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FROM TONG-TONG TO

TEMPO DOELOE:

EURASIAN MEMORY WORK AND
THE BRACKETING OF DUTCH
COLONIAL HISTORY, 1957-1961

Andrew Goss'

In 1958, the Netherlands Institute for International Cultural Relations launched the
magazine Delta, a review of Dutch culture. It was a typical cultural events magazine
published with government money. Contemporary art, music, film, dance, fiction, and
poetry were presented alongside laudatory reviews of Dutch cultural achievements. Its
title, referring to the system of seawalls constructed after the 1953 flood, was a perfect
metaphor for the famous technological prowess of the Low Countries. A map of the
Netherlands was printed on the back cover. The message was clear: the Dutch, no less
than the Americans or the French, were embracing a post-war spirit of democracy,
science, and progress. But what is striking is that the writers treated the future with
great caution. The question of how the Netherlands could play an important role in
post-World War II Europe was answered with reference to the past. History was
called on to explain past achievements and their possible development in the
upcoming years. This history was especially needed to mend the tear Dutch culture
had suffered during the 1940s. Military defeat and occupation by the Germans,
political defeat by the Indonesian Republic, and the loss of empire, had severely
shaken Dutch national confidence.

11 would like to thank Benedict Anderson, Pax Bobrow, Geoff Eley, Paige Shipman, and Ann Stoler for
valuable comments and suggestions on earlier drafts.
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Delta took the issue of Dutch history seriously, and two contending explanations
linking the heritage of pre-war culture with a prosperous future emerged in the journal.
The prominent historians Pieter Geyl and Jan Romein, representing conservative and
progressive politics respectively, summarized their post-war scholarship in a series of
short articles. In one issue, speaking against the “prophecies of doom” which forecast
the end of Western culture, Geyl argued that the events of the mid-twentieth century—
especially the collective defeat of Hitler and the democratization of Europe—
demonstrated the vital universal spirit of western European culture. The difficult
struggles of the early twentieth century, claimed Geyl, had been overcome by “a sense
of responsibility for the whole of the community.” Western civilization, still going
strong, was defending the values of equality.? In the following issue, Romein rebutted
Geyl with the argument that history showed that during the seventeenth century
European society diverged from the path it had followed in common with non-Western
societies and began to function in a new and different way. This did not, however,
imply that Europe was inherently superior. Different societies and cultures functioned
with their own logic and validity. But attitudes towards time, nature, and life, which
historically developed differently in western Europe, allowed Westerners to colonize
Asia, Africa, and the Americas. Western culture’s peculiarity was to instill “esteem for
work for its own sake, even a conviction that work is holy.” World history
demonstrated that Western ideas about work, and European institutions such as
capitalism, could be powerful vectors for changing non-European history.3

There is nothing peculiar to the late 1950s about these two viewpoints. Romein and
Geyl had themselves worked out the core of their historical thinking in the early 1950s.
Furthermore, these arguments, one advocating a belief in a superior Western
civilization and the other offering a relativist approach to the world’s past, reverberate
in the Netherlands and elsewhere to this day. What is striking, however, is that both
Geyl and Romein claimed that the history of European imperialism provided their best
evidence for their respective understandings of Dutch history. Furthermore, both felt
that their opponent’s theories failed because of their flawed interpretation of the
historical relationship between East and West. In an era of rapid decolonization, this
issue was particularly critical for thinking about the future. In 1956, Romein wrote one
of the first general historical accounts, in any language, of Asian nationalism.4¢ While
European imperialism may have been its originary cause, he argued, twentieth-century
nationalism in Asia had its own historical logic. Asian history should be studied on its
own terms. Geyl mocked Romein for his Asiacentric approach and claimed that the
superiority of Western civilization ruled out the necessity of studying Asia. For Gey],
everything good in Asia came from Europe. In effect, both historians upbraided each
other for hubris: Romein showed Geyl to be Eurocentric and conservative, while Geyl
accused Romein of engaging in nothing more than liberal guilt.>

2 Pieter Geyl, “The Vitality of Western Civilization,” Delta 2,1 (Spring 1959): 5-19.
3 J. M. Romein, “The Common Human Pattern,” Delta 2,2 (Summer 1959): 5-19.

