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For centuries, trading companies and colonial officials have sought to manipulate indi-
genous Asian kingdoms by banishing recalcitrant elites, thereby discouraging resistance
and ensuring compliance. Less examined by scholars is how colonial officials adapted
this tool in their efforts to manage mobility and achieve territorialisation at the turn of
the twentieth century. Applying Josiah Heyman and Howard Campbell’s framework of
“re-territorialisation” to make sense of how states harness mobile flows for the purpose
of redrawing boundaries and producing new political spaces, this article will examine
Dutch strategies for incorporating the sultanate of Aceh into the Netherlands East
Indies. Site of an infamous multi-decade war of insurgency and pacification between
1873 and the early 1900s, this Sumatran kingdom had long resisted imperial subjugation.
Dutch authorities eventually moved to complete its elusive ambition of conquest by
leveraging distance and forcibly sending Acehnese elites to “training schools” in Java.
By fusing exile with pedagogy, colonial officials hoped to transform Acehnese elites
into loyal servants of the colonial centre. Rancorous debates about the deposed
Acehnese sultan, however, illustrated the limitations of such re-territorialisation schemes
and the resiliency of alternative Asian geographies.
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In January 1903, Dutch soldiers converged on an isolated village in the northwest of
what is today Indonesia, in the erstwhile kingdom of Aceh, to facilitate a previously elu-
sive act: the surrender of the region’s Sultan, Muhammad Daud Syah.1 After colonial
forces invaded nearly three decades before, in 1873, Daud had fled into the unconquered
Acehnese forests as a child, eventually establishing a shadow government and lending his
imprimatur to Muslim holy war ( perang sabil).2 The Aceh War subsequently devolved
into a protracted debacle, straining the Dutch treasury, generating angst in the
Netherlands, and tragically, resulting in nearly 75,000 Acehnese deaths, or 15 percent
of the population.3 The capture in 1903 of the most visible embodiment of local inde-
pendence, now an adult, marked a major milestone. In an elaborately choreographed
ceremony, the Sultan offered his surrender before a giant life-size portrait of the Dutch
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monarch, Queen Wilhelmina.4 The transfer of sovereignty from Aceh to the Netherlands,
long decreed but stubbornly resisted, seemed complete.5

For all the colonial exultation at the submission of Daud, however, this momentous
event also confronted Dutch authorities with a difficult dilemma: should they exile the
one-time Sultan away from Aceh? For many centuries, European trading companies
and their colonial successors had embraced the frequent exile of Asian “kings, queens,
princes, heirs to the throne, and their relatives,” in the words of the historian Ronit
Ricci, as a means to “place a more compliant ruler on the throne” or to reward “rival
local ruler[s] who promised support or territorial concessions” to the trading companies.6

Forced mobility comprised a formidable tool of manipulation for European invaders.7 If
any moment might seem propitious to exile, the surrender of Daud, maligned by Dutch
authorities as the “pretender sultan” for decades, the personification of the proud
Acehnese kingdom colonisers sought to eradicate, would seem to be it.8 Nonetheless,
the colonisers faced considerable risks in pursuing such an option. For instance, exile
might not only antagonise Daud’s local followers, but also allow him to regroup and
crystallise resistance anew, much as he had as a fugitive. Colonial euphoria at the
Sultan’s capture produced a vexing choice.

In the end, Dutch authorities appeared to tread carefully, forcibly relocating many mem-
bers of the Sultan’s family, inner circle, and aristocratic class of customary officeholders
known as ulèëbalang, but permitting the Sultan himself to stay in the Acehnese capital
of Banda Aceh with freedom to move around the capital city and the Aceh Besar region,
albeit with restrictions on moving elsewhere.9 It was only four years later, in 1907, when
anxieties over the Sultan’s motivations surged, that the Dutch permanently exiled Daud
from Acehnese territory. The delayed decision might appear to constitute mere vacillation.
Perhaps the Dutch establishment always preferred to cast off their longtime antagonist, but
fearing the implications with the local population, they briefly balked. Maybe there could
never have been a place for Sultan Daud in a colonised Aceh.

However, an examination of the variegated Dutch policies of exile enacted upon
Acehnese bodies between 1903 and 1907 will illustrate not mere indecision on the part
of officials, but also important transitions in colonial statecraft, and specifically, the man-
agement of Asian mobilities. For centuries, Europeans deployed exile mainly as a tool to
disconnect recalcitrant royals or rebels by casting them off to distant lands, effectively
“de-territorialising” local kingdoms and opening them up to imperial intervention. Yet,
by 1900 colonial states increasingly sought to leverage mobilities not only to manipulate
extant polities, but also to forge new colonial territories with well-demarcated boundaries
and uniform laws of administration. To incorporate old Asian kingdoms into new colonial
spaces, empires thus needed to redirect flows of people and redefine what counted as “cen-
tres” versus “peripheries.” In sum, imperial powers sought to harness mobilities for the pur-
pose of “re-territorialisation.” This article will argue that turn-of-the-century Dutch
authorities attempted to move people as a tool for “re-territorialising” the battered kingdom
of Aceh within the Netherlands East Indies, relocating various elite Acehnese not to remote
lands, but into training schools in Java as a means of geographic subject formation. Yet,
debates over the status of Sultan Daud, colonial paranoia, and fear of Acehnese agency
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ultimately undermined such schemes of re-territorialisation, underscoring the resiliency of
alternative geographies and mobilities.

De-territorialisation, Re-territorialisation, and the Shifting Uses of Exile

Although not writing about exile or empire, the anthropologists Josiah Heyman and
Howard Campbell provide a useful analytic framework for understanding the Dutch
struggle to control mobility in Aceh in their article “The Anthropology of Global
Flows.” Specifically, in their critique of the idea of fixed national borders and formulation
of “a processual geography” capable of interpreting how “flows [of people, capital, and
commodities] can create, reproduce, and transform geographical spaces,” Heyman and
Campbell outline two concepts: “de-territorialisation” and “re-territorialisation.”10

De-territorialisation, as broadly understood by a wide variety of scholars, can be defined
as flows of people, labour, or capital across the established boundaries of nations that
detach cultures and identity from any specific geographic space or physical referent
point. However, while Heyman and Campbell accept the idea of de-territorialisation,
they critique more utopian renditions of the concept, arguing that the ability of peoples
to “communicate and act across the globe” does not, necessarily, “challenge the normal
functioning of nation-states” or advance the “erasure” of bounded territory. Instead,
mobile flows of people can serve the power of dominant political states.11 To underscore
this contention, Heyman and Campbell pair “de-territorialisation” with the symbiotic
concept of “re-territorialisation.” By harnessing mobile flows of people, powerful state
actors can engage in a dialectical process of weakening preexisting polities, while produ-
cing “newer” political spaces and redrawing borderlines.12

Although Heyman and Campbell describe twenty-first-century flows of capital and
labour, their analytical framework can also be fruitfully applied to understanding histor-
ies of exile as a dialectical process of state-building. On the one hand, European mer-
chant companies operating across Asia from the sixteenth century deployed
banishment as a tool of de-territorialisation, banishing wayward royals, convicts, rebels,
or religious leaders far from their home territory to eliminate potential security threats.13

Just as Heyman and Campbell suggested in their article, the mobile flow of Asian elites
did not portend some halcyon process of globalisation that detached culture from
bounded space in an empowering or border-crossing way, but rather served the power
of the Dutch East Indies Company (VOC) and the British East Indies Company
(EIC).14 Specifically, this process of coerced mobility relied on distance and dislocation
to realise imperial ends. In her study of exile in colonial Asia, Ronit Ricci interprets exile
through a geographic continuum in which “the greater the crime or perceived threat to
indigenous rulers or Europeans, the farther away the site of banishment.”15 Clare
Anderson elaborates on this argument by noting that distance was often joined with a
sense of “social and cultural rupture.”16 By coercing movement across sociocultural
boundaries, European merchant companies transformed mobility into a weapon that
could threaten elites with alienation and physical distance from their homes if they
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strayed too far from imperial objectives. Ronit Ricci goes out of her way to demonstrate
that dislocation did not translate into cultural erasure with her powerful portrait of
Javanese exiles forging resilient ties of politics, religion, and genealogy in Sri Lanka.
Still, the sense of terror wrought by colonial actions dominated their stories of exile.17

Expulsion far from home was something to be avoided.
In turn, this process of physically detaching Asian elites from their home cultures

enabled European empires to secure leverage over local polities and to pursue the dialect-
ical process of re-territorialisation. In the early modern period, the idea of trading com-
panies forging new territories might seem like a misnomer. Rather than seeking to realise
“a radical rearrangement” of space or “new units of organized space,” in the words of
Heyman and Campbell, British, Dutch, and other European companies generally sought
to operate through extant Asian kingdoms, elevating amenable contenders or family
members to the throne and sometimes dividing those kingdoms, as in the case of
Mataram.18 Yet significant reconstruction belied such surface continuity. As European
companies impressed the horrors of forced banishment, those rulers who remained
became increasingly entangled with European trading companies, making significant
concessions to forestall the possibility of their own expulsion.19 Such concessions trans-
formed the nature of Asian kingdoms in places like Java, and even if Europeans did not
enjoy complete hegemony, many polities were in effect re-territorialised.

The advent of direct colonisation in the second half of the nineteenth century shifted
this calculus of exile, de-territorialisation, and re-territorialisation. If banishment had
offered a subtle way to intervene in local kingdoms for centuries, what happened
when empires now sought to forge new political spaces like the “Netherlands East
Indies” or “British India,” whose extensive boundaries had little precedent in Asian
geographies? Often, European colonial powers intensified older tactics, continuing to
operate through extant kingdoms and gradually grafting indigenous elites onto a colony-
wide system of administration. However, not all local kingdoms deferred to such a vision,
and resistance in some places intensified. As trading companies evolved into more formal
colonial administrations in the 1800s, and empires increasingly sought to divide the
globe into a bounded grid of contiguous territories, would imperial administrators con-
tinue to deploy exile as a tool for redrawing borders and re-territorialising spaces?

