOWs, could send and receive mail, though the Camp
Commandant and Intelligence Staff censored outward and inward correspondence. In
addition, these internees could receive parcels from relatives back home; many of them
complained that their packages werendged by the time they arrived at the correct

camp?!®

Military -related or war activities happened next to the regular village activities in
many of the camps. The European POWSs in these camps were forced to do manual labour
jobs. For instance, there wagr@up known as the Italian farming soldiers; a large group
of about 17,000 Italian POWSs, primarily capturedNiorth Africa, who were forced to

work on Australian farm&?° Moreover, these camps themselves contained military

115NAA, MP508/1,255/721/466, Letter from MajeGeneral to Base H.Q. Southern Command, 9 February
1942.

116 NAA, AP613/1, 90/1/70, Memorandum for Headquarters South Australia Loveday Internment Group
Camp, 8 October 194NAA, AP613/1, 90/1/70, Letter from the Secretanthe Military Board to the
Headquarters South Australia, 24 June 1MRA, MP742/1, 255/10/5, Report from Justice Davidson,
visitor to Liverpool Internment Camp, 11 December 1942.

117 Cricket. Glossop v. Internment Caimpurray Pioneer andAustralian River Record25 September
1941, 15.

HENAA, MP508/ 1, 255/ 715/ 240, Official wvisitorso
NAA, MP508/1, 255/721/466, Letter from Maj@eneral to Base H.Q. Southern Command, 27 March
1942.

119 Barbara WinterStalag Australia. German Prisoners of War in Austrgliandon: Angus & Robertson
Publishers, 1986)158.

120 BeaumontAustralia's Way 58.
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buildings like guard rooms and detention buildings or huts for internees who did not obey
the strict rules and needed to be punished, and as mentioned, the compounds were often
partly or entirely separat from the civilian parts. All centres were redesigned
continuously and adapted to new circumstances. At the Liverpool and Cowra camps, the
guarding personnel needed more cells to lock up unwilling POWSs and civilian internees,
so, for instance, several nedetention huts were builit Liverpool camp in March
194321 One of those internees who needed to be disciplined was POW Carmelo
Catenesse, who was interned in Cowra and, according to an intelligence report, reported
for being a troublemaker, untrustwoytlalways complaining, an admitted Blackshirt and

a fascist agitator, for which he was given 28 éaletention'?? Although many of the
camps looked like little villages, it was evident to the Australian public that these were
detention camps; high barbedre fences or barricades surrounded the carttps,
conditions inside the barbed wire groundsre appallingand escaping the campas

almost impossible.

Few Australians knew that Indonesians were held in camps. Details of detainee
numbers and camp locatis were withheld for national security reasons, according to
Lynne Horiuchi. Only the neighbouring townspeople were aware of their existence.
Horiuchi stated that, for example, at Cowra, the weekly movement of unfree Italian farm
labourers made their prasce known to the locals in towf?. Horiuchi argued that not
many people knew about the existence of the camps and their internees. This might be
true for the presence of the Japanese prisoners, as they were locked away from the
Australian public, in shargontrast to the Italian farming soldi¢é. Though if one
examines the regional newspapers, one can find meetings where people were organising
fundraisers to help the internees, like the Australian Jewish Welfare Society and the
National Council of Jewisivomen, who held meetings to appeal for clothing and books
for internees in Tatura Internment Camp. There were also meetings held, such as the one
organised by the Brisbane branch of the International Peace Canapaigtiendedoy
approximately B0O peofe. At this meeting, the Australia@overnmentvas urged to
free refugees in camps like Tatura and Hay (NSW) immediately. In Sydney, members of

Catholic and Jewish organisations held protests against refugee aliens, mainly Jewish

121 NAA, MP742/1, 255/0/5, Letter from the LtCol. in Paddington, NSW, to L.H.Q NSW, 18 March
1943.

122NAA, SP1714/1, N45633 PART 2, Extract from Intelligence report No. 83, 23/4/44 to 30/4/44.

123 Lynne Horiuchi and Anomai@is, "Temporal Cities: Commemoration at Manzanar, California and
Cowra, Australia,’Asian diasporic visual cultures and the Ameri8a2017) 306.

124 BeaumontAustralia's Way 58.
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refugees who fled Nazi opgssion, being called up to work alongside German enemy
aliens'®® It seemaunlikely that details about the sites and these internees were withheld
deliberately by local, state and federal governsiEmtreasons such as national security

if those voluntary organisations held publicised meetindgsch wereoften covered in
well-known newspapers such as fhrgusandCourier-Mail.

4.5Indies people: the Australian registration during the war years

All aliens, both friendly and enemy, who arrived in Australia had to register upon arrival
at the local Aliens Registration Office at the first port of entry or the aerodrome where
their plane landed. Most temporagsidentsrom the NEI, who fled their homelaradter

the Japaneseccupation, or those who continued working in the transnational shipping
industry, arrived on merchant vessels. By far the largestpanyoperating in this
industry was the KPM, and many seamen registered in Sydney or otheAustatian
harbours. Asxaminedpreviously how many exactly Dutch and Indonesian merchant
seamen arrived during the war years remained unclear. | tried to analyse their composition

and numberbased on the available archival materials

We know thatby mid-1944, 1,656 Dutch nationals had registered in NSW,
according to the Aliensd Registration Re
were male (1,439) and just a small grq@p7)was femaleThe numbers demonstrated
an unequatatio male to female newcomers to Australlas t he source r e
number includes, of course, colourtd pe
Another source from a few days earlier revealed that 640 Dutch nationals had, at some
point, registred themselves in Victoria; this letter did not give any further details

regarding if these aliens were from the NEI or elsewkére.

25HHelp thel nt e rTheeHelsedv Standard of Australas6 June 1941,; PAction for Universal Peace
Urged The Courer-Mail, 26 July 1941, 5RefugeeandEnemy Alien§ The Argus6 July 1943, 3.

126 NAA, A373, 10311, Letter from Deputy Director of Security for NSW, H. Nortlock to Lieut. F.J.
Whittaker in Brisbane, 29 July 1944.

127 NAA, A373, 10311, Letter from Deputy Director of Security for Victoria P.H. Carney to Lieut. F.J.
Whittaker in Brisbane, @July 1944.
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Table 4.1 FARs A2 from Cowra camp

FAR A2 Indonesians Javanese = 40
n= 262

Man 165 39

Womart?® 31

Child*?° 66 1

Note. FARS A2 = Forms of Application for Registration

If oneexamineghe archives of internment camps, such as Cowra, the ratio is still
considered unequal, though far more equal than based on the Skdnag of
Application for RegistrationHARs A2); of the 302 analysed internees, at least close to
10% could be identified as adult females (see Tdkl¢. Finally, if one compares these
numbers to theiscoveredred Cross reports from 1943 and 1944, one can conclude that
the ratio of Indonesian males afemales is more equal than the previous mentioned
nominal rolls. According to the 1943 report, on 29 July of that year, there were 291 adult
males andseventyfive adult females (plus anothewenty Indonesian adults who were
not further specified by gerd) residing in the camp. On 20 March 1944, the Red Cross

counted 103 Indonesian males aixty-eightfemales in Cowra cams?

To analyse who arrived in Australia from the NEI and what happened to the
indigenous Indonesians, | researched several othercesuelated to the Indi@s
newcomersDuring my research, | collected and selected close to 450 FARs A2; all forms
were from Indonesians who were, according to their registration papers, at some point
registered in Sydney (see TaMld).®! Additionally, | analysed the nominal rolls of
Cowrabds I ndonesi an s e amaponarrivah the @wra camp s w
administrators registered all crewmembers. All indigenous Indonesian seafarers were
reported on t he smdalrbatltwo $iad arsNXd régistratiom ewsnbed. , a

These Cowra rolls contained their nagrescupation and age; unfortunately, their places

128 Counted as females were internees who eithediassewiféor avifedmentioned as their occupation

or were specifically mentioned asife6i n t he section 6relatives i n can
are likely to be women, though lebon the data s#teycould not be positively identified as such.

129 Counted as children are all internees who were identified as chitdrén added to this count internees

born in the year 1936r later who were not specifically identified as a childemoved two from the final

children count as they were identified as dafdout had a date of birth before 1900.

ONAN, 2.10.45, inv. nr. 290, Report by delegate
NouvelleGal | es d3LJuyadtdanRe@Port by del egates of the Rec
COWRA, Visit®s pa24Maehlb@. G. Morel 6, 22

131 Four hundred and thirtgine Forms of Application were collected and held at the Sydney branch of the
Australian National Archives (NAA), SR12/0 box 55 to 72, between 7 August 2017 and 28 November
2017(selection criteria: nationality Indonesian or Javanese and Sydney
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of birth were not added to these lists, whinhkethese lists not ideal for comparison

with other primary sources suels the FAR®#2.1%2| also analysed two reports by the

Red Cross from July 1943 and March 1944; these reports were a valuable source of
independent information gathered by some members of the organisation on their visits to
the Cowra camp. Not only did theports describe the Indonesian interddasng
circumstances but they also estimated the number of Indies internees on two separate
occasiong?23 Further, | examined the registration lists of all POWSs and other internees
interned in the Cowra internmerdrap3* After clearing the lists of minor irregularities,

| identified that Indonesian internees were categorised into three different groups. First,
only five Indonesians or Javanese were registered as POWSs; their internment number
started with the letteiPd One cluster of Javanese could be identified with an internment
camp number beginning witiNG (or dQ9; these were the registration numbers of the
Indies semimilitary personnel. Finally, the majority of the civilian internees could be
identified by their number starting with a lettedD§ classified on the lists as

Indonesians®®

In further analysing the selected forms and rolls, some general conclusions could
be drawn regarding the people who arrived and were interned in Australia and how the
Austraian Governmentmismanaged the registration of aliens from the NEI. It
highlighted how inconsistent the Australian authorities were when registering NEI
civilians and semmilitary personnel. This is the same GOC that was tremendously keen
on all aliens reigtering themselves upon arrival. My first research conclusion is that the
exact number of Indonesian internessiithus civilians and seamilitary personnel, was
unclear, though their numbat leastexceeds 700. Moreover, what actual percentage of

the® internees were Indonesian men, women and children is imprecise. Based on only

132NAN, 2.05.48.14, inv. nr. 70, Nominal rolls Javanese seamen in Cowra NSW, no date.

133 NAN, 2.10.45, inv. nr. 290, Report iye | egat es of the Red Cross 0Gr
NouvelleGal | es d311 Sluudléy P43 and Report by del egates
COWRA, Visit®s paf4Maehlb@. GC. Morel 6, 22

134 Lists were created by the Cowra Family tdiy Group in 2014. Thisistorical societywas very
generousn sharingtheir acquired data collection with me, for whichwe themmany thanks. They have

put in so many hours and so much hard work in creating this increglitieluable data collection

135 After an initial analysis of the provided listeemoved all noAndonesian and nedavanese internees

from the list, such as Japanese and Korean POWSs, as they were not essential for my research questions. |
continued to delete all internees® nanderdifiablei t h e
enough, opeopte aviowbré an thé lists twidead thesame name, dradvery similar spelling

of namesor hadthe same internment camp registration numbehenselected the names on the list of

people who were identified as nat Cowra camp and removed them from the liBisally, | checked
registration numbers, as almost all Jav@adjese int
two startedwith the letter@Qd(merchant seaman/POW related), and almoshdbhesianstartedwith the

letterd@ except for three POWSs. As a result of this preliminary analysis, | moved one Javanese female to
the list of Indonesian internees, as her registration number started with théDétter
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the FARSA2, less thar8% of the newly arrived Indies peopleere femalgand none of

the registered Indies aliens were minors. This sounds obvious, as almost all arriving
newmmers were shigerews, mainly KPM, and hardly any were passengers on boats or
aeroplanes. Additionally, according to tAdien Registration Acfi939 many female
aliens arriving in Australia were exempt from filling out an alien registration statement.
According to the Act, therife (or dependent relative) was exenfghe husband was not

prohibited from entering the countif

Another conclusion is that the Australian registration officers were hugely
inconsistent in registering the NEI people borroae of the Indonesian islandss they
| i sted al most al l individuals FAReE AR t he
approximately 16% were norJavanese peogeonly seventyone of the 439
registrations. Some people were registered by the Australiarrigiethas being from the
islands of Timor or Celebéd’ Though if one looks at their places of birth, the authorities
did not seem to make a logical or consequent distinction. For example, seamen Efenesy,
born in 1900 in Timgrand Roebin Radja, born in kpang in 1921wereidentified by
the registrars as Javanesdile others born on Java, such as fireman Ibribaamn in
Grissee in 1896, and Ngaiban, a trimmer born in Sourabaya in W@i8identified as
Indonesiart3® Moreover, if one analyses the plaagf births mentioned in the FARS,

close t019%were not born on the island of Java.

In the 1940s, it was still expected that wivakethe nationality of their foreign
husbands. According to th&ustralian Nationality Actl937 (most) women lost thie
British nationality on marriage and became subject to the country of which their husbands
were national$? Lingard has clearly shown that the group of Australian women who

married an I ndonesian had to surrender t

136 NAA, BP9/3, AMERICAN BONYNGES S, Personal Statement by Alien Passenger, Form A, No. 42.,
7 May 1944 Alien Registration Act939(No. 12 of 193%
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C1939A00012

137 These 71 nodavanese newcomers were mainly identified as Indonesian, but also, for instance, as
Dutch, Ambo(i)nese and Macassarese.

138 NAA, SP11/2/0, Efenesy SP11/2/0 no box #, Roebin Radja, SP11/2&6bthriam SP11/2/0 no box

#, and Ngaiban SP11/2/0 box 65.

139 n total, 411 of the 439 places of birth (p.o.b.) could be identified, a few town names/p.o.b. were
untraceable, most likely due to erroneous spelling or these villages no longegexisterthis particular

name Of these 334 (81.3%)were born on Java.

140 NAA, A989, 1944/535/2, Letter from A.R. Peters to the Department of External Affairs, 1 December
1944.

This did not apply to marriage betweebl@national and an Australian female. Accoglio a letter by A.

R. Peters to Mrs MB. MacRae, she would not acquire the nationality of her husband merely by reason of
marriage to aJS citizen and consequentlyshe would not lose her British nationalitMAA, A989,
1944/535/2, Letter from A.R. Peteto Mrs. M.B. MacRae, 25 October 1944.
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Marriaged. The author emphasised the dif
some who marrig merchant seaman, others former Digoelists. She studied this group of
Australianindonesians antdingard's meticulous research has allowed us to see that the
exact number of Indonesian Australian wives is unclear. However, according to the
author, in 1947about 50 of the Indonesians who had refused to work for the Dutch had
either O6whited or O ad aresulteol thisAl937 tAcaahyi a n
Australian, New Zealand or European wives of Indonesians had to register as aliens, and
they were sometimes identified as Javan€$eFor instance, Irene Swadie, born in
Rockdale (NSW), and Margaret Millencent Moesama, born in Cark€)( were
registered as Javane€$é.Even more intriguing is a young couple, who were both
registered by the Syeéy authorities The husband was Robert Pelenkanu, born in
Menado, on the northastern tip of Celebes, and he was listed as DHiishAustralian

born wife, Sylvia Pelenkanu, borm Young (NSW) was registered as being
Menadonesé** These inconsistenciesade it difficult to make conclusive statements

regarding the backgrounds of the interned aliens in camps like Cowra.

4.61Indies peoples: civilian and semmilitary internment around Australia

As | documented in the previous chaptalose to 1,000 Indonesian merchant seamen
went on strike very early in the Pacifitar. These seafarers protested against the fact
that they were paid far less, sometimes amgtenth the salary of their Australian (and
European) counterparts, even uigb their living expenses were similar to that of the
white shipping crews. Around April 1942, the indigenous crews also demanded warmer
clothing as winter was arriving in Australia. The local authorities arrested the Indonesian
strikers quite quickly, b&sl on breaking the immigration laws and disrupting the Allied
war effort. These former Indies crews, who used to work at Sydney harbour, were
transported first to gaols such as Long Bay jail, from where they were transported to
Liverpool camp, some to Loday and later transferred to CowfaOnce interned, the

N E Igovérnmenin-e x i | ed was financially responsib

141 Lingard,Refugees and rebel237.

142 The consequences of their newly acquired nationialiiyrther analysed ihapters.

143 NAA, SP11/2/0, Irene Swadie (nee Joland), d.0.bN28-1923, NAA, SP11/2/0 box 70 and Margaret
Millicent Moesama, d.o.b. 1Bec1926, SP11/2/0 box 65.