4 An English translation was published in 1962: Jan Romein, The Asian Century: A History of Modern
Nationalism in Asia (London: Allen & Unwin, 1962).

5 The styles of Geyl and Romein were quite different. Romein thought through the historicist philosophy of
nineteenth-century Germany, whereas Geyl organized much of his post-war thought through criticisms of
contemporary historiography. As a result, Geyl was a more vociferous critic of Romein than vice versa. For
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Romein’s and Geyl’s arguments are emblematic of the two post-war methods for
approaching the Netherlands’ place in the world. Romein, and other Asiacentric
scholars, argued that, in Willem Wertheim'’s words, Indonesia and Asia “will discover
that the only effective answer to the challenge from the West will be the assimilation of
Western cultural factors in a manner adapted to the structure of Asian society.”® In
this scholarship, the agency of Asians, not Dutch colonials, was researched. On the
other hand, Pieter Geyl and other historians of the Dutch golden age argued that “in us
there lives the tradition of a great civilization.”” The origins of this tradition were to be
found in European, and not Asian, history. But Romein’s and Geyl’s explanations
shared one feature. While their contending arguments sought to explain the role of
Dutch imperialism in world history, both were silent about the end of the Netherlands’
reign as a world power in the 1940s. In the 1950s, most scholarship followed Delta in
silently passing over the Dutch colonial experience in the Indies.8 From the standpoint
of the 1950s, the colonization of Indonesia looked like a failure, and consequently
meaningless for either Holland’s future or its past.

How different it is today. Dutch colonial experience, a topic that was an
embarrassment in the late 1950s, is no longer buried in silence. Frances Gouda, in her
book on twentieth-century Dutch colonial and post-colonial culture, has observed that
“[iln the course of rehearsing, revising, and retelling these stories, their perennially
changing plots help to negotiate and accommodate a shifting national identity.”® Every
form of colonial public memory exists: monuments, historical monographs, TV
documentaries, memoirs, and novels. Recently arguments about the meaning of colonial
history have been raised in parliament. In the last decade, the debate has probed the
collective memory and consciousness of the Dutch nation during decolonization.!0 As
Vincent Houben has argued, this debate, now almost thirty years old, has failed in the
sense that the period 1945-49 is still shrouded by silence, and is denied and avoided
by most of the Dutch public.!! Part of the tension that has driven this debate is caused
by the paradox that although the decolonization of Indonesia has produced little
serious soul-searching, the number of memoirs, photo-books, diaries, and histories of
Dutch colonialism seem to double each year. Yet this nostalgic resurrection of empire is
detrimental to the Dutch nation’s ability to accept responsibility for the serious war
crimes committed during the “police actions” of 1947 and 1948. In this sense, living
memories of Indié are still a powerful force in shaping current Dutch national identity.

an early example, see Pieter Geyl, “Jan Romein, or Bowing to the Spirit of the Age,” [1947] in Encounters in
History (Cleveland, OH: Meridian Books, 1961), pp. 321-327. For a recent collection of essays about
Romein’s work, see Bert Hageraats, ed. Geloof niet wat geschiedschrijvers zeggen . . . .Honderd jaar Jan
Romein, 1893-1993 (Amsterdam: IISG, 1995).

6 W. F. Wertheim, Indonesian Society in Transition: a Study of Social Change, 2nd ed. (The Hague: W. van
Hoeve, 1964), p. 336-7.

7 Geyl, “The Vitality of Western Civilization,” p. 13.

8 The journal Indonesié, which did carry such discussions, ceased publication in 1952.

9 Frances Gouda, Dutch Culture Qverseas: Colonial Practice in the Netherlands-Indies, 1900-1942
(Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 1995), p. 241.

