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Pirates of Empire

The suppression of piracy and other forms of maritime violence was a
keystone in the colonisation of Southeast Asia. Focusing on what was seen
in the nineteenth century as the three most pirate-infested areas in the region —
the Sulu Sea, the Strait of Malacca and Indochina — this comparative study in
colonial history explores how piracy was defined, contested and used to resist
or justify colonial expansion, particularly during the most intense phase of
imperial expansion in Southeast Asia from c. 1850 to c. 1920. In doing so, it
demonstrates that piratical activity continued to occur in many parts of
Southeast Asia well beyond the mid nineteenth century, when most existing
studies of piracy in the region end their period of investigation. It also points
to the changes over time in how piracy was conceptualised and dealt with
by each of the major colonial powers in the region, Britain, France, the
Netherlands, Spain and the United States. This title is also available as Open
Access on Cambridge Core.

STEFAN EKLOF AMIRELL is Associate Professor in History at Linnaeus
University, Sweden. He is also the President of the Swedish Historical
Association and Sweden’s delegate to the International Committee of
Historical Sciences (ICHS/CISH). Among his previous works are Pirates in
Paradise: A Modern History of Southeast Asia’s Maritime Marauders and
several articles on piracy in Southeast Asia.
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Preface

Professionally, my interest in piracy began in the 1990s when I was doing
research for my PhD thesis in Southeast Asia. Piracy and armed robbery
against ships was relatively common in the region at the time, and just about
every week the regional newspapers reported about commercial vessels being
attacked by pirates in the Strait of Malacca, the South China Sea or Indonesian
ports. To be honest, many of the incidents were trifling affairs that hardly
seemed to justify the dramatic label ‘piracy’. However, some of the attacks
were serious crimes, including well-organised operations in which large ships,
such as oil tankers and bulk vessels, were hijacked at sea and their crews, in
some cases, ruthlessly shot or hacked to death and thrown overboard.

Piracy, I came to realise, was not a thing of the past, and the reality was a far
cry from the romantic image of Treasure Island or Pirates of the Caribbean.
As a historian, moreover, I began to wonder whether piracy, which seemed to
have been so prevalent in Southeast Asia in precolonial and early colonial
times, had really been stamped out in the nineteenth century and only recently
returned, or if it had in fact never disappeared but only temporarily moved out
of sight.

My attempts to make sense of contemporary piracy in Southeast Asia
resulted in a postdoctoral research project at the Centre for East and South-
East Asian Studies at Lund University in Sweden and eventually, in 2006, a
book about the modern history of piracy in Southeast Asia, perhaps somewhat
romantically entitled Pirates in Paradise. The focus was on the period from
1975 to 2005, which meant that I went further back in time than most studies
of contemporary piracy published around the same time. Nonetheless, the
question of what happened in the period from the middle of the nineteenth
century until the last quarter of the twentieth century remained largely unex-
plored, not only by me but also by most other members of the small commu-
nity of pirate historians.

The present study is an attempt to fill that gap. Although the period under
study is long, going back to the onset of the European maritime expansion in
Asia, the focus is on the period from around the middle of the nineteenth

vii
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viii Preface

century, when most existing studies of the history of piracy and other forms of
maritime raiding in Southeast Asia end their period of investigation, until the
beginning of the twentieth century, when piracy, for the most part, had been
efficiently suppressed in the region.

Above all, the book sets out to relate the phenomenon of maritime violence
to the intensified colonisation of Southeast Asia in the second half of the
nineteenth century and the first years of the twentieth century. In doing so, it
compares the policies and interests of the five major colonial powers in the
region at the time, Britain, France, the Netherlands, Spain and the United
States. The book also aims, as far as possible, to highlight the perspectives of
those who were accused of piracy or in other ways were affected by the efforts
of the colonial powers to establish maritime security and commercial and
political hegemony in maritime Southeast Asia. The book thereby draws
attention to the central role that ‘piracy’, however defined, played, not only
in the extension and legitimisation of empire, but also in the anti-imperialist
critique of colonial expansion in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

The title Pirates of Empire has been chosen in order to capture some of the
ambiguity and the multiple meanings attached to the label piracy in Southeast
Asia’s age of empire. Piracy was a multifaceted and often useful concept, both
for those who advocated imperial expansion and for those who resisted it,
whether in Southeast Asia, Europe or the United States. The concept also
changed its meaning and use over the long history of the overseas European
expansion. Hopefully this book will contribute to a better understanding of
how the imperial past and its pirates — whether Asian, European or American —
all took part in shaping the global maritime security regime that still is a
cornerstone of global commerce and the international political order.

The spelling of personal and place names follows, as far as possible, the
Internet edition of the Encyclopedia Britannica. All translations into English
from the cited sources and literature are, unless otherwise stated, by the author.
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Introduction

It is often assumed that piracy in Southeast Asia — as in most other parts of the
world — came to an end around the middle of the nineteenth century as a result
of the resolute efforts of the expanding colonial powers and their navies. Aided
by steam navigation and their increasingly superior military technology, the
European naval forces were, at long last, able to suppress the large-scale piracy
and other forms of maritime raiding that seemed to have plagued maritime
Southeast Asia since the dawn of history. As the colonial regimes took control
over most of the land in the region, the Malay, Chinese and other Asian pirates
were deprived of their markets and safe havens on land. At the same time,
increasingly frequent patrols by the colonial navies and other maritime forces
made piratical ventures ever more difficult and precarious. The anarchy of the
past gave way to the modern regime of relative security at sea, allowing for the
freedom of navigation and the progress of maritime commerce, economic
development and civilisation.'

For the advocates of colonisation the suppression of piracy was (and
sometimes still is) hailed as a major achievement and a manifestation of the
civilising and benevolent influence of Europe’s and the United States’ imperial
expansion.” Colonisation, from this point of view, did not only mean the
imposition of law and order on land, but also at sea, enabling people and
goods to travel unmolested across the water. Meanwhile, the need to suppress
piracy was often used as a rationale for colonial expansion. Sovereignty and
the suppression of piracy were intimately linked with one another, albeit in
varying and often complex and contested ways.

' E.g., Tarling, Piracy and Politics, 228; Blue, ‘Piracy on the China Coast’, 75; Trocki, Prince of
Pirates, 123, n. 1; Brooke, ‘Piracy’, 299; Glete, Navies and Nations, 419; Young, Contemporary
Maritime Piracy, Reid, ‘Violence at Sea’, 15; Andaya and Andaya, History of Malaysia, 3rd
edn, 140.

2 E.g., Lloyd, Navy and the Slave Trade, xi, calls the British Navy’s suppression of piracy and the
slave trade around the world in the nineteenth century ‘[pJerhaps the most admirable work it ever
performed’. Cf. also Layton, ‘Discourses of Piracy’, 81; Dickinson, ‘Is the Crime of Piracy
Obsolete?’, 334-60.
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2 Introduction

This book investigates the role of what Europeans, Americans and Asians of
different nationalities called ‘piracy’ in the context of the modern imperial
expansion in Southeast Asia. The origins of the colonial discourses and
practices associated with piracy are traced to the onset of the European
maritime expansion in the early modern period, but the focus of the study is
on the period from around 1850 to 1920. This focus is in part motivated by
the relative scarcity of studies of piracy and other forms of maritime violence
in the region beyond the 1850s. Apart from some important studies of the
Dutch East Indies, which deal with all or most of the nineteenth century, most
full-length studies of piracy in Southeast Asia to date focus on the first half of
the nineteenth century or earlier periods in history.”

The fact that organised piracy and maritime raiding were brought largely
under control around the middle of the nineteenth century, however, does
not render the study of the phenomenon obsolete for the remainder of the
century or the twentieth century. For one thing, maritime raiding continued to
cause problems in parts of maritime Southeast Asia and the South China Sea
throughout the nineteenth century and, in some parts of the region, well into
the twentieth century. For the most part the victims were Asian seafarers or
coastal populations, including Chinese merchants, Malay fishermen, Vietnam-
ese coastal populations and Japanese and other Asian pearl fishers. In addition,
some of the attacks that befell Europeans or Americans attracted widespread
attention, not only in the region but also in the colonial metropoles.”