144 NAA, SP11/2/0, box 66: Pelenkanu.

145 Committee of Indonesian Independefidée Maritime Workerl November 1945, 2.
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of erecting necessary accommodation, maintenance of guards, transportation and all

incidental expenditureta t he di scretion of tHe Commonw

This NEl@overnmenin-exiledwas not an official governmein-exile, like their
Net herl andsd counterparts i n Hemcewdyotwas as &
first named the Netherlands lied Commission, the Commission being similar to a
Cabinet or Legation. Around the same time as the indigenous crews demanded their
winter clothing, this commission was inaugurated and settled in Melbourne, with Huib
(Hubertus) van Mook as its Head. It cted of five other membersicluding Charles
van der Plagits most influential membgiand only one Indonesian member, Loekman
Djajadiningrat:*’ A few years later, thisommissiorwas dissolved when the Netherlands
Indies Government or Legation parthored to Camp Columbia in Brisbane (QLD); one
of the reasons for this move was tha locationwvas more practicabeingcloser to the
Netherlands Indies and closer to the Allied Head Quartigan Mook stayed on as
Head, as LieutenaiovernorGeneralor Chief CommissionerVan der Plas became
Director of Economic Affairs and acting General Secretary of the Governuect
LieutenantGeneral Ludolph van OydrecameCommandein-Chief, Netherlands Indies
Army and Head of the Department of War. Van Moetamed his portfolio as Minister

of the Colonies for the Netherlan@®vernment as welf*®

The Netherlands Indies Commission was financially responsible for the
internment of the Indonesians, but the daily surveillance and care for the Indies internees
was done bythe AustralianMilitary Forces assisted by local civilians. Everyday life for
these men, women and children in camps such as the one in Cowra was harsh and
challenging. None of them knew when they would be released, adding to their
psychologicatorment. We must keep in mind that these internees were citizens from a
friendly ally. In a report from miBeptember 1942, HB. Barends Secretary of the
Netherlands Commission for Australia and New Zeadatite Commission headed by
Van der Plad describél what he witnessed when visiting Cowra camp. He was told in
advance that the incarcerated indigenous

Upon arriving and interviewing witnesses, he concluded that there was no such thing as

“6NAA, A989, 1943/ 40/ 35, Secret cablegram from
September 1943.

147 poeze, "From Foe to Partiieb7.

148 @Netherlands Indies GovernménfThe Age 7 June 1944, ;4dNetherlands Indies Government.
Organisation in Austral@Cairns Post23 June 1944, 2.

149 NIMH, 237 De Vries, Letter from F.C. van Aerssen Beyeren to Prime Minister J. Curtin, 3 November
1944.
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hard labour, only gular work activities for six hours per day. He continued explaining

that he had tried to convince crew members to return to work butriipdound three
members prepared to go back to work in the harb/6@iBarends could have been biased

as he was workig for the NetherlandSovernmentMoreover, the internees could have

been prompted what to tell the Secretary of the Commission. Though from the Red Cross
reports it could also be concluded that hard labour was not the benchmark for the Indies
detainees at Cowra camp. None of the representatives reported anything that suggested
forced or hard labour. An early Red Cross report on these internees mentioned that their
treat ment was O6excell ent é a rmdailyrsehedela [Thesd t h
schedule was very similar to the one mentioned in the Internment Camp Orders
06Di scipline of | nt er nees 0 ;includingevhadl tame thg t i n
Indonesans had to get up, what time supper was served and what times the Indies people

had to attend roll calfs?!

Indonesian internees were not a homogeneous group, as the men, women and
children came from different backgrounds, various parts of the NEI andneareerated
for diverse reasons. The largest group of internees had a maritime background, and many
of the men had an internment number starting with the Ié#@rMany of the women
and children in the camps were related to these KPM merchant seasnean &e
concluded from the registration lists of the internees incarcerated in Cowra camp. Next
to the internees with a sea and trade background was a unique group of about 500 political

prisoners from Boven Digoel, a part of Dutch New Guinea.

In the latel920s after a short revolt on the island of Java, where a small group of
Indonesian rebels attempted a communist revolution, the NEI colonial government
established a concentration camp in Boven Digoel. This detention camp comprised two
settlements (Tatim Mer ah and Tanah Tinggi) hidden i
GovernorGeneral of the Indies could use his discretionary powers to send an individual
considered a menace to the colonial order to this selected settlement, from which the
prisoner wasot allowed to leave. Though due to its remote and severely hostile location,
it was almost impossible to leave at all. As a reduttisands of people were driven away

to Boven Digoel into banishment of unknown duratiand only the NEI Governer

150 NAN, 2.05.48.14, invar. 70, Letter fom H.B. Barends to H.S. Deinse, 16 September 1942,

151 NAN, 2.10.45, invnr.290, Report by delegates of the Red
NouvelleGal | es d3lJu§yd9d3 page29rhe Red Cross report is in Frémelivords used when
refer i ng to the treatment wer.e O0Le traitment g®n®r .
NAA, A663, 03/2/ 782, I nternment Camp Orders O0Di s
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Generalcould lift this incarceratiof>? According to a letter written by a few internees

once they were detained in Cowra camp, Boven Digoel served as a place of isolation for
people considered dangerous by the authorities in Indonesia and as a clear walneing to
country®s people against political disturbances. As a result, people were banished there
for belongingto the Indonesian Communist Party andday revolutionary beliefs and
teachings>® This account by the Cowra internees, correspendgith the known
delineations by Van der Plas. As Noorfaas documented, some of the grongmbers

were considered by Van der Plaséag xt r emel y dangerous psyc
wer e ljesst danger od®s psychopathso

In early 1943, the Allies feared a further push of ltmperial Japanese Army
towards northernAustralia, which was led by military activities s®ize Dutch New
Guinea. Consequently, the jungle around Boven Digoel might develop into a war zone.
On 8 Febrary, Van der Plas submitted a formal proposal to vacate the camps and
evacuate the Digoelists as a mattefunfent military necessi€yThe NEI representatives
succeeded in convincing the relevant Aus
women ad children were enemies of the Allies, so they were classified as éneg
and not as the political prisoners of the NEI regime that they actually*waiee Boven
Digoel internees were first taken to one of the Torres Strait islands, where theydboarde
a ship, the S.Both In accordance with Regulation 26 of National Security [General]
Regulations, each detainee, including all the children, received individual detention
orders upon arrivaf® A few days later, the Digoelists disembarked in Brisbaomf
where they had a long and very unpleasant train trip to Sydney. A few stayed in Sydney
and were deported to Liverpool camp; most continued to the centre in Cowra. After they
arrived in the campihe Java§ as they were subsequently referred to by @oevamp

personnel, were once again interned for an unknown p&riod.

In the end, they were incarcerated in Compound D at Cowra camp for several
months before some were released by the Australians, while others veenployed in
Queensland. The releadenmost Tanah Merah prisoners was accomplished due to various

civic organisations, and Australian trade unions pressured the Curtin Goveomibist

152 poeze, "From Foe to Partrie58.

153 NAA, MP742/1, 255/2/298, Translated letter to the International Red Cross from the Cowra internees
(Boven Digoel), 29 July 194319 October 1943.

154 Noonan, "Merdeka in Mackay242.

155 Poeze, "From Foe to Partiie®1i 64.

156 Noonan, "Merdeka in Mackay 242.

157 Lingard, "The Beginnings of a Relations}iip45 550.
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matter DirectorGeneral of Security Simpson wrote in late August 1944 that he had
managed to have all betighteenof the 500 Dutch New Guinea evacuees released.
According to Simpson, it became soon apparent that they, the men, women and children
from Tanah Merah, did not represent any severe security risk, that they were not the
enemies of the Allies, as stigly suggested by the Netherlands Indies Legabfon.

Camp life for these Indonesians from Boven Digoel was equally horrific. Their
treatment had also been atrocious in New Guinea; th®uglolf Mrdzekargued that
Boven Digoel was considered civilised and enlightened, the people in the camp were
more or lessadapted and used to the specific harsh conditions in thicadralh!>®
Weather conditions in the NSW camps were very different from the tropical climate in
Boven Digoel. As one of the visitors app
camp concludedithe winter weather at Cowra is much too cold for the Indonesians, and
the fact that they are interned in such a climate is in some cases responsible for their

death§16°

Near the end of their stay in Cowra, many of the Indies internees were officially
drafted into the NEI forces by the Netherlands Indies authorities and, as a result of an
earlier adopted Dutch RoyBlecreg they were under Duteindies military law. On 10
November 1942, a royal directive stated that the seamen who refused to rejoin the KPM
ships would be required to work in camps as militarised civilian labourers. This meant
that the incarcerated seamen would the su
di scipline and military | aw, as |l aid dow
Australian War Cabinet supported this decree to apply NEI military law to its
(indigenous) civilians, who formally recognised it later that mé#itithe content of tisi
new decree was announced to the Indonesians while they were still incarcerated at Cowra
camp in late 1942 by a reserve captain of the KNIL in the Malay language; this was
probably done to encourage the remaining KPM crews to resume their work in the
harlours and on their shig&?

158 NAA, A989, 1943/40/13, Letter from W.B. Simpson to the Attorney General in Canberra, 30 August
1944.

159 Rudolf Mrazek, "Healing in Digoellhdonesia and the Malay Worl#b (2013) 54.

160 Fitzgerald and Irne, "The Tanah Mergh42.

161 NAA, A472, W11647, Royal Decree number 74, Royal Netherlands Indies Army Headquarters, 10
November 1942 ingard, Refugees and rebe[26.

162 NAN, 2.05.50.02, invnr. 147, Judgement/Sentencing record (vonnis) of Wagimin NXJ23383, 30
November 1943.
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Cowra was not the only camp where Indonesians were detained during the war
Many internees residing in Sydney were first incarcerated at Liverpool or Long Bay
before being transferred or in one of the other smaller camps sthehaee in Gaythorne
(QLD).*®3The latter camp was initially created as a reception camp for internees from the
NEI and China, as they wer e aWwaldodeivedtp an
procesdtalian POWs who were transferred from NSW toe@nsland to work on local
farms and as a staging camp for Japanese and lItalian POWSs beforeotife be
transported to other larger camps, mainly to Cowra c&@agthorne camp was therefore
often referred to as ainternee Staging Cardpy the Australia authorities®* A small

group of Indonesian seafarers were interned at Gaythorne at least as early as March

1943165

The NEI Commission kept on pushing for repatriation to the Netherlands for as
many Indonesians as possible. According to Lieutenant Plingp letter he wrote to

Simpson in November 1944, the Dutch, in the person of General Spoor, were most

anxious to send all Indonesians, other than those who had to remain in Australia for

military training or similar reasons, to Dutch New Guinea. Spoolaegd that it was

necessary because he and his colleagues felt that contact with Australians, particularly

communistshad a detrimental effect on the Indonesians. Therefore, he only wanted to
keep Indonesians interned if they had very bad red8t@neof the underlying reasons
for a push for swift return could be that the Niministratiorhad to pay for all interned

Indonesians in Australia, thougiis wasnot mentioned in this specific lett&Y.

At the request of the NEI authorities, some Indonesiagre renterned at
Gaythorne camp after their ordeal in camps such as Cowra and Livéfhbokarly

1945, the NEI Commission requested tfifty -five Indonesians be fmterned at this

163 See, forexample,Muhlen-Schulte, "In Defence of Liberty2Matt Young and Chari
Forgotten History of AudHeraldaSui2aApsi20B4 i soner of War

https://www.heraldsun.com.au/anzeentenary/thdorgottenhistory-of-australiagorisonerof-war-
camps/newstory/252928e826bd5d02743ab0defe10c242

164 NAA, MP742/1, 96/1/1921, Minute Paper by-Cbl D.P.W. & |., 5 September 1944etter re.
Inspection Report, from Lieutena@olonel to the AdjutanGeneral Allied Land Forces Headquarter,
Melbourne, ® March 1943NAA, MP508/1, 96/707/1137, Minute Paper, Internment Camp, Gaythorne
from Lt.-Col D.P.W. & |., 25 September 1942.

165NAA, MP742/1, 255/9/111, Prisoners of War and Internment Camps. Inspection report by Captain J.W.
Hinchen, 1 July 1943.

166 NAA, A373, 10311, Letter from Secret Service Lt. Plump to the Director General of Security W.B.
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September 1943.
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Internee Staging Camp, and the Australian authorities compliadhis request®® This

group offifty-fivei nt er nees was a group that Gener
very badNE @ommisshree®an der Plas went as far as describing these

i ndi genous | ndo n e-alliechamd prazagan gd\alie ddspenados who a n t
were even plotting the assassination of
and he explaied thatthese internees came to these id@asvay of Japanese internees
drilling them in camp Loveda¥/®

Approval by the GOC waalso given for the transfer to escort to Gaythorne
thirteen Indonesian internees held at Liverpool, pending embarkation back to Tanah
Merah and Tanah Tinggi by the rotor sfiipedensThe original group was the slightly
larger group mentioned by Simpsorhiis letter to the Attornegeneral in August 1944;
the group consisted of eighteen former New Guinea inhabitants, but four internees were
released due to their appeal at the Justice Committee in NSW. Pending embarkation, the
former Digoelists were segragd from all other POWs and internees, especially from
any contact with other Indonesians, at the request of the NEI Commission. The Australian
Advisory Commission could not establish any actual evidence against the internees from
a security point of vievout recommended that these Indonesians be held at the facility in

Gaythorne anyway until they could be deported back to the'NEI.

Concluding, a few days after the Pacitidar had officially ended, the NEI
Government reopened the camp in Boven Digoelherhellcamp of Tanah Merah or
t he o6Dutch Si be rTribauedescabged the lsettlenmert,vegep taqughrin
Boven Digoel a more tropical climate existééiThese Digoelists had once more not seen
the inside of a courtroom, not an Australian or NEI one. Their civil liberties were
breached again, first by the Dutch, tHanthe Australians who did not consider them a

severe security risk, and for a second thiehe colonisers. The NEI assumed the small

169 NAA, MP742/1, 92/1/256, Minute Paper Ibjajor-General., Quartermast&eneral, 18 December

1944 Letter from the Major General, Adjutant General to the Secretary of the Netherlands Indies
Commission in Melbourne, 3 January 1945.

TONAA, MP742/1, 255/2/676, Letter from Ch.O. van der Plas to Biggalt.B. Simpson, 20 March 1945.
Wallangarra was a large camp, on the border of Queensland and NSW, where a substantial group of
I ndonesian former seafarers and some Digoelists
people were transported the camp toeemployedfor the Australian army and the Allied war effort.

71NAA, A989, 1943/40/13, Letter from the Department of External Affairs, 26 September 1944 to Baron
F.C. van Aerssen Beyeren van Voshol, 26 September N34, MP742/1, 255/2/676Secret memo from
Major-General, AdjutanGeneral, 3 April 1945.
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group of predominantly men as violently aaliied and preJapan, thoughhey were
more likely simply antDutch colonisation and prBepublic.

47r eed I ndonesians: working in Australi:

Not all Indonesians aking in Australia were interned at some point; a significant group

of NEI individuals residing in Australia were never interned, as they did not go on strike
in the first year of the Pacifizvar. Therefore, they were never really targeted by
Australian imfqmi gr at i on of ficers because t hey \
immigration laws. One of these groups was a group of dhp00seamen who remained

at work in the large Australian harboues mentioned, not all KPM seamen went on
strike in April 1942173 Another considerable group of Indonesian workers found seasonal
jobs in the large agricultural areas, on the cotton, peanut and sugar cane plantations in
Queensland. Additionally, the large group of military personnel was more or less left
alone by the Ausalian authorities, as they were still on active duty in the army and navy
undereitherNEI or ABDA command.

Small groups of indigenous I ndonesi ans
Some found jobs at facilities such as shops and hospitals; ohdimgse amenities were
erected, especially for and targeted at the Indonesians. For instance, in Sydney and its
surroundings, three medical centres were established by the KPM at the request of the
NEI administration a clinic on Sussex street, the Queédéfilhelmina Hospital in
Centennial Park and the Princess Juliana Sanatorium in Turramurra. Although
predominantly white Europednflisch men ran these facilities, some staff were
Indonesians, though mainly assisting jobs such as cooks, translators ameistléa
few Indonesians also found employment working for and with their former coloniser in
organisations such as NIGIS, the NEI Government Information Service, operating from
Australia from 1942intil October 19457°

173 poeze, "From Foe to Partiie85.

174 Dutch Hospital Sein Australian Bushlan@ The Daily Telegraphl7 August 1944, 14Medical Care

for Dutchin Sydney. Clinic and HospitadsThe Sydney Morning Hald, 17 August 1944, 6.

175 Netherlands Indies Government Information Ser{i61S) was given the task of informing the public

and the press on political, economic and cultural matters in writing and through the media of radia and film
P.J. Drooglever, M.J.B. Schouten, and Mona Lohafgldde to thearchives on relations between the
Netherlands and Indonesia 194963(The HagueThe Institute of Netherlands Histord996) 54.
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Further to the not specifically targeted but @& observed Indies peopldike
the 507 Boven Digoel Indonesians, the political refugee group that had arrived in
Australia in June 1948 was the large group ahainly Indonesiansnd perhaps a few
Indo-Europeanswho were released from camps, such as Cowaeeday and Liverpool,
relatively early in the war. The majority of these former internees returned to their jobs
in the big harbours and factories. They resumed work after the ending of the strike in
August 1942 and the agreement between the KPM (aothemsmaller shipping
company) and the interned strikingercantileseamen. The KPM granted the indigenous
strikers their pay claim plus agighthour workday, and the crews returned to their
vesseld.’® The Australianunionswere active in attempting tanprove the living and
working conditions for both skilled and unskilled Indonesian workers. After the strike of
1942, the wages of KPM personnel were almost matched to that of local seamen due to
the intervention of t he Aumet thea IndoresiansS e a m

established their own union as wellunion calledthte ndonesi an Seameno:

Like the Indonesian Owhar d somevbohadot her
been interned, someho had stayed out of the internment campworked on
infrastructural projects and in industries such as the local weapons production and saw
their income more aligned with Australian wagé€sAt least these aliens, primarily
working in big cities like Sydney and Melbourne, obtained much more equal payment
than in the early war years as their wages were no longer regulated through the National
Security Regulations. At the beginning of the war, the aliens earnedgtiealent
sol di er 6 s wahghad letftheit jdibe withoeitrcompensation for the soidi
food and clothing. This changed somewhat due to the considenablepressure, the
same Australian trade unions that had pressured the Curtin Goveromtaettopic of

the release of the Tanah Merah prisortéts.