10 Remco Meijer, ed., Oost indisch doof: Het Nederlandse debat over de dekolonisatie van Indonesié
(Amsterdam: Bert Bakker, 1995).

11 Vincent J. H. Houben, “A Torn Soul: The Dutch Public Discussion on the Colonial Past in 1995,”
Indonesia 64 (October 1997): 47-66.
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Where did these memories come from? Contemporary observers of the colonization
and decolonization of Indonesia have generally shared the belief that discussion of
Tempo Doeloe (“the good old days”), in one form or another, has always been a
component of the Dutch narrative of their imperial history. They have assumed that
Tempo Doeloe is the logical post-war continuation of the Dutch “civilizing mission.” But
in fact, between 1950 and 1958 colonial history was not discussed at all. For Geyl and
Romein, and for most other public intellectuals, it was a source of embarrassment.
These intellectuals and politicians believed that Indonesia’s decolonization and its
effects could be ignored. As a corollary, they believed that Dutch citizens who
emigrated from Indonesia in the 1950s, many of whom had never before been to the
Netherlands, could be smoothly acculturated into a Dutch nation that ignored its
colonial history. This paper will argue that it was only after Dutch culture passed
through a crisis in 1958, when suddenly boatloads of Eurasian repatriates streamed
into the Netherlands, that a space opened up for a strange recuperation of Dutch
colonial culture. Initially, a small political movement spearheaded by the Eurasian
writer Tjalie Robinson sought to recreate the colonial lifestyle of the Indies in the
Netherlands. The consequence of this highly visible, though doomed, social movement
of Eurasians was not political power, but, instead, the creation of Tempo Doeloe. Since
the early 1960s, the history of the Netherlands East Indies has again been part of
Dutch culture, but bracketed within the main narrative of Dutch history and attached
primarily to the living memories of ex-colonials in the Netherlands.

Verzuiling

After the second World War, most Dutch politicians and intellectuals were, like
Geyl and Romein, interested in rebuilding the national identity.!? After two decades of
blows to the country’s social and economic order—the Depression, Nazi occupation,
loss of empire—the future looked bleak once the euphoria of Allied liberation had
worn off. The economy was bankrupt, and the public’s confidence in the “Dutch way
of life” was severely shaken. Every year, tens of thousands of citizens emigrated to
Canada, South Africa, New Zealand, and Australia. In 1946, an unlikely political
coalition between the Catholic Party and the Labor Party won control of the national
government. Despite the financial difficulties, and the humiliating loss of the Indies,
this coalition lasted until 1959 and presided over a time of surprising economic
progress and social peace. By 1952, after the infusion of Marshall plan money, the
Dutch nation had established itself as largely independent and prosperous. European
unity, enthusiastically supported by most Dutch, promised a militarily secure future.!®

12 Driven largely by increased industrialization and aggressive export policies, the economy grew steadily,
and between 1950 and 1960 the real gross national product increased an average of 4.9 percent per year.
This was exceptionally high compared to pre-war growth; between 1922 and 1938, the real GNP only grew
an average of 2.1 percent per year. F. Messing, “Het economische leven in Nederland 1945-1980,” in]. C.
Boogman et al., Geschiedenis van het moderne Nederland: Politieke, economische en sociale ontwikkelingen
(Houten: De Haan, 1988), p. 535.