Re-territorialisation and the Exile of ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad
al-Zahir

The Dutch-Aceh War proved an important test case for the evolution of exile as a tool for
manipulating mobility. For centuries before this conflagration, the VOC had long
deployed armed forces to quell rebellions and intervene in local kingdoms across its
maritime empire.20 Yet, even with the repeated deployment of military coercion and
exile, company officials nonetheless generally refrained from dismantling indigenous
political structures altogether, preferring to shunt aside one dynastic family and replace
it with another. By contrast, after Dutch colonial troops suffered an unexpected defeat
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during their invasion of Aceh in 1873, compelling a hasty retreat and generating negative
press back in the metropole, colonial officers evinced scant patience for the local sultan-
ate.21 Perhaps reflecting a new spirit of jingoistic imperialism in Europe, General Jan van
Swieten, the commander of the second Dutch military expedition to Aceh, abruptly
announced a decision with little precedent in the Indies: the unilateral dissolution of
the sultanate, precluding any possibility of deposing the reigning sovereign, Sultan
Mahmud, for a more tractable alternative.22 The Dutch thus prescribed the destruction
of the old Acehnese sociopolitical order and its sublimation within Heyman and
Campbell’s new “unit of organized space,” the Netherlands East Indies.23 Could exile
and re-territorialisation still work with no contender left to ascend a now defunct throne?

After van Swieten’s declaration, the colonial government sought to realise this reim-
agined political geography by obliterating any Acehnese resistance to their claims of sov-
ereignty. Troops overran the kraton palace in 1874, forcing Sultan Mahmud to flee from
the capital. The elderly sultan perished from cholera amidst the tumult, prematurely
thrusting his young son to the throne under the stewardship of a regent, Tuanku
Hashim.24 Likewise, colonial forces launched offensives in 1875 and 1876. The sultan-
ate, condemned to fugitive status, was in grave peril.25

This concerted effort to dismantle the Acehnese sultanate reached its culmination in
1878 with the surrender of the person who had emerged as the effective leader of
rebel forces in the Sultan’s absence: Sayyid ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad al-Zahir.
A cosmopolitan Hadrami Arab who had established himself as a prominent leader in
Aceh through his diplomatic contacts, status as a learned Muslim scholar, and overall
charisma, al-Zahir marshalled the Acehnese rebels to some early victories.26 However,
he soon suffered a series of stinging reversals and surrendered to Dutch authorities
two years later.27 With this triumph, Dutch colonial authorities defaulted to their long-
standing practice of exile, banishing al-Zahir far from Aceh to Mecca on the Arabian
Peninsula with a generous pension.28 This act deprived rebels of a convenient martyr
while simultaneously discrediting an erstwhile hero. The Dutch legatee in Arabia,
J. A. de Vicq, reported in 1886 that the ignominy of surrender and a retreat to a luxurious
lifestyle in Mecca had tainted al-Zahir’s reputation, ensuring that “the Acehnese who
come to Mecca want from their former commander nothing at all.”29 Exile to Mecca neu-
tralised a once dangerous rebel leader.30

Yet, while the deportation of al-Zahir deftly extricated one resistance leader, it proved
less effective than previous episodes of banishment at re-territorialising Aceh. In this
case, the removal of one rebel leader did not defuse political opposition or allow the
Dutch to elevate a more pliant member of the Acehnese royal family to the throne.
After all, the colonial regime had formally dissolved the sultanate. Instead, in the absence
of any legitimate structure of local government with which to collaborate, the decision to
expel a rebel leader only served to usher in a more chaotic stage of guerrilla warfare. As a
political tactic, exile had always entailed significant risk as well as reward for empires,
with the scholar Clare Anderson noting that the displacement of key rebels sometimes
“enhanced and deepened anticolonial networks.”31 Given the political void in Aceh,
the removal of al-Zahir provided such an opportunity for anti-colonial networks.
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Many of the rebel’s erstwhile followers retreated deeper into the unconquered Sumatran
forests, shifting their allegiance to religious leaders (‘ulamā) like Teungku Cik di Tiro
who preached Islamic “holy war” ( perang sabil) against infidel colonial invaders.32

Absent any political architecture to take advantage of al-Zahir’s removal, like a compliant
but legitimate sultanate, Acehnese resistance evolved into a more decentralised and ideo-
logically driven struggle.

“Deterritorializing Effects”: Alternative Acehnese Geographies at
Keumala

The de-territorialisation and forced displacement of the sultanate in 1874 would come to
signal not so much the deepening of colonial hegemony, but instead, something quite
different: the resiliency of alternative Acehnese geographies. Writing on exile in
Eastern Indonesia, the anthropologist Timo Kaartinen argues that de-territorialisation
as a tactic for transporting, mobilising, and resettling indigenous Asians across borders
and space did not always benefit European empires but could also backfire. Indeed,
many indigenous Asians responded to the “deterritorializing effects” of colonialism
and “the loss of political and cultural sovereignty” by embracing “mobile, commercial”
opportunities.33 One can discern such a phenomenon start to unfold in Aceh in the after-
math of invasion.34 The young fugitive Sultan Daud and his regent, formally stripped of
their sovereignty and forced to retreat into upland hills beyond the fortified “Concentrated
Line” perimeter, did not merely hunker down in isolation.35 Instead, the Sultan’s coterie
manoeuvred in a way similar to what Kaartinen described in Eastern Indonesia, operating
“outside the European domain of control and developing territorialities of their own” to
reconstruct a parallel state in exile.36

The full scope of the reaction against Dutch de-territorialisation efforts came into focus
with the establishment of a new court (kraton) for the sultanate at Keumala in 1879, just
one year after al-Zahir’s exile.37 In many respects, Keumala constituted the perfect intersti-
tial location for taking refuge from invading forces while simultaneously attempting to
revive connections to the wider web of traders, sultanates, and colonial officials in the
Straits of Melaka region. Dutch soldiers on land could not easily scale the rugged terrain
leading up to the settlement, while modern naval steamships struggled to forge the local
river. By contrast, Acehnese could easily climb well-known trails and smaller Malay ves-
sels could navigate farther upriver. As a result, Keumala lay beyond the grasp of Dutch
soldiers, but within range of the networks of Chinese, Indian, and Malay traders who
could connect Acehnese resistance to the sultanates of the Malay Peninsula, the port
city hubs of the Straits Settlements, and the world beyond.38

Under the leadership of the Sultan’s regent, Tuanku Hashim, the sultanate moved to
outflank the besieged Dutch military and to establish Keumala as a centre of alternative
Acehnese mobilities through a deft blend of diplomacy, transregional trade, and military
insurgency. For example, Tuanku Hashim encouraged international envoys to visit the
new kraton. Delegates from Malay sultanates across the Straits of Melaka, including
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Johor, Kedah, Klang, and Selangor, as well as emissaries from the Ottoman Empire,
trekked to the sultanate-in-hiding.39 Prominent Arab Hadrami merchants based in
Singapore and Penang played a vital role not only as intermediaries in these encounters,
but also as economic catalysts who funnelled the trade of Tamil Indian Muslims and
non-Muslim Chinese towards Keumala. This trade, moreover, provided a dependable
flow of weapons from the British Straits Settlements. Religious ulama waging “holy
war” ( perang sabil), including rebel figures like Teungku Cik di Tiro, flocked to
Keumala to procure weapons before slipping back to the Acehnese countryside to launch
guerrilla attacks.40

In sum, the reestablishment of the Acehnese sultanate at Keumala embodied the initial
failure of exile. Acehnese leaders regrouped at the interstices of the imperial order,
revived transregional connections, and revitalised religious resistance. Decreeing
Acehnese sovereignty defunct or exiling one rebel leader did little to interrupt such alter-
native mobilities. So long as the sultanate survived and thrived at Keumala, an example
of de-territorialisation gone awry, Dutch pretensions of re-territorialising Aceh within the
Netherlands East Indies remained just that—pretensions.

Harnessing Mobility? Exile, Education, and the Production of a Periphery

While the reconstitution of the Acehnese sultanate represented a setback to colonial
ambitions, the Dutch did not abandon pacification. After an extended stalemate, the
arrival in Aceh in 1891 of the controversial Dutch Orientalist scholar of Islam,
Christiaan Snouck Hurgronje, portended a reversal. Following Snouck’s recommenda-
tions, Dutch officers combined outreach to the customary rulers known as ulèëbalang
with ruthless suppression of “fanatical” Muslim ‘ulamā.41 Arguably more vital,
Snouck Hurgronje also urged military planners to strike Keumala; troops overran the
de-facto Acehnese capital in 1898 and caught Sultan Muhammad Daud Syah five
years later, in January 1903.42 Colonial forces finally eliminated the interstitial space
that had sustained alternative Acehnese geographies.

The destruction of Keumala presented the Dutch with both opportunities and daunting
challenges. This conquest did mitigate the worst “de-territorialising effects” of the 1870s
invasion by starting the process of unwinding the “mobile and commercial” Acehnese net-
works linked to the Straits Settlements. Even after Keumala’s destruction, though, these
connections, extending from Penang and Singapore to India and Mecca, still jeopardised
the tenuous veneer of colonial authority. Sultan Daud himself now lived in the colonial
capital in Aceh, a potential threat from within.43 How would the Dutch convert the destruc-
tion of Acehnese geographies into a more sustainable colonial replacement?

The scholarship on re-territorialisation suggests that part of the strategy to colonise
Aceh, and a defining characteristic of modern state power, was the manipulation of mobil-
ity itself. Political actors, for example, could harness mobility to transform places like Aceh
that once stood at centres of indigenous geographies into marginalised colonial peripher-
ies.44 In his discussion of Asian historical contexts, Engseng Ho explains the generative
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possibilities of mobility for coercive projects, noting that “connections” might be “broken,”
but could also “be cultivated, thickened, used, [or] abused” by various political actors.45

Could exile still be deployed not simply to “break” networks, but also to “thicken” new
connections and consequently to “reaggregate” Aceh within their imperium?