A select group of Indonesians welisghtched to work at yet another camp, camp
Casino, also known as Victory Camp, in ti@thernpart of NSW. This group of Indies
people who started their employment there became known as the Technical or Oil

Battalion!’® The camp, situated on Kyogle Roadas initially established by the

176 Ford, "The Floatinddutchmern' 84.

177 Martin O'Hare and Afthony Reid,Australia dan perjuangan kemerdekaan IndongSiakarta PT
Gramedia Pustaka Utama, 199%)

178 rayof Aliens. Matterfor Union Action Recordey 28 October 1942, 2.

178 Indonesia wagand still ig rich in oil, and the Dutch needed the Imésians to undergo training so they
could repair or rehabilitate oil installations after the Pacific War was over.
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Commonwealth to receive the 6th and 7th Divisimturning from the Middle East and
would later become one of the most infamous camps for NEI pristfidisough when

the Dutch moved their first group of around one huddrelonesiand some former

KPM seamen from Cowra and some from Melbodrin&o this by now abandoned camp

in December 1943, it was nget an infamous, brutal camf! This first group of
Indonesians were relatively regular employees and not imprisoned in \Qatary; they

could walk in and out of the centre without any restrictions, and the conditions appeared
to be relatively relaxed. The Indonesians also became more or less part of the daily life
in Casino, were regularly seen in the town to buy goodsaamidembers of sports teams

and they formed their own teams, for instance, they established a local hockey team to
play in the revived local competitid® This tranquil situation lasted for some time but
would eventually change dramatically. AccordingLiogard, the peaceful coexistence
between the Dutch, Indonesians and town of Casino was shattered around the end of the
Pacific War.183

Finally, a substantial group of now free Indonesians, former Cowra internees,
were transferred to Mackal@LD) in April 1944. As Noonan has documented O n
arrival the newly liberated externees quickly established themselves in their new, more
climatically agreeable, northern home. All of the houses vacated by the returning
Amboinese civilians were reoccupied by this groas well as some additional
accommodat i on ¥ aregroup yainky capsisted & thdilies and some
single older men. In this country town, they lived closely together with the local
townspeople; the children attended the community schoolsnang special events were
organised by and for this group of refugees, like football matches between Mackay teams
and a team of Indonesian play&t3The NEI Legation paid for the costs of lodging,
schooling and other expenses like medical costs for theggenous Indies peopté&®

Next to the paid medical bills and school moneg¢chformer Cowrainterneefrom the

180 NAA, A1838, 401/3/6/1/4, Copy of a letter to or from the Director General, Commonwealth
Investigation Branch about the Dutch Detention @eit Casino, 22 February 1946.

181 The harsh and shattered relationships betweamp Casino, the Indonesians, the Australian
Governmentlocal people and the Dutch authorite®gstudied in deptlin subsequent chapters

¥23vle n 6 s rGaybaRevived Northern Stay 15 April 1944, 5.

183 ingard,Refugees and rebel23.

184 Noonan, "Merdeka in Mackay249.

185 BSoccerJavanese v MackayDaily Mercury, 20 May 1944, 3.

186 | ingard,Refugees and rebela7.

152



age of ninereceiveda weekly allowance, a bit of pocketoney from the NEI
authorities'®’

At the end of the war, most Indonesianswelea s si f i ed as oO0fr eefc
the condition that they had acquired an exemption paper, had registered asdn alien
unless they were the wives of registéreahd would leave the country within six months
after the war had ended to returnto theitmiber country, i n accord
Immigration Restriction Ac1901 In his function as Minister for Immigration, Arthur
Calwell was especially eager to make sure that all indigenous Indonesians were
repatriated as soon as possilffeAlthough Calwell pushed for a quick return of the
Indonesians, it still took a substantial time to repatriate all Indonesians; for instance, the
Mackay group stayed in Queensland until their repatriation to the East Indies territory in
late February 1948° A few other groups remained in Australia for an even more
extended time, due to several reasé@nprimary reason was that it was at the request of
the NEI authorities andowing to the circumstances regarding the independence
movement in Indonesia, as well as biack ban of Dutch ships in the larger harbours of
Australia. The considerable group of Indonesian civilians, semtitary and military
internees who ended up in Casino and their repatriatierdiscussedn subsequent

chapters

4.8 The 36th Australian Employment Company: the case of Asmawie

During the war years, the Australian army establishiuty-nine Employment
Companiesemploying an estimated 15,000 men by the end of W Eleven of these
thirty-nine companies consisted of ndritish citizens, ad one company, the 8th,
consistecexclusivelyof nonAustralian Jewish melf! These companies were stationed
all over Australia, for example, in Albury in NSW amdallangarra and Helidon in

QueenslandThey were established early in the war to guarantaettie Australian
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Defence Force had a large group of men dedicated to continuing the essential war effort
and supporting the Commonwealth fighting troops.

After their suffering in the NSW camps, an extensive groupndbnesians from
Cowra and smaller cgms were transferred to the 36th Australian Employment Company
(36AEC), based all over Queensland, though the largest part of the Indonesians ended up
in Wallangarra camp, on the border with NSW.The Australians selected the
nonhomogeneous group of people from the Indies based on, for instance, their
backgrounds, their behaviour within the various concentration camps andagatits
pressing advice of and the arrangements with the Netherlagddion and other Dutch
stakeholders in Australia.

A group of about 160 Indonesian-mternees, according to Chief Commissioner
Van der Plas, ended up working at tBRBAEC. These Indonesiaésformer KPM
seafarers and Digoeligtsor Javanese as the Austrabacontinued to refer to them, were
selected for heavy labour from the side of the Australian affccording to Lingard,
the group of Indonesians employed at the 36AEC was much larger than the 160
mentioned by Van der Plas. She described a group ofsé@then who were all
transported further north to serve in the Queenstas®d Company; of this large group,
just over 350 were dispatched to Wallanga#fa. i ngar dés r esappears h an
to be more accurate; according to a Minute Paper by tharibegnt of the Army, 693
Javanese seamen were released from Cowra, and all were enliti@8dAEC1 This
discrepancy in numbers might be because Van der Plas did not specifically identify the
Indonesians as from Boven Digoel, just as Javanese woAa@rsrding to Lingard, the
group of almost 700 Wallangarra men contained 150 single men from Boven Digoel.
Afterwards the author mentioned that on 7 December 1943, 160 single men from Boven
Digoel were sent to Toowoomba to work as militarised labourerh&36AEC:* So,
it could be that Van der Plas was actudigcribingthis specific group of efoutch New
Guinea internees. Additionally, the 36 AEC group size fluctuated; many Indonesians were

released after a while. For example, by late 1944, far &ibthe originallndies men still

192 ingard,Refugees and rebel27.
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working at thecompany there were onlythirty-two Indonesians in Helidon near
Toowoomba (QLD), andeventytwo were working in Wallangarre”

Some Indonesians from tIBAECwere married, and their wives, together with
their children, accompanied them to the Wallangarra camp in Queer¥iimgse men,
women and children were all released from their NSW camp on the same date, 15 January
1943, and transported together to their new camp, where they arrived eleven days later
and where the O60Javanese®6 men started wor
authorities, a few men were later transferred to other facilities within the 36AEC, to the
complex in Helidon, to start working in the munition factory so that they would be
segregated from the larger group in Wallangarra. The NEI Commission made this request
because a few of the militarised civili e
Eventually, in April 1944, some oldsmglemen and some married Indonesian raed
their families were released and sent to live in Mackay, where they remained until

repatriated in early 1946°

The groups of Indonesian men did not consider the work arrangements at the
36AECregular jobs; many of them believed this was another fardedhment, though
the Australian authorities no longer referred to thendrasrnee§ just as@ersonnédi
Lingarddés analysis of their | iving condi
forced internment. The eaddirstindgenetspacousmgllocal h at
sympathy because of the freezing winter temperatures in the district, then later in fibro or
pl ywood huts, with the camp surrounded b\
that after a whilethe Indonesians wemdlowed to leave the camp ¢ime weekends, but
for instance, they were npermittedto go near the two local pubs or visit the local movie
theatre?®® These descriptionsf camp lifeand restrictionscan hardly be considered

standarcemploymentand living conditiongor regular personnel.

A few Indonesians at Wallangarra made their displeasure with their situation very
clear.Onesmall group within the extensive group of Indonesians of38%EC stood

out, as this group of seven Indienen were convicted of serious crimes while at the

97NAA, MP742/1, 92/1/256, Minute Paper by Maj@eneral, Quartermast&eneral, 18 December 1944,

198 NAA, MP742/1, 92/1/256, Letter from Ch. O. van der Plas, Netherlands Indies Commission for
Australia and New Zealand to F.M. Eer, Minister for the Army, 22 December 1943.
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camp?®! These men seemed not to have had similar backgrounds or a long collective
history, though all of them had entered the concentration camp in Cowra before 1
December 1942, the day the Royal Degrees w@wnnounced, and they all arrived at the
same day, on 26 January 1943, in Queensland after their combined internment3f?NSW.

These Indies men worked at the railway yards in Wallangarra, where they were
deployed to load and offload arriving trains withlitary equipment. In the autumn of
1943, they were working at the yard and illegally acquired some hand grenades and later
a tin of detonators. During their NEburtmartial they explained their reasons for taking
this equipment. One of the accused, arg a 26/earold former Boy on thé&l.S. Ruys
stated he wanted to acquire a souvenir, an explartitaddid not convince the coutt®
In contrast, the main suspect, Asmadviglso about 26 years old according to the Dutch
authorities, but only 22 yeartdoaccording to the Australiaésstated during his trial that
he had taken these devises to 0do somet hj
the Australians and escape because he very much disliked the Wallangarra camp, as

mentioned in the courtanscripts®

After the seven accused had individually smuggled the hand grenades into
Wallangarra camp, the weapons were buried afined at the campsite. After one of
the other defendants, Ali Oesman (a former trimmer oBtr@ekog, told Asmawie b
needed a detonator too if he wanted to ignite a grenade, a tin with twelve detonators was
taken away from the railway yard as well. Oesman later declared he knew about using
these detonators because Japanese POWSs told him in Loveday camp, where he was
interned for a while. Van der Plas was probably referring to internees like Oesman and
Asmawie in his earlier mentioned letter when he was describing a group of Indonesians

as Ovi o laléed tardypralapant and desperados who were even plotting the

201 NAA, MP1103/1 and MP1103/2, The Service and Casualty forms and Reports on Internee of
Angkarah/Ankara(h) NXJ23067, Asmawi(e) NXJ23046, Asrikan NXJ23199, Ali Oesman NXJ23063, Pake
NXJ23394, Salie NXJ23186, Wagimin NXJ23383.

202 According to their records (N® MP1103/1 and MP1103/2)hese seven men were originally from
different areas in the NEI, except for Asmawie, Asrikan and Wagimithfaie were from Grissedava)

arrived in Australia on different datearrivedon different ships like th#1.S. Van dr Lijn, Bantanand
Swartenhondtand were captured on different dates. Some were incarcerated for only one day at Liverpool
camp and directly transferred to Cowra, a few stayed there for much longer and some were also transferred
to Loveday camp, beforaraving in Cowra camp.

203NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 147, Casefile 10912, Sentencing records (vonnissen) of all seven defendants,
NEI CourtsMartial, 30 November 1943. In combination with NAA, MP1103/1 and MP1103/2, the Service
and Casualty forms and Repouts Internee.

204NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 147, Casefile 10912, Transcript of Sentencing record, NEI-®lautie, 30
November 1943.
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asgasssination of Australian officers and N
came to their ideas through Japanese internees who had drilled them in camp ESveday.

In the early evening of 4 July 1943, Asmawie told one of his fellow internees
Saled born in 1910 and an eseaman o’swartenhondt about his plan to kill someone
or more than one person by blowing up one of the camp buildings. Salie advised him
several times not to execute this plan but did not report the forthcoming plan to his
superiags. Salie was later sentenced to three y@arngrisonment, mainly because he had
not reported the planned attack and it could have been prevented. Thafsigatvie
threw a hand grenade in the tent of Australian sailmakers. The attack did not kill or
wounded any local sailmakers, and Asmawie and his Indonesian accomplices were
arrested. A few weeks later, the NEI military court tried the seven because of the royal
directive that stated that incarcerated NEI seamen would be subject to military provisions
for punishment, discipline and military 128%%

At the sentencing hearing, Asmawie only received a sentence of fivedyears
imprisonment for his attempted homicide and thefts. The reason for this relatively short
sentence was the fact that t®urttook into consideration the circumstances in which
Asmawie committed his offences. The NHilitary court described the mitigatm
circumstances: the fact that Indonesian seamen were forced out of their country, the way
KPM merchant seamen were treated in Australia, that they were even considered enemies
of the Allied forcesat some point during the war. However, this changed when t
became civilian personnel for the Australian army and the fact that the Australian military
made it too easy for the NEI civilians to steal weapons, as the supervision was not enough
and the fact that the theft was only discovered by the local auglsogitmonth after it
occurred. Therefore, the NHiilitary court partly blamed the Australian authorities for
what happened at Wallangarra camp. In addition, the court considered the treatment of

the peoples from the Indies, allies of the Australians,tist/alian territory®’

The 36AEC camps all over Queensland were slowly closing down when the

Pacific Warwas coming to an end. According to Lingard, the camps were phased out as

205NAA, MP742/1, 255/2/676, Letter from Ch.O. van der Plas to Brigadier W.B. Simpson, 20 March 1945.
206 NAA, A472, W11647, Ryal Decree number 74, Royal Netherlands Indies Army Headquarters, 10
November 1942.

207NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 147, Casefile 10912, Sentencing record of Asmawie, NXJ23046, NE{ Courts
Martial, 30 November 1943.
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much of the danger to Australia had passed, though her timeline seemedreokit ¥

She stated that this phasing out started after about,coygtive Wallangarra and Helidon

camps were still in operatioandindonesian workers were still head counted, as late as
December 1942°%° Further, in March 1945, the Queensland militargntioned that the
Indonesians in the 36 AEC were transferred to the NEI authorities. This meant that at least
unt i | early 1945, the camp was stil/l occ
still employed?'® Wallangarra camp and the munitions depshained openintil after

the war had ended.

4.9 Conclusion

During the war years, Australia welcomed all kinds of newcomers to its shores: military
personnel, white and nemhite civilian aliensandrefugees from all around the world.

This influx of human beingsausegpr o bl ems f or the administr
In 1943 and 1944, over 10,000 npermanent residents entered the country each year
without too many issues at the borders; ther \WWabinet temporarily abandoned the
exclusionary policies. Large groups of military personnel, both army and navy, from
countries such as the US balso the NEI and the Netherlandsvere included in
Australian society. New relationships were formed omowasr levels, between local girls
andUS Gls, and on a governmental level, between the NEI Commission and the GOC
New military alliances were formed too, as within the ABDA and military units like the
18th Squadron. Many temporary residents, though mainly Caucasian aliens, could live,
work and spend their leisure time in relative freedom if they did not cross Aastral
boundaries of the law, although some did. Moreover, if foreign military personnel crossed
the judicial lines, they primarily ended up before their covio u n tcourtndadial

because of negotiated extraterritorial rights.

As MuhlenSchulte has argued | nt er ni ng i ndividual s v
their ethnicity or categorising them idaterne® instead of refugee to remove legislative

burdens opens up questionable moral teéédfrDuring the war years, the GOC changed

208 | ingard, Refugees and rebela4.

209 NAA, MP742/1, 92/1/256, Minute Paper by Maj@eneral., Quartermast&eneral, 18 December
1944.

210NAA, MP742/1, 92/1/256, Telegram from Milbase Brisbane to Landforces, 19 March 1945.

211 Muhlen-Schulte, "In Defence of Liberfy77.
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the status of many refugeeddrinternees, such as German Jewish refugees, and from
civilian internees into POWSs, like several Indonesian internees from Boven Digoel.
However, there appeared not to be a valid legal reason to do so; the reason for this status
change was to follow theather country in their legal battles with aliens. Because of this
status change, these refugees and internees became part of another set of international
laws and regulatioids a set of legislative agreements forced upon thetnever created

for them. Thedeprivation of civil liberties, civilians being locked up in camps without

any form of a legal process, without trial and without the clear perspective of a release
date, was one of the most significant breaches of civil liberties on Australian soil during
the Pacificwar.?2

At the commencement of WWII, almost every country had specific rules and
regulations regarding aliens who could enter the country and who could not. In many
countries around the world, newcomers had to register upon arrival. Austesiaov
exception in that perspective, though on average, it was simply more manageable for a
white person to enter the country than a-mdnite person. Aliens who did not register or
failed to produce their certificate of registration could receive sevs.These fines
appeared not to have been uniquely Australian, nor did these fines specifically target non
white temporary residents. There is no concrete evidence thathitsaliens were fined

more often or more harshly than white aliens.

Scholars hee acknowledged #hinternment as a human rights violation.
Researchers have focused on specific groups, such as Jewish or Japanese internees in the
Commonwealtif’* Some research has been conducted on specific internment camps.
Pieris, for example, focusamh the long history of the Cowra carfif And asChristine
Piper showed drhe Australian internment experience was unique in many ways.
Australia agreed to house enemy aliens from other Allied nations if costs were borne by
those governments. As a resluitternee camp populations were truly diverse and rife
with frictiond?!® To date, however, no research has documented the unique Indonesian

internment in Australia. | do not think | have done so comprehensively here. My goal is

212NAA, MP508/1, 255/715/747, Report of Tatura Internment Camp by Lieut&welohel Inspector P.W.