Second, and most important for our present purposes, the suppression of
piracy continued to be an important rationale for colonial expansion even
though maritime raiding in itself, for the most part, had ceased to constitute
a major security threat for the colonial authorities when imperial territorial
expansion began to intensify in the region from the 1870s. As noted by Eric
Tagliacozzo, with reference to Dutch and British writers and statesmen at the
time, the threat of piracy was most immediate in the decades leading up to
1865, when it constituted a real impediment to the progress of commerce and
administrative stabilisation on the peripheries of the Dutch and British colonial
possessions in Southeast Asia.” Maritime raiding, however, did not cease in
1865, and the threat of piracy continued to be invoked throughout the rest of

3 E.g., Antony, Like Froth; Tarling, Piracy and Politics; Graham, Great Britain in the Indian
Ocean, esp. 362-90; Trocki, Prince of Pirates. Warren, Iranun and Balangingi, covers the
second half of the nineteenth century but deals mainly with the period up until 1848, as does his
earlier major study on the subject, The Sulu Zone 1768—1898. The most comprehensive study of
piracy in the Dutch East Indies in the nineteenth century is Teitler, van Dissel and a Campo,
Zeeroof, see also Tagliacozzo, ‘Kettle on a Slow Boil’; Tagliacozzo, Secret Trades, 108-27.
E.g., a Campo, ‘Patronen, processen en periodisering’, 78—107; Tagliacozzo, Secret Trades,
113-16; Eklof Amirell, ‘Pirates and Pearls’, 1-24; Lessard, Human Trafficking.

5 Tagliacozzo, Secret Trades, 109.
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Piracy and Colonial Expansion in Southeast Asia 3

the nineteenth century and, in some cases, well into the twentieth century. The
suppression of piracy — whether real, alleged or imagined — was thus an
integrated part of the intensified process of colonisation in much of Southeast
Asia in the second half of the nineteenth century. The perceived threat was not
confined to maritime parts of the region but was also invoked in mainland
Southeast Asia, particularly by the French in Indochina.

Against this background, piracy can be used as a lens through which the
processes of imperial expansion and colonisation and the encounters between
fundamentally different economic, social, political and cultural systems can be
studied. In doing so the present study aims to provide fresh comparative
insights into one of the most formative periods in the modern history of
Southeast Asia and the world.

Piracy and Colonial Expansion in Southeast Asia

One of the first questions to ask in an investigation of piracy in Southeast Asia
is what actually constituted piracy in the eyes of the actors involved. The terms
pirates and piracy appear frequently in early modern and nineteenth-century
sources pertaining to maritime Southeast Asia, but what were the reasons
for using these and related terms to refer to the various types of illicit activities
that usually — but not always — occurred at sea? A central purpose of this book
is to highlight the different perceptions of ‘piracy’ held by contemporary
Europeans, Americans and Asians of different nationalities, vocations and
political convictions. To what extent and under what circumstances were
piratical activities seen as troublesome, barbaric or horrific, and to what extent
were they seen as trifling, legitimate or even honourable, depending on the
point of view of the beholder? When and why did piracy begin (or cease) to be
seen as a major security threat by, for example, the colonial authorities, the
governments and general public in the colonial metropoles, Asian sovereigns
and notables or merchants of different nationalities? Did the problem subside
or disappear, and, if so, when and for what reasons? In what measure did
the suppression of piracy, from the point of view of the colonial powers,
necessitate the conquest of territory and the demise of local rulers and states?
Put otherwise, were conquest and colonisation necessary in order to uphold
security and the freedom of navigation, or should the invocation of piracy as a
security threat or a barbaric practice be understood primarily as a fig leaf meant
to conceal other, less honourable, motives for colonial expansion, such as the
quest for land and natural resources, or strategic and commercial advantages?

To answer these questions, three allegedly pirate-infested areas in Southeast
Asia are analysed comparatively with regard to how piracy was talked about,
suppressed and used to motivate colonial expansion (Map 1). The first of these is
the Sulu Sea in the southern Philippines. The region was the homeland of the
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4 Introduction

Map 1: Southeast Asia

feared Iranun and other maritime raiders, whose depredations surged in the
second half of the eighteenth century and reached a climax in the first half of
the following century. From around the middle of the nineteenth century, the
Spanish naval forces, like the British and Dutch in other parts of maritime
Southeast Asia, began to gain the upper hand in the fight against the Sulu raiders,
and particularly from the 1860s a more permanent Spanish naval presence in the
southern Philippines brought large-scale maritime raiding under control. Attacks
on local vessels at sea and coastal raids on neighbouring islands for the purpose of
capturing slaves nevertheless continued throughout the Spanish colonial period
and during the first decade of the American colonial period from 1899.

The second area is the Strait of Malacca and the shipping lanes around
Singapore and the Riau-Lingga Archipelago, where Malay and Chinese raiders
attacked local trading and fishing boats and occasionally large cargo steamers
as well. Even though British and Dutch gunboats were able in principle to
control the major sea-lanes of communication from around the middle of the
nineteenth century, plunder and extortion of riverine traffic, coastal raids and
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Piracy and Colonial Expansion in Southeast Asia 5

violent attacks at sea, targeting mainly small local vessels, continued for the
remainder of the century and, occasionally, beyond. Civil and colonial wars
and political instability in the autonomous Malay states bordering the Strait
seemed on several occasions to lead to outbreaks of piratical activity through-
out the nineteenth century.

The third region is the northwest part of the South China Sea and the rivers
of Indochina, where Chinese and Vietnamese pirates and other bandits
attacked local vessels at sea and on rivers, and raided villages and settlements
on the coast and inland, mainly for the purpose of abducting humans for
trafficking. Maritime violence at sea and coastal raiding were largely brought
under control by a series of French naval expeditions in the 1870s, but
extortion and plunder on Vietnamese rivers and other forms of banditry, as
well as anticolonial resistance — all of which was labelled piracy by the French
colonists — continued largely unchecked until the last decade of the nineteenth
century and resurfaced sporadically even in the early twentieth century.

Several similarities between the three zones provide the rationale for the
comparative study. First, the natural geography of all three regions was
(and still is in many places) favourable for maritime raiding, a circumstance
that was frequently noted by nineteenth-century observers. The coastlines were
often thickly forested, and there were many small islands, sheltered bays and
hidden passages that provided maritime raiders with safe havens and suitable
bases from which to launch their attacks. Many rivers were also navigable
inland for vessels of shallow draft and could serve as a means of quick refuge
for the perpetrators after raids at sea or on the coast. By controlling strategic
points along the rivers, pirates and other brigands, often supported by local
strongmen, could control riverine traffic and demand tolls from or plunder
trading vessels navigating on the river. As a crossroad for Eurasian maritime
commerce, moreover, Southeast Asia has throughout history been amply
supplied with richly laden targets for violent attacks. Combined with the
seafaring skills of many of the peoples of maritime Southeast Asia, these
factors go a long way to explain why the region has figured so prominently
in the global history of piracy and why it at times has been regarded as one of
the most dangerous regions of the world with regard to piracy and armed
robbery against ships — not only in the past, but also in recent years.”

Second, most of the coasts and lands of all of the three zones were still by
the middle of the nineteenth century governed, at least nominally, by

6 Teitler, ‘Piracy in Southeast Asia’, 67-83; EKIof, Pirates in Paradise. The term ‘piracy and
armed robbery against ships’ is used for statistical purposes by, among others, the International
Maritime Bureau and the International Maritime Organization, taking into account violent
attacks against vessels both on the high seas and in waters under the jurisdiction of a state; see
further Beckman and Page, ‘Piracy and Armed Robbery against Ships’, 234-55.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 91.204.15.157, on 19 Aug 2019 at 03:32:24, subject to the Cambridge Core
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms.
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61COCF


https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61C0CF
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://www.cambridge.org/core

6 Introduction

indigenous rulers: the Sultans of Aceh, Siak, Kedah, Perak, Selangor and Johor
in the Strait of Malacca region; the kings of Vietnam and Cambodia in
Indochina; and the sultan of Sulu in the Sulu Archipelago. However, European
colonial powers had begun to make incursions into all of the three zones
during the first half of the nineteenth century or earlier and continued to
strengthen their presence after the middle of the century. European advances
contributed to the destabilisation and decline of the indigenous states, although
internal political developments and the repercussions of global and regional
dynamics also were consequential. Regardless of the underlying reasons,
the decline of the indigenous states and the ensuing disorder and lack of
central control paved the way for the imposition of colonial rule in one form
or another over most of the three zones between the 1850s and 1870s: by the
British in the Malay Peninsula, the Dutch in northern Sumatra, the French in
Indochina, and Spain and later the United States in the Sulu Archipelago. In all
three zones European advances were met with armed resistance that led to
protracted violent conflicts, particularly in the Sulu Archipelago and other parts
of the southern Philippines, in Aceh in northern Sumatra and in Tonkin in
northern Vietnam.