Once the Dutch secured the submission of the fugitive sultan in 1903, colonial author-
ities grappled with various strategies for restoring the symbiosis of de-territorialisation
and re-territorialisation that had unravelled in previous decades. Beyond Aceh, exile
remained a popular strategy, as British and French colonial regimes banished numerous
indigenous African and Asian sovereigns.46 Dutch authorities, however, initially balked
at the prospect of expelling the Sultan far from Sumatran shores, instead permitting the
erstwhile ruler to stay in the occupied Acehnese capital of Kutaradja. It was only four
years later after heated debate that Dutch officials reversed course and deported Sultan
Daud to Ambon Island in Eastern Indonesia.47 What did this delay suggest about evolv-
ing ideas on mobility and re-territorialisation?

The reluctance to exile Sultan Daud reflects a recognition that colonial authorities
needed to move beyond merely expelling a wayward leader far from home towards
more intensive strategies of supervising and monitoring mobility. Throughout the eight-
eenth and nineteenth centuries, European empires had dramatically escalated pro-
grammes of convict transportation, sentencing lower-class people to hard labour in
far-flung locations. Clare Anderson and Anand Yang have described how the British
empire mobilised convict labour to construct critical infrastructures like roads, canals,
and military forts in formerly “peripheral” locations like Mauritius, the Andaman
Islands, Van Diemen’s Land in Australia, and Sumatra.48 Matthias van Rossum has
recently depicted a similar process of Dutch authorities shifting convict labour around
within the East Indies itself, including some five hundred to one thousand prisoners
sent yearly to Aceh to help build infrastructure for pacification.49 Such efforts reflected
an escalating investment in the management of mobility.

While mass-scale convict transportation and labour could be applied to “subalterns,”
empires sought to develop other methods for systematically refashioning local elites; one
of the foremost of these methods centred on education. Across the colonised world, gov-
ernments sought to transform local elites into dependable agents of the state by establish-
ing networks of schools with classrooms and chairs, chalkboards and modern pedagogy.
Numerous works of scholarship, including Kelly Duke Bryant’s exemplary study of
schools and politics in colonial Senegal, have chronicled not only the way that education
moulded local chiefs and instilled loyalty through the instruction of industry, science, and
European languages, but also how local elites could leverage education for their own
patronage networks and power.50 Modern education thus comprised, along with convict
transportation, an escalation of colonial efforts to intervene in the lives of the colonised
and supervise their development into loyal subjects—albeit with mixed results. Still,
unlike convict transportation, mobility only occasionally figured into scholarly narratives
covering the disciplinary logics of colonial education.51

The schooling of Acehnese elites provided one example of colonial authorities seek-
ing to merge the logics of exile and education into a more intensive form of
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re-territorialisation. After the authorities declined to expel the Sultan in 1903, they turned
their attention to another indigenous elite class—the aristocracy of customary Acehnese
rulers known as the ulèëbalang. In 1909, a special Dutch government commissioner
named Frederik Albert Liefrinck identified this ulèëbalang class as the lynchpin of any
future colonial government in Aceh, providing the basis for the division of the region
into districts ruled by an individual ulèëbalang who served as a zelfbestuurder, or “autono-
mous ruler.”52 Yet, prominent historians like Anthony Reid, James Siegel, and David
Kloos have argued the ulèëbalang did not comprise a natural class of feudal lords.
While they commanded respect stemming from their trading activities and their royal vas-
sal status, they had never exercised absolute control over landed peasants, nor had they
proffered absolute loyalty to the sultan.53 Dutch officials hoped this elite class might pro-
vide a malleable instrument for governing a hitherto ungovernable province.

The efforts to fashion loyal ulèëbalang subjects through education undertaken by the
Dutch Advisor for Native Affairs, Godard Arend Johannes Hazeu, encapsulate a transi-
tion away from the punitive dimensions of extricating exiles towards a more aggressive
approach of supervising, monitoring, and managing mobility.54 Hazeu’s vision for
reshaping the ulèëbalang pivoted upon an initiative that bore closer resemblance to the
sort of educational and bureaucratic “pilgrimages” described by Benedict Anderson in
his foundational work Imagined Communities than it did to older templates of exile:
training schools in Java.55 Rather than expelling Acehnese to remote lands, Hazeu
instead endeavoured to send many ulèëbalang, including some of Sultan Daud’s closest
advisers and even his own son, Tuanku Ibrahim, to the geographic core of Dutch colo-
nialism, Java, and specifically to the city of Bandung.56 Acehnese aristocrats would then
enrol in “Training Schools for Native Administrators” (Opleidingscholen voor
Inlandsche Ambtenaren), where they could study the Dutch language and government.57

Exile had always intermingled disciplinary and tutelary logics, with the absence of ban-
ished people providing a didactic reminder to those left behind of the unfortunate fate
awaiting people who did not yield to European demands. Nevertheless, training schools
marked an important innovation: an attempt to use formal classrooms to mould pliable
agents of the colonial state and incorporate Aceh into the colonial periphery of the
“Outer Possessions” (buitenbezittingen).58

Advisor Hazeu’s vision of education continued to rely on mobility, but in a different
way than had earlier episodes of exile. Instead of parachuting indigenous rulers far from
home, this colonial training sought to harness mobility to fashion affective bonds of
adhesion among Acehnese to the Dutch East Indies state. Much of the scholarly literature
on colonial education—apart from Benedict Anderson’s work—has illuminated the
nuances of schools that educated indigenous elites close to home, but otherwise rarely
focused on distance and dislocation as a component of the curriculum. Advisor
Hazeu’s ideas provide an instructive contrast. Schooling in Aceh, Hazeu believed,
would not suffice for this task. As a Javanist scholar by training with expertise in wayang
shadow puppetry,59 Hazeu emphasised the educative dimensions of travel to Java, expos-
ure to its culture, and concomitant social dislocation:
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The Acehnese chiefs interned in Bandung understand the usefulness and importance of
an education as it were, under their own eyes, given to the young countrymen. It is the
comparison of Acehnese and Javanese conditions, which is imposed on them in
Bandung, that leads them to believe that just as for the Javanese, a proper training and
good education is useful.60

In other words, the “imposed” dislocation of residence in Bandung and the example of
diligent Javanese peers would convert Acehnese into loyal servants of the colonial cen-
tre. Distance underpinned the formal curriculum in providing the “development” neces-
sary for making Acehnese leaders “useful as chiefs.” While we do not have precise
statistics on the number of Acehnese ulèëbalang sent to Bandung, Advisor Hazeu
does report on several promising customary elites who pursued such studies.

Yet, just as Hazeu sought to revamp mobility for the imperatives of
re-territorialisation, older templates of exile as punishment persisted. Most conspicu-
ously, the Dutch designated numerous Acehnese as enemy “political exiles” subject to
deportation. Many of those deportees belonged to the same class of ulèëbalang elites tar-
geted for training, but instead found themselves consigned to social quarantine and pen-
ury. The Dutch counterbalanced education with punishment.

The training programme in Bandung highlighted the ongoing struggle to balance the
disciplinary and tutelary logics involved in managing mobility—especially in the context
of the mistrust bordering on outright paranoia that informed colonial decision-makers as
they tried to anticipate what the Acehnese might do next and forestall a recurrence of
rebellion. Ironically, the Acehnese political exiles and students often resided in the
same Bandung districts. These blurred distinctions, at least partially, appeared deliberate.
Hazeu expressed the hope that political exiles, through their own course of “training” by
distance, might become amenable to colonial designs and even enrol in formal schools.
Education for students, presumably, might feature more engaging inducements to learn
within prescribed colonial bounds. Nevertheless, these officials acknowledged that once-
promising students might also revert to exile status. Exile abased and humiliated. While
colonial officials envisioned education and punishment as mutually reinforcing, could
they navigate the inevitable tensions that followed?

Between Exile and Education: Cut Muhammad and Teungku Muhammad
Tajeh

Specific case studies can elucidate this tension between punishment and education in
Dutch re-territorialisation schemes, with the figures of Cut Muhammad Teuku Kali
Malikon Ade and Teungku Muhammad Tajeh illustrating such divergent pathways.
While both passed through Bandung at the behest of colonial authorities, the similarities
in their social trajectories end there. Cut Muhammad, an erstwhile officiant at the royal
Acehnese court, plunged into penury, ill-health, and humiliation, whereas Teungku
Muhammad Tajeh excelled at his studies and prepared to assume the position of
ulèëbalang in his East Acehnese home. Cut Muhammad and Teungku Tajeh embodied
the Janus-faced nature of mobility.
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The decision to banish Cut Muhammad Teuku Kali Malikon Ade to Bandung
reflected the colonial ambition to deploy mobility as a tool for unwinding the
Acehnese sultanate as a node in alternative geographies. Cut Muhammad was the
scion of a hereditary line of royal functionaries known as the Kali Malikul-Adil
(Malikon Ade).61 According to the aforementioned expert on Aceh, Christiaan Snouck
Hurgronje, the office of Teuku Kali had over time acquired the role of master of cere-
monies at the royal court, overseeing the installation of new sultans and performing vari-
ous judicial duties.62 During the Dutch-Aceh War, Cut Muhammad remained loyal to
Daud and resided in the Keumala encampment.

If the office of Teuku Kali Malikon Ade embodied the sovereign prerogatives of the
sultanate, the exile of Cut Muhammad to Bandung constituted an attempt to dismantle
the vestiges of Acehnese power through abject humiliation. Cut Muhammad’s corres-
pondence with Teungku Mohammad Noerdin, Snouck Hurgronje’s personal secretary,
revealed this sense of loss.63 In one letter, Teuku Kali noted that although “salary for
one month was stipulated as f10,” thus far he had only “received 40f for ten months
in Bandung.”64 Cut Muhammad wondered where he could “rent a room and where to
buy clothes and where to eat” on this sum, precipitating a plea for “compassion from
Sripaduka Tuan Hazeu.”65 Bandung could represent a place of isolation and immiserisa-
tion for Acehnese elites.