& Internment Camps, 2 October 1942.

213 NagataUnwanted Aliens.

214 pieris, "Cowra, NSW"

25Christine Piper, 6Japanese | nt e SyudmgMormninggHedldr k Ch
14 August 2014
https://www.smltcom.au/opinion/japaneseternmenta-dark-chapterof-australiarhistory-20140813

103ldy.html
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to highlight the mistreatmermf Indies peoplesresidents from a country considered an
Australian ally,in Australian camps.

Many of the thousands of Indonesians who enténestraliabetween 1942 and
the IndonesianProklamasi were incarcerated on flimsy evidence and due to
discrimiration. The civil liberties of the striking merchant seamen were undermined,
many of these Indonesians were not willing to take enormous risks for a mmeeggath
of the salary of their Australian counterparts. These indigenous seafarers found help from
an unlikely ally: the Australian unions. The worst human rights abuses were reserved for
the group of 507 Digoelists. In their own country they had already been incarcerated for
their part in the lat&920suprising before being deported to the Commonwealth against
their will. In Australia, they once again ended up in camps as enemies of the state and
because they were a severe security risk, without baeing seen the inside of a
courtroom. The National Security(Internment) Regulation empowered the
Commonweal th to intern Oenemy alienso in
was, could these men, women and children from Boven Digoel be considered enemy

aliens who threatened public safety?

After their rdease, many of the 1942 strikers returned to their ships in the larger
harbours, where they found employmemtilt he war 6 s ¢ |uoisnsamd , w h
these Indonesians went on a second, even bigger strike, the black ban of Dutch ships. A
large group ofCowra internees and a few from other caénp$ficially befriended
temporary residendsended up in new camps. Although, according to the Curtin and later
Chifley governments, these camps could not be classified as internment camps, and the
residents were me employees of particular companies or the federal government. This
might be a correct classification for the first hundred Indonesians in the Technical
Battalion in Casino, but, in my opinion, Wallangarra camp and some other camps in
Queensland could oacagain be classified as internment camps, where the breach of

fundamental civil liberties was the basic norm.

According to Marilyn Lake and Henry ReynolJds Whi t e mend6s cou
increasing pressure from the 1940s onwards to repeal the array afmutiatory
legislation and particularly their immigration restriction laws, which had been built up

over the past one hundred y&gr§ This account might be valid for countries such as the

216 Marilyn Lake and Henry ReynoldBrawing the Global Colour Line. White Men's Countries and the
International Challenge of Racial EqualifCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2035p.

160



UK and maybéo a lesser degree the US, but in my opinion, noAfetralia in the 1940s.

The White Australia policyflourished in the midl940$ government committees,

various Australian war cabinets and several interest groups started deliberating on
tackling the postvar immigration problemsadvocatingmigration cledsy not for all but

al most exclusively for Opeople from Brit)|
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Chapter 5: Internment camps on Australian soil: Casino and Lytton

Il n the main street, bet ween Kearneyos
reads:dDown with Dutchmurderers. Get rid of helamp. People of Casino,

our town is known Australivi d e as A LG Swaktika siBrs| s e n o
accompanying the slogans indicate Aust
thugs who have intimidated Australians as well as Indandsternees.

This quogtionis from the official newspaper of the Australian Communist Pantyune
alsoknowna3 h e P e o p I?althosigh Rsdapguage reflects the political division

of the day, this quation also provides a window into whatans known t hen
Casino cam@ The quaationalso implies the notoriety of this camp in Australia in the
early postwar years. It was published in late April 1946, more than half a year after the
Imperial Japanese Army surrendered; the camp was dctinge after the war ended. In

this chapter, | pose the following question about the Casino camp: why was this camp on
Australian soil, still a functioning cam
government and described as a helhmp? Why were NEI soldiers, semilitary
personnel and even a few civilians locked up in an Australian camp and not repatriated
back to their towns and villages in the Indies as one might expect, months after the end
of WWII?

As discussed in the previous chapter, the town of Casino, NSW, was used to
seeing people fromIEl background roaming around in their streets. From early in the
war, the open can@pCamp Victory just outside of this border town, was occupied by
a few Dutch, perlips some Dutecindies, but mainlyindonesians, who worked there as
members of the Oil Battalion. As | have arguethigprevious chapter of this thesis, most
of these Indonesians lived on Kyogle Road in Casino more or less by their own free will.
They wee trained in this camp; the Indonesians underwent specialised training to repair
or rehabilitate NEI oil installations after the war. | will be further analysing this group of

Indonesians living in Australia he gr o u p 6d& thecCasnp graup doriséal of

1 &Casino Expresses Views on Dutch Hedmm Tribune 30 April 1946 3.

2 The Tribuneis the Communist Party of AustrafiggCPA) weekly newspaper. The Menzies Government
dissolved the CPA on 15 June 1940, but Attor@eneral HV. Evatt lifted the ban on the party aitd
publications on 18 December 19421 c hael Sl oane, 6100th Anniversary
Paty of Australiabd, Parliament of Australia, 3 N
https://www.aph.gov.d@bout_Parliament/Parliamentary Departments/Parliamentary Library/FlagPost/
2020/October/100th _Anniversary Communist Party of Australia
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about 400 civilian Indonesians and merchant seamen in lated i84Status and its
treatmentand | will show how this group became unwanted aliens despite being residents
of an Allied country? Additionally, 1 will explore why these Indonesiansmained
interned after WWII had ended.

Most Indonesians living in Australia after the capitulatiodapanwvere living in
tragic circumstances, and many of them wanted to return to their home country but were
not allowed to. On average, the Dutch did reit these Indonesians why they were eager
to return to their home soil. The NBHovernment representatives suggested that these
civiliansd men, women and childrénwanted to return because they wanted to support
the independence movement. Many Indonesians wéerned in Australia against their
will in camps to prevent this from happening. This group ofmditary personnel will
be further examined, and | will explain what happened to them in the second half of the
1940s | will commence this chapter by dysing this group of civilian and sermiilitary
indigenous Indonesians as a continuation of the previous chapter. In the next chapter, |
will further explore their journeys back to their home countries. In this, as well as in the
next chapter, | will docuent the injustice done to these allied civilians based on the
availableDutch, Australian and Indonesiaources. | will show how these Indonesians

were deprived of their fundamental civil liberties.

Another group of Indonesian men, members of Royal Netherlands Forces,
were incarcerated by the NEI military representatives in northern NSW and Queensland,
with permission from the Australian federal government. | will show that this group of
over 500 Indonesians were gaoled after what larguewasa ow tri al 6 (or
absence of any trial at all), exploring the imposition of Dutch fear for a group of
Indonesian soldiers and marines whom the Dutch themselves trained. This group of
(former) servicemen were mainly yoyrgw-ranked KNIL sddiers; a group that was
discussed extensively in the NEI military and Legation circles, and as the m@rtihs
by, a group that was analysed and argued over by various Australian autharities,
state andederal level. | will extensively analyse thigsoup of 500+ men whose lives
remain primarily unexamined by Dutch or Australian historians. Thus, this fifth chapter

will be essentially a chapter on transnational and law history, simizrdpter3, without

3 @ndonesians on Strike at CasinNational Advocate23 October 1945, 2.
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losing sight of the social significance #eeinternational aspects had on various groups
from the NEI.

Indonesia (or the Dutch East Indies) became a divided country after the war in the
Pacific ceased,; to the west was the Repudfllndonesiaconsisting mainly of the islands
ofJavaandSumatra,hi | e t he east er n opstamdssuchasTonorut er
Celebes and New Guing@aemained part of the NEI, although colonial rule could not be
restored immediately by the Dutéhe NEI Legation expected to return to their colony,
and reoccugtion became their main priority. However, according to Graed h e
Net h e r | hmdotlg g hanglful of servicemen, theoeeupation had to be entrusted
to its allied agents. The Australians did indeed occupy eastern Indonesia in September
1945 without ®o much difficulty. In Java and Sumatra, the birthplace of the Indonesian
Republic, the British encountered more opposition from an improvised Republican
a r nryThe. KNIL played a limited role in the liberation of the Indjest after the

Japanese surrdar, asit was relatively small imumbersand equipment

NEI officials and litary leaders in Australessumedhe Indonesian population in
the old colony was still sympathetic to their colonial ruielieving that, as Groen
detailed tninety per cent of the population of the archipelago waDpritch and would
not resish® Meanwhile Dutch civilians in the Netherlands read in their press that the
Australians were very much on the side of the NEinfer colonial rulers and afraid of
the IndonesiarRepublic. AsVrij Nederlandwrote in November 194% The Austr a
Government prefers a powerful Netherlands East Indies, rather than an anarchy called the
il ndonesi @hMaiyépsmabah soldiés, who were mainly in the Eastern part
of the NEI at the end of WWII, also expected that indigenous peoples in Indonesia would
welcome the return of white colonisers. All of them had received a booklet, published in
1944, calledVialay made easfa bookleton elementary Malay). In its introduction was
written: 6Since British and Dutch gover
wel fare, Othere is no doubt that the gre
of the white mari® Soon after WWII, he Australian government and the Australian

people supported a NEW-pecupation. In a national opinion poll in December of 1945,

4 These were outlyindlEl islandsjn Dutch duitengewestei(Gouter regiond.

5 Groen, "Militant responsé31.

6 Groen,Marsroutes en DwaalsporeB8Q 31.

" ¢Hoogspanning Vrij Nederland jrg 6, no 16 (10 November1945: 483.

8Ant hony Rei d, AiThe Aust Jaurhal & the AlstralianoWaeMeynoridi7f Il ndo
(1990):33.
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only 29% of the Australian respondents favoured Indonesiargsetirnment 1 will
analyse the reasons behind these attgddter in this chapter and show how quickly

public opinion shifted towards potential pastionial Indonesian independence.

5.1National and international events influencing the lives of Indonesians in

Australia

After their release from camps such as Cowmany of the 1942 Indonesian strikers,
mainly KPM personnel, returned to their ships in the larger harbours, where they found
employmenuntil very late in the war. The previous chapter showed that the Indonesian
wharfiesreceivednhelp from an unexpected aflythe Australiarunions During the war
years, the union movement in Australia advocated for better living and working
conditions for both sked and unskilled Indonesian workers and indigenous seafarers.
After the war, they united agaithe unionsand these Indonesians went on a
second, even bigger strikéhe black ban of Dutch ship§&oodall identified in her
publ i cTad response wak tactic well known among seamen and dackkers,
and commonly used in Australia: the boycott of shipping in port. This meant that no ships
under the ban could be loaded, repaired, refuelled, or crewed to leave. This strategy had
been used by Chinesedian, and Indonesian seamen between 1937 to 1942 as they tried
to achieve safer wartime condi tinchaster and
four, | alreadymentionedsome otthe equal pay issuellanyindonesians were unwilling
to take enormous risks for a meagre-tergh of the salary of their Australian or European
counterparts, especially because the living expenses of Indonesians were similar to that
of white shipping crewsThis connection betweethe Indonesians and the ACTU
(Australian Central Trade Union) was acknowledged in Dutchwify news journals
and papers, aBe Vlamwrote 6 Al r eady dur i[AQrU]ttookeactionainr , t h
benefit of the to Australia deported Indonesian Nationalisteom the DutcHndien
Government i ncarcerated. € The insistenc
government to intervene in favour of the interned has eventually let that they could return
to Republic controlled are@s' Not only theunionissandindonesians played an essential

role in the postvar black ban. As Goodall demonstrated conclusively, other Asian

9 Lingard, Refugees and rebel00.
10 Goodall,Beyond bordersl55.
11 ;ustralié en IndonesiEDe Vliam Weekblad voor vrijheid en cultuijrg 3, no 29 (1947: 10.
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harbour workers, like Indian and Chinese seamen, in collaboration with the Indonesians
and the Australian union membgggayed aressentl part in ensuringthe ban would
withstand. The other Asian groupgre hardly evediscussedn the Australian history

of the black ban, even though they deseswecial mention for their unique rol€s

Other Indonesians were living in or near the ditges, such as Sydney, Brisbane
and Melbourne, but were not working in the docks. Some were working for the Dutch
and were relatively free worker®therswere working in shops, the hospitality industry
or the medical facilities around the country. A feweks after the end of the war, it was
estimated that aroun@00 Indonesians had received permits to stay and work for the
Dutch, such as at NIGIS. According to Immigration Minister Arthur Calwell, they were
permitted as long as the Dutch Government ne¢deir services® However, the same
ministerannounced around the same time that just over 200 Indonesian seafarers would
be arrested and removed from the country because they were considered unwanted

aliens!4

Calwell announced that the 200 Indonesians were unwanted aliens because these
men went on strike, which started in Bri
BontekoePerGeorge6 | ndonesi an members of the Neth
Australia merchant seamen and civilians employed by the provisional government in
Australia mutinied or went on strike. &
23 September when Indonesian merchant seamen in Brisbane, Sydney and Melbourne
Awal ked hoshipsovhidh were being loaded with supplies for the Duteh re
occupat i on ¥adcordindte Lingard:the stiike in Brisbane started one day
earlier, but this waHloff mentioned by George and Lingard was the start of the black ban.
Goodallnoted that by 24 September, Indonesian seamen in Brisbane had refused work
and were charged Vhitdesertiof® The Wat er si de Wor kersdé Fed
the Dutch ships were to carry supplies, including arms, to the Indies; that was why these
ships were declarelacka Sever al uni ons, such as The
werealsogettingi nvol ved in the ban i mposed by th

total, thirty trade unions were called on to take action against the NEI ships in Australian

12 Goodall,Beyondborders 155.

13600 Javanese in Australidhe CourierMail, 18 October 1945, 1.
14 @Ongewenste Immigrantgmmigoe di Curagaoé October 1945, 3.
15 George Australia and the Indonesian revolutidsb.

16 Goodall,Beyondborders 180.
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waters, including thé'ThedSGrameandsS&amemod
Indonesia seamen who refused to carry material to the NEI for use agaitstitimesian
Republic. This meant that no Sydney branch members would work on Dutch ships where
Indonesian seamen were on strike, and no Dutch vessels would bevoetdethterials

that ould be used against the IndonesignEhe strike continued into October 1945, and

that was when Calwell announced that 204 BrisHzased men were qualified as
unwanted aliens. The Indonesians were taken into custody by Commonwealth
Immigration authorités and placed in a camp at Gaythdthe.

This walkoff of the KPM shipBontekoen Brisbane was not the end of the black
ban of the Dutch ships. It was just the stahe walk-off would actually become the
incentive for a prohibition against Dutch and N#Eipping interests for the next four
years by waterside workers all over the country, a ban strongly denounced by the
Oppositionin the AustralianParliameng® LieutenantColonel Michael Bruxner of the
Country Party stated that Mr Turner, from the Queensland Labor Party, was trying to get
the support of the Queensland Lalppemierin an endeavour to have the boycott on
Dutch shipping removed. He continued by saying that it waisfgng to see that at last
someone in the Labor Party was alive to the stupidity and disgrace of what was being
done i n Aust r alaliegedlyguotmgMn@urnerBurtieknmestiongdl o n | y
15 per cent of the Indonesians are supporting théfigan movement, the remaining 85
per cent ar e [Pdrigeapustrdiiam Ligisorein tBeuNethdnl@nds, Keith
Officer, had mentioned something similar. He had told the D@myernmenthat just a
small minority within the unions was @iNethernds. He had apparently told the
Cabinet in The Hague too that practically the whole of Australia sugmbthwe Dutch??

The bl ack ban spread to the Netherl anct
as in the Australian harbours. By ni@47, some Dutt dockers, led by communist
affiliated unions, boycotted Dutch ships bound for Indon&stasimilar ban erupted in

Batavia and other Indonesian/NEI ports; in October 1945, ab®®0 7indonesian

171 ockwood,Black armadal14.

18 Ship Ban Likelyto Spread The Argus 26 September 1945, 2Ban on Working of Dutch Shigs
Examiner 26 September 1945, 1.

19 ANo Dutch Shipdor Javanes@ The CourierMail, 11 October 1945, 1.

20 George Australia and the Indonesian revolutid®i7: Lingard, Refugees and rebel$43.

21 Boycott of DutchShips LabourMember Support€ol. Bruxned The Dubbo Liberal and Macquarie
Advocate 23 February 1946, 5.

22\VanAerssenDriemaal Oost 374.

23 @utch Dockers Put Boycotin Shipsfor Indonesid@ The Telegraph23 July 1947, 1.
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dockworkers refused to unload Dutch and British ships. Sthikers did not want to
offload these vessels because they would not cootainfoodstuff butalso essential

stores for the arm$f:

The IndonesianRepublicand NEI developments between 1945 and 1949 had a
major influence on the opposite standpoints leetw the NEI Legation and the
Commonwealth Government. Before the war, Australia was not kmelvn for its
interference in international and predominantly Asian politics, let alone siding with the
Asian nations; the British were leading any global conversations. As | analysed in
Chapter 3, the UK Parliament passed the Statute of Westminster (jurisdictive
independence of seffoverning dominions) in the 1930s, but it took the Australian
Parliamenbver ten years to ratify and implement thesgadlative rights. At the outbreak
of the PacificWar, Australia still had not adopted the Statute of WestminBtesides,
the Australian nationality, as we know it now, was not established until late in the 1940s;
the people of Australia still held theBritish nationality?® During WWII, the Australians
fought on the side of the British, and it appeared the British, together withSlaed
other Allied powers, were leading in determining the course. Moreover, after the Japanese
surrender, the Australig helped the Dutch in tleasterrpart of the NE® the Australian
army occupied eastern Indonesia in Septemberd #4ng to reestablish a (colonial)
foothold in the area. This attitude towards Asian countries changed in the early years after
the war Australia would no longer help the NE¢gationin trying to regain influence in
Indonesiaandthe Commonwealth became, quite rapidly, an ally of the Indonesians and

thendonesiarRepublic.

