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 The Journal of Pacific History, Vol. 41, No. 1, June 2006

 Australia's Actions towards Accepting
 Indonesian Control of Netherlands

 New Guinea

 HIROYUKI UMETSU

 IN MID-JANUARY 1962 THE AUSTRALIAN CABINET MADE A CRITICAL DECISION THAT

 effectively endorsed the placing of West New Guinea - which had been the
 object of bitter dispute between the Netherlands and Indonesia since the end of
 World War II - under Jakarta's control. This decision reversed Canberra's
 longstanding policy of supporting Dutch sovereignty over the territory and
 opposing the latter's incorporation within Indonesia. The decision also
 represented Australia's intention to accept the permanent partition of New
 Guinea on a new basis and the greatly changed strategic circumstances of the
 Southwest Pacific deriving from the disappearance of the sphere of Holland's
 influence and the expansion of that of Indonesia's. The purpose of this paper is to
 discuss Australia's response to the West New Guinea dispute with special
 emphasis on the period 1961 to early 1962 and examine why Australia came to
 accept Indonesian domination of the western half of New Guinea.

 Since the declassification of archival materials, several scholars, including
 Peter Phelps, Stuart Doran, Peter Gifford and Christian Penders, have
 undertaken research on Australia's response to the dispute in the period from
 1961 to early 1962. l However, only Doran has advanced an argument about
 Australia's acceptance of a permanent settlement, maintaining that the specific
 factor leading Canberra to accept Indonesia's dominance over Netherlands New
 Guinea was pressure exerted by the US and the UK on Australia.2 In contrast,
 this paper contends that the major factor was Australia's desire to avoid the
 possibility of an Indonesian-Dutch dispute turning into a war and to prevent the
 possible Communisation of Indonesia. Yet, like Doran's study, this paper does
 not endorse David Marr's still influential thesis that Australia's change of policy

 1 P. Phelps, 'Australia, International Diplomacy and the West New Guinea Dispute, 1949-1962', PhD
 thesis, University of Sydney (Sydney 1996), 350-68; P. Gifford, The Cold War Across Asia', in D. Goldsworthy
 (ed.), Facing North: a century of Australian engagement with Asia, Vol. I (Melbourne 2001), 214-15; G.L.M. Penders,
 West New Guinea Debacle: Dutch decolonisation and Indonesia, 1945-1962 (Hawai'i 2002), 332-57; S. Doran, 'Western

 Friends and Eastern Neighbours: West New Guinea and Australian Self-Perception in Relation to the United
 States, Britain and Southeast Asia, 1950-1962', PhD thesis, Australian National University (Canberra 1999),
 156-71; and idem, 'Toeing the line: Australia's abandonment of "traditional" West New Guinea Policy',
 Journal of Pacific History, 36 (2001), 5-18.

 2Ibid.

 ISSN 0022-3344 print; 1469-9605 online/06/010031-17; Taylor and Francis
 © 2006 The Journal of Pacific History Inc.
 DOI: 10.1080/00223340600652318
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 32 JOURNAL OF PACIFIC HISTORY

 was largely due to the appointment and political influence of Garfield Barwick as
 Minister for External Affairs, following the partial Cabinet reshuffle in late
 1961.3

 Major Watersheds in Australia's Approach to the West New Guinea Dispute

 Australia's basic position that Holland should continue to rule West New Guinea
 and that Indonesia should not annex the territory was established under Prime
 Minister J.B. Chifley's Labor government.4 Its successor, the Liberal/Country
 coalition government, which came to power in December 1949 under Prime
 Minister R.G. Menzies, was more pessimistic about Australia's security
 environment. Believing it vital both for Australia's security and for the
 stabilisation of Southeast Asia to ensure that West New Guinea remained

 within the sphere of Dutch influence, the Menzies government pursued a
 stronger policy of encouraging Holland to stay in the territory and urging the
 Indonesians to abandon their claims upon it, while seeking to enlist US and UK
 support.5

 The years 1952-53 marked the first turning point in Australia's approach to
 the dispute. In response to the deteriorating political and economic situation in
 Indonesia and the consequent Dutch determination to retain West New Guinea
 as a colony indefinitely, Canberra tried to bolster the Netherlands' resolve and
 capacity. It provided military assistance to strengthen the defence of Netherlands
 New Guinea and concluded an agreement with Holland to promote adminis-
 trative cooperation between the western and eastern parts of New Guinea.6

 The second turning point occurred in the period from 1958 to early 1959,
 when the dispute was affected by Indonesia's civil war and the American-
 Russian tug of war over the country. The Indonesian forces, encouraged by the
 conclusion of a military aid contract with East European countries of the Soviet
 bloc, commenced forcibly suppressing rebellions in Sumatra and Sulawesi that
 had first erupted at the end of 1956. The US also, in order to reduce and contain
 Communist influence within Indonesia, began providing the Indonesian army
 with modest military supplies. These developments gave rise to anxiety in the
 Netherlands about a possible Indonesian attack on Netherlands New Guinea,
 changing the tide of public opinion to favour withdrawal from the territory.7

 This shift of opinion in Holland made Canberra revise its estimation of the
 Netherlands' prospects as a global power. The Menzies government relinquished
 its assumption that the Dutch would stay in West New Guinea indefinitely and

 3D. Marr, Barwick (Sydney 1980), 170-1.
 Memo Southeast Asian Section to Mclntyre, 11 Jul. 1949, in A1838, 400/1/1/1/1, pt 2, National

 Australian Archives (hereinafter NAA), Canberra.
 5Note for Cabinet, 7 Feb. 1950, in A1838, 3036/6/1, pt 1, NAA.
 6H. Umetsu, 'Australia's Response to the West New Guinea Dispute, 1952-53', Journal of Pacific History, 39

 (2004), 59-77.
 For a detailed account of Australia's response to the West New Guinea (WNG) dispute in the period 1958

 to early 1959 see idem, The Impacts of Indonesia's Civil War and of the US-Soviet Tug of War over Indonesia
 upon Australia's Diplomacy Towards West New Guinea', Journal of Pacific History, 40 (2005), 181-81.
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 INDONESIAN CONTROL OF NETHERLANDS NEW GUINEA 33

 appreciated that the sphere of Dutch influence in the Pacific would
 inevitably disappear. Considering alternative formulae for the control of the
 territory, the Menzies government inclined to the idea of a temporary UN
 administration.