Even as travel to Bandung constituted punishment for some recalcitrant Acehnese, for
others like Teungku Muhammad Tajeh, this sojourn represented an upwardly mobile path
into colonial service, a trip that served to articulate the newly peripheralised region of Aceh
with colonial centres in Java. The son of the ulèëbalang of Peurala in eastern Aceh,
Teungku Tajeh travelled to Bandung in 1906.66 According to Hazeu, Tajeh departed “on
his own urgent request to Bandung,” where he has “demonstrated himself a steady and dili-
gent student.”67 Juxtaposing the congenial Training School in Java with the Acehnese
“environment in which T. Mohamad Tajeh spent his childhood” and the “limited knowl-
edge he possessed at the time he came here,” Hazeu praised him for “successfully fol-
low[ing] the Dutch classes,” and for “surpassing all reasonable expectations.”68 In
contrast to disgraced exiles, distance allowed students like Teungku Tajeh to prepare for
their return to Aceh and “assume the burden . . . of administration.”69 Moreover, the colo-
nial Governor of Aceh, W. G. Swart, saw this education as an opportunity to privilege colo-
nial mobilities over indigenous sojourns. He noted that he would only grant the request of
Teungku Tjihi Moeda Peusangan to “go on pilgrimage to Mecca,” if he agreed to relin-
quish his position as ulèëbalang to Bandung-educated Teungku Tajeh.70

Fusing Education with Punishment? Paranoia and the Paradoxes of Teuku
Bentara Moeda

If Cut Muhammad Teuku Kali and Teungku Tajeh followed convergent geographic
routes from Aceh to Bandung, their divergent social trajectories underscored the dual
imperatives involved in reforging the symbiosis of de-territorialisation and
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re-territorialisation. Yet while these intertwined imperatives mapped neatly onto Cut
Muhammad Teuku Kali and Teungku Tajeh, the boundaries between political exiles
and students were also permeable. Sometimes, the figure of the exile and student
could merge into one, with the process of imposed dislocation providing its own educa-
tion. No mobile figure better embodies the fusion of the logics of punishment and edu-
cation than did the Acehnese ulèëbalang Teuku Bentara Moeda.

Originally from the Bireuen area, Teuku Moeda exemplified Advisor Hazeu’s hopes to
deploy forced mobility to transform wayward leaders into loyal instruments for the inte-
gration of Aceh. Colonial officials deported Teuku Bentara Moeda to Java as a “political
exile” in 1905 in response to accusations of gun smuggling. Hazeu nevertheless did not
isolate Teuku Moeda, but encouraged interaction with students in Bandung, arguing to
the Director of the Prison System that the example of diligent Acehnese and Javanese
chiefs would impart a “good education.”71 Such salutary exchanges with colonial pupils,
in Hazeu’s views, justified Moeda’s repatriation back to Aceh and his installation as the
ulèëbalang of Bireuen province. Consummating this virtuous feedback loop between
exile and education, Hazeu noted Bentara Moeda sent his son back to Java not as a
deportee, but for training school; other figures that received more colonial scorn, like
Cut Muhammad, also considered that “his son T. Djohan should also perhaps be trained
in Bandung.”72 Exile could thus educate and redeem the recalcitrant.

Colonial officials believed that the tutelary value of exile derived not only from wit-
nessing diligent students, but also from the reality of distance and travel. The publication
of the Acehnese Hikayat Peutawi (Tale of Betawi/Batavia) text, translated into Dutch for
the 1916 edition of Indische Gids, a prominent organ of colonial thought, reflects this
view of mobility as education.73 Few historians have commented upon the Hikayat
Peutawi, which recounts Bentara Moeda’s exile to Java. A colleague of Native Affairs
Advisor Hazeu, H. T. Damsté, wrote the preface and noted that “Bentara Moeda has
chronicled the history of exile, along with his impression of Batavia and Bandung.”74

While warning that Bentara Moeda’s tale, as an Acehnese hikayat tale, veered towards
“embellishment,” Damsté nonetheless esteemed the text as a window into exilic
experiences:

Remarkable is the description of the travel . . . on board the mail boat full of seasick men
and dice playing soldiers . . . the Glodok prison, with its contents of vermin, venal evil
doers and exiles desiring to return to their home country; the story of the temptations to
which one is exposed in Bandung.

Damsté’s words were not uniformly approving. He admitted that Bentara Moeda’s tale
betrayed “the Acehnese view of the Dutch, and how arrogantly they talk among them-
selves over our high authority.”75 Nonetheless, the advisor saw the mobile tribulations
of Bentara Moeda as a redemptive crucible which provided its own kind of education
for repatriation back to Aceh.

Beyond Advisor Damsté’s framing, the text of Bentara Moeda’s hikayat likewise
speaks to the tutelary power of travel to the colonial centres of Java. Throughout his
tale, the ulèëbalang spoke in wondrous tones of strange sights and humiliating
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punishments, of diverse peoples and miraculous technologies, of immoral temptations
and personal triumph. After starting with a description of the beating he received from
his Dutch captors with a “rattan . . . hundreds of times in succession,” Bentara Moeda
described the terror of steamship travel.76 “Only now, O wondrous things of God,”
wrote Moeda, “the waves came in huge rolls . . . half the passengers were vomiting.”77

Such suffering continued once Bentara Moeda arrived in Java, as he plaintively described
separation from his family. Yet, writing of his arrival in the colonial capital of Batavia
(Jakarta), the ulèëbalang also spoke with awe:

“I have never seen anything like it!” He saw stores and buildings, everywhere without
interruption; and there were many Chinese and Indians, Arabs, Siamese, and Javanese,
Arabs, Christians, and Jews. Everything is to be found in Betawi!78

Similarly, he described Bandung and his first trip to the cinema, where he saw “lamp
lighted cloth and a beautiful image rushed” across it of “a woman who has danced.”79

The dislocation of separation from family and of travel on unfamiliar steamships,
along with the magnetic pull of cosmopolitan cities, transformed Bentara Moeda’s per-
spective on Aceh and the world.

While some Dutch officials envisioned the temptations of travel as a necessary part of
forging colonial subjects for re-territorialisation schemes, it is also important not to over-
state the intentionality or premeditative quality of such visions; paranoia and the spectre
of indigenous sedition, of supposedly disciplined subjects plotting against their colonial
overlords, continued to haunt this educational project. For all his enthusiastic praise of
Bentara Moeda’s redemption, Hazeu himself could not jettison his suspicions entirely,
noting the ulèëbalang’s “Acehnese caution often makes him supplement his equipment
with a rencong and pistol.”80 Scepticism proved pervasive, with the Military and Civil
Governor of Aceh, W. G. van Daalen, expressing reservations about the “bad influence
exerted” by exiles upon those who “follow the education of the Training School.81

Ultimately, many Dutch feared that exiles might contaminate nodes of colonial training
like Bandung.

One exiled ulèëbalang, Teuku Ben Peukan of the Meureudu region of Aceh, crystal-
lised such paranoia that Acehnese actors could undermine the disciplinary logics of edu-
cation and mobility. Advisor Hazeu himself discerned in Teuku Ben Peukan some hint of
an independent streak that needed to be sequestered as best possible, writing that “this
Acehnese is such an unusually crafty and cunning individual” preoccupied with satisfy-
ing “his greed and ambition” that he should be “isolated here in Java” from the Acehnese
community.82 As a result, authorities expelled him to the more distant eastern coast of
Java, and the Director of the Prison System promised that “all further requests” from
Teuku Ben Peukan to return to Bandung “be denied and that it is expedient . . . to prevent
any further personal contact with their racial compatriots [from Aceh].”83 In other words,
the Dutch must extricate any hint of autonomous action and agency from Bandung.

While Advisor Hazeu only believed specific threats should be removed from
Bandung, other Dutch officials panicked and advocated the wholesale separation of pol-
itical exiles from students. One administrator based in Aceh, the Assistant Resident of the
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Outer Dependencies, W. G. Kamerling, lamented such intermingling. Noting that “in due
time there will certainly follow more young leaders” to Bandung for whom the “goal is to
form them into solid, trustworthy, and reliable administrators,” Kamerling argued that
“everything must be done to achieve as such.”84 Thus, the Dutch “must eliminate the
possible bad influence of their exiled countrymen” through their “relocation elsewhere.”
Anxiety over rebellious elements thereby diluted the schemes of re-territorialisation
advanced by Advisor Hazeu.

Paranoia that emerging colonial centres at places like Bandung could morph from
nodes of disciplinary training and subject formation to breeding grounds for anti-colonial
scheming persisted. Hazeu himself acknowledged that exiles like Ben Peukan posed sig-
nificant dangers but nevertheless clung to his vision, asserting that such tensions were not
only difficult to avoid, but necessary for refashioning the Acehnese ulèëbalang class. In
response to Kamerling, Hazeu challenged the paranoia of his colleagues by contending
that “vague announcements concerning the disadvantageous influence of some of the
Acehnese exiles interned in Bandung on the school-going Acehnese youth was based
on faulty and partially incorrect information.”85 While Hazeu’s argument ensured the
continued mingling of exiles with training students, these debates revealed persistent
fears that deportations to the colonial centre could backfire. These anxieties were not lim-
ited to Bandung; they would erupt back in Aceh over Sultan Muhammad Daud Syah.

The Triumph of Paranoia: the Extrication and Isolation of Sultan Daud

When Hazeu undertook his scheme to send Acehnese students and political exiles to
Bandung in 1906, there was one notable omission: Sultan Muhammad Daud Syah. As
mentioned before, the Sultan had been caught in 1903 after decades embodying the
Acehnese regime-in-exile in Keumala. Once subordinated to colonial rule, Daud
would seem to constitute a prime candidate for retraining in the disciplinary centre of
Bandung. However, the act of exiling the Sultan threatened to unravel the already delicate
balance between education and punishment. The Assistant Resident of Aceh Besar
Province had already emphasised that figures “associated with the family of the former
Sultan” such as Cut Muhammad Teuku Malikon Ade, acted as “dangerous intriguers”
and would instil in the “Acehnese youth in Bandung the feel of hate against the admin-
istration in Aceh.”86 Such concerns led the Dutch to allow him to stay at home in Aceh
under careful surveillance.

