




















76 The ‘Jewish Race’ Clause in Australian lmmigration Forms

immigrant may be permitted entry to Australia. All these ultimately fed back to the
issue of maintenance guarantees, the financial standing of the guarantors, the
degree of capital possessed by a non-guaranteed applicant, and the nature of the
industry or occupation in which an immigrant proposed to seek employment.?4
This did not remove the offending clause in Form 40, but it did serve to eliminate
Coppel’s scepticism over whether or not the Government was operating a discrimi-
natory policy, especially when, as a final parting shot, the letter made the declar-
ation that

The Government has piaced a quota on the number of refugees that may be admitted within three
years, i.e. 15,000. The Department is working on a basis of roughly 5,000 per annun. Within the
limits of the 5,000 there is no discrirnination on the grounds of religion.?

Coppel was convinced. A letter of acknowledgement and thanks that the issue had
been explained and clarified in such detail followed for Carrodus on 11 July,?¢ and
the issue conceming Form 40 was elfectively closed until raised again by Henry B.
Gullett, in a Question to the House, ten years later, in 1949.27

It received a brief airing in Loenden in September and October, 1939, however,
when Renald Kidd, the Secretary of the British National Council for Civil Liberties,
drew the matter to the attention of Cyril Picciotto of the British Board of Deputies.
Unaware that the matter had been resolved to the satisfaction of those in Australia,
the question was raised as to whether or not there was ‘the possibility of some kind
of discrimination against Jews’.2# The discussion which then took place between the
Board of Deputies and the London-based Jewish Refugees Committee (JRC) indi-
cates that the policy of the Australian Government had successfully been able to
pull the wool over prying eyes. The JRC believed that the Australian Government
did not ‘have any wish to discriminate against Jewish people’, and that there was
nothing improper in the Australian Government requiring Jews ‘to register as Jews’
for the purpose of the quota.?? A later comment from the Board of Deputies sug-
gested that ‘it may be inferred that the discrimination, if any, was in this case in
favour of the refugee rather than against him’.30 By this stage, however, the matter
was of purely academic merit, as the outbreak of War on 3 September had brought
to an end all immigration into Australia.

This was the first suggestion, from any source, that the Australian Government
might actually be trying to help the Jewish refugees through the Tewish race’ clause
in its immigration forms. The reasoning was as follows: if each Jewish applicant
stated his Jewishness, the Government would be able to more easily identify him
and thus facilitate his entry in accordance with the declared quota of 15,000 refu-
gees over three years from 1 January 1939. Until this time, there had been no
accurate monitoring of how many applications from Germany and Austria had
been from Jews, though the Government was operating (rom a working figure of
perhaps 90 per cent. Now, it would be able to tell precisely who was and who was
not Jewish, and thus help Jews to come into Australia more easily.

That, at least, was the logic which would justify the insertion of a ‘Jewish race’
clause. The Government’s motives must, however, be viewed more sceptically,
especially the motives of the Department of the Interior which drew up the form
and put it into operation. It can be seen as a simple case of bureaucratic racism
designed to identify Jews for the purpose of exclusion rather than admission. The
Department was in 1939 under pressure, certainly, but the pressure was more along
the lines of how to restrict Jewish entry than facilitate it. Until the introduction of
this new form, there was no fixed way of ascertaining whether an applicant was
Jewish or not. The new Form 40 and Form 47, as we have seen, now required cvery