The third similarity concerns the preoccupation of the colonial powers with
the problem of piracy. In all of the three zones, colonial officials and other
agents of imperial expansion accused indigenous perpetrators, including not
only obvious outlaws and renegades, but also members of the ruling families
and other notables, of engaging in or sponsoring piratical activities. The precise
nature and frequency of these accusations and the activities they concerned
varied, however, and the question of whether the label piracy was appropriate
in the different Southeast Asian contexts was the object of considerable con-
testation by nineteenth-century actors and observers. On the one hand, labelling
entire nations and ethnic groups as piratical could serve to motivate European
or American military intervention and colonisation. On the other hand, the
opponents of colonial expansion, both in Southeast Asia and in the colonial
metropoles in Europe and the United States, readily pointed to the flaws of such
rhetoric and often rejected any claims that piracy justified colonial wars or the
subjugation of indigenous populations. The response of the indigenous rulers of
Southeast Asia, meanwhile, varied from active sponsorship of maritime raiding,
often as a means of enhancing their own status, wealth and political power,
to compliance and cooperation with the colonial authorities in suppressing
piracy. Some Asian rulers, such as the sultan of Selangor, seemed indifferent
to the problem, whereas others, such as the Vietnamese Emperor Tu Duc,
turned the allegation around and accused the French of piracy.” The lines of

7 Swettenham, British Malaya, 183; Retord, ‘Lettre de Mgr Retord’, 226; see Chapter 4 below.
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Piracy and Colonial Expansion in Southeast Asia 7

division in the struggle to define piracy and to identify the best measures, if any,
to curb it were thus not neatly drawn between colonisers and colonised, nor
between a ‘European’ and an ‘Asian’ understanding of piracy and maritime
raiding.

Fourth, and finally, for the nineteenth- and early twentieth-century Euro-
peans and Americans who regarded piracy as a serious problem, allegations of
piracy were often linked to presumably ‘innate’ ethnic or racial, traits of
character associated with certain indigenous groups of Southeast Asia. This
was particularly the case with regard to the coastal Malays throughout the
archipelago and the formidable maritime raiders of the southern Philippines,
such as the Tausug, Iranun and Sama, all of whom by the nineteenth century
had acquired a reputation among Europeans for being more or less pirates by
nature.”

Piracy in Southeast Asia and elsewhere was thus often held up by those in
favour of colonisation as a manifestation of the presumed lack of civilisation
among the nations and peoples concerned. The failure on the part
of indigenous rulers to control illicit maritime violence both within their
jurisdiction and emanating from their territories meant that they failed to meet
the so-called standard of civilisation, which was the benchmark used by
nineteenth-century European lawyers and statesmen to determine whether a state
was civilised or not. Lacking the proper laws against piracy and other forms of
illicit maritime violence or being unable to control non-state-sanctioned violence
within or emanating from its territory disqualified a state from being recognised
as a full member of the international community of nations.”

Such notions provided a rationale for European and American colonisers’
efforts not only to subjugate but also to ‘civilise’ indigenous peoples in South-
east Asia and other parts of the world. The civilising mission, as put by Jiirgen
Osterhammel, involved the self-proclaimed right and duty of European and
American colonisers to propagate and actively introduce their norms and insti-
tutions to other peoples and societies, based on the firm conviction of the
inherent superiority of their own culture and society.'” In this sense, the civilis-
ing mission enjoyed its most widespread influence during the period in focus for
the present study, as the economic, political and technological superiority of the

8 See Reber, “The Sulu World’, 24, for what she calls the “innate’ theory of piracy put forward
by Thomas Stamford Raffles. Cf. McNair, Perak and the Malays, 269. This image was
cemented and dispersed in Europe through popular fiction, including novels by Joseph Conrad
and other British authors, as well as various purportedly true accounts of peoples and events in
the Malay Archipelago, including those by James Brooke and Alfred Russell Wallace; see
further Wagner, ‘Piracy and the Ends of Romantic Commercialism’.

Gong, The Standard of ‘Civilisation’; Thomson, Mercenaries, Pirates and Sovereigns; cf.
Koskenniemi, The Gentle Civilizer of Nations.

Osterhammel, ‘Approaches to Global History’, 14; cf. Barth and Osterhammel (eds.), Zivili-
sierungsmissionen.

©

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 91.204.15.157, on 19 Aug 2019 at 03:32:24, subject to the Cambridge Core
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms.
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61COCF


https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61C0CF
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://www.cambridge.org/core

8 Introduction

West in relation to the rest of the world culminated between the mid nineteenth
century and the outbreak of the Great War in 1914. The colonial discourse about
and the antipiracy operations in Southeast Asia should thus be understood
against the backdrop of the apparent triumph of Western modernity and
civilisation at the time and the accompanying conviction on the part of many
(but far from all) contemporary observers in both Western and non-Western
countries that it was the manifest obligation of Europeans and Americans to
civilise and to bring order, progress and prosperity to the rest of the world."’

Piracy in the Colonial Lens

The colonisation of Southeast Asia, including the three zones under study here,
has been extensively researched ever since the nineteenth century, as have the
subjects of maritime violence and the suppression of piracy in many parts of
the region, particularly the Strait of Malacca and the Sulu Sea. Historians of
French Indochina, by contrast, have shown less interest in the subject of piracy
as such, at least with regard to modern historiography.'”

Despite the obvious differences between the national historiographies of the
countries concerned in the present context — including not only the former
colonial powers Britain, France, the Netherlands, Spain and the United States,
but also the postcolonial states of Cambodia, Indonesia, Malaysia, the
Philippines, Singapore and Vietnam — some general features of how the history
of colonisation and the suppression of piracy has been written since the
nineteenth century can be discerned.

The first historical studies of the colonisation of Southeast Asia were written
as the events in question were still unfolding, or shortly thereafter, often by
military officers or colonial civil servants who themselves took part, in one
capacity or another, in the developments concerned. Much of this colonial-era
literature was, as put by Nicholas Tarling, ‘cast in a heroic and imperialist
mould’, but there were significant exceptions.'’ Some European observers were
highly critical of imperial expansion and colonialism, or at the very least of
certain aspects of it, such as the use of dubious allegations of piracy in order to
motivate territorial expansion or the use of indiscriminate violence against
militarily inferior enemies.'* Read critically, nineteenth-century historiography

See further Eklof Amirell, ‘Civilizing Pirates’.

An exception is Chérif, ‘Pirates, rebelles et ordre colonial’. See also Lessard, Human Traffick-
ing, who discusses piracy in colonial Vietnam with a focus on abductions and trafficking.

13 Tarling, ‘“The Establishment’, 73.

E.g., Maxwell, Our Malay Conquests, ‘The Expansion of the Empire’, The Economist (13
December 1884). For examples of anti-imperialist texts from France and the United States
written at the zenith of modern Western imperial expansion, see, respectively, Ageron, L’Anti-
colonialisme en France; Bresnahan, In Time of Hesitation.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 91.204.15.157, on 19 Aug 2019 at 03:32:24, subject to the Cambridge Core
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms.
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61COCF


https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61C0CF
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://www.cambridge.org/core

Piracy in the Colonial Lens 9

also contains many valuable clues for understanding the actions and decisions
taken by the agents of history from their point of view and for understanding the
Zeitgeist of the age of empire in Southeast Asia.

Piracy was a prominent topic of analysis and discussion among nineteenth-
century European writers, statesmen, politicians, colonial officials and naval
officers in Southeast Asia. Their writings show that the term piracy was not,
for the most part, applied unreflectedly to the Southeast Asian context but that
it was often highly contested, particularly in the British colonial context. Some
texts demonstrate that their authors had substantial knowledge about the
historical, cultural and legal aspects of piracy and other forms of maritime
violence, both in Southeast Asia and in global historical perspective. Many
observers analysed the phenomenon with reference to broader temporal and
cross-cultural frameworks, frequently comparing contemporary Southeast
Asian piracy and maritime violence with earlier periods in classical and
European history.'” Although such analyses sometimes were imbued with
Eurocentrism, stadial theory and racism, they could also be sincere efforts to
understand, and not just condemn or suppress, indigenous piracy and other
forms of maritime violence in Southeast Asia.

Without defending the often brutal methods used in the colonial efforts to
suppress piracy, it is also important not to lose sight of the fact that, in contrast
to latter-day scholars who study piracy in retrospect and from a distance,
colonial officials and military officers in the field had to make decisions that
had a real effect on people’s lives. They also frequently had to argue for their
preferred course of action, not only from legal or pragmatic perspectives, but
also from a moral point of view. Writing in 1849, James Richardson Logan, a
British lawyer and newspaper editor in the Straits Settlements, described the
moral dilemma between taking the side of the perpetrators of maritime
violence or that of their victims:

Piracy is doubtless less reprehensible morally in those who have never been taught to
look upon it as a crime, but that is no reason why every severity necessary for its
extirpation should not be resorted to. A tiger is even less reprehensible in this point of
view than a professional pirate ‘to the manner born’. But we must do what is necessary
to prevent injury to others from piratical habits, before we can indulge in compassion
for the pirate. Our sympathy must be first with the victims and the endangered; with the
murdered before the murderer, the slave before the slave dealer.'®

Although allegations of piracy frequently were deployed for opportunistic
reasons, there were strong moral arguments for acting against the large-scale
and often brutal maritime raids that affected large parts of the Malay

15 E.g., Raffles, Memoir of the Life, 180; Crawfurd, Descriptive Dictionary, 353—-4; Maxwell, Our
Malay Conquests, 5-6.
16 Logan, ‘Malay Amoks and Piracies’, 466; italics in original.
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10 Introduction

Archipelago in the nineteenth century. The raids often involved the killing,
abduction and robbery of innocent victims, including men, women and
children, many of whom were forced to endure terrible abuse and hardship.
From this perspective — and notwithstanding that other, less noble, motives
frequently were decisive in the formulation of colonial policies, and that the
measures adopted were at times excessively brutal — it is difficult to see
the decline of maritime raiding in Southeast Asian waters from the middle of
the nineteenth century as an altogether negative development.