 Australia also gave attention to the possible outbreak of an Indonesian-Dutch
 war. In late 1958, Jakarta, encouraged by the shift of Dutch public opinion and
 the actual delivery of military assistance from the Soviet bloc, began to state
 publicly that it would take West New Guinea by force. Canberra was concerned
 about the likely effect of such a war on Indonesia's political alignment. In early
 January 1959, Cabinet concluded that if a war occurred over Netherlands
 New Guinea, Indonesia would become 'de facto a Communist-controlled
 country', with the Indonesian Communist Party (PKI) seizing power.
 Avoiding a West New Guinea war and preventing Indonesia from falling into
 the Communist orbit therefore became Canberra's new objectives in relation to
 the dispute.9

 This Cabinet decision signified that Australia's approach to the Netherlands
 New Guinea dispute was now partly shaped by the Cold War perspective and,
 in consequence, the diplomatic objectives to be pursued by Canberra were
 multiplied.

 America's and Australia's Responses to the Indonesian-Russian Strategic Link

 Yet the greatest watershed in Australia's and also America's approaches to the
 dispute was Jakarta's move in early January 1961 to rely strategically on
 Moscow. This had been prompted by the Netherlands' actions of mid- 1960,
 specifically the despatch of its aircraft carrier Karel Doorman to the Pacific and
 the increase of Dutch garrison forces within West New Guinea.10 Hence, in order
 to build up Indonesian forces, Jakarta signed an arms purchasing agreement
 with Russia.11 The total worth of military assistance to be provided under this
 agreement was about US$500 million, approximately eight times the worth of
 that provided to Jakarta by the US since 1958.12 This agreement signalled that
 the American-Russian tug of war over Indonesia had begun to develop in favour
 of the Soviet bloc and that the danger of Indonesia coming under Communist
 domination had heightened.

 8 Notes on Cabinet Decision (Cabde), no. 17, 7 Jan. 1959, in A1838, TS3036/6/2/2, NAA; and Cabde no.
 17, 5 Jan. 1959, ibid.

 yIbid.

 10 Indonesian President Sukarno's complete abolition of the country's democratic parliamentary system of
 early March 1960 provoked great concern among the Papuans and the Dutch living in Netherlands New
 Guinea (NNG) who feared that Indonesia's aggressive and expansionist tendency would intensify. Letter
 Insinger to Blakeney, 18 Mar. 60, A 1838, TS3036/6/1, pt 10, NAA. The Netherlands Government's decision to
 despatch the Karel Doorman was a response to their anxieties.

 11 Foreign Relations of the United States (hereinafter FRUS) (Washington 1997), 1961-63, 23, 308, fn. 1.

 12 Memo Rusk to Kennedy, 3 Apr. 1961, ibid., 336-9, and H. Jones, Indonesia: possible dream (Singapore
 1973), 189-90; National Security Council report, no. 6023, 19 Dec. 1960, FRUS (1991), 1958-60, 17, 571-83.
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 Fearing the decline of America's influence in Indonesia, especially within the
 army, the US government considered providing Indonesia with military aid on
 the same scale applying to members of the Western bloc.13 At the same time,
 Jakarta's reliance on Moscow and the cut-throat Indonesian-Dutch arms race
 over Netherlands New Guinea stimulated Washington to search for a permanent
 solution to the dispute.

 From the outset, the US had taken a neutral stance. But this began to change
 in the autumn of 1960 when Washington, interpreting the Dutch actions of mid-
 1960 as pushing the dispute into a new stage, became concerned about the
 possibility of an armed clash between Indonesian and Dutch forces. It also
 perceived that Holland no longer had the will or capacity to stay in the Pacific.
 Anxieties within the Netherlands' Labour Opposition and general public about
 the outbreak of an Indonesian-Dutch war had been exacerbated by the Dutch
 government's actions, increasing domestic pressures to withdraw from West New
 Guinea.14 In these circumstances, Dutch Prime Minister De Quay became
 receptive to the Labour Opposition's concept of the 'internationalisation' of West
 New Guinea 'through trusteeship'.15 The US was therefore in favour of
 encouraging the Netherlands to pull out as soon as possible and placing the
 territory temporarily under direct UN control.16 This plan was communicated to
 Canberra in late October and subsequently discussed between the US and
 Australian governments confidentially.17
 Jakarta's contract with Moscow now led the US government to consider a

 permanent settlement of the dispute.18 US ambassador to Jakarta Howard
 Jones, the Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs and special assistants appointed by
 President J.F. Kennedy were concerned that Moscow's military support for
 Indonesia would encourage Sukarno towards an armed solution, which might
 escalate into a war involving the USSR and the US and drive Indonesia into
 the Communist camp. Hence, they saw the need for an early settlement of the
 dispute by meeting Indonesia's demands for the territory.19 But from early to
 mid- 1961, the Bureau of European Affairs still retained some influence on
 America's Far Eastern policy and continued to object to the placing of West
 New Guinea under Jakarta's control. Ongoing disagreement between the
 Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs and the Bureau of European Affairs prevented

 13Jones to Department of State (DS), 7 Mar. 1961, FRUS (1997), 1961-63, 23, 319-22.
 14 In March 1959, a general election was held in Holland, relegating the Labour party to opposition and

 bringing the coalition government, the main pillars of which were the Liberal and Catholic parties, to power in
 Mav.

 15No. 252 Hague to DEA, 6 Sept. 1960, in A1209, 1960/172, pt 3, NAA; and No. 254 Hague to DEA, 6
 Sept. 1960, ibid.

 16 Editorial note, Oct. 60, FRUS (1991), 1958-60, 17, 564-5.
 17No. 1513 Menzies to Beale, 31 Oct. 1960, in A1838, TS3036/6/1, pt 11, NAA; and Cabde no. 1103, 8

 Nov. 1959, in A1838, TS3036/6/6/2/2, NAA

 For an account of America's approach to the NNG dispute based on primary sources, see M. Jones,
 Conflict and Confrontation in Southeast Asia, 1961-1965: Britain, the United States, Indonesia and the creation of Malaysia

 (London 2002), 31-60. However, Jones makes no reference to America's response to Jakarta's military
 dependence on Moscow or to the significance of this dependence in relation to the NNG dispute.

 19See especially Jones to DS, 25 Jan. 1961, FRUS (1997), 1961-63, 23, 302-3; and fn. 2, ibid., 313.
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 INDONESIAN CONTROL OF NETHERLANDS NEW GUINEA 35

 the idea of Indonesian domination of Netherlands New Guinea being adopted
 as a US policy.