However, the inescapable symbolism of maintaining the former Sultan of Aceh in his
erstwhile capital, denuded of power but still a tangible physical presence in an imper-
fectly peripheralised region, would fuel the anxiety of colonial authorities already predis-
posed to paranoia after decades of pacification; Daud’s web of external connections, in
turn, would emerge as a key motif of this colonial fear as officials tried to anticipate
his actions and forestall any manoeuvrings independent of their re-territorialisation
schemes. The spectre of Ottoman Turkish intrigue, pan-Islamic affinities, and British
intervention continued to pervade the colonial imagination.87 Chinese smuggling and
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the supposed religious “fanaticism” of Hadrami Arabs remained notable preoccupations.
Yet one group that has garnered little attention from historians of Aceh would play a
decisive role in the final disposition of Sultan Daud: the Indian diaspora, today known
as Chulia, but in the past referred to by Malays as “keling” and by colonial regimes in
Southeast Asia, often pejoratively, as “Kling.”88

Colonial anxieties about the Sultan’s connections converged around two Indian tra-
ders likely of Tamil descent: Moena Pakir and Ghulam Ghouse.89 A father-son duo
based across the Straits of Melaka in the British-controlled port city of Penang, Pakir
first caught the notice of Dutch officials in 1896. The Resident of the coastal city of
Sigli spoke of “communications” concerning “a Kling named Moena Pakir . . . [who] tra-
vels back and forth frequently between Penang and Aceh.”90 Two years later, the
Assistant Resident of Aceh reported that “the son of Moena Pakir, Ghulam Ghouse,
sailed from Pinang to Siam . . . and had been pushed by a wind toward” Aceh, where
his boat “broke down.”91 Thus began a decade of colonial speculation on Pakir and
Ghouse’s relationship with Sultan Daud.

Ghouse and Pakir’s arrival in Sumatra represented the continuation of long-standing
historical connections between India and the Acehnese kingdom. From at least the six-
teenth century, Tamil travellers from the Coromandel Coast of southern India had trav-
elled to Aceh as traders, craftsmen, and slaves.92 Such long-standing connections
materialised in writings like those of a Dutch diplomat in Singapore, William Read,
who noted the “Arab and Kling” attributes found in the lineage of the Acehnese
Sultan.93 Colonial observers also continued monitoring the Aceh Sultan’s external con-
tacts with Indians, as a large proportion of Aceh’s diplomatic “Council of Eight” in
Penang consisted of Indian Muslim traders.94

Thus, just as Dutch administrators like Advisor Hazeu sought to reinforce ties between
Aceh and colonial administrative hubs in Java, south Indian traders threatened to lure
Acehnese back to nodal centres beyond Dutch control, particularly the
British-administered Straits Settlements. As discussed earlier, Singapore and Penang
had been a vital hub of commerce, religious exchange, and munitions throughout the
Aceh War.95 By the late 1880s, approximately 22,000 Tamil migrants trekked to
Singapore and Penang annually before filtering out to plantations across the Bay of
Bengal from the Malay Peninsula to Burma.96 Most of this influx bypassed war-torn
Aceh, but the possibility that Indian trading networks centred in the British Straits
Settlements could infiltrate the area only heightened Dutch fears of potential “Kling”
troublemakers.

From the moment Moena Pakir and Ghulam Ghouse arrived in Aceh, Dutch paranoia
dwelt on the nexus between Indian diasporic networks, Straits Settlement port cities, and
Daud. The Consul General in Penang heaped opprobrium on a letter Moena carried
“from the pretender Sultan of Aceh to the Sultan of Kedah,” a British-controlled
Malay kingdom lying on the other side of the Straits of Melaka.97 This missive contained
a request for the Kedah Sultan to “act as a middleman for the possibility of bringing a
reconciliation between him [Daud]” and the Dutch government.98 Growing alarmed
that Indian traders could act as a portal for Aceh to the wider world of Malay sultanates
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and British influence, the Dutch redoubled their investigations into Moena Pakir.99

Reflecting racialised biases, one Dutch Resident, K.F.H. van Langen, noted that
Pakir’s desire to “find a means for recuperating his debt . . . like a true Kling,” drove
him “into contact with the pretender” Acehnese sultan.100 According to the Resident,
Pakir plotted marriage between the Acehnese sultan and the niece of the Sultan of
Kedah to pay off this debt.101

Colonial paranoia over the implications of the Indian-Aceh nexus intensified after the
submission of Daud in 1903, soon growing to encompass fears of his conspiring with
Ottoman Turkey and imperial Japan. The military commander who had orchestrated
the Sultan’s capture, J. B. van Heutsz, continued criticism of Ghulam Ghouse and
Moena Pakir, decrying them as “meddlers . . . who had interfered in the affairs of the pre-
tender Sultan.”102 Van Heutsz fixated on one meeting which Ghulam Ghouse held in
which he reputedly persuaded Sultan Daud to “invoke the mediation of the Sultan of
Turkey,” raising the spectre of pan-Islamic conspiracy.103 He observed that even “after
his submission to our authority,” Sultan Daud had continued to meet with the Indian
trader.104

The outgoing Civil and Military Governor of Aceh, Gottfried van Daalen, attributed
yet one more malign plot to Pakir in 1908, writing that “Toeankoe Moehamad Dawot
maintained a certain understanding with the Consul General of Japan in Singapore
through the intermediation of the Indians G. Ghouse and Mana Pakir.”105 Noting that
the “plan to enlist the help of Japan is devised by these Indians with the apparent goal
of swindling the ex-pretender Sultan,” Governor van Daalen wrote incredulously that
Ghouse and Pakir “requested to receive money, using the most ridiculous pretexts,”
including the “purchase of two crocodiles . . . [to] be given to the Kaiser of Japan as
gifts.”106 Whether or not the Sultan actually engaged with this request, or if it amounted
to a fanciful scheme concocted by Ghouse and Pakir, is not clear. The Acehnese historian
Teuku Ibrahim Alfian concurs with van Daalen’s assessment that the Sultan’s seal and
signature were forged.107 Nonetheless, van Daalen’s discussion of this potential contact
with Japan still served dual purposes, denigrating Sultan Daud as a credulous dupe while
also identifying Straits-Indian traders as the key nexus to foreign manipulation in Aceh.

Even if some Dutch officials counselled patience with the Sultan, such forbearance
dissolved with rumours that the Indian-Japanese conspiracy had reverberated back to
Bandung. Governor van Daalen grew apoplectic upon discovering that the aforemen-
tioned exile, Teungku Kadli Malikon Ade, had revealed instructions sent from Java
back to Aceh to a prominent ulama “to consult with agents of the Japanese,” and that
these instructions reached Sultan Daud. Rather than a site of colonial subject formation,
Bandung risked morphing into a networked node of Acehnese resistance. Van Daalen
regarded such revelations as proof that the “patience of the Netherlands Indies govern-
ment to let the ex-Sultan stay” in Aceh had been misplaced, and that “expectations con-
cerning his [Daud’s] faithfulness to the Government would not materialise.”108

This failure to redirect local Acehnese networks away from the Straits of Melaka
towards new colonial centres in Java contributed to a momentous policy reversal in
1907: the decision to exile Sultan Daud. Colonial officials acknowledged the
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inconclusive nature of Ghulam Ghouse and Moena Pakir’s intervention in Acehnese
affairs, but the danger seemed intolerable.109 Mobile Indian networks in the Straits
Settlements provided the Acehnese Sultan with a portal to the wider world.110

Governor van Daalen warned of the “damage and harm . . . that the presence of
Toeankoe Moehammad Dawot in Aceh does . . . to the pacification operations.”111 The
Sultan needed to be extricated. After a brief stay in Bandung, Dutch authorities expelled
him beyond Java to the island of Ambon in the eastern extremities of the Netherlands
East Indies.112 By removing Daud to a distant location, the Dutch signalled that they
would no longer seek to straddle the tensions between subject formation and punishment
necessary for re-territorialization. Instead, the colonial state cast the Sultan off beyond the
dense mesh of Indian, Arab, Malay, and British networks in the Straits of Melaka region,
beyond the emerging centre of colonial education in Bandung, to a place from which they
hoped he could not interfere in Acehnese affairs.

Yet the decision to parachute Sultan Daud to the Moluccas would not entirely sidestep
the tensions of re-territorialisation, as Ambon Island did not exist in isolation from accel-
erating global currents of trade and diasporic migration. Daud was the scion of a royal
family that traced its roots to the Bugis community of mobile seafarers, a community
with a large presence on Ambon.113 Moreover, the Bugis of Ambon conducted signifi-
cant trade, often through Chinese and Arab traders, with Singapore.114

Continued colonial fears over the Acehnese Sultan’s web of contacts crystallised
around a lawsuit filed by Ghulam Ghouse and Moena Pakir. Although Daud had been
exiled far from the Straits of Melaka, these two Indian traders still sought restitution.
Instead of directing their claims to Dutch authorities, the Netherlands embassy in
Penang reported that “Ghulam Ghouse turns to the State Secretary for the Colonies in
London” for assistance and even hired a British law firm, Allen and Gladhill.115

Ghouse claimed that as part of his initial series of interactions with the Acehnese ruler
in 1898, the Sultan took out a mortgage deed on property valued at $500,000 that swelled
with interest to $2,787,200.116

The legal claims made against Daud, therefore, both validated colonial anxieties and
reinforced the commitment to exile in distant Ambon. If the Dutch conceded the claims
of the British lawyers and Indian merchants, they would not only admit the wrongness of
their decision to expel him, but also surrender sovereign authority over the erstwhile
Sultan. Governor van Daalen declared that “it was already fully demonstrated that the
signature and stamp [on the deed of mortgage] must be false.”117 The noted historian
of Aceh, Teuku Ibrahim Alfian, agrees with van Daalen’s assessment, observing that
someone capable of lending $500,000 to the Sultan would not struggle to pay the cost
of a telegram as the Dutch claimed.118 Despite considerable doubt over the validity of
these claims, the colonial government went further, noting that any contract with Daud
was null and void because “the Toeankoe has always been considered and treated . . .
as a pretender,” and the claims to represent sovereign authority were thus invalid.119