The reasons for this immense international shitt the deteriotang relationship
between Australia and th¢El Legationand military high commanaiere multiple and
very complex. Both internal Australian events and developments on a more global stage
influenced Australiarita nd t heir political | eadersdé ch

internal problems arose for the GOQust after the proclamation of the Indonesian

24 Situation in Java. Dock Workers Strike. RefusalUtdoadDutchS h i, galgoorlie Miner, 8 October

1945, 3.

25 Under the Statutef Westminster Britain and Australiavered e f i ned as 6aut onomou
within the British Empire, equal in status, in no way subordinate one to another in any respect of their
domestic or external affairs, though united by a common allegiance to the Crown and freely associated as
membersof he Briti sh Commonweal tchkmeofit dla¢ef bas®H.i OnAest
imperial parliament could no longer impose judicial dominance over the CommonwEAltstralia at

whichpoint the Australian Parliamewbuld belegislativdy autonomous of the parliament in Great Britain.

See C.Clark, "The Statute of Westminste22; D. Clark, "Cautious Constitutionalisind4.
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Republic, as outlineébove the black ban of Dutch ships commenced in Australian
harbours, supporteddb sever al i nfluential Australian
FederationAs Lockwood so clearly stated in relation to the black ban and the trade union

il nvol vement : 0t he wagin noemodditonattenpteta refl€sh thé | e y
skeletonofte Dut ch Empire at t W%¥hepPWandNetherlands nt e
Minister van Aerssen had such a fallout over the black ban and, more precisely, because
of one incidentthePiet-Heinincident) that Van Aerssen was no longer on speaking terms

with the AustraliarPrime Minister orhis Cabinet members. He did not have any personal
contact with thgprime ministerffor four months’

The Chifley LaborGovernmentof the 1940s, like the Communist Party of
Australia, was in a clogelationship with many of these trade unions; many of their party
followers were workineclass people and members of these unidioreover, as will
be more closelyexamined, this government received letters from the unions and several
civil organisatios. In these letters, the organisations expressed their disgust at the almost
colonial attitude of the government towards the Indonesians and their lack of action.
Furthermorein Australiannewspapers in the second half of the 1940s, not only in the
Communst Party of Australid@ $ribune articles were published on many Indonesians
appalling living and working conditions and the lack of free choice to return to their native
country?® These articles kept the topic in the minds of many Australian votebsyrLa

Partyassociates and union members.

Internationally, many events occurred during the Chifley Government era that
changed Austr al i alfddsnesamitRépubliciadddts forrmen eolordsers. t h e
By early 1947, éading Australian maritime uniorgrengthenedheir black bans on
servicing KPM and dhel did thic mecapsendre idad besnh i p s
international anger at th@olitionele Actieéas well as the collapse of the Linggatjati
Agreement.Thereforethere was a clear connection\weéen national and international

development$? Although many events are outside the scope of my research, | will

26| ockwood,Black armada197.

27VanAerssenDriemaal Oost 373.

ThePiet Heinincidentwas therefusal by Waterside Workers to repair the Dutch navy destRigeHein

The Netherlands Legation requested the Australian Government to interfategefuged to do so

28 |In the early 1950saccording to the ACTU (Australian Council of Trade Unio8b of the workforce

held a union membershipca®dC T WHi st ory of A uassessed P6iNavember202b n s 6 ,
https://www.actu.org.au/abothe-actu/historyof-australiarunions

2%See f or d@reaammam bf éndonedians at Cagiibwveed Daily 12 October 1945, 2.

30 Goodall,Beyond bordes; 323
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selectively analyse key moments in international affairs #fégcted Australiad s
approach after 1945, especiattyapproach to the Netherlarigsctraterritorial rights and
mistreatmenby the Dutch of their own civilians and KNIL personnel. As highlighted in
the introduction of this chapter and mentionedChapterl, the Netherlansl were not
capable of the reoccupation of the NEI after the proclamationsarttlishad to be
entrusted to its allied ageniBhe NEI Legation in Australia only heard thedonesian
proclamationof independencebout two days after the actual announcernen 17
August 1945, but the NEI Legatiald not appear to have been too concerned.

The Dutch received help in their attempt to reoccupy the NEI from Australia,
Britainand (to a lesser degree) 148, as already highlighted in thetroduction chapter
The NEI Legation considered the British very much on their sis®iming the British,
as an important colonial power themselves, to be positive about colonial erijiees
Australians might be a different stohe NEI Legation considered thidtey mightbe
more anticolonialists. However, the NEI military high command was, in general, not
overly enthusiastic about the British helne military situation in the NEI and the little
support the British seemed to offer concerned the Dutch high command iralisust
Moreover, the Dutch themselves appeared to be unprepared after the Japanese surrender
to re-establish their colonial power. As it turned out, the BriGsivernmenand military
command did not wish to engage extensively in the NEI recolonidatlogy had neither

the ambitions nosufficientmilitarised forces to do sU.

A reoccupation war in the Indies broke out as the Dutch attempted to restore their
prewar power in Indonesia fulfy a war that lasted almost continuously until 1949,
though not irall of the archipelago. More than 120,000 troops from the mother country
were deployed, both conscripts and Dutch volunteers, plus approximately 80,000 KNIL
soldiers®? The first Dutch volunteers were deployed in the Dutch East Indies in early
1946. As Rorjn identified, upon arrival in the Indies, these volunteers expected to be
greeted as liberators, but the local NEI population remained reserved 2t Dhist.
expectation is not surprising. If we examine Dutch government publications from the
ti me, ités clear that soldiers were fed

of people in the NEI were still sympathetic to colonial rule. In early 1®dttonly Dutch

31 Maaike van der Kloet, "Mismanaging expectatiddstch plans for reestablishment of the KNIL, 1942
1946" (MA, Leiden University, 208): 19.

32 Romijn, "Learning on the jgh320.

33 Romijn, "Learning on the jgh326.
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publications, but also some Australian politicians were proclaiming that the great
majority of the people of Indonesia were on the side of the former colonisers, politicians
like Labor Party member Turner and Country Party member Brid&rBnrough, as
discussed, this tepid reception of the Dutch volunteers by locals was far from a new
Indonesian posivar phenomenon. The British and Indian troops under British command,
and the Australian troops, who had arrived before the Dutch volunteeesttmrer
Netherlands colonial rule, were greeted with a very similar cold welcome by local
Indonesians and Republican government officials.

When these volunteers left the Netherlands, the war of Independence had been
going on for a while, with mainly Biigh and Indiantroops fighting in those early days.
A lack of enthusiasm amongst local people for any kind of Dutch reoccupation would
have been clear. If the local population was so overwhelminghpptoh, why was an
armed revolution in process? How chudid these Dutch volunteers know of Indonesian
anticolonial sentiment? A search of Dutch newspapers in late 1945 reveals various
viewpoints on this mattefyY oung Dutch conscripts and other volunteer soldiers could
have availed themselves of Indonesidttwes; they could easily have read about
negative Indonesian reactions to British and Indian troops. For example, in late 1945, in
the Dutch newspapdde Waarheigd a communist and former underground paper, an
article stated that in East Java, a meethdgndonesian residents and authorities took
pl ace. The attendees proclaimed that o6th
British in East) a v a , e v e n Oathe othér bamd, only B few days laterDim
Volkskrant a nationwide Cathadtorientated newspaper, the Dutch volunteers could have
read in an article that the Republicans
and 6¢éalel sdb I ndonesian ar my?o. The descri
Javanese military minorityrgup3® We know that some segments of the Dutch population
interpreted the statements of higlaced commanders, likeord Mountbatten This
supreme Allied commandenentioned at a press conference in Canberra that there was
no reason to be afraid of a dsder when the British withdrew, as it would coincide with
the establishment of good relationships between the Dutch and the IndoAeSianisl

Dutch recruits have found reliable information on these incidents and Indonesian

“6Boycott of Dutch Ships. L abhe Dubo NeenlmeMacguargpor t s
Advocate 23 February 1946, Boy c ot t o fGoulburh Evéning Rostld Feldryary 1946, 5.

35 Goodall,Beyond borders210.

%60nt wapening eerste noodzaak op JawvaVolkskrand2¢ ht i ge
November 1945, 3.

S6 Mount bat t RerStem pah Neosrlantig ,6,0no 37(6 April 1946: 305.
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attitudes, like the statemeint De Waarheid if these did not appear regularly in most
national and local papers or (statm) radio news bulletins? It is hard to establish whether

or not the average young \eralddh nsesewskhpEmemar
the Indonesiarsentimentsandwhat he could have beeaxpecting®® One can at least
argue that the OPolice Actions6é of 1947
group of Dutch volunteers, so their knowledge of the average Indonesian attitude towards

Dutch reoccupation might have been limited.

The Netherlands did not call this an official or actual @dé d o wngr ade d 6
colonial war asarguedn the Introduction of this thesi3 his reoccupation war, with its
global peace negotiations, wasrdical turning point in AustraliagrDutch relations. The
Netherlands Legation was right to assume that the Australians might be more sceptical
and maybe even more agblonialist than the British. A year after the end of the Pacific
War, Chifley wrotetd he Hi gh Commi ssi oner 6s Office
regarding t he 01 redphasiseghatdethopghtdhle Dutchmwere nét e
making a real effort to negotiate but appeareéhsbeadbe playing a waiting game.
Chifley thought that ws because the Dutch hoped t ha
movement would disintegrate into different factions and that the Dutch force could be
built up to a strength sufficient to deal alone with Indonesian forces after British forces
had withdrawr?® So, Chifley was not admiring the Dutch efforther parties involved
were not overly enthusiastic and pl eased
made an i mportant point, when he noted t
hostility rose, because the Australians attempted to find a rdayebetween the NEI
and the Republic. Moreover, thgritish were not enthusiastic with the failure by the

Australian Government to resolve the black #an.

During the four years of war, numerous oggtions were organised between the
Netherlands and tHadonesiarRepublic. From 1946, several conferences were held. On

behalf of the Netherlands, Hubertus van Mook led the first series of arduous negotiation

%6Verzuil ded6 newspaper, raibnge pherfomeman that diededthetwoole wo r
Dutch society is four pillars, or O6zuilen6. As S
pillarsi plus a Protestant pillar in the Netherlaidivided society and determined politicaldasocial life

from the | ate nineteenth century wup to the | at
(6Verzuilingd) -:Coon aOmgegan iWoned dé& De dhénAmeribae Sovladagistr n = We
51, no. 2 (2020), 124.

NAA, A1838, TS401/4/3/ 4, Letter from PM J.B. Ch
in London, 22 August 1946.

40 Bennett jr.,The retun of the exiles181.
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talks. The Dutch aimed for creating somet sfrcentralised unitafy a Republic of the

United States of Indonesia and a Netherlai®onesia Uniort! At first, a settlement
seemed to have been reached: the Linggajati Agreement, a resolution in which the Dutch
recogni sed t he Rthgislands ofcddva and Sumdtra and both sides
approved to the Republic as being an integral part of the new United States of Indonesia,
similar to whatVan Mook had proposetf. However, this first diplomatic agreement
between the parties involved was gHived and unsuccessfubne of the main reasons

was that in early 1947 the Dutch parliament in The Hague approved only a confined
version of the original agreement . As a

settlement?

One of the following stepwas thatfrom 1947 the situation in Indonesia/the NEI
was discussed on a more worldwide level (after thed®shi t i o n e)lwken thecUNi e 0
got i nvol ved. On the one handUSOofigast r al i
proposed that the UN Security Council demand a ceasefire in the Republic and resolve
the NEI dispute by UN arbitration. On the other hand, the Netherlandg amiflook
argued that this was no matter for the Security Council and that the UN had no jurisdiction
over the issue, as the previous Police Action and other disagreements were simply a
domestic affairA UN resolutionon the mattepassed in August 194But hostilities
between the Republic and the Dutch contintfethe US wanted a solution as soon as
possible and highlighted to the Dutch, behind the scenes, that the European Recovery
Progr ambés fihe Marshal® ladto tieeiNdtheilandmight be compromised
if Dutch policymakers did not try to resolve the problems. The Netherlands relied heavily
on the financial aid from the Marshal Plan for its own st recoveryand the US used
this as leverage to encouragswift agreemerf® New propoals were drawn up in late
1947 and early 1948, with Australia more and more on the side of the Republic
Negotiations weraindertaken, agreementgere signedand agreements wekgolated.
Eventually, after theeconddolice Actiondin late 1948, a finalettlement was reached

between the Netherlands and the Republiter the Round Table Conference, held in

41 Romijn, "Learning on the jgb 324 Ooi Kaet Gin,Postwar Borneo, 19461950. Nationalism, empire
and, statebuilding (London: Routledge, 2013)20.

42 Steven Farram, "Australia artie 1947 United Nations Consular Commission to Indone3iag"
European Legacg5, no. 5 (2020)537.

43 Goodall,Beyond borders313.

44 Farram, "Australia and the 1947 United Natigh§37 538.

45 |rene Vrinte Lessmeister, "Between Colonialism and Cold Wae:Ifitlonesian War of Independence in
World Politics, 19451949" (PhD, Cornell University, 2012)291.
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The Hague, a political agreement on Indonsiadependence was finally reached and
signed on 27 December 1949.

These national and international eteemfluenced how Australians viewed their
close neighbour and how the Indonesians were treated by the NEI (colonial) rulers.
According to Sobocinska, Australian opinions were mixed; in 1945, the majority of
respondents in a Gallup Poll supported a retiufutch colonialism. Australiadsupport
of the Dutch was 4%, while only 2% preferred an independent Republic of Indonesia.

In succeeding polls, this percentage changagdport for the former coloniser fell in the
following years, though Australian plic opinion never completely supported
Indonesian independent®influential organisations in Australia were often mixed in
their views regarding the Indonesiata®. One suchorganisation was the Aborigines
Welfare Board of NSW. Thboardwas not only worried about the living conditions of

the temporary Indonesian residents in Casinaccordingto Acting Premier of NSW

Jack Baddeley, was also concerned about local evedtthair consequences. Baddeley
wrote in a letter to thprime ministeyf6t he presence of these col
of Casino had attracted a considerable number of young aboriginal women to the town,
resulting in immoral behaviour, drinking dugambling. The matter was first brought to
notice in November of last year, and the Aborigines Welfare Board decided that
representations should be made to have the camp moved to some locality inaccessible to

the aborigi“hal popul ationo.

The legal statusf those interned by the Dutch colonisers during the war and the
effectsthese internment camps had on the local townspeople had not led to too much
debate in Canberra during WWII. However, the discussion became more prominent
when on 15 August 1945, thdapanese occupiers capitulated, and two days later,
Soekarno and Hatta proclaimed the independent Republic of Indonesia. In late September
1945, around the time of the letter by the Aborigines Welfare Board of NSW, gho0t 1
Indonesians were interned the NEI camp in CasinoSomewere KNIL military
personnel, mainly incarcerated in the closed compound, but most were civilians who
resided in a more open part of the camp. The number of detainees varied in the early
months after the waBSeveralindonesias arrived from other camps, a few managed to

get (temporary) visas to work and stay in Australia, so they were able to leave the camps,

46 Sobocinka, "Measuring or Creating Attitudg¢s875.
47 NAA, A1066, IC45/54/5/1, Letter from Acting Premier J.M. Baddeley to the Prime Minister of the
Commonwealth, 5 September 1945.
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and a handful of Indonesians managed to return to parts of thentliitiésiarRepublic
For example, 13Mhdonesians fsim the Technical Battalion were repatriated from Casino

to Brisbane and afterwards returned to the NEI reasonably soon after the war h#l ended.

An additional 2000 Indonesians would soon join the internees at Camp Victory,
according to a local newspag@ther newspapers also mentioned the upcoming arrival
of other Indonesians, but they noted that this new group consisted of Javanese and
European evacuees from the NEI who needed to recuperate from tf&aathis group
of about 2000 was not a grouplready stationed in Australia at the end of the war. The
state and federal governments were not overly enthusiastic about accepting such a large
group of refugees from the Indies but agreed to help some NEI refugees recuperate from
their war experienceln an extract from a letter dated 4 October, the Australian
Governmentr e pr esent ati ves described their I n
facilities at Colombia QLD) and Casino. Once again, the government showed their
intentions and racist views, #®y bluntly wroteé The Commonweal th Go:
agreed to a request from the Netherlands Indies Government to accommodate a specified
number of Dutch residents (excluding I nd

financed entirely by the Netharids Indies Governmeitt

Some Dutch representatives were unwilling to accommodate such a large group
either. The NEI military and NEI Legation had to pay for all the Indone3ianslians,
semimilitary and military personndl residing in these camps, @&ntioned in this letter
by the Department of Social Services. As | have argued in previous chapters, the NEI was
financially responsi bl e for t heir own i
accommodation, maintenance of guards, transportationlaimtidental expenditure at
the discretion of t he Thdavasnagreed between lthe tGm v e r
countries during the war years but continued &ftekccording to Lockwood, who
interviewed former Minister Calwell in the 1970s, the Dutch ditl want to pay for

anything. According to the scholar, Calwell had mentioned to him that the Australian

48 NAA, A1838, 401/3/6/1/4 PART 1, Letter to the Director General of the Commaitiwimvestigation

Branch, 22 February 1946.