 Meanwhile, Indonesia's purchasing agreement with Soviet Russia deepened
 the Australian Defence Department's concerns. Since the end of 1958, when
 Jakarta began publicly hinting at an armed solution, the Australian military had
 feared that Indonesia would take aggressive action.21 The Joint Intelligence
 Committee concluded that Moscow's assistance to Indonesia lent credibility to
 threats by the Indonesian armed forces to use force and would also encourage
 military infiltrations into West New Guinea and covert operations to stir
 rebellion by the Papuans against Dutch authorities.22

 In consequence of Indonesia's military dependence on the Soviet Union,
 a sharp division of views arose within Australian diplomatic quarters about the
 final disposition of West New Guinea. As early as 1953, when Australia had been
 working towards an agreement with Holland on administrative cooperation
 between the eastern and western parts of New Guinea, the Department of
 External Affairs (DEA) and the Department of Territories (DT) had envisaged a
 final disposition of New Guinea as a united island state consisting of the former
 Dutch and Australian territories.23 In 1961, Australia, although taking the
 position that the future status of the western and eastern parts of New Guinea
 should be decided on the basis of self-determination by their respective
 populations, nevertheless believed that the creation of an independent state
 where the peoples of east and west New Guinea could live together was a
 reasonable solution.24

 This plan now began to be questioned by Australian ambassador to Jakarta
 Patrick Shaw. In early December 1960, when Indonesia's ambitions to expand
 its military capacity and rely on Soviet support became clear, Shaw mooted the
 possibility of a permanent solution to the dispute that would permit Indonesian
 control of West New Guinea.25 His belief in the necessity for a change of
 Australian policy arose from fear that support from Russia would encourage
 Indonesia to seek a military solution and that an Indonesian-Dutch war would
 confirm Indonesia in Communist alignment.

 In a despatch to Prime Minister and Minister for External Affairs Robert
 Menzies,26 and Secretary of Department of External Affairs Arthur Tange, Shaw
 emphasised that the dispute over West New Guinea could no longer be regarded
 'as a local [one] between The Netherlands and Indonesia'. He also claimed that
 any resulting war would have 'repercussions on the internal struggle within

 20 Memo Rusk to Kennedy, 3 Apr. 1961, ibid., 378-9.
 21 Joint Intelligence Committee QIC) report no. Ill, Dec. 1958, in A1838, TS3036/6/2/1, pt 1, NAA.
 "JIG report no. 47, Mar. 1961, in A1838, TS3U3b/b/2, pt 12, JNAA. lhe lirst Indonesian attempt at

 infiltration into WNG was made in early 1953. From early 1959, similar incidents sporadically occurred.
 ^Cabde no. 643, 5 Feb. 1953, in A1838, 309/1/1, pt 2, NAA.
 24Gabde no. 37, 13 Feb. 1959, in A1838, TS3036/6/6/2/2, NAA.
 25 Despatch no. 19 Shaw to Menzies, 10 Dec. 1960, in A1838, 3036/6/1, pt 43, NAA; and Despatch no. 20

 Shaw to Menzies, 10 Dec. 1960, ibid. Copies of these despatches were sent to A. Tange, secretary of DEA.
 From the end of January 1959, Menzies held the portfolios of both Prime Minister and Minister for

 External Affairs.
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 Indonesia between those for and against a Communist bloc', thereby affording a
 chance for the PKI to seize power. Moreover, a West New Guinea war under the
 circumstances of Indonesia's strategic dependence on Russia would 'open the
 way for interference by the Communist bloc in the affairs of that part of South
 East Asia most nearly approaching Australia'.27 In view of the need to prevent a
 Netherlands New Guinea war and the possible consequence of the war on
 Indonesia's future political alignment, Shaw stressed that it was time for
 Australia to accept the incorporation of the territory within Indonesia and to
 abandon the idea of a united New Guinea.28 Any plan for establishing the latter
 'under Australian patronage' was, he argued, undesirable and impracticable, for
 by spending Australia's limited resources over the whole island, including
 perhaps the Solomon Islands, Australia's work within its area of territorial
 responsibility in eastern New Guinea would be jeopardised.29

 At the end of January 1961 Shaw returned to Canberra to press for the
 alteration of Australian policy. Underscoring the reasons previously commu-
 nicated, he insisted that the maintenance of current policy would not serve
 Australia's national interest.30 While admitting that a reversal of this policy must
 inevitably entail a shifting of emphasis away from Canberra's longstanding
 concern for the right of Papuans in West New Guinea to self-determination, he
 expressed the view that, owing to their primitive condition, they could not in
 practice exercise this right and that 'no country' in the world viewed 'self-
 determination as a universally applicable principle'. Shaw maintained moreover
 that the DEA's and DT's interpretation of self-determination differed from that
 enshrined in the UN Charter, and claimed that Canberra's 'concern for self-
 determination is in fact a concealed device which would leave the way open for
 the possibility of a union of the Australian and Netherlands islands'. If the real
 objective of Australia's emphasis on self-determination was to create a united
 New Guinea, the ambassador argued, 'we must ask ourselves whether this is
 either a feasible or an important project'.31

 Menzies and senior officials of DEA indeed fully shared Shaw's apprehension
 that a Netherlands New Guinea war would seriously influence Indonesia's
 political alignment, and this anxiety was obviously accentuated by Moscow's
 military aid to Indonesia. In DEA's assessment, the formation of a Moscow-
 Jakarta strategic link 'dangerously enlarg[ed] the risk of Communist take-over in
 Indonesia' and the 'outbreak of even minor hostilities would afford [the]
 Communists better opportunities' for seizing power.32 DEA concluded that it was
 now 'imperative' to prepare and apply effective deterrents to Indonesia and
 appreciated the need for further urging the US and the UK to impress on Jakarta

 27 Despatch no. 19 Shaw to Menzies, 10 Dec. 1960, in A1838, 3036/6/1, pt 43, 5, NAA.
 28 Ibid., 6.
 29 Ibid., 4.

 JNote by bhaw, undated *eb. 1961, ibid., pt 44, 1; and Summary of Discussion with Shaw, 1 Feb. 1961,
 ibid., 1.

 31 Ibid., 4-5.

 32 No. 13 DEA to Washington, 5 Jan. 1961, in A1838, TS3036/6/2, pt 11, NAA.
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 INDONESIAN CONTROL OF NETHERLANDS NEW GUINEA 37

 their opposition to the use of force.33 In addition, Menzies and DEA shared
 Shaw's concern that a West New Guinea war in the circumstances of Jakarta's
 military reliance on Russia would have wider implications. Major fighting
 between Indonesian and Dutch forces would, Menzies stated, 'engage the Great
 Powers . . . and bring disaster to Southeast Asia', for Indonesia 'would be drawn
 away from the free world and would fall under obligation to the Communist
 Powers with repercussions round the world'.34

 Yet, Menzies and DEA did not think that the avoidance of a West New
 Guinea war and the prevention of Indonesia's Communisation should be
 Canberra's sole or primary objective in relation to the dispute. They were
 unwilling to agree to Shaw's proposal that Australia should tolerate the transfer
 of the territory to Indonesia as a quid pro quo for avoiding a war and its
 consequences. They were reluctant to weaken Canberra's emphasis on the right
 of the native peoples of Netherlands New Guinea to self-determination, since
 such conduct 'would bring international discredit on Australia' and vitiate its
 position as administrator of its territories in eastern New Guinea while dashing
 any possibility for creating a united New Guinea.35 Canberra also feared that
 Jakarta's annexation of West New Guinea would undermine the role of the whole
 island as an effective shield for Australia's continental defence. Moreover, there
 was some fear that Indonesia's acquisition of Netherlands New Guinea would
 whet Sukarno's appetite for further territory, particularly in the direction of
 eastern New Guinea, so Canberra rejected Shaw's proposal for changing the
 Netherlands New Guinea policy.36

 Nevertheless, Shaw's belief that an early solution of the dispute on Jakarta's
 terms would be in Australia's national interests did not waver. Such was

 his anxiety about the outbreak of war that he again pressed Canberra to give up
 its plan for a unified New Guinea and to condone the island's political
 re-division.37 But Menzies and DEA remained opposed to Indonesia's control of
 West New Guinea and committed to the Papuans' right of self-determination.