137.7. Woltjer, Recent Verleden: De Geschiedenis van Nederland in de Twintigste Eeuw (Amsterdam: Balans,
1992), pp. 233-257.
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It was in this same decade that a view of the nation as naturally divided between
religious groupings, on the one hand, and ideological communities, on the other,
crystallized in both the parliamentary and scholarly spheres. The nature of the
political system structured by these ideological cleavages was initially and
sarcastically labeled verzuiling [“pillarization”] by its critics, but soon all political
commentators came to use the architectural metaphor to describe Dutch society.14 In
this model, a few sturdy pillars, representing different vertical segments of society,
stood separately, but side by side, supporting the house of Dutch democracy. Only the
Catholics made up a true vertical pillar, in the sense that they formed a bloc that
included members from all classes. The other communities, such as the reformed
Protestants, orthodox Protestants, liberals, and socialists, while not as vertically
homogeneous, made up quasi-pillars. To the sociologists and politicians attached to
the ruling parties in the 1950s, verzuiling made sense out of the post-war political
coalition between the Catholic party and the socialist party, an alliance deemed
unlikely before the war. This coalition favored strong welfare statist policies and had a
vested interest in theorizing the relationship between Dutch society and democracy.
Before the war, the ruling rightwing coalition—one part of which collaborated with the
Nazi occupying forces—had little use for progressive theories about state and society
relationships. Verzuiling, and its associated progressive policies, was a way to move
beyond the pre-war conservative leadership and the collaborationist era of 1941-
1945.15 While socially the Dutch citizenry remained divided—those most committed to
religious traditions rarely interacted with confirmed socialists—their leaders worked
together to ensure the future of the democracy through compromise and
accommodation.

Verzuiling was a highly effective tool for politicians eager to rationalize the political
coalition between Socialists and Catholics, and for sociologists who wished to
interpret and manage Dutch society during the 1950s. But it quickly became something
more. Verzuiling became the perfect esteem-building explanation for understanding
Holland’s uniquely Dutch transition to modernity. “External” influences, such as the
Depression, World Wars I and II, the Cold War, and the colonial empire, were glossed
over in favor of the national logic of modern Dutch history. According to this way of
thinking, the destiny and unity of the nation were purely the result of compromises
between its domestic modern and traditional pillars. Verzuiling quickly became the
organizing principle for the history of “Little” Holland after 1880. Historical
happenings outside the scope of this “history of our modernization”—most
importantly the collapse of a huge, ancient colonial empire—were conveniently erased.
This modernizing story became so important that some influential social theorists felt

14 The easiest way to approach Dutch pillarization in the English language is through Arend Lijphart, The
Politics of Accommodation: Pluralism and Democracy in the Netherlands (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1968). This influential book, which has been translated into Dutch, grapples with comprehending the
stability of the Dutch democracy in spite of its deep cutting cleavages. Lijphart looks especially to the
cooperation between the Dutch elites on a parliamentary level, and their ability to mitigate potentially
volatile disagreements. Inspired primarily by the Dutch case, he creates a model of what he calls a
“consociational” type of democracy in countries with fragmented political cultures but simultaneously
compromising elite behavior. For an elucidation see Lijphart, “Typologies of Democratic Systems,”
Comparative Political Studies 1,1 (April 1968): 3-44, and Lijphart, Democracy in Plural Societies: a
comparative exploration (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1977).

151 am indebted to Benedict Anderson for this point.
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that immigrants could only adapt to the “Dutch way of life” if they found a place in
one of the existing pillars. This theoretical socialization process came first to be
applied to the colonial repatriates from the Netherlands East Indies.