Such a lawsuit, therefore, must be quashed and the colonial government suppressed
any effort to draw the Sultan back into his old web of connectivities.
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Conclusion: Afterlives of Exile

Nearly three decades after the banishment of the Sultan to Ambon and the travel of
Acehnese students to training programmes in Bandung, the afterlives of these various tra-
jectories of exile would again come into play at another critical juncture in Acehnese his-
tory. By the 1930s, the recipients of the exile-in-training initiative in Bandung, the
ulèëbalang, had fallen into disfavour among their Acehnese compatriots. Dependent
on colonial largesse and educated in elite schools, the ulèëbalang grew isolated from
the concerns of much of the local population. Between 1938 and 1939, this mounting
frustration with the exploitative administration of ulèëbalang spurred a torrent of criti-
cism in Acehnese newspapers; accusations of unvarnished corruption, theft, and even
murder proliferated.120 By contrast, the venerable class of ulama religious scholars
had only been gaining social prominence in Aceh from the 1920s, nourishing a spirit
of religious reform that propelled new Islamic schools, public religious events (tabligh),
and a style of strident political activism culminating in a new organisation known as the
All-Ulama Association of Aceh, or PUSA by its Indonesian language acronym.121 While
there was some social overlap between ulèëbalang and the ulama, these two groups
seemed to be careening towards a potential clash.122

Into this emerging conflict between the ulèëbalang and ulama emerged a campaign
for the restoration of a third element of Acehnese society: the sultanate. In 1939, various
ulama, small traders, and other merchants sent a series of pro-sultanate petitions to the
colonial government, demanding the sultanate’s restoration, in the very year that
Sultan Daud Syah later died at age seventy-five in the Dutch East Indies capital of
Batavia.123 These petitions sparked an impassioned debate in the Acehnese press.124

The content of these petitions do not suggest much memory of the cosmopolitan geneal-
ogies, connections with Indians, or linkages with Penang. Nor do they express much con-
cern that Sultan Daud’s most politically prominent descendant, Tuanku Mahmud, had
embraced the Dutch colonial government, serving as an advisor to the Governor and
as a representative in the colony-wide Volksraad legislative council.125

Instead, petitioners and newspaper writers portrayed the sultanate both as a remedy to
the failures of the ulèëbalang and as a virtual avatar of a unified Acehnese society. The
Dutch Resident of Aceh considered these petitions and acknowledged that the sultanate
could help surmount “the current fragmented administrative organisation” plaguing
Aceh. Still, he dismissed the petitioners as belonging “to the less developed classes of
people” and concluded that “the restoration of the sultanate . . . [is] premature and at pre-
sent not in order.”126 Just as Dutch authorities struggled to fully trust the mobile exiles
and students at Bandung, they seemed unable to reconcile themselves to a sultanate at
once disciplined yet still capable of arousing tremendous passion.

The tensions of re-territorialisation, of balancing the integration of a region into a new
spatial unit while enforcing a subordinate “peripheral” zone, continued afflicting Aceh in
the postcolonial era. After a brief three-year Japanese invasion and the end of World War
II terminated Dutch colonialism in Aceh, leaving behind a power vacuum, the conflict
between ulèëbalang and the PUSA ulama degenerated into brutal violence and the
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eventual destruction of the ulèëbalang as a social class. Later, in the early 1950s, a PUSA
associated figure originally aligned with the emerging independent Indonesian Republic
would join a religiously inspired Islamic resistance movement at least in part in response
to some of the “secular” tendencies of the new state. Decades later in the 1970s, a new
Acehnese resistance movement known as the Free Aceh Movement (GAM) rebelled
against the centre. Although motivated by very different objectives and historical contin-
gencies than past rebellions, one of GAM’s most prominent leaders, Hasan di Tiro, none-
theless still framed demands for an independent Aceh by portraying his group as the
legitimate successor of the sovereign Acehnese sultanate.127 Would the restoration of
the sultan in 1939 by the Dutch authorities have dissipated the tensions between the
ulèëbalang and the ulama that erupted in 1945 or forestalled claims to regional autonomy
in the 1950s and 1970s? It is impossible to say. However, the complex afterlives of exile,
as embodied by the exterminated ulèëbalang and the mythologised sultanate, highlight
the enduring contradictions of deploying coerced mobility as a tool of
re-territorialisation.

Acknowledgements

Research for this article was supported by the UW-Madison Center for Southeast Asian
Studies and the Asia Research of Institute of the National University of Singapore. I want
to express special gratitude to David Kloos, who organised the workshop Violence,
Displacement and Muslim Movements in Southeast Asia at the Royal Netherlands
Institute of Southeast Asian and Caribbean Studies (KITLV) in Leiden, where this
paper was first presented. Likewise, I want to thank all participants for reading the
draft. My colleagues at the Rowan University History Department offered invaluable
feedback as part of our Working Paper Series. I am grateful, finally, to my coeditor of
this special issue, Amrita Malhi, and to the anonymous reviewers.

Bibliography

Unpublished Primary Sources
Leiden University Library Special Collection, Leiden (LULSC):

Collection Christiaan Snouck Hurgronje, ub1085 (Coll Snouck Hurgronje).
Archief Godard Arend Johannes Hazeu, ub1240 (Archief Hazeu).

National Archives of the Netherlands, The Hague (NA):
Ministerie van Koloniën 1850–1900 (1932). Access Number: 2.10.02 (MK).
Ministerie van Koloniën, 1900–1963: Geheime Mailrapporten, 1914–1952, Access Number:
2.10.36.06 (MK Geheime Mailrapporten)
Geheim Archief van het Ministerie van Koloniën, 1901–1940. Access Number: 2.10.36.51
(MK Geheim Archief).

National Archives of the Republic of Indonesia (ANRI)
Arsip Algemeene Secretarie Serie Grote Bundel Missive Governements Secretaris. K100
(Algemeene Secretarie).

382 Joshua Gedacht

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165115321000243 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165115321000243


Published Primary Sources
Damsté, H. T. “Mémoires van een Atjèhschen Balling door H. T. Damsté.” De Indische Gids 28:1

(1916): 322–35, 426–42, 751–65.
“De Pretendant Sultan van Atjeh verbannen.” De Indische Gids 30:1 (1908).
Snouck Hurgronje, Christiaan. The Acehnese. Trans. A. W. S. O’Sullivan. Vol. 1. Leiden:

E. J. Brill, 1906.

Secondary Sources
Aldrich, Robert. Banished Potentates: Dethroning and Exiling Indigenous Monarchs under British

and French Colonial Rule, 1815–1955. Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2018.
Alfian, Teuku Ibrahim. “Acheh Sultanate under Sultan Mohammad Daud Syah and the Dutch

War.” In Profiles of Malay Culture: Historiography, Religion and Politics, edited by
Sartono Kartodirdjo, 147–66. Jakarta: Ministry of Education and Culture, Directorate General
of Culture, 1976.

Amrith, Sunil. Crossing the Bay of Bengal: The Furies of Nature and the Fortunes of Migrants.
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2013.

Anderson, Benedict. Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism,
rev. ed. London: Verso Press, 2006.

Anderson, Clare. “A Global History of Exile in Asia, c. 1700–1900.” In Exile in Colonial Asia:
Kings, Convicts, Commemoration, edited by Ronit Ricci, 20–47. Honolulu: University of
Hawai’i Press, 2016.

——. Subaltern Lives: Biographies of Colonialism in the Indian Ocean World, 1790–1920.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012.

Aspinall, Edward. Islam and Nation: Separatist Rebellion in Aceh, Indonesia. Stanford, Calif.:
Stanford University Press, 2009.

Bijl, Paul. Emerging Memory: Photographs of Colonial Atrocity in Dutch Colonial Remembrance.
Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2015.

Bradley, Francis R. “Women, Violence, and Gender Dynamics during and after the Five
Patani-Siam Wars, 1785–1838.” Itinerario 45:3 (2021).

Coté, Joost J. “Colonial Education: Colonials and the Colonized in ‘Colonies of Settlement’ and
‘Colonies of Exploitation.’” In Handbook of Historical Studies in Education: Debates,
Tensions, and Directions, edited by Tanya Fitzgerald, 259–76. Singapore: Springer, 2020.

Duke Bryant, Kelly M. Education as Politics: Colonial Schooling and Political Debate in Senegal,
1850s–1914. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2015.

Feener, R. Michael. Shari’a and Social Engineering: The Implementation of Islamic Law in
Contemporary Aceh, Indonesia. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014.

Formichi, Chiara. “Displacing Political Islam in Indonesia.” Itinerario 45:3 (2021).
Fujimoto, Helen. The South Indian Muslim Community and the Evolution of the Jawa Peranakan

in Penang up to 1948. Tokyo: Institute for the Study of Languages and Cultures of Asia and
Africa, Tokyo Gaikokugo, 1989.

Gedacht, Joshua, and Amrita Malhi, ‘‘Introduction to Coercing Mobility: Territory and
Displacement in the Politics of Southeast Asia.’’, Itinerario 45:3 (2021).

Heyman, Josiah, and Howard Campbell. “The Anthropology of Global Flows: A Critical Reading
of Apparadurai’s ‘Disjuncture and Difference in the Global Cultural Economy.’”
Anthropological Theory 9:2 (2009): 131–48.

Ho, Engseng. “Empire through Diasporic Eyes: AView from the Other Boat.” Comparative Studies
in Society and History 46:2 (April 2004): 210–46.

——. “Inter-Asian Concepts for Mobile Societies.” Journal of Asian Studies 76:4 (November
2017): 907–28.

Exile, Mobility, and Re‐territorialisation in Aceh and Colonial Indonesia 383

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165115321000243 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165115321000243


Kaartinen, Timo. “Exile, Colonial Space, and Deterritorialized People in Eastern Indonesian
History.” In Exile in Colonial Asia: Kings, Convicts, Commemoration, edited by Ronit Ricci,
139–64. Honolulu: University of Hawai’i Press, 2016.