 Divided Views on Self-determination

 Menzies' and DEA's aversion to seeing Jakarta as a future ruler of West New
 Guinea continued even when, in the summer of 1961, the opinion of the
 Australian Cabinet was divided on a lasting settlement of the dispute. By that
 time, Indonesian forces had completely suppressed rebellions in Sumatra and
 Sulawesi and the Indonesian army, navy and air force were making ready for

 33 Ibid.

 ^Record of Conversation (Reccon) between Menzies and Nasution, 28 Apr. 1961, in A1838, TS3036/6/2,
 pt 12, NAA.

 35 Summary of Discussion with Shaw, 1 Feb. 1961, in A1838, 3036/6/1, pt 44, 2, NAA; Note P. Heydon,
 Assistant Secretary of DEA, to Tange, 2 Feb. 1961, ibid.

 JbNo. 246 DEA to Washington; and other Australian overseas posts, 18 Feb. 1961, in A1209, 1961/86,
 pt 1, NAA.

 37Savingram no. 33 Shaw to DEA, 4 Mar. 1961, in A1209, 1961/86, NAA.
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 overseas duties.38 In addition, covert operations within West New Guinea by
 some elements of the Indonesian forces became more frequent and, in July,
 the Soviet Union, following the agreement concluded in January, began
 delivering bombers, helicopters, small ships and other supplies to Indonesia.39

 Some Cabinet members grew increasingly anxious about the worsening
 situation. At a Cabinet meeting in mid-August, they pointed out that the Dutch
 position was deteriorating and the process was likely to gather pace. This,
 together with the increased likelihood of the outbreak of war, would, they
 claimed, require Australia's policy on Netherlands New Guinea to move 'into a
 new stage5 of adapting 'to a friendly acceptance of the virtually inevitable' and
 recognising that it was not in Australia's interest to resist Indonesian claims.
 Those ministers also pressed the Prime Minister to abandon the plan for creating
 an independent Papuan state consisting of western and eastern New Guinea,
 advocating the progressive weakening of Australia's support for the principle of
 self-determination until it was 'submerged' by the concept of Indonesian control
 of Netherlands New Guinea.40

 But this argument was rejected by other Cabinet ministers who, like
 Menzies, maintained that there was no need to review the existing policy 'at
 this particular time'.41 They also feared that to abandon or even weaken
 support for the principle of self-determination would infringe 'the interests of
 international morality'. Menzies and some ministers, possibly including
 Minister for Territories Paul Hasluck, were concerned that Australia's
 disregard for the right of self-determination would undermine the trust and
 motivation of the peoples in its territories of Papua and New Guinea, whose
 capacity for self-government the Australian administration was fostering.
 During 1961, encouraged by the Dutch government's rapid decolonisation of
 West New Guinea and the increased membership of Asian-African
 independent states in the UN, Australia had fully committed to preparing
 the peoples of Papua and New Guinea for self-determination and
 independence.42 In April, the old Legislative Council in Port Moresby was
 replaced by one with greater indigenous representation, while the Department

 38 For accounts of the release of Indonesian government forces from the suppression of guerrilla activities in
 Sumatra and Sulawesi, see reports from Australian Service Attaches, Jakarta (ASAJ) to the Directors of Air,
 Naval and Military Intelligence (DANMI), Jun., Jul., Aug., Sept and Oct. 1961, in A1838, 3034/12/4, pt 5,
 NAA. Service Attaches were attached to the Australian embassy Jakarta at the end of 1953.

 39 Report ASAJ to DANMI July 1961, ibid.; and H.Jones, Indonesia, 198.
 *uThe Cabinet meeting was held on 15 Aug. Letter Bunting to Tange, 21 Aug. 1961, in A 1838, TS3036/6/

 2/3, NAA. Bunting's letter is the only document found to describe the division of Cabinet views on the NNG
 problem, but it does not contain the names of ministers who objected to the government's NNG policy.

 " Ibid.

 On 29 May 1959, Dutch Prime Minister De Quay declared the Dutch government's intention to
 accelerate the decolonisation of WNG. See A. Lijphart, The Trauma of Decolonization: the Dutch and West New
 Guinea (New Haven 1966), 263-4. The Dutch planned to bring WNG to independence in ten years' time either
 as a separate state or in conjunction with the Australian territories in eastern New Guinea. In April 1961,
 a New Guinea council was established in WNG as a national representative body. Twenty-two out of the total
 of 28 seats were held by Papuans. This council shared legislative power and the responsibility for framing the
 budget with the Governor and a council of departmental heads from the Dutch colonial administration.
 See Penders, West New Guinea Debacle, 390-1, 413.
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 INDONESIAN CONTROL OF NETHERLANDS NEW GUINEA 39

 of Territories began drawing up a five-year plan for educational, social and
 economic advancement. Moreover, in the Prime Minister's and some Cabinet
 members' assessment, the opinion of the world, and particularly that of the
 US and the UK, 'is not necessarily forming up strongly behind Indonesia'.43

 Thus far, the US had been exchanging views with Australia on issues of a
 possible UN trusteeship following Dutch withdrawal but had been reluctant to
 reveal its hand on the final disposition of West New Guinea. Similarly, the UK
 had taken a neutral stance on the dispute for fear of producing a split within the
 British Commonwealth.44 Nevertheless, limited information from Washington
 and London suggested to Canberra that the US and the UK believed a final
 arrangement for Netherlands New Guinea should reflect the opinion of the
 territory's inhabitants.45

 In the autumn of 1961, however, Australia was brought to the realisation that
 opinion within the US and the UK did not favour Papuan self-determination as
 a means of deciding the future status of Netherlands New Guinea. When the UN
 General Assembly opened in September, Australia and Holland argued that the
 status of the territory should be determined in accordance with the will of its
 population and that no final arrangement should trample on the Papuans' rights
 and interests.46 Later that month, the Netherlands Foreign Minister Joseph Luns
 declared that Holland would withdraw from the Pacific by passing West New
 Guinea's sovereignty to the UN and also stated his intention to submit to the
 General Assembly a draft resolution that the UN should send a commission of
 inquiry to West New Guinea with a view to organising a plebiscite.47 Australia,
 despite certain reservations, favoured the submission of this resolution and its
 being put to a vote.48

 43 P. Hasluck, Time for Building: Australian administration in Papua and New Guinea, 1951-1963 (Melbourne
 1976), 376-85. The five-term plan for educational, social, and economic advancement was announced on 31
 October 1961. See Statement by Hasluck, 31 Oct. 1961, in A4934, 1678, NAA.