Moral Relativism and Cross-Cultural Perspectives

Compared with most historians of the colonial era, their successors in the wake
of the decolonisation of Southeast Asia from the 1940s have for the most part
been much less favourable in their assessments of colonial efforts to suppress
piracy in the region and of colonialism in general. The use of the very terms
piracy and pirate in the Southeast Asian context has been one of the main
points of criticism. Among the first scholars to draw attention to the problem
was J. C. van Leur, a Dutch historian and colonial official in the Dutch East
Indies during the final years of the colonial period. In an article originally
published in 1940, Van Leur criticised the tendency of European scholars and
observers to belittle Asian civilisations and to pass value judgements on
precolonial states in Southeast Asia based on condescending notions drawn
from European history and society:

Even without knowing further details, it seems to me inaccurate to dispose of such
Indonesian states as Palembang, Siak, Achin, or Johore with the qualifications corrupt
despotisms, pirate states, and slave states, hotbeds of political danger and decay.
Inaccurate, if for no other reason, because despotism, piracy, and slavery are historical
terms, and history is not written with value judgements."”

Building on Van Leur’s and other critical views of colonialism that emerged
during the interwar years, the 1950s and early 1960s saw the rise of new
historiographical frameworks with regard to colonial and imperial history
imbued by a more professional historical ethos and methods. Profiting from
the greater availability of primary sources, particularly in the form of colonial
archives, the efforts to write imperial history tended to focus on political and
administrative developments in London, Paris, Madrid and other colonial
metropoles. The focus was often on official policy and less on the impact of
the policies and the adopted measures in the colonies. Prominent themes
included political debates and policy processes and the relations between
different branches of the government, the military and the colonial

7 Van Leur, Indonesian Trade and Society, 276; originally Van Leur, ‘Eenige aanteekeningen’.
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Moral Relativism and Cross-Cultural Perspectives 11

administration. The personal capacity and accomplishments of prominent
figures, such as ministers, governors and other senior colonial officials and
military officers, were often emphasised, whereas the perspective of the colon-
ised, as in the earlier historiography, rarely was given much prominence,
possibly with the exception of the members of the indigenous elites who were
in direct contact with the Europeans. Despite the shortcomings of these studies,
many of them are still valuable, particularly for their detailed mapping of
political and military events based on the careful analysis of voluminous
colonial archives and other primary sources.'®

The foremost authority on piracy in colonial Southeast Asia to emerge in the
context of this new paradigm was the British historian Nicholas Tarling. In his
early studies of British efforts to suppress piracy in the Malay Archipelago in
the first half of the nineteenth century, he took the cue from Van Leur and
warned against unreflectedly describing acts of maritime violence undertaken
by Asians as piracy.'” Tarling noted that piracy carried ‘from its European
context certain shades of meaning and overtones which render inexact its
application even to ostensibly comparable Asian phenomena’. Because his
focus was on British policy, he nevertheless argued that the term piracy was
relevant and that it was ‘necessary to be fair to the Europeans who believed
they were suppressing piracy’, as it was not unreasonable, in the nineteenth-
century context, to consider many of the acts of violence that took place in
Southeast Asian waters as piracy.”’ Thus content with studying piracy, as the
term was defined by contemporary British colonial officials, Tarling argued
that it would be inadvisable for the historian to attempt to decide what was or
was not really piracy in the Southeast Asian context. Neither did he think it
would be meaningful or valuable to try to apply the term piracy interculturally,
but rather that it was ‘necessary to avoid commitment to irrelevant notions of
international law and morality’.”'

Both Van Leur and Tarling represent what Patricia Risso has called a
‘position of moral relativism’ with regard to the definition of piracy, in contrast
to the absolutist (and often disparaging) position taken by most colonial
observers.”> The dichotomy between the two positions, however, precedes
by far the modern historiography of piracy in Southeast Asia. Its origins can
be traced to classical Antiquity, and it has a long intellectual history in Europe.
Whereas the absolutist view of piracy can be traced to Cicero’s writings in the
first century BCE, the relativist position was most influentially formulated by

1% Some examples of studies in this tradition include Parkinson, British Intervention; Cowan,
Nineteenth-Century Malaya; Priestley, France Overseas.

° Tarling, Piracy and Politics. Other seminal studies by Tarling in which piracy figures promin-
ently include Anglo—Dutch Rivalry; Britain, the Brookes and Brunei; Sulu and Sabah.

20 Tarling, Piracy and Politics, 1—2; cit., 1. 2" Ibid., 1.

22 Risso, ‘Cross-Cultural Perceptions’, 294—6; cit., 294.

1
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12 Introduction

St Augustine of Hippo in the early fifth century CE. His well-known story of
the pirate and the emperor is arguably still one of the most eloquent attempts to
capture the essence of the relativist position:

Indeed, that was an apt and true reply which was given to Alexander the Great by a
pirate who had been seized. For when that king had asked the man what he meant by
keeping hostile possession of the sea, he answered with bold pride, “What do you mean
by seizing the whole earth; but because I do it with a petty ship, I am called a robber,
while you who do it with a great fleet are styled emperor.’*

The relativist position has been at the heart of the dominating paradigm in the
historiography of piracy and maritime raiding in Southeast Asia (and other
parts of the world) for most of the post-World War II era. The thrust of the
argument is that the term piracy was inappropriately applied by European
colonisers to indigenous maritime warfare and efforts aimed at state-building,
as well as to malign commercial rivals. The effort by the colonial powers
to suppress piracy should, from this perspective, above all be understood as a
‘tool in commercial competition and in the building of empire — bad means to a
bad end’, as put by Risso.”* Taking the argument one step further, historian
Anthony Reid has suggested that the European discourse on piracy in Asia be
understood as a form of ‘organized hypocrisy’.”

Such analyses, however, are no less imbued with value judgements than the
colonial historiography that Van Leur criticised close to eighty years ago. Just
as the inaccurate descriptions of the indigenous Malay states as ‘pirate states’
failed to capture the complexity of the social, political and cultural systems in
which maritime raiding played a central part, the more recent condemnations
of colonial efforts to suppress piracy serve to obscure the nuances and diversity
of various forms of maritime violence in the context of the European
expansion in Asia from the turn of the sixteenth to the early twentieth century.
Not taking the colonial discussions and debates about the problem into
account, moreover, gives a distorted picture of the intellectual and political
climate of the colonial period and risks producing overbearing claims to
having exposed the alleged hypocrisy or high-handed and Eurocentric attitudes
of colonial agents rather than trying to understand their attitudes and motiv-
ations in the proper historical context.

A further problem with the relativist position is that it is imbued with the
very Orientalist assumptions that it purports to overcome.”® By positing a

2 Augustine of Hippo, City of God, 101 [4:4]. The story can be traced to Cicero, who provides an

earlier version of it in De Republica [On the Republic]. Cf. also Pérotin-Dumon, ‘The Pirate and
the Emperor’; Chomsky, Pirates and Emperors, who uses it as a starting point for discussing
international terrorism.

Risso, ‘Cross-Cultural Perceptions’, 296. 25 Reid, ‘Violence at Sea’, 15.

Said, Orientalism.
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dichotomy between a presumptive European and a presumptive Asian (or
Chinese, Malay or Southeast Asian, etc.) understanding of piracy, and by
portraying the latter as more or less static before the onset of the European
expansion, the idea of an Asian understanding of piracy serves above all as a
counterimage to the European concept.