The Repatriates

Between 1945 and 1960, three hundred thousand people of Dutch nationality came
to Holland from the Indies. About one-third of these so-called repatriates were
veterans of the 1945-1949 war against the Indonesian Republic. Another third was
‘made up of totoks, or colonials who had been born in Europe. Approximately one
hundred thousand repatriates, however, had never before lived in the Netherlands. As
these repatriates arrived, they were all carefully monitored and categorized by Dutch
social workers. A variety of commissions, organizations, and agencies were formed to
aid, classify, and study their entry into the Netherlands. These organizations were
especially concerned about the repatriates who were racially Eurasian—in Dutch they
were called Indo-Europeans or Indos.1® A smooth integration of these Eurasians into
post-war Dutch society would prove the efficacy of the verzuiling system reconciling
the tradition and modern segments. But in the Dutch government, there was a worry
that these Indo-Europeans might have trouble fitting in. Were they really Dutch, after
all? Unlike other colonial powers, the Dutch colonial state had never created a distinct
legal status for Eurasians. A Eurasian child was either Dutch (if acknowledged and
officially registered by his or her Dutch father) or native (if not so registered). “Dutch”
Eurasians tended to cling to their Dutchness, even as their real socio-economic
situation went into steep decline after the massive influx of “pure Dutch” to the Indies
from the 1870s on. They were loyal to Holland and the empire, but they were poor in
the Indies and nearly destitute on arrival in Holland. Furthermore, in the Indies and in
Holland itself, many people considered all Eurasians, whether legally Dutch or native,
to be the embodiment of European degeneration in the tropics.1” This explains why the
bulk of a literature ostensibly about repatriates in general was most deeply concerned
with strategies for coping with this “degenerate” population. The studies generally
found that pure-blood Dutch “repatriates” had no big problem in adapting to a
pillarized society—with the possible exception of occasional inferiority complexes—
and little research was wasted on them. It was “Dutch” Eurasians, a growing problem
for the colonial state since at least the 1870s, who became a test-case for the capacity
of a “uniquely Dutch” verzuiling system.

Virtually no poor Eurasians had lived in the Netherlands before 1945. Although
Eurasians in general had a role in the myths about the colony that circulated through
Holland, this population was of little relevance, either politically or socially, to the
domestic concerns in the mother country. Thus, when large numbers of poor Eurasians
entered Holland after World War II, the Dutch authorities were not well prepared.
Government committees and organizations were established to classify, monitor, and

16 The classic definition is found in Willem Wertheim, Het Rassenprobleem, De ondergang van een mythe
(Den Haag: Albani, 1949).

17 Ann Stoler, “Sexual Affronts and Racial Frontiers: European Identities and the Cultural Politics of
Exclusion in Colonial Southeast Asia,” Comparative Studies in Society and History 34,2 (July 1992): 515.
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help the repatriates. The cross-verzuiling CCKP (Central Comité van Kerkelijke en
Particulier Initiatief voor sociale zorg aan gerepatrieerden, or Central Committee of
Religious and Private Initiatives for the Social Care for Repatriates), established in
1950, handled the repatriates’ immediate needs upon arrival.13 A Dutch social worker
from the CCKP, assigned from the pillar deemed appropriate, greeted the repatriate
when he or she stepped off the boat and facilitated the new arrival’s settlement in
temporary hostels. These contact persons continued to monitor the repatriates,
especially the poorer ones, for a number of years, until they were safely settled into
society.

The CCKP comprised an impressive twenty organizations and ranged across all
pillars, blocks, and classes. The first chair of the CCKP went as far as to say in 1951,
that this complete representation within a single national organization was unique:

In this country of sectarianism and separatism a commission was formed in
which the three famous “pillars” of the Netherlands did not just find and
support each other, but continuously worked together harmoniously. . . . It can
rightfully be said that the entire Dutch nation is represented in the CCKP.
[emphasis his]'?

This was quite logical: in a time of crisis, diverse and sometimes antithetical
organizations pool their resources and forget their differences; to facilitate the smooth
absorption of the repatriates, the elites of the various pillars would forge compromises
and join together for the national good. But this statement does not merely indicate
cooperation between disparate groups. Projecting society as pillarized allowed the
head of the CCKP to ignore the differences and cleavages within the Netherlands and
focus rather on the totality of what it meant to be Dutch. With “Dutch” Eurasians
streaming into the Netherlands, the Dutch faced the task of trying to absorb a
population that did not fit into society, either politically or culturally. They were
determined to do so; the repatriates would have little to say about their situation. In a
nation united by verzuiling, Eurasians had no place for their own traditions.