 Several factors influenced Britain to maintain a neutral stance on the NNG issue, but one of the most

 important was India's attitude towards the dispute. Since 1950, Indian Prime Minister Nehru had expressed
 support for Sukarno's claims on WNG. Therefore, Britain felt that it could not 'afford a Commonwealth split on
 such a relatively minor issue such as Netherlands New Guinea'. See no. 2540 Harrison to Watt, 28 Jul. 1950,
 in A1838, 3036/6/1, pt 1, NAA.

 45No. 185 Beale to Menzies, 27 Jan. 1961, in A1838, TS3036/6/2, pt 11, NAA; Memo Heydon to Menzies,
 4 Feb. 1961, ibid.; No. 855 Washington to DEA, 10 Apr. 1961, in A1838, TS3036/6/2, pt 12, NAA; No. 3906
 London to DEA, 9 Aug. 1961, ibid.; and Reccon between Heydon and Coster, 15 Aug. 1961, ibid., pt 13.

 46 Australia's basic position to be taken at the UN General Assembly was decided at the Cabinet meeting
 mentioned above. See Minute no. 1514, 16 Aug. 1961, A 1838, TS3036/6/6/2/2, NAA. The Menzies
 government's concern for the right of the Papuans' self-determination was fully supported by the Labor
 Opposition. For Labor's attitude, see Commonwealth Parliamentary Debates, House of Representatives, 31 (27 Apr.
 1961), 1253, Statement by A. Calwell, leader of the Labor Opposition.

 47 No. UN 135 New York to DEA, 26 Sept. 1961, in A 1209, 1961/1314, pt 1, NAA. On 9 October, the Dutch
 formally submitted the draft resolution to the General Assembly. See editorial note, Sept.-Oct. 61, FRUS
 (1997), 1961-63, 23, 434.

 48 No. API 28 DEA to all posts, 28 Sept. 1961, in A 1838, 1961/1314, pt 1, NAA. Australia was worried
 about the composition and the terms of reference of the commission. It was also concerned that the commission
 would set an early date for a plebiscite, since Australia wished to see temporary UN domination of NNG
 continue for a long time. See no. 593 DEA to New York, 25 Sept. 1961, ibid.; and no. 597 DEA to New York,
 26 Sept. 1961, ibid.

This content downloaded from 
�������������203.10.59.73 on Tue, 24 Aug 2021 10:48:31 UTC�������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms
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 The emphasis of Australian and Dutch diplomacy upon the right of self-
 determination helped expose the real views of the UK and America on the final
 disposition of the territory. Before the opening of the General Assembly, the
 British government, concerned about the tense situation over Netherlands New
 Guinea, had come to the conclusion that an early settlement of the dispute by
 meeting Indonesian demands would best serve Western interests. So London
 became very critical of Australia's and the Netherlands' stance. A senior official
 of the UK Foreign Office told an official of the Australian high commissioner's
 office that the UK, 'in shedding its Colonial empire', had not always followed the
 principle of self-determination and that, in practice, its application was confined
 to special cases.
 The US government, particularly the President's special assistants and the

 Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs, similarly held the view that this right could not be
 granted to all the people in the world and expressed grave doubts that 'the stone-
 age Papuans' could substantially exercise it.50 At a meeting with an official of the
 Australian embassy in Washington, deputy assistant secretary of the Bureau of
 Far Eastern Affairs John M. Steeves unreservedly stated that the US 'did not
 think there could be any real application of the principle of self-determination
 [to] WNG in any reasonable time' and that even if 'the choice in such a
 plebiscite' were given to the illiterate people, it would not necessarily 'genuinely'
 represent their own 'free' will.51

 These Anglo-American views, particularly those expressed by Steeves, shocked
 and disappointed the Australians. Tange reported to Menzies that the gap
 between the US and Australia regarding West New Guinea had grown wide.52
 Menzies observed that Steeves' statement was 'authoritative' and that the US

 was apparently aiming for the early transfer of West New Guinea to Indonesia.53
 Yet the Anglo-American inclination to disregard the right of Papuans in West

 New Guinea to self-determination did not prompt Menzies and DEA to
 reconsider their existing policy. As a matter of urgency, however, Menzies
 instructed Australian ambassador to Washington Howard Beale to ascertain
 from the American Secretary of State Dean Rusk the degree of US commitment
 to the right of self-determination.54 Beale conferred with Rusk in late October,
 who made it clear that 'the US policy was one in which self-determination was a
 major factor', but that this principle could not settle 'all issues around the
 world'.55

 49 See especially No. 4590 London to DEA, 21 Sept. 1961, ibid.
 °"Memo Rostow to Kennedy, 13 Oct. 1961, FRUS (1997), 1961-63, 23, 440-2.
 31 Memo Tange to Menzies, 21 Oct. 1961, in A1838, TS3036/6/1, pt 14, NAA.
 52 Ibid.

 53 No. 173 Menzies to Beale, 27 Oct. 1961, ibid.
 54 Ibid.

 55No. UN1388 Beale to Menzies, 28 Oct. 61, ibid.
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 America's and Britain's Intervention

 In November and December 1961, America's readiness to sacrifice Papuan self-
 determination for the sake of peace and security in the region became noticeable.
 In mid-November Sukarno warned the world that Indonesia would resort to

 force against West New Guinea if the Netherlands' draft resolution providing for
 Papuan self-determination were put to a vote at the General Assembly.56 In
 response to Sukarno's threat, and concerned about the consequences within
 Indonesia if the Dutch resolution was passed, Washington pressured The Hague
 to retract it in favour of America's own draft resolution, which merely proposed
 that the UN establish an investigative commission on West New Guinea with the
 authority to recommend an arrangement for temporary UN control. Without
 making any reference to the principle of self-determination, it left the procedure
 for determining the final status of Netherlands New Guinea vague.57 The Hague
 finally yielded to Washington's pressure and Canberra, like Washington,
 apprehensive about Indonesia's internal situation, supported the US move.58