The Orientalist bias is even more evident in the exoticising and romanticis-
ing claims of piracy as a cultural tradition and an honourable vocation among
the Malays and certain other ethnic groups. For example, although Sultan
Hussein Shah of Johor may very well have been sincere when he, in the
early nineteenth century, supposedly told Thomas Stamford Raffles that what
Europeans called piracy ‘brings no disgrace to a Malay ruler’, taking such a
statement as emblematic of a presumptive ‘Malay’ attitude to piracy shows a
troubling lack of source criticism.?’ Doing so may even contribute to reprodu-
cing colonial stereotypes of the allegedly piratical ‘nature’ or ‘instincts’ of the
Malays. Numerous testimonies by indigenous Southeast Asians who became
victims of piratical attacks and maritime raids, by contrast, clearly demonstrate
that far from all Malays or other Southeast Asians shared such positive
attitudes with regard to maritime violence and depredations.”®

Toward a Connected History of Piracy

From the late 1960s, in the context of decolonisation, the rise of Marxist
historiography and a general surge in interest in the history of ordinary people
and everyday life, colonial history began to concern itself more with the
experiences and perspectives of the colonised. Many scholars were critical of
the Eurocentric bias in earlier colonial historiography and tried to redress the
balance by writing more Asia-, Africa- and Latin America-centred histories,
focusing on, for example, the economic exploitation and oppression of indi-
genous people and the rise of anticolonial and national liberation movements.
Dependency theory and world systems theory also influenced the writing of
colonial history, aiming to provide a comprehensive analytical and conceptual
framework for understanding the relations between colonies, semicolonies and
metropoles. Another source of inspiration for this new colonial history was the
emerging field of ethnohistory, which emphasised anthropological methods
and the exploration of alternative sources, such as oral history and cultural
expressions, in order to highlight the experiences of non-Europeans.

%7 Reid, ‘Violence at Sea’, referring to an unattributed citation by Andaya and Andaya, History of
Malaysia, 1st edn, 130. It has not been possible to locate the citation. For another example of
such colonial stereotypes, see Saleeby, History of Sulu, 157—8, citing an ‘intelligent Dutch
writer’.

* E.g., Warren, The Sulu Zone 1768—1898, 237—51; see also Warren, Iranun and Balangingi,
309—42.
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14 Introduction

In the context of maritime Southeast Asia, James Francis Warren’s work on
the Sulu Zone from the 1980s combined elements of both ethnohistory and
world systems theory, and in doing so he succeeded in providing a much-
enhanced understanding of the role of maritime raiding in Southeast Asia in
relation to the expanding global commercial exchange in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries.”’ Warren, like Van Leur half a century before him,
rejected the characterisation of indigenous Malay polities as pirate states, not
so much because of the value judgement associated with the term piracy, but
because the label piracy tended to obscure the complex fabric of trade, slavery
and raiding that characterised the Sulu Sultanate and its dependencies from the
late eighteenth until the middle of the nineteenth century.’”

In his later writings, Warren also tried to overcome the dichotomy between
the absolute and relativist positions by arguing for the need to understand the
phenomenon of piracy and maritime raiding from both perspectives. Avoiding
passing value judgements on either Europeans or Asians, he has argued that
it is possible both to understand why the colonial authorities, in view of
the devastating effects of maritime raiding in the region, condemned such
raiding and labelled it piracy and, at the same time, to realise that such
activities, from the point of view of the sultan and coastal chiefs of Sulu, were
an important means for them to consolidate their economic base and political
power.”!

Building on Warren’s and others’ attempts to define the concept of piracy
from an intercultural historical perspective, a working definition of piracy for
our present purposes is

any act of unprovoked violence or detention, or any act of depredation, done upon the
ocean or unappropriated lands or within the territory of a state, through descent from the
sea and with the capability to use force in the furtherance of these acts.”

This definition is intentionally broad in order to encompass the great variety of
different forms of maritime violence perpetrated by European as well as Asian
navigators throughout the early modern and modern periods. It also seeks to
avoid passing a priori value judgements on the perpetrators. In contrast to most
definitions of piracy, it also intentionally leaves out the provision that piracy be
limited to acts done for private ends, as this raises difficult questions about
sovereignty, raison d’état and what defines a legitimate state, questions that

29 Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898; see also his later works on the subject, particularly The
Sulu Zone; Iranun and Balangingi.

30 E.g., Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898, 252—3.  *' Warren, ‘Balangingi Samal’, 46.

32 This definition combines parts of the current definition of piracy according to the United
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (Article 101) and the broader definition used by
Ormerod in his classic study, Piracy in the Ancient World, 60.
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cannot be answered a priori, at least not without passing value judgements,
with regard to maritime Southeast Asia during the period under study.”

The shift from a Eurocentric to a more Asia-centric or globally balanced
perspective on the modern history of Southeast Asia has been one of the most
important lasting developments in the region’s historiography in recent
decades. By comparison, the influence of postcolonial studies has been more
limited, at least in comparison with other non-European regions such as South
Asia, the Middle East and Latin America. The influence is mainly discernible
in the greater interest of historians in previously occluded aspects of colonial-
ism, such as race, ethnicity, gender, and perceptions of time and space.’”
Following the publication of Edward Said’s book Orientalism in 1978, histor-
ians of Southeast Asia also began to take a more critical approach to the
Western sources and literature about the region. Consequently, one of the
most important influences of postcolonial studies in the field of Southeast
Asian history has been the reconsideration of the historian’s relationship to
the archives and other colonial sources. As Ann Laura Stoler has pointed out,
archives tend to draw the historian into their internal logic, language and areas
of interest, while leaving out other aspects that may be at least as important
from an academic and historical point of view.”” The reassessment of colonial
sources and the attempts to use them for answering new types of questions
about popular culture and social practices has also been accompanied by a new
interest in the examination or reexamination of Asian sources. Several scholars
from Southeast Asia, such as Cesar Adib Majul, Thongchai Winichakul and
Adrian B. Lapian, have made important contributions to these efforts.*

Since around 1990, global or transnational history has emerged as one of the
most dynamic fields of historical research and has, in the view of some of the
leading proponents of the field, led to a paradigmatic shift in the way in which
history is written and apprehended.”’ The emergence of New Imperial History
in the United States and Britain was a part of this development, while at the
same time showing strong influences from postcolonial studies. The New
Imperial History turn has meant that historians now take a greater interest in
the social and cultural impact of colonisation, both in the colonies and the
colonial metropoles, and try to put domestic and imperial historiographies into
conversation with one another.”® As such, the New Imperial History bears a

33 Warren, Iranun and Balangingi, 3, also seems to concur with this position in adopting a similar

definition of piracy from an ethnohistorical perspective.

Cf. Reynolds, ‘New Look at Old Southeast Asia’.

Stoler, Duress, esp. ch. 1; cf Stoler, Along the Archival Grain; Bonura and Sears, ‘Introduc-
tion’, 25.

36 Tarling, ‘The Establishment’, 73—4; Majul, Muslims in the Philippines; Winichakul, Siam
Mapped; Lapian, Orang laut. Cf. also Sachsenmaier, Global Perspectives.

E.g., Manning, Navigating World History. 38 E.g., Howe, New Imperial Histories Reader.
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16 Introduction

resemblance to the so-called histoire croisée-approach, as developed, origin-
ally for the purpose of studying transnational processes in the modern history
of continental Europe, by Michael Werner and Bénédicte Zimmermann.*”

The present study is influenced by the New Imperial History turn,
and in particular by a recently proposed approach called ‘Connected
Histories of Empire’."” Inspired by postcolonial scholars such as Sanjay
Subrahmanyam, Ann Laura Stoler and Natalie Zemon Davis, the approach
seeks to uncover the complex and more or less obscure links that operated both
within and across the borders of empires. At the heart of the attempt to write
connected histories of empire are novel spatial frameworks that focus on the
frontiers or borderlands of empires. The interaction and encounters in the
contact zones are linked analytically to the developments in both the colonial
metropoles and regional centres or nodes of empire, such as Singapore, Saigon
and Manila. Influences did not only run between the metropoles, colonies and
borderlands of a single empire, but also between the colonies and the often
overlapping borderlands of different empires. In focusing on these multiple
relations and comparisons between borderlands, colonies and metropoles, the
approach seeks to understand Western colonisation and expansion in Southeast
Asia as more contested, unstable, undetermined and mutually constitutive than
earlier historiography.

The connected histories approach implies that imperialism and colonial
domination did not just arise from the relentless spread of global capitalism
or the increasing political and military superiority of the West in the nineteenth
century. Colonialism was at least as much conditioned by the development
of ‘shifting conceptual apparatuses that made certain kinds of action seem
possible, logical, and even inevitable to state officials, entrepreneurs, mission-
aries, and other agents of colonization while others were excluded from the
realm of possibility’, as it is put by Ann Laura Stoler and Frederick Cooper.*'
What was imaginable, moreover, was conditioned both by economic and
political circumstances and public opinion in distant metropoles and by the
immediate opportunities and constraints in the colonies and their borderlands.
These opportunities and constraints, in their turn, were conditioned not only by
the relations between colonisers and colonised (or to-be-colonised) peoples,
but also by the relations with other colonial governments and indigenous states
and centres of power.

In order to grapple with these complex relations and processes, the theoret-
ical framework of Concurrences, as developed by Gunlog Fur and colleagues

3 Werner and Zimmermann, ‘Beyond Comparison’.

40 Ppotter and Saha, ‘Global History’; cf. Lester, ‘Imperial Circuits’; Doyle, ‘Inter-imperiality’;
Barth and Cvetkovski (eds.), Imperial Co-operation.