4 ®000morelndonesiangor Casino Cam@ Northern Stay 22 September 1945, 4.

50 @lava Evacuees Not WelcoraeCasind@ The Daily Telegraph22 September 1945, 4.

51 NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 43, Extract from letter dated 4 October 1945 from Department of Social
Services, Melbourne.

2 NAA, A989, 1943/ 40/ 35, Secret <cablegram from t
September 194NAN, 2.10.45, inv. nr. 289, Letter from N.S. Blom to Zijne Excellentie den Gazant der
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Government cared for the refugees from the NEI and the Dutch servicemen and civilians.
Calwell said that the Australiamelped them in many waythey fed and sheltered them

and trained and armed Indies military personkklwever,the Dutch wanted to avoid
compensating the Australigrand they were successful in that #o.

The AustralianGovernment especially Minister Calwell, quickly decided that
most Indonesians, both seafarers and civilians, needed to leave the country as soon as
possible because they were now considered unwanted immigranSOheame to this
standpoint because of their knoyalitical views (i.e, the Immigration Restriction Act
1901, better known as the White Australplicy); increasing pressure from some
influential organisations, like the Aborigines Welfare Board of N&Wd events, such as
the black ban of Dutch shipthat happened in the early days after the war. According to
Dagblad Amigoe di CuracacChifley, like Calwell, believed that these Indonesians
needed to leave the country at the earliest moment possible, not because of the
disagreements between the Dutchd ahe Indonesians but because the immigration

regul ations determin¥d the governmento6s

Goodall has demonstrated that a significant culture chaogerred during the
war years and early years af thecountyWwds I i n
nevertheless far more cosmopolitan, diverse, and open to cultural differences than it had
been for many decades. The vimposed disruption of the White Australia Policy
allowed new relationships to flourish and new perspectives on the region toe@therg
Goodal |l i's in agreement with Lake and F
countriesd and changing attitudes towarc
categories in the aftermath of WW#f.My work builds on the arguments of these
scholars. New relationships and crosd#tural dynamics certainly emerged in Australia
at this time; | have found evidence of these new dynamics in Mackay between some locals
and the Indonesians, in harbour citiegh as Sydney between Australian union leaders
and Asian seafarers, or perhaps in some rare cases, even between Japanese POWSs anc
local Australian women. These new relationships between Asian men and women and
local Australians only occurred because fasening immigration regime brought about

by wartime conditions and necessities.

53 Lockwood,Black armada148.

54 MNederlandVerklaring van Chiflefj Amigoe di Curagao6 October 1945, 3.
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However, | also suggest that many of these new dynamics were based on historical
precedents; these communities were already ethnically diverse before the war. Asian
seafares, pearl divers and sugar cane workers were already living and working in
Australia, as | detailed in sectigd.2). My analysis suggests that shifts in cultural
attitudes regarding race were limited. For instance, the opinion poll of December 1945
(which | analysed above) demonstrated that Australian voters did not overwhelmingly
support the Republic. Furthermore, the White Australia policy was still accepted
government policy. Many Australians evidently agreed with the unmoving views ef well
known politcians such as Calwell, Chifley, and Dr Herbert Evatt who advocated race
based exclusiorAccording to External Affairs Minister Evatt, the White Australia Policy
was foundational to the Australian economy, and vital to the survival of Australian

political institutions®’

The AustralianGovernmentLabor Prime MinisterChifley and other ministers,
like Minister for Transport and External TerritoriesJEWard received numerous letters
from civil organisations requesting the closure of Casiampas soon apossible.
Organisations from all over the country appealed to the government to shut down the
camp because the internees should be given their freetoese letterseemed to
endorse the previously mentioned argument by Goodldi.,e Uni ver ssty o
Union chairmanwroteda moti on was passed by 230 pe
lunch meeting. The motion stated to ask the Government to close all Dutch internment
camps on Australian soil and repatriate the internees to Republican Indonesian
territo r 3% &any organisations, such as The Amalgamated Hospitals, Homes and
Laboratories Employeesd Association of NS
Casino camp should be closed. According to this organisation, the treatment by the Dutch
authorities had progressively worsened and the existing conditions were a slur on the
democratic traditions of AustralfdThe Fire Brigadesd Associ a
Australia should not allow a foreign country to use an internment camp in peacetime in
thiscountry’*Some of these groups, according to
Society of Australia, went as far as calling Casino a concentration camp and giving their

support for the fight for Indonesian independence. The Australian Communist Party

6 Whi t e Au s tMoraitgiBualetip 1t March 37, 7.

58 NAA, A1838, 401/3/6/1/4 PART 2, Letter from. Jeff Way to E.J. Ward, 15 October 1946.

59 NAA, A1838, 401/3/6/1/4 PART 1, Letter from The Amalgamated Hospitals, Homes and Laboratories
Empl oyeesd Association of NSW, |2ADgustMMé6Phee t o Pr
®ONAA, A1838, 401/3/6/1/4 PART 1, Letter from The
to J.B. Chifley, 31 July 1946.
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(North Coast & Tablelands District) used their welown rhetoric in a letter stating that
over 400 North Coast residents had sign
existence of the D%AsddrasH eah Ascesaimpmost heseCa s i n
arguments were antolonial in nature, arDutch, maybe even arngistablishment.
Concerned Australians and their organisations discussed issues such as a slur on
Australiads democratic traditions and t h¢
internment camps on Australian soil. It is important to clarify that these arguments, did
not call on Australians to fight for equality for the mehite/Asian majority in the
Republic/NEI, nor did they directly challenge the White Australia policgh&atheir

key critiques focused on democratic principles and human rights issues, irrespective of
race The question of whether or not these prisoners were white;Hndmpean, or
indigenous Indonesians, or if they came from Ambon or Java was not a focus of

discussion.

The Communist Party of Australiaritiqued the prime minister often in the
newspapert ribunetoo, which will be elaborateshin this chapter. In another newspaper,
the Border Morning Mai] Mick Healy, the secretary of the Queensland Trades and
Labour Council, described Casino in a similar fashion as the Communist Party by saying
thatthecenp was 6éa horror that surpassed only
camps in a quiet democratic Austral® an t
Max Julius, a wetknown Australian barrister and communist, similarly described Casino
to Hedy. According to theMacleay Argusthe barrister had said in a Brisbane court
6Some I ndonesians imprisoned at Casino h
because of the conditions i n i toP2iTlee mi n i
previously nentioned Dutch publicatiobe Vlamwas also quite critical of the conditions

in Casino campand he Dutch journalist Wim Klinkenberg specifically noted the

dreadful treatment of the Indonesiansin Ca8fidot al | journal i sts
Jul bus &Il i nk enb egofj@asino bh ars article gublishednin October, a
Northern Starjournalist stated6 To descr i be the I ndonesi a

mi ni ature Bel sen 0% The sameonewspaper leatl gublishbdsaufewd 6 .

*!'NAA, A1838, 401/3/6/ 1/ 4 PART 1, Letter from The
J.B. Chiley, 28 August 1946l etter from the Australian Communist Party, North Coast & Tablelands
District, Ken O6éHara to Prime Minister J.B. Chif
62 (llegesConditionsin Compound AppallingDutch Camp for Indonesian at CaginBorder Morning

Mail, 10 October 1945, 3.
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weeks earliethat a large group of Indonesians were arrested at the local picture theatre
because they had created a disturb&h@is description of activities in the lives of the
internees in Casino did not match the horrific conditions highlighted in othecatidbfis,

and it did not resemble anything like the horrors of Bergen Belsen. Although this
newspaper and these reporters might not have agreed with certain organisations and other
people closely involved, the criticisms from associations, societies amalsuzontinued

in the second half of the 1940s. Many Labor legislators became aware of the negative

association with the NEI internment campAustralian soil.

In the last months of 1946, a substantial group of Indonesians left Casino and were
transferredo Chermside camp in Brisbane. These 227 indigenous Indonesians (probably
civilians and semmilitary personnel) were brought to Ellison Road, about six kilometres
outside of Brisbane, where they ended up in a camp known as an Australian Military
Camp. Ths camp was a more open camp, as the Indonesians were allowed to walk in and
out of the camp and play games such as card gasrieket, football or§u-justua®’
Chermside was an improvement on Camp Victory; the conditions were much better, as
Chermside cotained basic facilities such as a barbershop and a First Aid Post. According
to Mr Draper, an Australian investigator, Migration Officer Bird even allowed visitors
into this camp, such as the chairman of the Austrdhdonesian Independence
Committee, 6r @olitical reasond®® In the next chapter, | will further analyse the
Australian Go v e r n nadjusting gsepatriation strategy of the 1940s, partly a
consequence of changing national but mainly international developraedtsow they
shipped the Casino internees, the Chermside camp residents and the other free
Indonesians living in the big cities and towns across Australia back to the NEI and the

IndonesiarRepublic.

5.2 Casino and Lytton: camps and numbers of imprisoned people

After thePaci f i ¢ War absutsixty officdrsu appraximately 1,000 under

officers and lowerranked KNIL military personnel were stationed or residing in

%6 MDisturbances dPicture TheatreColouredPersonnefrom Casino Camj Northern Stay 24 September
1945, 4.

67 Gu-justud (instead ofju-jitsug is the original spelling in the letter from investigatoiMe.Draper.

68 NAA, A9108, ROLL D/39, Letter from investigator F.M. Draper to the Deputy Director in Brisbane, 6
November 1946.
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Australia® When the war finally ended, daily life for Europeans and Netherhitien

military personnel did not seem too harsh and challenging in towns such as Casino. For
example, Jan Roberti, a Dutchman in some form of military service, arrived in Perth in
1942. He wrote about his military experiences in Australia. Roberti had spent time at
Camp Darley in Victoria, and afterwards, in October 1945, he was transferred to Casino
for a short while. He emphasised that Casino was a small town, where the only thing one
could do was go to the movie theatre every nigkimentioned that otherwise envould

really get bored®

Life for 6 n a tindonesians in the KNIL military was utterly different from their
European counterparts. Substantial groupsndbnesianswere, at some point after
WWII, incarcerated by the Dutch. Large groups of Indonesians remained in internment
camps until the end d©46 when the subject of the Indones@status was again brought
into question by the approaching expiring of the National Security Act at the end of 1946.
As Irvine arguedo by t hi s t i me -rhahialledbnarty oftthe Imdomesiano u r t
andhadsanenced them to peri ods ’blfi mydesdaremlt i on
have found only ondndonesianmilitary member sentencedto up tofour y ear s 6
incarceration (see Tab%3 ) . It remained unclear from |
person he was discussing when he mentioned the five yed@gention. One relatively
large group of abouine hundredndonesian men were imprisoned in Geelong. This was
a group of former NEI marines who had mutinied from the naval depot inl&/Ki
Irvine waspossiblyreferring to one of these men when discussing ayfea sentence.
The only other case with a sentencdiwad yearsthatl have uncovered was the case of
Asmawie and the 36AED. Though, anaas/ si ng

referring to this explosion case from July 1943.

The Dutch military high command in Australia prosecuted and incarcerated two
other substantial groups mfdigenous KNIL military personnel in the early months after
WWII: one group in Lytton (Brisban®ueensland) and one in Victory Camp (Casino,
NSW), the same camp in which many civilians were confined. Scholars who have
researched the Indonesians in Australia

attention to Lytton, even though this internmertmp detained large numbers of

8 VvanAerssenDriemaal Oost304 NIMH, 97 De Vries, Stipulation from L.H. van Oyen, 23 March 1942,
70 iNederlandse troepen naar Infilidet Oosten; wekelijksch orgaan der Weesinrichting te Neerbpigch
74, no 5446(9 Januaryl946: n.p.
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Indonesian servicemen and perhaps also-gdiitary personnel. Therefore, these Dutch
sources are essential to this study. Bennett mentioned the camp a few times; first time the
camp was mentioned by the scholar was regartth@dpoarding of the vessékperance

Bay (see section 6.3), one more time that in early February 1946, groups of Indonesians
were held in camps, one group in Lytton. He further explained where Lytton is located.
And he briefly brought up the camp as hetga a letter by Mohammad Bond&mnd

Lingard mentioned the camp near Brisbane in a few words. The only time she referred to
the Queensland camp was when the group of detained Indonesian servicemen were
transported to the camp in Casino in May 1946his amalgamation of the two camps,
Casino and Lytton, actually happened slightly earlier than Lingard described. According
to a letter bythe President of the Dutch Cowfartial in Australia La Riviere, this
occurred sometime in Aprif. The Dutch sourcesn this concentration camp gave a great
understandingnto the reasons for incarcerating the Indonesians in Australia by the NEI.
The sources also provided new insight into how the NEI military high command saw the
Indonesian servicemen, the problems netato the prosecution of the group, and a new

angle on the discussion about the use of NEI dgtritorial rights.

The Indonesian soldierén both Casino and Lyttorwere allegedly (as will be
argued later) prosecuted at a temporary NEI military court before the camps were merged
in April 1946. However, not much is known about
soldiers and marinespecificallywere locked up, the coge of their military trial® if
they ever occurretl or their personnel storieghe followingparagrapbwill clarify what
is known about these Indonesians and what can reasonably be concluded based on the

availableDutch, Australian, and Indonesianurces

A high-ranking Dutch militarynemberwrote a letter in early 1946 in which he
mentioned the existence of a group of 221 Indone&anscientious objectadsn

Lytton.”® | kept the descriptionf conscientious objectorthose who object against their

3 Bennett jr.,The return of the exile90, 178 and 213.

4 Lingard, Refugees and rebel$31.

SNAN, 2.10.17, inv. nr. 1334, Letter from Major J. La Riviera to the AttoiGeyeral, Juste Department

in Batavia, 26 April 1946.

6 Conscientious objectors were also catletil objectoré(in Dutch Gotaalweigeraad, men who refused
any cooperation with the armed forces and, therefore, did not wish to cooperate in proceedingewith a
to having their conscientious objections recognidezbnard F. M. Besselink, "Military Law ithe
Netherlands," ed. George NoltEuropean Military Law System@erlin: De Gruyter, 2003) 633
Conscientious objections r e  d e fthose eolbectians agéinst legal obligations raised by a person
following his moral or religious sense of rightwrongd E.A. Alkema, "Conscientious Ofgtions in the
Netherlands" (Netherlands Reports of the Eleventh International Congress of Comparative Law, Caracas,
Springer, 1982)345.

181



military service in context to this groums that idow the letter writer referred to ¢ise
servicemeri’ The name of this militarynembei s unknown, though ba
signature, it was highly likely to be Hendrik W. Felderhof, Atorney General at the
Supreme Court of the Dutch East Indieghe 1940sThe letter writer provided an insight

into the composition and situation of this gaoled group. Thisafled Lytton group
consisted of two previous groupdorty-four prisoners originally from a camp in
Bundaberg and another 177 Indonesians djre@tained in the Brisbane camp.

The forty-four prisoners from Bundaberg, mentioned by Felderhof, were
Indonesians transported from their RAAF (Royal Australian Air Force) camp in
Queensland in late 1945. The Indonesians had been working alongsideapegauXEl
servicemerand local RAAF personnel at the aerodrof@eer time, thaBundaberg group
of Indonesian military personnel received substantial media attention. According to a few
local newspapers, a small group of about ten Indonesians refused to work for and take
orders from their European NEI counterparts. They had refusgdredquested the Dutch
to be demobilised and demanded to be returned to Java. For that reason, they were
arrested and mishandled onto a plane. To force the Indonesians on this plane, shots were

supposedlyired at this small group of duty deniéfs.

A few days later, another newspaper calldodny Newsreported that the
Indonesians were flown to Casino but were transported back to Bundaberg aerodrome
because there was no space available for these Indonesian soldiers at Camp Victory. This
article specificalf mentioned that according to the local RAAF personnel, no shots were
fired and that these accusations were |
t he s Q@theinewsgapers, such asTmevnsville Daily Bulletinreported a similar
story tothe Army Newsaccount. Th& ownsville DailyBulletin published that everyone
at the station, even the Javanese, admitted the reports circulated were grossly exaggerated
by communists The article quoted a Javanese 4commissioned officer, whose
sympathie werecommunisticaccording to the local reporter, and he had stated that the
communistircular wasa misstatement of fact and made us look ridicludolisis article
explained that around the same time, forty Javanese were held behind barbed wire by

Australian army guards and that that group was put on a train for the south, also guarded

7 Conscientious objection was introduced into military law in 1922 in the Netherlands for those conscripts
objectng against their military servicdlkema, "Short Conscientious Objectigh846.

® RAAF Men IgnoreDutch Officers Treatment of Indonesians at BundabBre s e nThe $LH28
October 1945, ;A&5triking Javanesi Clastg The CourierMail, 27 October 1945, 3.