Thus, during the 1950s, the Eurasians were generally kept out of the national
spotlight, with one notable exception. They did attract Dutch attention when they
came to play a role in the West New Guinea dispute. The most serious and long-lasting
post-imperial altercation between the leaders in Jakarta and The Hague concerned the
“return” of West New Guinea—known then in Indonesia as Irian Barat—to the
Indonesian nation. President Sukarno argued that West New Guinea lawfully,
historically, and logically belonged to Indonesia. According to The Hague Agreement of
1949, the future of the area was to be decided by subsequent talks between Indonesia
and the Netherlands. But the Dutch broke off talks in the early 1950s and maintained
sovereignty over West New Guinea. Because West New Guinea was economically a
liability to the Dutch, unlikely to be productive or to offer any strategic advantages,
the famed political scientist Arend Lijphart concluded that only subjective and
psychological factors could explain the tenacity the Netherlands showed in holding on

18 See H. C. Wassenaar-Jellesma, Van Oost naar West (‘s-Gravenhage: Staatsuitgeverij, 1969), pp. 29-33, for
a history of the CCKP.

19 Quoted in ibid., p. 210. For the list of the twenty organizations represented in the CCKP, see ibid., pp.
200-201.
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to this territory.20 But one should note that, well before 1949, nationalist groups in the
Netherlands had worked to convince the Dutch government to keep West New Guinea
as a possible homeland for “Dutch” Eurasians. These nationalists, some of whom were
Eurasians themselves, now used the resettlement scheme as a reason for holding onto a
vestige of the old Dutch empire. In 1949, as Dutch colonial authority crumbled,
“Dutch” Eurasians living in Indonesia were generally enthusiastic about the plan, and,
in the following year, 8,500 Dutch people, mostly Eurasians, actually settled in West
New Guinea.?! But this rugged country was nothing like Java, and enthusiasm quickly
waned. After 1950, very few Eurasians moved to the area, and many of the initial
colonists moved back to Java or went to Europe. But even after the resettlement plan
failed in practice, a number of conservative interest groups in the Netherlands
continued to cite the plan as a reason for retaining West New Guinea. These groups—
and they argued bitterly amongst themselves—wielded little influence over Eurasians
living in Holland, however, because they remained tied to the unpopular and obsolete
program of resettlement. They were never able to unify the Dutch “Eurasian”
population politically.

Eurasians in the Spotlight

The arrival and dispersal of the Eurasian repatriates in Holland sparked certain
individuals to recall, at least privately, the colonial stereotype of these “marginal”
Europeans from Asia. One police agent in The Hague was reported as saying:

There are and will come enough other difficulties with these Eastern people. East
is East and West is West. And especially these Indo-Europeans, born in sin, with
their bad background, will have a difficult, nearly impossible job adapting
themselves to the Dutch morals.??

Aware of these prejudices (and perhaps sharing a number of them), the government
understood that gaining a stable livelihood would constitute only one of the many
challenges confronting the refugees as they sought full assimilation into Dutch society.
In order to gauge the success of its “integration programs,” the state needed expert
research on the social adaptation of the Eurasians. This research, commissioned in
1954 by the Minister for Social Work, was intended to supplement the efforts of the
CCKP by tracking the “social integration of the people repatriated from Indonesia.”??
The research team, representing the Protestant, Catholic, and socialist pillars, was
comprised of sociologists from the Dutch Institute of Social Research, the Sociological
Institute of the Dutch Reformed Church, and the Catholic-Church Social Institute. Their

20 Arend Lijphart, The Trauma of Decolonization: The Dutch and West New Guinea (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1966), p. 66.

21 Ibid., p. 131.

22 Quoted in Topaas de Boer-Lasschuyt, “Eurasian Repatriates in Holland,” R.E.M.P. Bulletin 13,2 (1959):
25. The belief that miscegenation was sinful and produced inferior children was a common colonial
stereotype.

23 7. H. Kraak, ed., De repatrieering uit Indonesi¢: Een onderzoek naar de integratie van de gerepatrieerden uit

Indonesié in de Nederlandse samenleving (The Hague: Instituut voor Sociaal Onderzoek van het
Nederlandse Volk, 1958), p. 7.
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work was overseen by J. P. Kruijt, one of the most important verzuiling sociologists in
the country.