41 Stoler and Cooper, ‘Preface’, vii.
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Method and Sources 17

at Linnaeus University, is useful.*” Concurrences implies both the temporal
property of two or more things happening at the same time, and competition,
taking into account both entanglements and tensions. In doing so, it points to a
way of avoiding one of the major pitfalls in the writing of global history: the
tendency to overemphasise connectivity and convergence, resulting in a deter-
ministic and even celebratory grand narrative of globalisation.”® As a heuristic
point of departure, Concurrences directs attention to the universalising
perspectives contained in colonialist claims and civilising imperatives, and
highlights how such claims and imperatives frequently attempt to subsume or
co-opt alternatives, regardless of their validity or influence. By moving beyond
an understanding of imperial expansion in terms of simplistic binaries between
active agents and passive victims, the historical process of colonial expansion
can be fruitfully studied as a series of simultaneous and competing stories of
exchange, cooperation, transculturation and appropriation, where non-
Europeans always retain a measure of agency. The historian can thereby
challenge established historical narratives while remaining alive to the signifi-
cance of alternative voices and understandings of the world.

These points of departure serve to question the dualism that characterises
many studies of piracy and colonial expansion, according to which misleading
divisions are drawn between coloniser and colonised, or between Asian and
European understandings of piracy and other concepts. The colonial experi-
ence is instead understood as conditioned by a series of entangled historical
processes that were mutually shaped in engagement, attraction and opposition.
For our present purposes, these processes involve both indigenous Southeast
Asian rulers and populations and a multitude of European, American and
Asians actors.”* Despite attempts by historians to label and categorise these
actors as, for example, colonisers, naval officers, missionaries, merchants,
indigenous rulers, mandarins or pirates, no group of actors was homogenous.
To the extent that the categories corresponded to a social, economic, political
or cultural reality, there was, as we shall see, great heterogeneity in terms of
opinion, interest and outlook within each group.

Method and Sources

Even though this book is based primarily on colonial firsthand sources, it is
also deeply indebted to the work of earlier historians. Most of the existing

42 The most comprehensive treatment of the framework to date is Brydon, Forsgren and Fur (eds.),
Concurrent Imaginaries. This summary of Concurrences as a methodological concept is based
on Fur, ‘Concurrences as a Methodology’.

“3 For a critique of these tendencies in the writing of global history, see Fillafer, ‘A World
Connecting?’

4+ Stoler and Cooper, ‘Preface’, vii—viii; cit., viii.
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18 Introduction

literature — with the exception of general surveys of the history of the region —
deal in principal with one particular colonial power or part of Southeast Asia.
There are also significant differences in the state of the field with regard to the
different colonies and colonial powers in the region. For example, whereas the
British colonies in many respects have been thoroughly studied, the Spanish
colonial period in the Philippines is less well studied, as is the American
period.” Moreover, in contrast to the historiography of precolonial maritime
Southeast Asia, there have as of yet been relatively few attempts to write more
comprehensive or comparative studies or syntheses of the region’s modern
history.”® Against this background, this book aims to contribute to a more
nuanced comparative understanding of what role piracy played in the colonisa-
tion of different parts of Southeast Asia.

A central point of departure for the analysis is the concept of securitisation
as developed by the Copenhagen School of Security Studies.”’ In the present
context, studying piracy from a securitisation perspective means paying atten-
tion to how different actors — such as colonial officials, local merchants,
missionaries, journalists and politicians — tried to draw attention to the problem
of piracy and describe it as a major security threat. If successful, such securi-
tising moves led to the implementation of extraordinary measures to deal
decisively with the problem, such as punitive military expeditions, colonial
wars of conquest, the wholesale destruction of alleged pirate fleets and villages
or the annexation of territories believed to harbour pirates.

Studying the process of securitisation helps to highlight why the label
piracy, as a legal, political and rhetorical concept, was so prominent in all
three zones under study. The purpose is to explain the differences as well as the
similarities in how piracy was defined, used and contested in different colonial
contexts and at different points of time. In doing so, this book seeks to
highlight the influence of the colonial discourses and practices with regard to
piracy on the processes of colonisation as well as anticolonial resistance.

The contemporary sources consist of a wide range of conventional colonial
sources, including both published and unpublished material, with some
emphasis on the former. In contrast to an argument recently made in relation
to methods in global history, this book has thus not done away with primary
sources as the basis for empirical investigation.”® The argument for leaving
out primary research would be that multiple archival research would be too

45 Slack, “Philippines under Spanish Rule’.
4 Seminal works on precolonial maritime Southeast Asia include Hal, Maritime Trade; Reid,
Southeast Asia, 1—2; Lieberman, Strange Parallels, 2, esp. Chapter 7.
7 Buzan, Waver and de Wilde, Security; see also Stritzel, Security in Translation, 11—37, for the
influence of the Copenhagen School.
48 Myrdal, ‘On Source Criticism’. Myrdal argues for the use of secondary or even tertiary sources
(or literature) in the writing of global historical syntheses.
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Disposition of the Book 19

time-consuming and extensive for a single researcher to cope with in reasonable
time. However, whereas there is some merit to that argument, it is feasible for
a single historian to consult extensive collections of published sources, including
those from different national and colonial contexts, particularly when these
have been digitized and are accessible through online databases and repositories.
In fact, this book could probably not have been written before the digital
revolution in the discipline of history and other branches of the humanities in
recent years, at least not within a few years and by a single researcher.”’

The interpretation of the sources is in many cases relatively straightforward
because the arguments by colonial officials, military officers and other actors
in relation to piratical or allegedly piratical activities in different parts of
Southeast Asia are generally explicit. The understandings of the problem of
piracy and the appropriate ways of dealing with it from the colonial point
of view can thus be studied comparatively and in depth with relative ease
through the firsthand sources. What is less visible in most of the source
material, however, are the concurrent understandings of piracy and maritime
raiding held by indigenous rulers, noblemen, merchants, captives and other
victims of piracy. Their voices are represented to some extent in the colonial
archives and printed contemporary sources — for example, in official letters and
transcripts of meetings and interviews — but for the most part their words are
filtered through the eyes of European or American interpreters, negotiators and
interrogators. In interpreting such pieces of information, the challenge is to
read the texts against the grain in order to catch a glimpse of the non-European
perspectives and understandings of the limits of legitimate maritime violence.
In the absence, by and large, of indigenous sources of relevance to the subject
at hand, doing so is often the only way of gaining some access (imperfect and
patchy as it may be) to the indigenous perspectives on piracy in Southeast
Asia’s age of empire.

Disposition of the Book

This remainder of this book consists of four main chapters and a conclusion. In
Chapter 1, which provides a conceptual platform and a historical background
for the three subsequent chapters, the concept of piracy is analysed in global
historical perspective, and its etymology and intellectual origins in Europe are
traced to classical Antiquity. The role of piracy in European expansion is
highlighted, with a special focus on the encounters between Asian and Euro-
pean understandings of piracy and other forms of maritime violence during the
early modern period.

49 Cf. Sinn and Soares, ‘Historians’ Use’; Putnam, ‘The Transnational’.
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20 Introduction

The subsequent three chapters make up the core of the empirical investi-
gation. Each chapter deals with one of the geographic areas under study and
focuses on one or two of the five major colonial powers in Southeast Asia in
the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Chapter 2 deals with Spanish and
American understandings of and policies with regard to the allegedly piratical
Moros of the Sulu Archipelago, particularly from the middle of the nineteenth
until the early twentieth century. Chapter 3 analyses British and Dutch uses of
the concept of piracy in the context of their commercial and political expansion
in and around the Strait of Malacca with an emphasis on the third quarter of the
nineteenth century. Chapter 4, finally, deals with French discourse and prac-
tices in relation to piracy and other forms of banditry and anticolonial resist-
ance in Indochina from the time of the intensified French expansion in the
region in the mid nineteenth century until the 1890s. A summary at the end of
each chapter highlights the main comparative insights and conclusions from
the study of each region. Finally, the Conclusion draws together the main
results of the investigation as a whole, and the Epilogue briefly reflects on the
resurgence of piracy in the post-World War II era in the light of the colonial
system and its demise around the middle of the twentieth century.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 91.204.15.157, on 19 Aug 2019 at 03:32:24, subject to the Cambridge Core
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms.
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61COCF


https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61C0CF
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://www.cambridge.org/core

1 Piracy in Global and Southeast Asian History

The term piracy can be traced to Greece and the third century BCE, but the
modern understanding of the concept developed only from the sixteenth
century, concurrent with European expansion across the Atlantic and Indian
Oceans and the interaction between Christian and Muslim navigators in the
Mediterranean. As such, its meaning changed over time, and it took on
different connotations and functions in different cultural and political settings,
not only in Europe, but also in Asia, Africa and the Americas. The European
understanding of piracy was thus not, as has been claimed, static or ‘consistent
over centuries’, neither as a legal nor as a vernacular concept.' As Alfred
P. Rubin and others have demonstrated, the concept of piracy evolved histor-
ically over a long period of time in Europe, particularly from the turn of the
sixteenth century, when the classic discussion of the concept was rediscovered
in Cicero’s writings. From around the same time, moreover, European over-
seas expansion gave rise to new challenges in the maritime sphere, including
how to define and deal with illicit and unregulated forms of maritime violence
in distant seas and coastal areas.”