" Mutch Official Denies Bundaberg Std@ryrmy News30 October 1945, 1.
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by Australians, a few days later. In late October, the Dlsicguage newspapé@migoe

di Curacaoreported that a small group of ten KNIL members were first sent tm&asi
but then returned to Bundaberg to appear before the-gwutial. Similar to the story in

the Army Newsthe Amigoewrote that another group of forty Indonesians in Bundaberg
would be transported to Brisbane by train and transferred to camp E§tiime
Queensland Timealso mentioned on the same date asAtimégoethat a group of forty
Indonesians would be transported to the camp in Lytton. Therefore, it was highly likely
that this group of transported Indonesians was the same group mentionectitethzyl
Felderhof in early 1948

Theletterwriter Felderhof explained why the prosecution and detention of these
221 conscientious object@dhe 177 Indonesians already at Lytton camp and the
recently arrived group oforty-four from Bundaberg RAAF cap®d at the centre in
Queensland was considered problematic by the NEI military. The NEI (or Dutch) author
wrote clearly drhese people are not regarded as detainees; as a result, they sabotage the
litigation process completely, which is why it is made imgmeso prosecute them by
the courtmartial. A discussion has been held with the Australians about this problem,
and an agreement was reached é that afte
arbitration a transfer to a detention camp will follovaostordance with the agreement of
November 24, 194%#2 The mentioned1943 agreement was the Allied Forces Penal
Agreement Order, signed by the Minister of State for the Army Frank Ford. According
to this agreement, as extensively argue@lapter 2the Dutch/NEI couldrrest Royal
Netherlands Forces members and detaidisd in any prison or any military detention

barrack®?

A different faction of Indonesian military detainees was imprisoned in Casino.

Based on archival sources, it could be determined that this group of about 340 Indonesian

8030 Indonesiérs voor dér i j g, Amigoa di Guracao30 October 1945, 1.

81 (R.A.A.F. Bundaberg Strike DenigdTownsville Daily Bulletin 29 October 1945, ;10Air Force at
Bundaberg Resent DutfThe CourierMail, 30 October 1945,; BTCommunist Lost No Tim&Queensland

Times 30 October 1945, 1.

82NAN, 2.10.17,inv.nr. 1334, Meo r and u m f r aimea#hbldto Colenel Warfers, 18 January
1946.

The authords si gnat ur e WyFeldeshof,ihoughhe dicenst eviitebhis &ultinarheh a t
elsewhere in the letter. The author seemed to be highly involved in the legyalgrocess and appeared

to have excellent legal knowledg€onsequently] presumed the letter wasritten by Hendrik W.
Felderhof, théAttorney General at the Supreme Court of the Netherlaadsl|Bdies

83 NAA, A6388, 391C, Commonwealth of Australia Allied Forces (Penal Arrangements) Order (No. 4)
Application to Royal Netherlands Personnel, sgd. F.M. Forde, Minister of State for the Army, 24 November
1943, Canberra.
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army personnel were alreadytai@ed in Camp Victory before the amalgamation with the
Lytton group. The number of Casino military prisoners in late 1945, those who appeared
before a military court, as established through government sources, was less than the
number mentioned in artidein The Daily Telegrapland The Telegraphin the first
newspaper, the reporter noted that OMore
camp at Casino refused duty last Thursday, Queensland union officials alleged today. The
Indonesians claimed th#teir period of service with the Dutch Army had expa&dn

an article in the latter paper from late November 1945, the number of 470 Indonesians
was mentioned. According to this newspaper, the 470 would refuse to attend the court
martial, which could only mean that these detainees were military personnes; it
improbable thatcivilians would be courmartialled®® The explanation for this
discrepancy in the number of military prisoners could mean that not all of these 400 or
more Indonesians would eveally appear in front of a judge in the temporary military
courts in the field, or that the Indonesians mentioned in the two newspaper articles were
militaryandsemimi | i t ary personnel, similar to th
introduction ofthis chapter. In an article iBxaminer such a distinction was made
between military and sermiilitary personnel in Casin®.According to this newspaper,

more than 400 Indonesiangholly comprised ofarmy personnel, and a smaller number
belonging to theéechnical units, were confined in the Dutch camp in Ca&ihingard
appeared to agree with tegaminerarticle. She showed that with the arrival of just over

fifty Indonesian servicemen from the NEI army from Melbourne, the number of prisoners
in the ®mpound was brought to about 480Finally, it could be that the numbers
mentioned in the newspaper articleg lre Daily TelegraplandThe Telegraphvere just

a guesstimate, not based on the actual numbers of imprisoned military personnel from the

archipelago in Camp Victory.

Dutch Lieutenant Colonel Moquette was very involved in the Eurqdedo-
European, and Indonesiaoldiers residing in Casino and Bundaberg. He mentioned
visiting Casing speaking to some soldiers in the camp and listening todbeiplaints.

He even advised that some minor disciplinary cases should not be transferremtotthe

martialbecause of the circumstances, as he described it. However, although Moquette did

84 Andonesian Troops Refugktyd The Daily Telegraph21 October 1945, 1.

85 dndonesians at Casino Allege-Treatmend The Telegraph24 November 1945, 3.
86 In Dutch Temporaire KrijgsraderT his isalso mentioned in the Introductiehapter
87 dndonesians in CompoufdExaminer 23 October 1945, 1.

88 Lingard,Refugees and rebel26.
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not explicitly mention only talking to a few European soldidrappeared that Moquette

was just referring to them. Partly because he stated that some, especially those residing
in Bundaberg, wanted to do their flight training in the Netherlands, and partially because
he described the menf imhe hgr campcsoa®i $al o
Besides, the letter was written after the group of Indonesians who had been working
alongside the local RAAF personnel and European NEI military personnel at the
aerodrome were transported to Lytton camp. Finally, analysing other letters produced by
Moquete, he did not seem the person to describe, in general, indigenous Indonesian

military personnel confined in Casino as excellent types.

5.3 Trials, sentencing and treatment ofNetherlands East Indiesmilitary personnel

According to the President of tBeitch CourtMartial Major La Riviere, Lytton detainees

were transported from Lytton in Queensland Gamp Victory (in Casino, NSW)
sometime in April 1946. He stated that the internees were guarded in their new detention
camp by thirty Australiammilitary police, led by two officers? Therefore, after the
amalgamation, this new group, now all abiding in camp Casino, consisted of 564
Indonesians. Analyses of both the Casino and Lytton groups indicated that all indigenous
Indonesians received a sentence,ibiadoldier received a prison sentence for how many
months or years, he was gaoled. Further, available records showed that the military rank
of all but four Indonesians was recorded by the temporary military court and high

command?!

It remainsuncertainif all accused KNIL militaries received adequate legal
representation. It appears that least in the case of the 340 men from the Casino
group they had some access to legal representatiddelopnd LieutenariRaden Mas
Soedibio Loman. However, what coitisted legal representation in these cases remained
unclear in the archives. My information only came from one Dutch source, and | did not
retrieve any other independent sources to corroborate this inforr¥afitne Casino

Indonesian Defence Committee [IT), the committeethat sided with the interned

89 NAN, 2.13.132, inv. nr. 4094, Letter from H.E. Moquette, 6 June 1946.

9ONAN, 2.10.17, inv. nr. 1334, Letter from Major J. Laviera to the AttorneyGeneral, Justice Department
in Batavia, 26 April 1946.

91 NAN, 2.10.17, inv. nr. 1334, Lists of sentenced Cagjrmup and Lyttorgroup military personnel by
the CourtsMartial in Australia, 4 January 1946.

92NAN, 2.10.17, inv. nr. 134, Memorandum from H.\Eelderhofto Colonel Warners, 18 January 1946.
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indigenous Indonesiansgcorded that the legal representation received by the Casino
internees was below par. They stated in a letter to Labor politician Edward &g

were they not allowed independemtfeihce? The worst type of criminal is allowed such.
Even the war criminals at the Nuremberg Trials were allowed such. Then why not those
men?* Besides this accusation of poor legal representation by the CIDC, it was also
mentioned in the Council of theuAtralialndonesia Association meeting papers. The
associationdiscussed that the Casimpoup consisted of regular army or militiamen
whose terms of enlistment had primarily expired, they were to be-wautialled in the

field and no provisions were alved by NEI authorities for independent defence to be
grantedto them. Thisassociationexpressed a similar concern that independent legal
advice was even given to war criminals such Heymann Goringbut not the
Indonesian$?* Finally, the newspapeiribune wrote a comparable story on the
indigenous Indonesians. In this article, the newspaper also mentiuateithe0 Fat e o f
Indonesian soldiers at Casino Camp who are being -ooantialled by the Dutch
authorities and who have been refused independent legal representation will be the subject
of a deputation to Prime Minister Chifley from the Austrdhdonesia Assdacat.i on 6
Tribunecontinued and quoted Ms WartféThea s s o ¢ i sactefarshad@ago E v e n
Goering, world number one criminal, was allowed independent defence. Many of these
Indonesians have served their full time in the army, and from a legal peieto$hould

not come under Du®Atlbastguestions Had beén satkgdseverialo n 6 .
Australian organisationsegarding theadequacy of théegal representatioreceived by

the Indonesian detainees.

Besideganks, registration numbers atie offered legal representation, not much
more can barefutablyd et er mi ned regarding the actual
ar c hi v alists ef sentenced Casirgyoup and Lyttorgroup military personnel by
the CourtsMar t i all i providadunstimuch étherad@ntifiable information on this
group of interned NEI soldiers and marines. The question remained, could this group be

considered solely Indonesians, or might there have been a mix of Indorigstah

93 NAA, A1838, 401/3/6/1/4 part 1, Letter from the Casino Indonesian Defence Committee to E.J. Ward,
21 January 1946.

% ANRI, Mohammad BondaArchive 198, Minutes of Meeting of the Counsil of the Austrdlidoenais
Association held in The Office of the Civil Rights Bate League, Sydney, 19 January 1946.

% Ms Warner is Molly Warner, an Australian who would later marry one of thekmelivn Indonesian
activists Mohammad Bondan. For more on the life and works of Molly Bondan (nee Wae®rfor
instance Joan Hardjon@and Charles Warner (edd, Love with a Nation: Molly Bondan and Indonesia,
Her Own Story in Her Own Worgd&icton, NSWSouthwood Press, 1995).

9 Meputationto PM on Indonesiang Tribung 11 December 1945, 3.
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Indien and European soldiétsl extensively searched the three national archive
repositories (the Australian National Archives in Canberra, Sydney and Melbtugne
Netherlands National Archives in The Hagaed the Indonesian National Archives
[ARSIP/ANRY] in Jakarta) The Netherlandarchives for Military History inTheHague

and a few smaller, local archives in Australia for supplementary information on this
imprisoned group. However, no other additional souroesverifiable archival

information were discovered on the incarcerated.

Based on this single document, it is difficult to substantiate the composition of
this group precisely. For instanegere some of the men from a European background or
only from an IndonesiarbackgroundBased on the ratio of IndonesirEuropean low
ranked soldiers in the KNIL, as analyseCimapterl, one can argue that most, and likely
all, of the incarcerated soldiers were from an indigenous background. Moreover, it was
presumed by the military higfpmmand and thREI Legationresiding in Australia that
many of these soldiers wanted to return to their home country, to fight on the side of the
independence movement, as based on the letters written byaniggdDutch military
personnel and other NEI authoritiegn argument that | Wilfurther analyse This
strengthens my argument that the vast majority of the Casino and Lytton soldiers were
from an indigenous background. Additionally, in local newspaper articles and letters by
Australian interest groups and organisations of local @uers closely associated with
the group, likehe CIDCt he gaol ed peopl e wer ®Finallg,f err e
based on théirst names andamily names of the incarcerated military personnel, it is
more than reasonable to presume that (almdstfahe accused were solely from
Indonesian backgrounds. Many soldiers had only one name or were registered by only
one Indonesian/Malay name, a common practice on Java and a few other NEI islands. A
very small minority of the group (13 of 564 soldier®re registered by two names, such
as Abdoel Rachman and Moehamat Basir, which suggested they were likely to be
indigenous Indonesians from somewhere in the retihic archipelago. Based on
previous arguments, | concluded that the incarcerated groups beudentified as
soldiers and marines from Indonesian backgrounds and that it was highly improbable that

one or more soldiers were from a Europea®utchindischbackground.

97 NAA, A1838, 401/3/6/1/4 part 1, Letter from the Casino Indonesian Defence Committee to E.J. Ward,
21 January 1946.
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The NEI authorities were not very precise in describing the different rduke o
various Indonesian soldiers and marthesdl the classes and military positions were
labelled differently. For example, in this grqtipe Dutch classified military soldiers, foot
soldiers and cannoneers. However, after consultation with ColoneldHamdbs$® most
of the dissimilar appellations can be considered as belongimgitentical level, rank,
or employment. Therefore, for statisti@alalysispurposes, the ranks have been divided
into three major groups:asél)owedrmirdadn kee d éa n(
first cl ass) and Ohi gh erlin thisapatkioldr &ourCec rmor p o r
servicemen had a rank higtthat sergeantn the entire group of 560 Indonesians whose
military ranks could be retrieved, the semesof all but four could be established. Table
5.1 identifiesthe three different classes in the two main researched prison,caaguso

and Lytton.

Table 5.1: Distribution of the ranks of sentenced indigenous Indonesians

Total group Casino Lytton

(N =560)° (N = 340) (N =220)
Lower ranked
N 433 283 150
% 77.3 83.2 68.2
Middle ranked
N 50 27 23
% 8.9 7.9 10.5
Higher ranked
N 77 30 47
% 13.8 8.8 21.4

After analysing the data in Tabel, a few notable conclusions can be drawn
First, the spreading of different ranks over the two camps seems to be unequal, which
means a much higher percentage of lovegked Indonesian KNIimilitary personnel
was incarcerated in Casino camp compared to Lytton (83268.2%)1° This group
size difference was important to note, as | will further analyse and explain the three
group®dissimilar treatments. Additionally, as can be read, thalligion of the middle

ranked groups was nearly equal; almost as many middled indigenous Indonesian

®Embassy of the Kingdom of t Befenchidtdcihéedor Auatralidandi n Ce
New Zealand.

9 Abis the numbeof Indonesiarprisorers thetotal group consisted of Bdnterneesn total, but of four

of the detainees the rank could not be identified.

100 The distribution of the two major camps was significantly differentamp Lytton there were many

higher ranked indigenous Indaians presedt 21.4% of the 220 Indonesians in this camp, compared to

only 8.8% in camp Casino.
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soldiers were in captivity in Casino as there were in the camp in Queensland, although
the total group sizes reasonably differed.

During sentencing,the entire group of middieanked and higher ranked
Indonesians were all lowered substantially in rank; from sergeant to marine first class, all
were downgraded to soldier/marine second class. This was a considerable downgrade,
both in prestige and paymeras it was and still is the secelmvest paygrade in an
armyGs ranking hierarchy. It was established at the KNIL Headquarters in Melbourne that
corporal® not specified if this was for both EuropelaalischandIndonesiammilitary
personné residing in Awstralia would earn 10 guilders per day and a soldier second
class just @uilders per dayin addition to the base salaryc@rporalfirst class earned an
extra 1, 50 perduudaogsiag )n, Aa s $anlaxtra0ad0 céntspert
day1°! This downgrade addition to their sentences could not be inserted in Sable
After completing all analyses, the absolute numbesgnificance and relative

percentages will beurtherreviewed in this chapter

Table 5.2: Average sentences in months per rank and camp

Total group Casino Lytton

(N =556) (N =337) (N =219)
Lower ranked N =432 N =282 N =150
Mearnt? 13.4 13.7 12.8
SD 3.1 2.7 3.6
min.i max!°®  6i48 6i 18 12i 48
Middle ranked N =48 N=25 N=23
Mean 12.6 13.2 12.0
SD 1.9 2.4 0.0
min.i max 12118 12118 12112
Higher ranked N =76 N =30 N =46
Mean 14.9 16.2 14.1
SD 3.3 4.4 2.1
min.i max 0i 24 0i 24 121 21

Table5.2 presented information on the number of months sentence an average
Indonesian detainee received. Once again, this group of conWitdedesianKNIL

soldiers was divided by camp and rank. | conclude tmaverage, the loweanked and

101NIMH, 159 De Vries, Memorandum GiSI-N-959, dated 6 July 194#etter from Kolonel N.L.W. van
Straten to Alle Militaire Gezaghebbenden, 13 September 1943.

Extra 6 d u ur wasdnadsisohad/sy@plementary salary for the incréaske cost of living

102 dvieardis the average number of monthsladonesiarprisoner received.

103 gMlin-mavdrefers to the minimal (min) and maximum (max) sentenctginumber of months received
by an Indonesiametaineeof this rank.
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middle-ranked Lyton groups received a substantially shorter prison sentence than their
Casino counterparts. This is even more shocking, aSamp Victory no detainee
received a sentendengerthan twentyfour months, whereas in Lytton, one individual
soldier (or marinepbtained a substantial foyear sentence. This was case number
twenty-three: the sole case of Wawoeroento, a loveeiked private, who had been
accused of, among other things, being a Japanese'&yent.

Thus, on averagendigenous Indonesian convicts wesentenced to 13.9 months
of imprisonment. Only one out of the entire group of over 500 accused militaries,
SergeanfAmat, was acquitted. A maximum of forgyght months of incarceration was
also pronounced once (the previously mentioned soldier Wawdejo®me explanation
for the difference in sentencing between the Casino and the Lytton Indonesians could be
that most of the loweranked and maybe even all of the middieked prisoners in the
camp in Lytton (as SD = 0.0) received some kind of regwatve-month sentence, a
standard judgement as will be further discus§®dthe other hand, as discussed earlier,
the middleranked and higher ranked Indonesian soldiers were subject to additional
punishmenof rank and pay reductiofurther, it can be e¢zluded that ilCampVictory,
the middle and higheranked soldiers received on average noticeldoiger sentences
than those comparable groups in Lytton; the sergeants and corporals in Lytton, for
instancereceivedon average close to two months légsse in prisonthan their Casino
counterparts. The main reason for this substantial variation in sentencing remained
unclear and could not be explained based on the available sources. The interesting
guestion is why &emporaire Krijgsraadvould sentenceome KNIL personnel in one
court much more harshly than in another field military court for the same or very similar
offence, with no indication of different circumstances. None of the additionally
researched sources presented any valuable explanatitmsfoiramatic difference, and
no significant and satisfactory justification could be found in any of the researched

archives.