The commission’s mandate was to evaluate how smoothly the repatriates, but
especially the Eurasians, were being integrated into Dutch society. The initial
assumptions of the commission, based primarily on conclusions about Eurasians which
had long been in circulation in the colonies and sketched out in the first thirty pages of
the 450 page report, anchored the sociological data collected in 1955 to colonial
antecedents. In the process, the Dutch state thereby reproduced some of the mindset of
the expired colonial state. The historical section of the report argued that the
Eurasians, although importantly European in many ways, had not benefited from
constant contact with modern European culture; what’s more, they had assimilated a
number of local Indonesian values. But the reporters were nonetheless optimistic. They
concluded that, in spite of the Eurasians’ disadvantages, chances were good that the
Eurasians would succeed in coping with a post-World War II Europe because at
bottom they were European in outlook and values.?*

The bulk of the report, De repatrieering uit Indonesié, studied the contemporary
problems of integration. After recounting the many reasons that had motivated people
to repatriate, reporters then described the process of their re-socialization in detail.
Based on interviews and surveys, the report analyzed the success or failure of
individuals to adjust to the practical aspects of Dutch life, to participate in Dutch
society, and to feel personally satisfied. Further chapters covered the repatriates’
adjustment to work, housing, family life, and church. Three general conclusions were
drawn: the repatriates were well adjusted to the logistical and practical aspects of life
in Holland; they maintained few personal contacts with non-repatriated Dutch; and
although they felt their current life was less than optimal, many foresaw a positive
future.25 These results are unsurprising in some aspects. After the violent and difficult
1940s, and the disappointing early 1950s, the repatriates were only slowly able and
willing to adjust to their new environment, but a majority of those polled maintained
positive attitudes about the prospect of adjusting to their new surroundings. Their
“realistic acceptance of the actual situation” and “adjustment of aspirations” set them
apart from a small minority who had “strong feelings against Dutch society.”?¢ Since
more than half the people surveyed showed positive attitudes toward adjustment, the
authors of the report were optimistic that, with time, more repatriates would
positively adopt their new homeland.

By measuring individuals’ positions on an adjustment-attitude scale, the reporters
aimed to gauge the process of normalization. How successful had the force of
pillarization been? Could the Eurasians find a place in an established pillar? Although
in many cases the answer seemed to be “no,”? the sociologists continued to show

24 This was most clearly formulated as follows: “The culture of these groups [the Eurasians] was then one
of a Dutch lifestyle adjusted to the Indonesian milieu, rather than a Dutch-influenced, Indonesian lifestyle.”
Ibid., p. 63.

25 Ibid., p. 378.

26 Ibid., p. 377.

27 For example, the chapter studying the integration into the confessional pillars found that most repatriates

were spiritually not attached to a church. For the report writers, this was no cause for immediate alarm,
since the repatriates could still belong to either the socialist or liberal pillars.
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confidence in the logic of Dutch modernization as it was expressed through
pillarization. They decided that as long as repatriates maintained an attitude toward
adjustment that was generally positive, the provision of adequate housing, food, and
work would ensure that assimilation would progress steadily. Even though for the
moment pillarization seemed to be an inadequate tool for understanding the Eurasian
immigrants, the report’s authors felt time would show its efficacy.

Subsequent studies of the repatriates’ entry into Dutch society have confirmed
these authors’ predictions.?8 Although these later studies dropped pillarization as an
organizing principle, they did validate much of the optimism of Kruijt and his team.
Many of the Eurasians who came over as adults were indeed never able to feel “at
home” in the Netherlands, but their children did. Neither the Dutch nor the repatriates
resorted to violence. The Dutch public was aware of, and sympathetic to, the
repatriates’ plight. In hindsight, all went well. But at the time that De repatrieering uit
Indonesi¢ was being composed, with most of the hope pinned on pillarization, it was
not clear that assimilation would proceed smoothly. In the middle of the 1950s, public
silence about the colonial past predominated. But, as the events of early 1958 showed,
real assimilation would require public acknowledgment of the Indies as a component of
Dutch history.