Classical and Mediaeval European Understandings of Piracy

Etymologically, the modern word pirate can be traced to the Classical Greek
word peiratés (eparris), with its earliest attestation from the mid third century
BCE.” The root of the word is pér- (mrep-), which means to try, risk or attempt,
and which also — probably not by coincidence, as illustrated by St Augustine’s
story of the pirate and the emperor — is the root for the words empire and

Risso, ‘Cross-Cultural Perceptions’, 298; cf. Reid, ‘Violence at Sea’, 19.

Rubin, Law of Piracy; see also Heller-Roazen, Enemy of All; Thomson, Mercenaries, Pirates,
and Sovereigns; Benton, Search for Sovereignty; Paige, ‘Piracy and Universal Jurisdiction’;
Kempe, ““Even in the Remotest Corners of the World™”.

de Souza, Piracy in the Graeco-Roman World, 3; cf. Ormerud, Piracy in the Ancient World, 59.
Earlier Greek texts, such as those by Homer and Thucydides, generally referred to what in
modern translations are called ‘pirates’ as [éistés (Anorris); see further McKechnie, Outsiders in
the Greek Cities, 101—41.
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22 Piracy in Global and Southeast Asian History

imperialism.” Originally, in Hellenistic times, however, there was no specific
association between the term peiratés and maritime depredations, but the word
meant bandit or brigand in general, regardless of whether the activities took
place on land or at sea.’

The Latin form of the word pirate was first used by Cicero, when he, writing
in 44 BCE, famously claimed that a pirate (pirata) is the ‘common enemy of
all’ (communis hostis omnium).® In so doing, Cicero echoed the words of the
Greek historian Polybius, who in the previous century had singled out the
Illyrians, a group of people based on the eastern shores of the Adriatic and
reputed for maritime raiding, as the ‘common enemies of all peoples’. Cicero,
however, developed the concept beyond that of Polybius by drawing a distinc-
tion between lawful enemies in war and pirates. The laws of war did not apply
to pirates, according to Cicero, and because they were the common enemies of
all, there ought to be no obligation to keep an oath sworn to a pirate.’

From the time of Cicero — and largely as a consequence of Cicero’s writings
on the subject — pirates in the Roman Mediterranean world came to be
associated specifically with maritime depredations rather than with brigandage
in general. In contrast to the Greek meaning of the word, thus, the Latin word
pirata only ever meant pirate in the sense of maritime raider and was not used
to refer to land-based robbers or thieves.®

Cicero’s earlier writings and speeches about the Cilicians were in large part
responsible for this development, because they established a firm association
between piracy and subversive maritime activities with grave security impli-
cations. In his defence of the Senate’s decision to grant extraordinary military
powers to the statesman and general Gnaeus Pompeius Magnus in 68 BCE,
Cicero represented the situation in the Mediterranean at the time as one of
unprecedented crisis, with the seas allegedly being overrun by fleets of Cilician
marauders. The situation thus required immediate and decisive military action,
and Rome, according to Cicero, was saved only by Pompeius, who supposedly
cleared the Mediterranean of pirates in just three months.’

Pirates were thus from the outset described in highly securitising terms.
Further prefiguring the modern development of the concept in Europe, pirates
also became associated in the Roman imagination with exotic and uncivilised

Rubin, Law of Piracy, 345—6. 5 Heller-Roazen, Enemy of All, 35.

Cicero, De Officiis [On Duties] 3.107.

Polybius, Historiai [Histories] 2.12.4—6; cf. de Souza, Piracy in the Graeco-Roman World, 80.
de Souza, ‘Piracy in Classical Antiquity’, 49, n. 67.

Ibid., 39—40. In these instances, however, Cicero uses the word praedones (robbers, thieves)
rather than piratae, and it was only in De Officiis, written in 44 BCE, that he first used the
latinised form of the Greek word peirateés.
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Classical and Mediaeval European Understandings 23

outlaws, not unlike the image that dominates in Western popular culture
today.'” Whole villages and communities were labelled piratical by the
Romans because their activities and way of life interfered with the new
political and commercial order that Rome, at the height of her power from
the first century BCE to the second century CE, sought to establish over the
Mediterranean. In contrast to how the concept developed in Europe much later,
however, piracy was not a specific legal term in Roman law. "'

It is generally believed that the words piracy and pirate fell into disuse after
Roman times, only to come back in the European context toward the end of the
Middle Ages and particularly during the sixteenth century.'” However,
whereas it is true that other words were often used to describe, for example,
the Vikings of northern Europe and various marauders who plagued shipping
and coastal areas in the Mediterranean in mediaeval times, several laws from
different parts of Europe from as early as the eleventh century had provisions
that mentioned piracy or pirates, either in Latin or vernacular languages.'~ The
principal source of maritime law in Europe in the High Middle Ages, the Rolls
of Oléron from the twelfth century, for example, mentions pirates in the
context of the obligation of land owners (seigneurs) to assist mariners who
had been shipwrecked and landed on their shores. The obligation, however,
did not include ships ‘exercising the profession of piracy’ (exercant le mestier
de piraterie) or sailors who were ‘pirates or scums of the sea’ (pyrates ou
escumeurs de mer). In such cases — and particularly if the pirates were
enemies of the Catholic faith — anyone could treat them as dogs and take
possession of their property without punishment.'*

Subsequent mediaeval laws and other texts also mentioned piracy and
pirates, and at least from the thirteenth century a number of words apparently
synonymous with the term pirate appear in the vernacular literature, such as
the French larrons de mer, the English sea thieves and the German Seerdiu-
ber."> In Romance languages, the words for piracy (e.g., Fr. piraterie, Sp.
pirateria, It. pirateria) and pirate (pirate, pirata, etc.) were generally borrowed
from Latin. In addition, the words meaning corsair (from mediaeval Latin
cursarius, derived from cursus, raid) seem to have been used more or less
synonymously with vernacular words for piracy in Romance languages in
mediaeval times.'® Most Germanic languages, by contrast, developed com-
pound words in the vernacular that literally meant ‘sea robbery’ (e.g., Germ.

de Souza, ‘Piracy in Classical Antiquity’, 43.  '' Rubin, Law of Piracy, 8.
E.g., ibid., 13; Paige, ‘Piracy and Universal Jurisdiction’, 134.

For examples, see Weatley, ‘Historical Sketch of the Law of Piracy’, 540—2.
Guyon, ‘Les Coutumes pénales’, 341.

Prétou, ‘Du “larron écumeur de mer” aux “pirathes™, 40—1.

E.g., Rigaud (ed.), Pirates et corsaires, 32.
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24 Piracy in Global and Southeast Asian History

Seeraub, Dutch zeerof, Sw. sjoroveri) or ‘sea robber’ (Seerduber, zeerover,
sjorovare) to denote piratical activities or persons.

Toward the end of the Middle Ages, there were thus several, largely
synonymous, terms in the European languages that set robbery at sea apart
from its counterpart on land. This conceptual framework formed the basis for
the subsequent legal, political and intellectual discussions in Europe during the
early modern period about the precise definition and limits of piracy, under-
stood broadly as illicit or unauthorized robbery at sea.

Piracy and the European Overseas Expansion

With the consolidation of the principal European states and the onset of
European overseas expansion toward the end of the fifteenth century, piracy
took on a much greater legal and political significance in Europe compared
with earlier centuries. As European sovereigns acquired large fleets of heavily
armed vessels capable of projecting their power to distant seas, European kings
and queens began to make extensive claims to sovereignty and jurisdiction at
sea, both in adjacent maritime zones and — particularly in the case of Spain and
Portugal — over vast distant oceans and waterways. Such claims, however,
were promptly challenged, not only by other states and commercial competi-
tors, but also by pirates, now understood, in principle, as maritime raiders who
operated without the authorisation of a lawful sovereign. With the exception of
the Mediterranean, such pirates were, for the most part, of European origin,
and although non-European pirates occasionally are mentioned in sixteenth-
and seventeenth-century European sources, the pirates that caused by far the
most concern for European governments and trading companies came from the
same continent.