Khoo Salma Nasution. The Chulia in Penang: patronage and place-making around the Kapitan
Kling Mosque 1786–1957. Penang: Areca Books, 2014.

Kloos, David. Becoming Better Muslims: Religious Authority and Ethical Improvement in Aceh,
Indonesia. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2017.

——. “Dis/connection: Violence, Religion, and Geographic Imaginings in Aceh and Colonial
Indonesia, 1890s–1920s.” Itinerario 45:3 (2021).

Laffan, Michael Francis. The Makings of Indonesian Islam: Orientalism and the Narration of a Sufi
Past. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2011.

Leirissa, R. Z. “The Bugis-Makassarese in the Port Towns: Ambon and Ternate through the
Nineteenth Century.” Bijdragen tot de Taal-, Land-, en Volkenkunde 156:3 (2000): 619–33.

Malhi, Amrita. “Race, Space, and the Malayan Emergency: Expelling Malay Muslim Communism
and Reconstituting Malaya’s Racial State, 1945–1954.” Itinerario 45:3 (2021).

Nagtegaal, Luc. Riding the Dutch Tiger: The Dutch East Indies Company and the Northeast Coast
of Java, 1680–1743. Translated by Beverly Jackson. Verhandelingen van Het Koninklijk
Instituut van Taal-, Land- en Volkenkunde 171. Leiden: KITLV Press, 1996.

Prager, Michael. “From Volkenkunde to Djurusan Antropologi: The Emergence of Indonesian
Anthropology in Postwar Indonesia.” In Asian Anthropology, edited by Jan van Bremen,
Eyal Ben-Ari, and Syed Farid Alatas, 179–200. London: Routledge, 2005.

Raben, Remco. “The Asian Foundations of the Dutch Thalassocracy: Creative Absorption and the
Company Empire in Asia.” In Empires of the Sea: Maritime Power Networks in World History,
edited by Rolf Strootman, Floris van den Eijnde, and Roy van Wijk, 312–37. Leiden: Brill,
2019.

Rai, Rajesh. “‘Race’ and the Construction of the North–South Divide amongst Indians in Colonial
Malaya and Singapore,” South Asia: Journal of South Asian Studies 27:2 (2004): 245–64.

Reid, Anthony. The Blood of the People: Revolution and the End of Traditional Rule in Northern
Sumatra. Kuala Lumpur: Oxford University Press, 1979.

——. The Contest for North Sumatra: Atjeh, the Netherlands, and Britain 1858–1898. Kuala
Lumpur: Oxford University Press, 1969.

——. “Habib Abdur-Rahman Az-Zahir.” Indonesia 13 (April 1972): 36–59.
——. Imperial Alchemy: Nationalism and Political Identity in Southeast Asia. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 2010.
——. An Indonesian Frontier: Acehnese & Other Histories of Sumatra. Singapore: NUS Press,

2005.
Rep, Jelte. Atjeh, Atjeh. Baarn: De Prom, 1996.
Ricci, Ronit. Banishment and Belonging: Exile and Diaspora in Sarandib, Lanka and Ceylon.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019.
——. “From Java to Jaffna: Exile and Return in Dutch Asia in the Eighteenth Century.” In Exile in

Colonial Asia: Kings, Convicts, Commemoration, edited by Ronit Ricci, 94–116. Honolulu:
University of Hawai’i Press, 2016.

——. “Introduction: Exile in Colonial Asia: Kings, Convicts, Commemoration.” In Exile in
Colonial Asia: Kings, Convicts, Commemoration, edited by Ronit Ricci, 1–19. Honolulu:
University of Hawai’i Press, 2016.

Rossum, Matthias van. “The Carceral Colony: Colonial Exploitation, Coercion, and Control in the
Dutch East Indies, 1810s–1940s,” International Review of Social History 63:S26 (2018): 65–88.

Schulte Nordholt, Henk. “A Genealogy of Violence.” In Roots of Violence in Indonesia:
Contemporary Violence in Historical Perspective, vol. 194, edited by Freek Colombijn & J.
Thomas Lindblad, 33–61. Leiden: Brill, 2002.

384 Joshua Gedacht

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165115321000243 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165115321000243


Schulten, C. M. “Tactics of the Dutch Colonial Army in the Netherlands East Indies,” Revue
International d’Histoire Militaire 70 (1988): 59–67.

Siegel, James. Rope of God. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1969.
Streets-Salter, Heather. “Consuls, Colonies and the World: Low-level Bureaucrats and the

Machinery of Empire, c. 1880-1914,” Journal of Colonialism and Colonial History 20:3
(Winter 2019), doi: 10.1353/cch.2019.0037

Tagliacozzo, Eric. Secret Trades, Porous Borders: Smuggling and States along a Southeast Asian
Frontier, 1865–1915. New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 2005.

Wieringa, Edwin. “The Dream of the King and the Holy War against the Dutch: The Kôteubah of
the Acehnese Epic, Hikayat Prang Gômpeuni,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies 61:2 (June 1998): 298–308.

Yang, Anand. Empire of Convicts: Indian Penal Labor in Colonial Southeast Asia. Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2021.

Notes

* Joshua Gedacht is Visiting Assistant
Professor of History, Rowan University,
Glassboro, New Jersey, USA.

1 Rep, Atjeh, Atjeh, 87–8.
2 On Keumala, see Reid, The Contest for

North Sumatra, 204–5.
3 Schulte Nordholt, “A Genealogy of

Violence,” 36.
4 Bijl, Emerging Memory: Photographs of

Colonial Atrocity, 59.
5 Reid, The Contest for North Sumatra,

278–9.
6 Ricci, “Introduction: Exile in Colonial

Asia,” 2–3.
7 There is insufficient space here to fully

engage the extensive historiography of
“mobility”; see the introductory essay of
this special issue to understand how
mobility affects shifting boundaries and
territories: Gedacht and Malhi,
‘‘Introduction to Coercing Mobility.’’

8 Most contemporary Dutch references
assign Sultan Muhammad Daud Syah
the sobriquet “Pretendant [Pretender]
Sultan.” For example, see “De
Pretendant Sultan van Atjeh verbannen,”
De Indische Gids 30:1 (1908): 379.

9 Alfian, “Acheh Sultanate,” 162.
10 Heyman and Campbell, “The

Anthropology of Global Flows,” 132,
137.

11 Ibid., 139.
12 Ibid., 137.
13 Ricci, “Introduction: Exile in Colonial

Asia,” 2–3.

14 Heyman and Campbell, “The
Anthropology of Global Flows,” 139.

15 Ricci, “From Java to Jaffna,” 95.
16 Anderson, “A Global History of Exile in

Asia,” 33.
17 To understand both the immense cultural

resiliency of exiles but also the terror
and anxiety that still defined exilic ima-
ginings, see Ricci, Banishment and
Belonging, 76–95.

18 Ricci, “Introduction: Exile in Colonial
Asia,” 2–3.

19 For an overview of the trading company
entanglements with local Javanese polit-
ical kingdoms, and the significant
degree of colonial authority that could
be bracketed under the term
“re-territorialisation,” see for example
Luc Nagtegaal, Riding the Dutch Tiger.

20 Raben, “The Asian Foundations of the
Dutch Thalassocracy,” 313.

21 Reid, The Contest for North Sumatra,
92–7.

22 Ibid., 159–60.
23 Heyman and Campbell, “The

Anthropology of Global Flows,” 138.
24 Reid, The Contest for North Sumatra,

157.
25 Ibid., 182–3.
26 On al-Zahir’s biography, see Reid,

“Habib Abdur-Rahman Az-Zahir,” 37–
59; Ho, “Empire through Diasporic
Eyes,” 219–21.

27 Reid, The Contest for North Sumatra,
184–5.

Exile, Mobility, and Re‐territorialisation in Aceh and Colonial Indonesia 385

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165115321000243 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165115321000243


28 Ibid., 185.
29 NA, MK 6169, Letter J. A. de Vicq,

Dutch Consul at Jeddah, to H. A. van
Karnebeek, 12 November 1886,.

30 As a centre of hajj and education, Mecca
was a lodestar of Muslim mobility. In
this case, Dutch authorities hoped that
expelling an Arab leader from Aceh
back to his homeland in Arabia would
disrupt a pipeline of pan-Islamic solidar-
ity. By contrast, Francis Bradley
explains in this special issue how
Southeast Asian Muslims displaced
from Patani voluntarily chose to flee to
Mecca. See Bradley, “Women,
Violence, and Gender Dynamics.”

31 Anderson, “A Global History of Exile in
Asia,” 32.

32 Reid, The Contest for North Sumatra,
204.

33 Kaartinen, “Exile,” 139.
34 Reid, Imperial Alchemy, 117.
35 Schulten, “Tactics of the Dutch Colonial

Army,” 62–4.
36 Kaartinen, “Exile,” 140.
37 Reid, The Contest for North Sumatra,

205.
38 Ibid., 204–5, 230–7.
39 Ibid., 205.
40 Ibid., 251–8.
41 Ibid., 272.
42 Ibid., 276–8.
43 Alfian, “Acheh Sultanate,” 162.
44 While this article focuses on the produc-

tion of Aceh as a periphery within the
Netherlands East Indies, in his contribu-
tion to this special issue, David Kloos
illustrates how Dutch authorities sought
to constitute the “West Coast of Aceh”
as a doubled sort of periphery juxta-
posed against the Acehnese centres of
the northern coastal areas. See Kloos,
“Dis/connection: Violence, Religion,
and Geographic Imaginings.”

45 Ho, “Inter-Asian Concepts for Mobile
Societies,” 919.

46 Aldrich, Banished Potentates, 16–21.
47 Alfian, “Acheh Sultanate,” 162.
48 See Anderson, Subaltern Lives; Yang,

Empire of Convicts.

49 Van Rossum, “The Carceral Colony,”
81.

50 Duke Bryant, Education as Politics, 70–
89.

51 See the general gloss in Coté, “Colonial
Education.”

52 NA, MK Geheim Archief 117, Frederik
Albert Liefrinck, “Liefrinck Report
regarding Aceh and Its Dependencies,”
31 July 1909, Mailrapport 1208/09.