 In late November, a reshuffle occurred in the US State Department, and the
 veteran American diplomat Averell Harriman became director of the Bureau of
 Far Eastern Affairs. With his appointment, the influence of the Bureau of
 European Affairs on America's Far Eastern policy declined.59 The President's
 special assistants now saw the opportunity for the US to press ahead with a West
 New Guinea settlement in keeping with Indonesian demands and advised
 Kennedy that it was time for Washington to put pressure on Canberra and The
 Hague and bring Holland to the negotiating table with Indonesia.60 In early
 December, however, the Netherlands reaffirmed their intention to create an
 independent Papuan state by renaming the territory West Papua. In response,
 Sukarno appealed to the Indonesian public to stand up for the liberation of West
 Irian and declared that he himself 'would become the Supreme Commander of
 the Indonesian armed forces for the liberation'.61 With growing concern over the
 outbreak of a Netherlands New Guinea war, the US began its quest for an early
 solution to the dispute on Jakarta's terms.62

 These American intentions were conveyed to Australia and Holland on
 1 1 December, when Australian and Dutch Embassy officials as well as a British
 counterpart were invited to the State Department. They were told that the
 Kennedy administration 'took a very serious view of the situation' and that a

 56No. 609 Jakarta to DEA, 11 Nov. 1961, in A1209, 1961/1314, pt 3, NAA.
 57 For a summarised explanation of US activities at the UN, see memo Johnson to Kennedy, 30 Nov. 1961,

 FRUS (1997), 1961-63, 23, 465-9. This memo is included in memo Bundy to Kennedy, 1 Dec. 1961, ibid.,
 462-9.

 58No. 2854 Beale to Menzies, 17 Nov. 1961, in A1838, TS3036/6/1, pt 14, NAA; and No. 306 Hague to
 DEA, 21 Nov. 1961, ibid.

 59 R. Abramson, Spanning the Century: the life ofW. Averell Harriman, 1891-1986 (New York 1992), 570-614.

 Harriman's appointment was made on 29 Nov. 1961.
 60 Memo Bundy to Kennedy, 1 Dec. 1961, FRUS (1997), 1961-63, 23, 462-9. The President's special

 assistants' views are included in this memorandum.

 61 Aneta news, 9 Dec. 1961.

 62Doran, Toeing the line', 8; and Rusk to Jakarta, 9 Dec. 1961, FRUS (1997), 1961-63, 23, 474-7.
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 solution was urgent.63 Later that day, Harriman asked Beale to confirm
 whether Australia could reverse its policy.64 And two days later, tension over
 West New Guinea intensified to the extreme, when Sukarno and his Chiefs of
 Staff resolved upon a military solution if America's efforts to bring the
 Netherlands to the negotiating table did not succeed by 19 December. 5

 The UK now also intervened. British ambassador to Jakarta Leslie Fry, along
 with Jones, jointly approached Sukarno, urging him not to commit Indonesia
 'irrevocably5 to an armed solution.66 London also exerted vigorous pressure on
 The Hague and Canberra. British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan wrote to
 Menzies, emphasising that Holland's continued refusal of the request for open
 talks with Indonesia would prompt Sukarno to take military action and that the
 reversal of Australia's West New Guinea policy would help change the Dutch
 government's attitude.67

 The Menzies Directive

 Nevertheless, Australia continued to resist American and British demands. Faced
 with Sukarno's escalating threat to use force, however, Menzies' and DEA's
 concerns about the outbreak of a Netherlands New Guinea war and its impact on
 Indonesia heightened. The DEA requested the Defence Department to reassess
 the likelihood of Indonesian armed forces attacking West New Guinea and their
 capability of taking that action.68 Pending the Department's reply, Menzies and
 DEA maintained the position that future arrangements for Netherlands New
 Guinea should be in the interests of the territory's inhabitants and not merely a
 settlement of the Indonesian-Dutch dispute for its own sake. Menzies wrote back
 to Macmillan to this effect.69 On 19 December, Sukarno formally committed
 Indonesia to a military solution by issuing a decree to mobilise some units to the
 West New Guinea front.70 But even then, Canberra made no change. Cabinet
 decided not to yield to the threat offeree and reconfirmed its commitment to the
 position that no settlement should be allowed that would disregard Papuan rights
 and interests.71

 The Australian government's views were conveyed to Washington when Beale
 conferred with Harriman on 2 1 December. The director of the Bureau of Far

 Eastern Affairs responded that the US government respected the principle of self-
 determination, but that in practice its 'application among primitive people [is]

 63 Memo Johnson to Bundy, 12 Dec.1961, ibid., 483.
 64No. 3046 Beale to Menzies, 11 Dec 1961, in A1838, TS3036/6/1, pt 14, NAA.
 65JIC weekly report no. 50, 13 Dec. 1961, ibid.; and Antara news, 14 Dec. 1961.
 ^Intelligence note, 16 Dec.1961, in A1838, TS3036/6/1, pt 14, NAA.

 Cabde no. 1689, 19 Dec. 1961, in A1838, TS3036/6/6/2/2, NAA. Macmillan's message is outlined in this
 minute. For an account of UK attitude towards the WNG dispute in this period, see Phelps, Australia,
 International Diplomacy and the West New Guinea Dispute, 350-68.

 w Letter Tange to Hicks, 7 Dec. 1961, in A1838, 3036/6/1, pt 56, NAA.
 No. 3940 DEA to London, 16 Dec.1961, ibid. Menzies' message is contained in this cable.

 'u Aneta news, 20 Dec. 1961.

 71 Cabde no. 1689, 19 Dec.1961, in A1838, TS3036/6/6/2/2, NAA.
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 apt to be influenced by many factors'. Harriman went on to stress that a
 Netherlands New Guinea war would create a 'dangerous situation that would
 benefit the Communist forces' and pressed the Menzies government to reassess
 the validity of its position. Harriman's demand left Beale with no doubt about
 the firmness of the US, and he advised Canberra that the Kennedy
 administration 'was ready to make a settlement' that would fulfil Jakarta's
 demands 'at any cost'.72

 Beale's cable arrived at Canberra on 23 December. By that time Barwick had
 replaced Menzies as Minister for External Affairs.73 But the new minister
 indicated no willingness to alter Australian policy. Soon after the arrival of
 Beale's cable, DEA received a report from The Hague that the Dutch Cabinet
 was utterly divided on Netherlands New Guinea, with some ministers favouring
 Indonesian control.74 Even this information did not prompt Barwick to action.
 In late December, Macmillan notified Menzies that he and Kennedy had formed
 a joint US-UK position that Netherlands New Guinea should be annexed to
 Indonesia and urged Canberra to accept it.75 But Barwick and Menzies did not
 shift.