104 NAA, A433, 1949/2/8186, Letter from Minister in The Hague to The Secretary d@eapartmeniof
External Affairs, no date.
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Table 5.3: Frequency of sentences in camps Lytton and Casino

Months  Casino Lytton
N % N %

6 1 0.3 0

12 223 65.2 181 81.5
15 17 5.0 26 11.7
18 87 25.4 10 4.5
21 7 2.0 2 0.9
24 1 0.3 0

30 0 1 0.5
48 0 1 0.5
Acquittal 1 0

From Table5.3, the essential conclusion should be that the soldiers in the Lytton
camp received a twelwamonth sentencgignificantly more often thatihe average soldier
in Casino. In Lytton camp, ov&0% of the indigenous prisoners received this sentence;
in Casino, it was just oved5%. One explanation for this discrepancy may be that the
lower rankedand possibly allmiddlerankedLytton &conscientious objectaiisas the
Dutch AttorneyGeneral Henrik Felderhof referred to them, receivedst@andard
sentencéof oneyear incarceration, possibly without a real trial or mass court appearance
at aTemporaire KrijgsraadLingard hadocumented that the local supports of the CIDC
claimed that the sentences were ranging from one year (which is corresponding with the
archival sources) to five years, a sentence | was not able to find in tA&Mi8ts.numbers
of incarcerated Indonesians and length of the sentences for the Casino and Lytton
internees a s d o c Wwistscohsentedced Qasikgioup and Lyttorgroupmilitary
personnel by the Courtdda r t i a l i were Pougbly backédiup@ ldy a letter from
Secretary of the Netherlands Legatda Ranitz toActing Minister for External Affairs
Makin in mid-19461° De Ranitznoted approximately the same numbers ofvicted
KNIL military personnel, 552 sentencestotal. Further, de Ranitz described that for nine
personneltheirsentencevwoul d expire in 1948, and one
would expire in 1949°7 Bennett, in his publication, also mentiortéis letter;although

he did not compare the number of internees with the other discovered sbheroerely

105 ingard, Refugees and rebel27.

106 NAN, 2.10.17, inv. nr. 1334, Lis of sentenced Casigwoup and Lyttorgroup military personnel by
the CourtsMartial in Australia, 4 January 1946.

107NAA, A1838, 401/3/6/1/4 PART 1, Letter from J.A. De Ranitz to N.J.O. Makin, 20 July 1946.
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descri bed t hi.l8These numbessigionedn the letterby De Ranitz
appear to be consistent withe data infabde 5.3.

If a standard sentence without an actual court appeaveaseactually the case
one could substantially accuse the NEI military high command of misusing their acquired
extraterritorial rights to imprison their Indonesian soldiers and marines and that the
liberties of those in both camps were more than seriously haffirst. as explained in
earlier chaptersgccording to the laws of the Kingdom of the Netherlands, every member
of the Royal Netherlands Forces who committed an offence against the Netherlealds Na
or Military Laws would be tried before a NetherlandsurtmartialKrijgsraad.1°°
Second, all Indonesian internees appeared to be groopederage, thirtfive to forty
persons per case group. In the court proceedings, each group of defendantsrveas re
to as Case 1, Case 2, etc., plus the camp in which the internees were incarcerated; this
suggested more or less the actuality of genuine mass court cases. However, Felderhof, in
his letter to Colonel Warners, clearly stated that it was unachiet@lgeosecute the
Lytton group by courtnartial in the field without further explaining why the issue had
arisen. In the final paragraph of hetter, one probable explanation can be discovered.
Although he did not openly refer to the Lytton prisoners dadr military trials, he
concluded his communication with the statemeénhis case, although the punishable
facts are cleacut, interrelates to the political developments on Java. Does this mean
prosecution is desired? In my opinion, because of outigeege$'° Felderhof, in these
last three sentences, was most probably referring to those military inmates in camp
Lytton. The essential words in this lettertotodonelar e O becauseThsf owur
highlights the outrageous attitude towards KNIL forces Prestigeseemed to be more
essential than actual (military) justice. Therefore, one could conclude that those
Indonesian men were incarcerated on Australian soil for no reason other than to keep
them out of the Indonesian RepublMoreover, based on the letter, it is reasonable to
suggest that no actual court appearances ever occurred for some KNIL personnel in
Lytton or that some of the internees never saw the inside of an actual military court in the

field, most likely the loweand middleranked internees.

108 Bennett jr.,The return of the exileg€19.
109NAA, A1608, E45/1/11, Letter from Rear Admiral F.W. Coster to PM J. Curtin, 13 November 1942,
1ONAN, 2.10.17, inv. nr. 1334, Memorandum from H.Példerhofto Colonel Warners, 18 January 1946.
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The Dutch military wanted to keep loweanked soldiers in Australia; Indonesian
soldiers had received at least basic military training, mainly on the island dftJ&wse
of the primary reasons for their internment was adéane NEI military highcommand
and NEI Legation that these forces outside of Indonesia would, upon their return to Java,
Sumatra and other islands in the archipelago, fight against the Dutch. They had no
historical precedent for this fear. As discussesection 1.3, no significant uprisings had
been recorded in the existence of the KNIL before WWII. The changed circumstances in
the Indonesian Republic/the NEI would have been the prime reason for the high military
command incarcerating them. By lockitgem up, they would not have had the
opportunity to revolt against Dutch reoccupation or fight in Indonesia against their former

employer, the KNIL.

My argument was not that there had never been any military court cases by
Temporaire Krijgsrade on Australan soil. On the contrary, as argued in the previous
chapters, it very much appeared that NEI military court cases proceeded K@dinst
military personneblbiding in Australia at some point during the Padfflar. One of the
cases | have extensively ayedd and described in this thesis is the case of Jacob
Pattiranie (se€hapter).1*? Another prominent case | have discussed tivasnvolving
Asmawie and his fellow Indonesians, the seven who were in the Wallangarra camp. The
archival sources from 1943dicate actual court appearances, and sentences were

pronounced as the actual trial transcripts were preserved in the Netherlands athives.

Another discrepancy in applying extraterritorial laws to genuine court cases was
the absence of a special inveatige officer appointment to each of the cases as required
by Dutch (military) law If this had been the case, this would have been in sharp contrast
toRearAd mi r al Frederick Costerdés 1943 negot
the war (seeChaper 3). He had negotiated that a special officer could be appointed,
someone who would thoroughly examine and prepare cases as was laid down in the
Netherlands military law: an investigative officer who could summon witnesses,

administer oaths and delegatethority to take evidendé? Nevertheless, there was no

111 | ohstein,Royal Netherlands Indies Arp.

112NAN, 2.09.19, inv. nr. 70, case number 10931, vonnis Jacob Pattiranie, NEI-@lautial, 3 October
1944.

113NAN, 2.05.50.02, inv. nr. 147, casefile 10912, Sentencing record of Asmawie, NXJ23046, NE{ Courts
Martial, 30 November 1943.

114 NAA, A6388, 391C, letter from Dutch ReaAdmiral F.W. Coster to Australian PM John Curtin, 17
March 1943 NAA, A1608, E45/1/11, Letter from The Secretary of the Department of External Affairs to
The Department of the Army, 15 July 1943.
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mention of a special investigative officer or a specific Netherlands courthouse in the rare
original NEI sources recovered, except in just one other newly discovered and analysed
letter. In this letr, the Casino court cases were briefly mentioned. Felderhof was once
again the author of this source. In his letter from December 1945, he wrote that nobody
showed up in the Casino court session and he had to postpone the cases. In the remainder
of this letter, no mention was made by Felderhof of new or additional court cases or where
this (temporary) courthouse wa$.The only other source mentioning thisstwow at the

NEI military courts that | could retrieve wasewspaper article in theelegraph In this

article, it was briefly mentioned that 470 Indonesians had refused to attend court that
day!'® Other scholars, like Bennett, did not indicate a courthouse, courthouse
appearances, or arefusal by the Indonesians to attendaijgiseaad either. Meanwhile,
Lingard did mention a courthouse appearance of a group of Indonesians in her
publication, lut the details of this appearance were unciar

The absence of an actual Dutch courthouse would explain why no military court
documents or records could be retrieved (no official court transcripts, no sources on the
pronouncing of a verdicaind no paperwrk on Indonesians appealing their received
sentences) in the national archives of the Netherlands, Australia or Indonesia, or any local
archive. After researching this specific topic for many years, | am convinced that these
documents, if they ever existewere disposed of by the NEI military high command.
This was done either accidentally, because of the shifted military focus on reoccupying
the NEIL or on purpose, to limit the damaging of their prestige in the years to come. Or
perhapsas Antoine Weijen stated,archiving atde krijgsmachtwas simply not a high

priority.118

In previous chapters outlined how the Allied Forces Order paved the i@y
Dutch exploitation of Royal Netherlands military personnel on Australian soil. According
to extraerritorial rules and regulations that were negotiated at length with the War
Cabinet, the Dutch/NEI military high command could confine their own military
personnel as stated explicitly in the order: a member of the Royal Netherlands Forces
could be imprisoned if arrested or held under the law of the Netherlands in Australia on

reasonable suspicion of having committed an offence triable under that law andesgnte

115NAN, 2.10.45, inv. nr. 292, Letterdm H.W. Felderhof to Jonkers, 2 December 1945.
116 dndonesians at Casino Allege-Treatmend The Telegraph24 November 1945, 3.

117 Lingard,Refugees and rebel27.

118 \Weijzen,De Indiéweigeraars 17.
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by a service court, th&emporaire Krijgsraadof the NEI forces It is questionable
whether thej ur i sdi cti onal description o&éreasone
of fencebd6 or Obésentenced by a servincamdcour
Lytton, although itappeargo be more likely that the Casino internees might have seen
some kind of service court. And, as argued before, there was more than reasonable doubt
that the Lytton Indonesian soldiérparticularly the lower and middierked oned

were never sentenced by an actual Dutch/NEI service court, even though their cases were
referred to, on paper, as Case 1 to Case 23. Unfortunately, more specific and reliable
evidence did not appear to exist to eitinesfutablybackup or dismisthis assumption of

a Gstandard sentengef twelve months without a trial in front of an Niidge in the
temporary military courts in the fieldr those indigenous prisoners in the Lyttamp.
Moreover, regrettably, as mentioneefore, no scholars whesearched the topic of the

lives of the Indonesians in Australia identified any useful sources on this toditawel

not been able to retriev@her documents from the archives on this topic to date.

541l ndonesian prisoner s iegptwuselpent@d? experi er

In 1946, Major La Riviera described the group of 122 KNIL military personnel in Lytton
as conscientious objectors, as analysed in the prevseaton'!® Conscientious
objectors if one can call the former KNIL militargersonnel in Lytton thisyere found

in Australiaand the Netherlands. In the years 194849, a total of 111,653 Dutch
conscripts were shipped to Indone4sThe national constitution hédat firs#® forbade

the DutchGovernment o de p |l oy N eriphseldiersavedead against theirc
will, but because of the lack of enthusiasm by many Dutch conscripts to fight in the Indies,
this article was legally withdrawn only in early 19461t has been estimated that in those
four years, about,200 Dutch coscripts claimed to beonscientious objectoend about

one out of every six refusers in the mother country did not report for service when their

claim was denied??> One could question whether the Indonesi@onscientious

118 NAN, 2.10.17, inv. nr. 1334, Letter from Major J. La Riviera to the Attor@Geyeral, Justice
Department in Batavia, 26 April 1946, Procur&eneraal bij het Hooggerechtshof Nediénd 9451950.
120 HR, 2506-2013, nr. 13/00067 & Navigator
https://www.navigator.nl/document/id9e33b4c29ab848588d180d141200823806r201 3 nr-

130006 7h.

121 Romijn, "Learning on the jgh321.

122 Heike Nieberga#Lackner Status and reatment of Deserters in International Armed Confliets. 47,
International Humanitarian Law Series, (Leiden: Brill Nijhoff, 2015).
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objector® o r mwereipunghedrharshly and unfairly, or possibly very sintyldo
their Dutch counterparts, or if the Indonesians were punished more lightiyeir
unwillingness to (further) fight on the sidetbeformer colonisersComparable material
exists onindienrefuses from the Netherlands, which Weijzen showed in his publication
De IndiéWeigeraars. Vergeten Slachtofféfan Eenkoloniale Oorlog'?® He analysed
about 345 verdicts of refusers from the mother country, all imprisoneBost
Spijkerboor a Dutch camp oprison near Amsterdana, placecommonly referred to in
Dutch newspapers as a penitentjagamp for political prisonerer an internment camp
for conscientious objectot$?

According toWe i | zesea@l®f those imprisoned in the Netherlandig1 of
theseSpijkerboormen were unwilling to fight ithe IndonesiafRepublic/NEI, and they
received a prison term of up to one year. The author showed that momnttaird of
the entire group 124 convicted nen) received a sentence of two years or more. In
comparison, the average prison sentencearoindonesianlower-ranked soldier in
Australia was just34 month®imprisonmentgee Tabl&.2). Weijzen demonstrated that
a larger group of .71 verdicts werall pronounced in the late 194@$0wever,hewas
rather clear that the sources he used for his data collection were unreliable. Keeping that
in mind, 17.5% of the convicted draftees still received a sentence of three years or more,
and fewer than 1% of éhduty deniersvere acquittedt?® Compared to the detainees
abiding in the Commonwealtionly three of the 556 identified Indonesian soldiers and
marines received a sentence of two years or énoree soldier in VictoryCampandtwo

in camp Lyttord and merely one soldier was cleared (see TaBle

In the mother country, Johannes van LayrdJan Maassen were two of those
conscientious objectarswo men of roughly P00 who refused to fight in the Indies.
Both men did not wanbtfight in the NEI because, as they explained, they did not want
to participate in shooting innocent people. And as historical research showed, Van Luyn
and Maassen could easily have been involved in shooting innocent Indonesians if they
had been deploydd the NElIndonesiarRepublic.A 2017journal article calculated that
during thetwo @Police Action§ the number of Indonesian victimasat least 100,0087°

Van Luyn received a prison sentence of two years and Maagseson sentence tiree

123 Weijzen,De Indiéweigeraars

124 See @&uiveringd Nederlandse Staatscamt, 5 September 1945,; fiKampcommandant stal van
Gedet i nleeawadderiKderierl4 June 1946, 2.

125\Weijzen,De Indiéweigeraars 148 149.

126 Harinck, Horn, and Luttikhuis, "Onze vergeten slachtoffers."
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yearsplus Maassen was not allowed to vote for five yé&rSo these two refusers were

part of the extensive group described by Weijzen as receiving a sentence of two years or
more. These two conscientious objectors were nmag-known than others in the
Nethealands becausegears after their convictions, in 2012, both went to the Dutch High
Court tohavetheir convictions overturned. Less than one year later, the High Court made
the binding legal decision not to overturn the convictiGfs.

At first glance, these Dutch sentences of their conscripts appeared to be
significantly harsher than the average punishment of an Indonesian $€dilcemen,
whosecontract had been expired or would soon exmgineAustralian soil. However, the
prisoners m Casino were locked up in horrible conditions pesviouslyillustrated a
camp many Australian med@utlets oftencompared to Bergen Belsen. According to
Weijzen, the Dutch imprisondtie Netherlandsonscious objectors iRort Spijkerboor
wherethe conditions were much more tolerable compared to the situations portrayed in
various Australian camps. Weijzen wrote that the Netherlands regime was reasonably
benevolent, and requests for special leave by duty deniers were approved pléfitifully.
Additionally, according to Dutch law, every prisoner had the right to be released under
probation after serving twthirds of their sentence ithey had correctly behaved and
obeyed t he ¥ Thisswasmd\stherands ks that clearly only applied to
detaines in the mother country and not Indonesian political detainees. Further, after
examining Weijzends publication, one can
the one that might have existed for sdme#onesian lower and middle ranked soldiars
Lytton camp did not exist in the Netherlands. Additionally, all Dutch draftesstried
individually in the mother country and not in groups of thitte to forty, as was clearly
the case in the two Australian towns. Finally, it appeared that eacheobutch
conscientious objectorould get independent legal adviédthough it was mentioned
thatlegal representation 8econd Lieutenafaden Mas Soedibio Loman was provided
to the groupmutineersn Casino, itseemsunlikely that this legahdvice was adequate or

sufficient. Possibly, no legal representation occurred at all.

127 @ndie-deserteurs naar Hoge Réathva Post15 December 2012
https://javapost.nl/2012/12/15/inddeserteurmiaarhogeraad!

128 @5een herziening celstraf dienstweigeraars Nederfntiéd Historiek 25 June 2013
https://historiek.net/geenerzieningcelstratdienstweigeraarsederlandsndie/23062/
128 \Weijzen,De Indiéweigeraars 155 156.

130 Weijzen,De Indiéweigeraars 149 150.
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