53 Reid, The Blood of the People, 12–13;
Siegel, Rope of God, 35–47; Kloos,
Becoming Better Muslims, 30.

54 Laffan, The Makings of Indonesian
Islam, 191–3.

55 Anderson, Imagined Communities, 114,
123–4.

56 Exile, distance, and displacement in
West Java did not need to serve the
ambitions of colonial rulers. In this spe-
cial issue, Chiara Formichi demonstrates
how the Muslim resistance leader
Kartosuwiryo fled from Yogyakarta to
West Java in a form of self-imposed
exile to proclaim an “Islamic State of
Indonesia” as an alternative to the secu-
lar Indonesia Republic. See Formichi,
“Displacing Political Islam in
Indonesia.”

57 On Dutch training schools in English,
see Prager, “From Volkenkunde to
Djurusan Antropologi,” 182.

58 On defining an “Outer Islands” periph-
ery beyond Java, see Tagliacozzo,
Secret Trades, Porous Borders, 54–5.

59 Laffan, The Makings of Indonesian
Islam, 191.

60 LULSC, Archief Hazeu 69, Letter
G. A. J. Hazeu, Advisor on Native
Affairs, to the Director of the Prison
System, 29 October 1907.

61 Snouck Hurgronje, The Acehnese, 50–1.
62 Ibid.
63 On Teungku Muhammad Noerdin’s role

as Snouck Hurgronje’s assistant and
translator of Acehnese manuscripts, see
Wieringa “The Dream of the King and
the Holy War,” 300; on Malay and
Acehnese language correspondence,
see LULSC, Coll Snouck Hurgronje

386 Joshua Gedacht

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165115321000243 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165115321000243


Or. 8227 Letter Cut Muhammad Teuku
Kali Malikon Ade to Teungku
Mohammad Noerdin, 16 December
1906.

64 LULSC, Coll Snouck Hurgronje Or.
8227 Letter Cut Muhammad to
Teungku Mohammad Noerdin, 16
December 1906.

65 LULSC, Coll Snouck Hurgronje Or.
8227 Letter Cut Muhammad to
Teungku Mohammad Noerdin, 16
December 1906.

66 LULSC, Archief Hazeu 69, G. A. J.
Hazeu to the Governor-General of the
Netherlands Indies (GGNI), 22 May
1909.

67 LULSC, Archief Hazeu 69, Hazeu to
GGNI, 22 May 1909.

68 Ibid.
69 Ibid.
70 LULSC, Archief Hazeu 69, H. N. A.

Swart, Governor of Aceh and Its
Dependencies, to GGNI, 30 April 1909.

71 LULSC, Archief Hazeu 69, Hazeu to
the Director of the Prison System,
Batavia, 29 October 1907.

72 Ibid.
73 Damsté, “Mémories van een Atjèhschen

Balling.”
74 Damsté, “Mémories, 324.
75 Ibid.
76 Ibid., 325.
77 Ibid., 333.
78 Ibid., 335.
79 Ibid., 753.
80 Ibid., 322.
81 LULSC, Archief Hazeu 69, W. G. van

Daalen to GGNI, 26 January 1907.
82 LULSC, Archief Hazeu 69, G. A. J.

Hazeu to GGNI, 7 March 1908, Folder
69.

83 LULSC, Archief Hazeu 69, Hulshoff
Pol, Government Secretary, to Director
of Justice, 13 May 1908.

84 LULSC, Archief Hazeu 69,
W. G. Kamerling, Assistant Resident
of the Outer Dependencies of Aceh,
to the Governor of Aceh and Its
Outer Dependencies], 28 September
1907.

85 LULSC, Archief Hazeu 69, Hazeu to
the Director of the Prison System,
Batavia, 29 October 1907.

86 LULSC, Archief Hazeu 69,
L. Rijckmans, Assistant Resident of
Groot Atjeh, to the Civil and Military
Governor of Aceh and Its Outer
Dependencies, 9 September 1907,
Folder 69, Archief Godard Arend
Johannes Hazeu, ub1240, LULSC.

87 LULSC, Coll. Snouck Hurgronje Or.
18.097 S11.2 Reports and Despatches
Regarding Aceh, J. Nauw, Consul of
the Netherlands in Penang, to
Christiaan Snouck Hurgronje, 21
September 1898, S11.2.

88 Rajesh Rai explains how Malays used
keling as a term for migrant Indians,
most of whom came from Tamil speak-
ing areas of south India, and how colo-
nial regimes repurposed the term as
shorthand for south Indian, Muslim
Tamil speakers. Rai, “Race,” 252–53;
however, today “Kling” is usually seen
as offensive and not used, see Khoo,
The Chulia in Penang, 7–8.

89 The story of Muna Pakir and Ghulam
Ghouse told here has been almost invis-
ible within the Acehnese historiography
to date with the exception of a brief dis-
cussion by Teuku Ibrahim Alfian, see
Alfian, “Acheh Sultanate,” 164–165;
more recently, the prominent world his-
torian, Heather Streets-Salter, briefly
told the story of Ghulam Ghouse as an
opening vignette for her analysis of
how networks of consulates and consuls
generated crucial information for the
inter-imperial power system, see
Streets-Salter, “Consuls, Colonies, and
the World,” sec. 1, para. 1–2.

90 ANRI, Algemeene Secretarie 4493,
J. A. de Vicq, Consul General of the
Netherlands in Singapore, to the Civil
and Military Governor of Aceh and Its
Dependencies, 28 March 1896.

91 ANRI, Algemeene Secretarie 4493,
J. Kleuters to GGNI, 28 January 1904.

92 Fujimoto, The South Indian Muslim
Community, 18–9.

Exile, Mobility, and Re‐territorialisation in Aceh and Colonial Indonesia 387

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165115321000243 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165115321000243


93 William Read to GGNI, 11 March 1873,
quoted in Reid, An Indonesian Frontier,
265.

94 Reid, The Contest for North Sumatra, 131.
95 Ibid.
96 Amrith, Crossing the Bay of Bengal,

104.
97 ANRI, Algemeene Secretarie 4493,

J. A. de Vicq, Consul General of the
Netherlands in Singapore, to the Civil
and Military Governor of Aceh and Its
Dependencies, 28 March 1896.

98 ANRI, Algemeene Secretarie 4493, J.A.
de Vicq, Consul General of the
Netherlands at Penang to the Civil and
Military Governor of Aceh and its
Dependencies, 28 March 1896.

99 Quote attributed to K.F.H. van Langen
by Governor J.B. van Heutsz, ANRI,
Algemeene Secretarie 4493, J.B. Van
Heutsz to GGNI, 28 January 1904.

100 ANRI, Algemeene Secretarie to J.B.
van Heutsz to GGNI, 28 January 1904.

101 Ibid.
102 Ibid.
103 Ibid.
104 Ibid.
105 ANRI, Algemeene Secretarie 4493,

Gottfried van Daalen, Governor of
Aceh, to GGNI, 13 February 1908.

106 Ibid.
107 Alfian, “Acheh Sultanate,” 164–5.
108 ANRI, Algemeene Secretarie 4493,

Van Daalen to GGNI, 13 February
1908.

109 Ibid.
110 Alfian, “Acheh Sultanate.”
111 ANRI, Algemeene Secretarie 4493,

Van Daalen to GGNI, 13 February
1908.

112 Ibid.

113 Leirissa, “The Bugis-Makassarese in
the Port Towns,” 624–5.

114 Ibid., 625.
115 ANRI, Algemeene Secretarie 4493,

J. Nauw, Consul General of the
Netherlands in Singapore, to GGNI,
30 May 1908, 15 May 1908.

116 On earlier instances of Indian mer-
chants filing lawsuits to claim losses
from Aceh in the 1870s, see
Tagliacozzo, Secret Trades, Porous
Borders, 346–9; ANRI, Algemeene
Secretarie 4493, Ghulam Ghouse to
Governor-General of the Netherlands
Indies, 15 May 1908.

117 ANRI, Algemeene Secretarie 4493,
H. N. A. Swart, Governor of Aceh, to
GGNI, 4 July 1908.

118 Alfian, “Acheh Sultanate,” 165.
119 Van Daalen to GGNI, 13 February

1908, ANRI.
120 Reid, The Blood of the People, 27–8.
121 Feener, Shari’a and Social

Engineering.
122 Reid. The Blood of the People, 25–30.
123 Ibid., 28–9.
124 NA, Geheim Mailrapporten 171, MR

742geheim/39, J. Pauw, Resident of
Aceh and Its Dependencies, to the
Governor of Sumatra at Medan, 7
March 1939.

125 Reid, Blood of the People, 28–9.
126 NA, Geheim Mailrapporten 171, MR

742geheim/39, Pauw to the Governor
of Sumatra at Medan, 7 March 1939.

127 David Kloos makes the important
warning not to teleologically connect
Acehnese regionalism with rebellious-
ness; see Kloos, Becoming Better
Muslims, 59–60; Aspinall, Islam and
Nation, 3, 68–77.

388 Joshua Gedacht

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165115321000243 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165115321000243

	Exile, Mobility, and Re-territorialisation in Aceh and Colonial Indonesia
	De-territorialisation, Re-territorialisation, and the Shifting Uses of Exile
	Re-territorialisation and the Exile of &lsquo;Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad al-Zahir
	&ldquo;Deterritorializing Effects&rdquo;: Alternative Acehnese Geographies at Keumala
	Harnessing Mobility? Exile, Education, and the Production of a Periphery
	Between Exile and Education: Cut Muhammad and Teungku Muhammad Tajeh
	Fusing Education with Punishment? Paranoia and the Paradoxes of Teuku Bentara Moeda
	The Triumph of Paranoia: the Extrication and Isolation of Sultan Daud
	Conclusion: Afterlives of Exile
	Acknowledgements
	Bibliography
	Unpublished Primary Sources
	Published Primary Sources
	Secondary Sources
	Notes