 Not until Menzies' directive to Barwick of 4 January 1962 did the Minister for
 External Affairs instruct his department to change the existing Australian policy
 on Netherlands New Guinea.76 Menzies had been prompted by an assessment of
 the Joint Intelligence Committee. At a meeting earlier that day, the committee
 had pointed out that Indonesia might initially launch limited attacks on West
 New Guinea merely in order to induce the Dutch to negotiate but, by December
 1962, it would have the capability of 'attacking Netherlands New Guinea with a
 reasonable chance of success'. If a war continued until then, the committee
 predicted that it could turn into a 'large-scale' battle involving the
 whole Indonesian air force, all army paratroop units and a proportion of the
 Indonesian navy.77 In a series of assessments undertaken since 1951 of
 Indonesia's capability to take action against Netherlands New Guinea, this
 was the first time that the Australian military deemed Indonesian forces capable
 of engaging in full-scale fighting with Dutch forces in the territory.

 The Prime Minister was evidently impressed by this assessment. Concluding
 that the extension of Indonesian control over Netherlands New Guinea was

 unavoidable, he set a Cabinet meeting for 1 1 January. Barwick then promptly
 instructed the DEA to prepare a draft submission that would urge Cabinet to

 72 No. 3163 Beale to Menzies, 21 Dec. 1961, in A 1838, TS3036/6/1, pt 14, NAA. A more detailed account of

 these talks is given in H. Beale, This Inch of Time: memoirs of politics and diplomacy (Melbourne 1977), 158-9.
 Barwick became Minister for DEA on 22 December 1961. Menzies remained prime minister.

 74No. 361 Hague to DEA, 22 Dec. 1961, in A1838, 3036/6/1, pt 57, NAA. Sukarno's commitment to a
 military solution of 19 December completely divided the Dutch Government's opinion. For a detailed account,
 see Penders, West New Guinea Debacle, 340-44.

 The Bermuda conference was held on 21 and 22 December 1961; Letter Macmillan to Menzies, 27 Dec.

 1961, in A1838, TS3036/6/1, pt 14, NAA.
 76Note Eastman to Tange, 5 Jan. 1961, in A1838, 3036/6/1, pt 59, NAA.
 77 JIG report no. 45, 4 Jan. 1961, in A1838, TS3036/6/1, pt 14, NAA.
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 approve Indonesian annexation. Subsequently Menzies' directive and Barwick's
 instruction were forwarded to Tange.78

 From 5 to 10 January 1962, DEA officials drafted the Cabinet submission.
 Both Shaw and Australian high commissioner in Kuala Lumpur T.K. Critchley,
 who had each helped to form the Chifley government's stance on the Netherlands
 New Guinea issue, were deeply involved.79 It cannot be clarified from the
 declassified archival materials and Barwick's memoir what discussions were

 actually held among those drafting the submission or who played what role in the
 course of five days work. Yet the Cabinet submission and supplementary
 memorandum which Barwick finally approved were clearly based on the
 arguments advanced by Shaw in early 1961, suggesting that he may have played
 a leading role in the drafting process.80

 The authors of the submission and ancillary memorandum defined the
 formation of Jakarta's strategic link with Moscow as the greatest turning point in
 the Netherlands New Guinea dispute, as it gave a clear advantage to the Soviets
 in the US-USSR tug of war over Indonesia. Stating that the outbreak of an
 Indonesian-Dutch war would lead to the involvement of Soviet Russia and the

 US and seriously affect Indonesia's political alignment, they stressed the need to
 prevent a war and to keep Indonesia non-Communist. In addition, they argued
 that Australia needed to shift its emphasis away from the right of Papuans
 in Netherlands New Guinea to self-determination and abandon plans for the
 creation of a united island state of New Guinea.81

 Australia's Acceptance of Washington's Proposal

 At a Cabinet meeting held on 11-12 January 1962, Barwick presented the
 submission and memorandum. He reminded Cabinet ministers that, since early
 1959, DEA had been pursuing two major objectives in relation to the dispute.
 One was to keep Indonesia from gaining control of Netherlands New Guinea and
 to ensure that Holland would stay in the territory. The other was to avoid an
 Indonesian-Dutch war and to prevent Indonesia from coming under Communist
 domination. Barwick noted that 'my predecessors have been singularly successful
 in making substantial progress' in the pursuit of 'both targets'.82

 He stressed, however, that Moscow's military support for Indonesia greatly
 changed the situation. It increased the danger of Indonesia's domination by
 Communist forces, for a major war between Holland and Indonesia would create
 an opportunity for the PKI to seize power in Indonesia and open the way for the

 78 Note Eastman to Tange, 4 Jan. 1961, in A1838, 3036/6/1, pt 59, NAA.
 79 G. Barwick, Radical Tory: Garfield Barwick's reflections and recollections (Sydney 1995), 174-5.

 Some parts of drafts are contained in A 1838, TS3036/6/1, pt 14, NAA. P. Hutton, former Australian
 diplomat, stated in his memoir that Shaw played the major role in changing Australia's WNG policy and in
 nourishing Barwick's thinking on the NNG issue. See P. Hutton, After the Heroic Age and Before Australia's
 Rediscovery of Southeast Asia (Brisbane 1997), 70. This statement seems correct.

 Cabinet Submission (Cabsub) no. 10, Jan. 1962, A1838, TS3036/6/2/3, NAA; and Memo by Barwick,
 Jan. 1962, ibid. This submission and memorandum have not yet been examined in existing studies.

 ozMemo by Barwick, Jan. 1962, ibid., 3.
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 Soviets to interfere in the domestic affairs of that country. In these circumstances,
 Barwick argued, the objective of preventing a West New Guinea war and
 Indonesia's Communisation must take priority. He also stressed that Australia
 could not continue to oppose Indonesian control of West New Guinea without
 'risking direct political and possibly military conflict between Australia and
 Indonesia'.83

 Barwick moreover noted that, in view of Jakarta's strategic dependence on
 Moscow, there was a danger that Russia would intervene militarily and that the
 US would follow suit, resulting in the escalation of a conventional war between
 Indonesia and Holland into an American-Russian nuclear war. The risk of such

 a 'flare up', he added, was according to 'some quite informed opinion' now
 greater in West New Guinea than Berlin, thus underlining the 'paramount
 necessity' of preventing the outbreak of hostilities.84 With the real possibility of
 intervention by the Great Powers, Barwick further argued that Australia had no
 alternatives but to choose either a non-Communist Indonesia with control of

 West New Guinea or a Gommunised Indonesia. The latter would tip the balance
 of power in Southeast Asia in favour of the USSR and China and seriously
 endanger Australia's own security. Such a development would, he continued,
 encourage Communist China to take aggressive action southwards, since Beijing
 was now 'on the verge of a great expansionist period of its history'.85 By contrast,
 if Indonesia were allowed to control Netherlands New Guinea and remained in

 the non-Communist orbit, it would act, Barwick claimed, as 'a greater bulwark
 against the southward reach of [Chinese] Communism than a Papuan state of
 New Guinea', so Australia's strategic objective should therefore be directed
 towards preventing the emergence of such a state in Indonesia as would assist
 a Chinese southwards drive.86 In the short run, Barwick emphasised, Canberra's
 'policy must be to avoid at all costs the outbreak of a shooting war to our north,
 a war in which white is opposed to coloured'.