The Final Wave of Repatriation

During 1957, heightened tensions over West New Guinea brought Indonesia and the
Netherlands close to war. Indonesia had been unable to convince the UN to intervene
in the West New Guinea dispute, and Holland was ignoring everything Indonesia said
or did. As a result, the Indonesian government called for a general boycott of Dutch
businesses on December 1, 1957. Four days later, the Indonesian Minister of Justice
announced that all non-essential Dutch nationals would be repatriated to the
Netherlands.?° This announcement started a hasty exodus of thousands, including

28 J. E. Ellemers and R. E. F. Vaillant, Indische Nederlanders en Gerepatrieerden (Muiderberg: Dick
Coutinho, 1985), p. 10, hail this report as the most important source about the colonial repatriates. The
Ellemers and Vaillant book updates the Eurasian scholarship to the early 1980s and concentrates on the
socio-economic position of the repatriates in the Netherlands after the 1950s. For earlier studies, see J. Ex,
Adjustment after Integration: A longitudinal study of the process of adjustment by refugees to a new
environment (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1966); H. G. Surie, “De gerepatrieerden,” in Allochtonen in
Nederland, ed. H. Verwey-Jonker (‘s-Gravenhage: Staatsuitgeverij, 1971), pp. 45-108; Christopher Bagley,
The Dutch Plural Society: A Comparative Study in Race Relations (London: Oxford University Press, 1973);
J. M. M. van Amersfoort, Immigratie en minderheidsvorming: Een analyse van de Nederlandse situatie 1945-
1973 (Alphen a/d Rijn: Samson, 1974).

29 Leslie Palmier, Indonesia and the Dutch (London: Oxford University Press, 1962), pp. 103-105. In the
transition Sukarno made from Constitutional Democracy to Guided Democracy in 1957 and 1958, he
benefitted from scapegoating the Dutch ex-colonials. For Indonesian politics during the 1950s, see Herbert
Feith, The Decline of Constitutional Democracy in Indonesia (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1960) and
Daniel S. Lev, The Transition to Guided Democracy: Indonesian Politics, 1957-1959 (Ithaca: Cornell
University Southeast Asia Program, 1966). For a contemporary, and more Dutch, view of Indonesian socio-
economic conditions, see B. H. M. Vlekke, ed., Indonesia’s Struggle 1957-1958 (The Hague: Netherlands
Institute of Internal Affairs, 1959).
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many poorer Eurasians.30 By September 1958 the last repatriate had left Indonesia; a
total of approximately thirty-five thousand Dutch citizens had entered the
Netherlands since the expulsions began the previous December.

As a result of these dramatic expulsions, a clamorous debate about the repatriates
broke out in the Netherlands. Till then, while some of the Dutch public surely noticed
foreign-looking people living next door, riding the same bus, or attending school with
their children, the Eurasians largely stayed out of the newspapers. Now the public had
to face the reality that the expulsion of the Dutch citizens was a political act, whereby
the Eurasian population was made to pay for the Dutch government’s failure to find
an adequate solution to the West New Guinea crisis. Vivid reports, with photographs,
of the repatriates’” departures, journeys, and arrivals were printed on the front pages of
most daily newspapers. The Eurasians were generally depicted as the innocent victims
of the difficult process of decolonization in Indonesia. Although the actual number of
repatriates in 1958 was only double the number originally expected,! the
circumstances of their arrival attracted far more national attention than had occurred
over the seven previous years, since the transfer of sovereignty to Indonesia.3? Because
of the suddenness of Indonesia’s actions, the government’s organizations could no
longer handle the situation alone and were forced to rely on the cooperation of the
citizenry. Hence the leaders of Dutch society were compelled to advise the public on
their responsibilities to these “long lost children.”
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