 Barwick reminded Cabinet that, since early 1959, Australia had pursued a
 policy of furthering friendship with Indonesia, primarily to dissuade Jakarta from
 using force against West New Guinea. Through this policy, he continued,
 Australia had succeeded in retaining a certain influence with Indonesia's non-
 Communist leaders but, should a Netherlands New Guinea war occur and
 Australia side with the Dutch, Canberra's longstanding efforts to nourish
 friendship and to secure some influence with Jakarta would be completely
 ruined - even if the war did not assume global proportions or was of short

 oo

 duration.

 The minister stressed, therefore, the overall importance of Canberra
 maintaining its policy of ensuring that Jakarta remain free of Communist

 83Cabsub, no. 10, Tan. 1962, ibid., 4.
 84 Memo by Barwick, Jan. 1962, ibid., 9-12.
 00 Ibid., 12-3.
 aoIbid., 14.
 87 Ibid., 15.

 88 Ibid., 14.
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 domination and insisted that Australia's approach to the West New Guinea issue
 should be integral to that policy. While acceptance of Indonesian claims for
 Netherlands New Guinea would greatly assist the prevention of a war with likely
 global and nuclear extensions, it would also reduce the risk of Indonesia's
 Communisation, for the removal of the West New Guinea issue from Indonesian
 domestic politics would diminish the PKFs influence by depriving it of a cause on
 which members could pose as 'great nationalists'.89 Moreover, the resolution of
 the dispute on Jakarta's terms would create 'greater scope for an effective
 cooperation and influence with the [Indonesian] Government' so that Australia,
 along with other Western nations, would be in a position to deter Jakarta from

 on

 taking further aggressive action overseas.
 Barwick admitted that Australia's acceptance of Indonesian control over West

 New Guinea would inevitably entail relinquishing a scheme for creating a unified
 island state that the DEA and Department of Territories had long considered
 desirable. The scheme had recognised that the peoples of both halves of New
 Guinea shared affinities and similar interests, and also involved the hope that
 the New Guinea people when independent would be 'well disposed to Australia'
 so that the whole island could serve as 'a barrier' insulating Australia from
 'Asia'.91

 Yet Barwick made it crystal clear that Australia had not attempted to impose
 this scheme and supported the principle of self-determination for the people of
 New Guinea in the west as in the east. However, he reminded Cabinet that the
 applicability of this principle to the Papuans of West New Guinea was seriously
 questioned by several nations. The US, for example, 'is not greatly impressed by
 the prospect of a genuine and meaningful exercise of self-determination in West
 New Guinea'.92 The UK had also cast doubts about the Papuans' ability to
 express their own free will, while Asian nations regarded insistence on the
 principle's application 'as no more than subterfuge or gimmick ... to continue a
 colonial domination'.93 Barwick therefore argued that, even if Australia in this
 instance took an action that infringed the principle of self-determination, it
 would not run counter to international morality. He then stressed the importance
 of Cabinet members understanding 'that Indonesia will gain substantial control
 of the territory . . . indefinitely' and that they should accept the Great
 Power scheme for dividing New Guinea on this new basis.94

 How other ministers responded is not clear from the minute, but Cabinet
 approved a statement issued by Menzies just after the meeting.95 Based on the
 submission and supplementary memorandum, it summarised the reasons for
 Canberra's accepting Indonesian control over West New Guinea as in the

 89 Ibid., 11, 14.
 90 Ibid.

 yi Ibid., 4-5.
 92Cabsub, no. 10, Jan. 1962, ibid., 52.
 "Memo by Barwick, Jan. 1962, ibid., 13.
 y*Ibid., 5. Italics added.
 95Cabde no. 3, 11-12 Jan. 1962, ibid.
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 interests of avoiding a war that 'would solve no problems, but would create
 animosities from which nobody except the Communist Powers could profit'.96
 Cabinet had now committed Australia to a shift away from support for Papuan
 self-determination in West New Guinea and towards a process of Indonesian-
 Dutch negotiation in which 'any initiative on the part of Australia [is]
 unnecessary and inappropriate'.

 On 15 January, Canberra conveyed the Cabinet decision to Washington.98
 In late March, Indonesian-Dutch negotiations started in the suburbs of
 Washington, lasting until early August. On 6 August, Barwick reported the
 outcome to his fellow ministers and Cabinet formally approved a final West New
 Guinea settlement that prescribed the extension of Indonesian control over
 Netherlands New Guinea, following about six months temporary UN
 administration.99

 this paper has argued that Australia's desire to prevent the outbreak of an
 Indonesian-Dutch war and the possible consequence of Indonesia's
 Communisation was the specific factor that ultimately led Canberra to accept
 Indonesia's annexation of West New Guinea. In so doing, Australia finally
 sacrificed its support for the principle of Papuan self-determination in West New
 Guinea and plans for an independent unified New Guinea, consisting of former
 Australian and Netherlands territories. Canberra's endorsement of Indonesia's

 expansion to include within its orbit West New Guinea clearly represented
 a price that was paid in the cause of preventing a war and keeping Indonesia
 non-Communist. More broadly, it signified Australia's determination to stop
 further Communist expansion in Asia and the Pacific.

 ABSTRACT

 In the 1950s and early 1960s the Indonesian-Dutch dispute over the sovereignty of West New
 Guinea was of great concern to the Australian government. Canberra pursued policies to deny
 Indonesia control of the territory and encourage the Netherlands to retain its presence there.
 However, in mid-January 1962, the Australian Cabinet realised the disadvantages of continuing to
 resist Indonesian claims and gave de facto approval for annexation by Indonesia. This paper
 examines the reasons for Canberra's policy reversal, arguing that the primary factor was Australia's
 desire to avoid an Indonesian-Dutch war and prevent the possible Communisation of Indonesia.

 96 Statement by Menzies, ibid.; and Statement by Menzies, Current Notes on International Affairs, 33: 1
 (12 Jan. 1962), 41.

 y7Cabde no. 3, 11-12 Jan. 1962, in A1838, TS3036/6/6/2/2, NAA.
 yBNo. 76 Barwick to Beale, 15 Jan. 1962, ibid.
 "Cabde no. 324, 6 Aug. 1962, ibid.
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