The operations of early modern European pirates occurred mainly in Ameri-
can, African and Asian waters, where the sea power of European governments
was generally weaker than in Europe. The victims were not only European
vessels but frequently those of Asian, African or American origin. The lack of
sophisticated maritime legislation, both national and international, combined
with the widespread use of privateers by European states, also created a vast
grey zone between outright piracy and what was considered to be lawful prize-
taking."’

Meanwhile, in the Mediterranean, piracy and corsairing shaped the com-
mercial and political relations between Europe and the Ottoman Empire and
the so-called Barbary States of North Africa (Morocco, Algiers, Tunis and
Tripoli) for much of the period, from the second half of the sixteenth until the

'7 Rubin, Law of Piracy; Benton, ‘Legal Spaces of Empire’.
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beginning of the nineteenth century. The legal status and character of the
Barbary States — particularly with regard to the question of whether they
should be understood and treated as lawful political entities or illegitimate
piratical nations — was one of the central aspects of the discussions about
piracy in early modern Europe and had a great impact on how the European
concept of piracy developed.'®

The global maritime encounters that followed as a result of European
expansion had a profound influence on how piracy was understood and
defined, not only in Europe but in other parts of the world as well. As Lauren
Benton has argued, studying the global legal discourse on piracy is not a
question of choosing between, on the one hand, a Eurocentric narrative
according to which an international legal community of nation states emerged
in seventeenth-century Europe and then spread around the world and, on the
other, a narrative that exaggerates the autonomy and resilience of non-
European legal orders.'” Benton instead argues — and demonstrates in her
empirical historical work — that it is artificial to separate European from
non-European legal cultures and that they should instead be understood as
mutually constituting one another.””

Overseas expansion led European lawyers and intellectuals to take a great
interest in the concept of piracy and its legal and political implications in the
contemporary global context. Among the central questions that were debated,
sometimes with great intensity, were: how to define piracy; whether there was
such a thing as a piratical state or nation and, if so, how one should be treated;
who was invested with the authority to define who was a pirate; what differ-
ence there was between a pirate, a criminal and a lawful enemy; to what extent
piracy was a crime according to natural or positivist law; whether piracy was,
or should be, a crime according international or national law (or both); and
how far beyond his shores the jurisdiction of a sovereign extended with regard
to the right and obligation to suppress piracy.”'

In grappling with these and other questions, European intellectuals naturally
turned to Cicero, whose De Officiis was more or less compulsory reading for
young European men of the higher classes during the Renaissance. Cicero’s
discussion of piracy seemed to be of particular relevance in the sixteenth-
century context of maritime expansion and the ensuing need to regulate
maritime spaces. Jurists such as Pierino Belli and Alberico Gentili tried to find
a legal definition of pirates based on Cicero, and toward the end of the century

18 See Kaiser and Calafat, ‘Violence, Protection and Commerce’; see also White, Piracy and Law
for the Ottoman perspective on piracy in the early modern Mediterranean.

19 Benton, ‘Legal Spaces of Empire’, 722. 20 Ibid., 723; cf. 715—16.

2! See Rubin, Law of Piracy, esp. 13—113, for a detailed discussion of these and other questions
relating to piracy in early modern Europe.
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pirates began to be widely described as the ‘enemies of mankind’ (hostis
humani generis), a paraphrase of Cicero’s formulation communis hostis
omnium with approximately the same meaning.”” Even though jurists con-
tinued to debate the exact definitions of piracy in the following century, the
notion that pirates were the enemies of mankind was firmly established in
European legal treaties and debates from the turn of the seventeenth century.

According to Gentili, the right to define who was a pirate belonged to the
sovereign, who was authorised to deploy indiscriminate violence against
pirates regardless of where they were found. This doctrine, as has been pointed
out by Alfred P. Rubin, put a tool of enormous power in the hands of
established sovereigns.” It served to legitimise the extension of European
claims to sovereignty and jurisdiction overseas and could, combined with
superior seapower, be used not just to chase pirates but also to further the
commercial and political interests of European states and state-sponsored
ventures, such as trading companies, overseas.

The jurisprudence on piracy was also implemented in the laws and regula-
tions of European states and sovereigns. For example, in 1569 England’s
Queen Elizabeth I proclaimed pirates ‘to be out of her protection, and lawfully
to be by any person taken, punished, and suppressed with extremity’.”* The
result of this and other proclamations and legal practices that developed in
England toward the end of the sixteenth century was that alleged pirates were
often summarily executed by hanging in ports around the world.”> Other
European states, such as France and Spain, also passed laws that prohibited
piratical activity and prescribed capital punishment for piracy from around the
turn of the seventeenth century.”

The attempts to outlaw and suppress piracy in early modern Europe, how-
ever, did not include privateering, that is, the commissioning of private vessels
to attack enemy ships in times of war. This practice was used to varying
degrees by European governments throughout the early modern period and
contributed unintentionally to condoning piratical activity and to perpetuating
a vast legal grey zone in which piracy could be given a quasi-legal status.
Privateering also stimulated piracy, as many privateers turned pirates when

2.

¥}

See ibid., 55 n. 61, on the possible origins of the phrase, which generally is attributed to the
English jurist Edward Coke. According to Paige, ‘Piracy and Universal Jurisdiction’, 136,
however, the phrase was coined by Gentili in 1598.

Rubin, Law of Piracy, 19-26; cit., 21. 24 Tbid., 40; Harding, ‘Hostis Humani Generis’.
Paige, ‘Piracy and Universal Jurisdiction’, 135.

In France, an edict issued by Henri IV in 1584 prescribed the death penalty and the breaking of
the offender’s body on the wheel for robbery at sea, although it seems that the term piracy was
not used before the seventeenth century; see Mathonnet, ‘L’Evolution du droit’; Isambert,
Recueil général, 575. For Spanish laws relating to ‘the corsairs and pirates’ (los cosarios, y
piratas) in the Spanish colonies, dating mainly from the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries, see Recopilacion 2, 64—6.
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their commissions expired, leading to cycles of increased piratical activity
in the wake of major inter-European wars, such as the Anglo—Spanish War
(1585-1604), the Nine Years War (1688-97) and the War of the Spanish
Succession (1701-14).”’

Piratical Imperialism

The legal and intellectual discourse on piracy in Europe was literally a world
apart from the reality of maritime encounters in the Indian Ocean and in East
and Southeast Asia. Portuguese, Spanish, Dutch, English and French naviga-
tors all pursued ruthless policies to further their strategic and commercial
interests in these and other eastern waters. With few goods to trade in exchange
for the spices, textiles, porcelain, tea and other Asian commodities that
Europeans craved, the main competitive advantage of the latter was their
superior maritime power. Europeans thus made frequent use of maritime
violence and coercion in order to force their will upon Asian sovereigns and
communities and to eliminate any commercial competitors, whether European,
Asian or African.

Historian Peter Earle has — provocatively, but nonetheless less appropri-
ately — termed such use of maritime violence ‘piratical imperialism’, thereby
highlighting the dubious legality and morality of early modern European
maritime expansion in Asia and the Atlantic world. Earle concludes that
piratical imperialism was even more apparent in the Indian Ocean than in
most other theatres of European maritime expansion at the time, such as the
Atlantic, the Caribbean and the Mediterranean.”® Maritime violence thus
reached unprecedented heights in the Indian Ocean in the two centuries that
followed on from Vasco da Gama’s arrival in India in 1498.”

In the early sixteenth century, the Portuguese introduced the infamous
system of cartazes in the Indian Ocean. These were passes of safe passage
issued by the Portuguese authorities, and all Asian ships navigating the Indian
Ocean were required to carry a cartaz in order to avoid seizure or destruction
by the Portuguese vessels that patrolled the ocean’s coasts and sea-lanes.
Essentially an institutionalised system of plunder and extortion, the policy
was justified by a prominent Portuguese historian at the time, Jodo de Barros,
with reference to a combination of Portuguese sea power and Christian
doctrine:

It is true that there does exist a common right to all to navigate the seas, and in Europe
we acknowledge the rights which others hold against us, but this right does not extend

27 Starkey, ‘Pirates and Markets’, 111; cf. Ritchie, ‘Government Measures’, 17—19.
28 Earle, Pirate Wars, 111. 29 Yazdani, India, Modernity, 544—5.
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beyond Europe, and therefore the Portuguese as lords of the sea by the strength of their
fleets are justified in compelling all Moors and Gentiles [heathens] to take out safe-
conducts under pain of confiscation and death. The Moors and Gentiles are outside the
law of Jesus Christ, which is the true law that everyone has to keep under pain of
damnation to eternal fire. If then the soul be so condemned, what right has the body to
the privileges of our laws?*"

Even the possession of a cartaz, however, did not guarantee safe passage, and
there was significant mistrust on the part of Indian and other Asian merchants
with regard to the sincerity of the Portuguese and their willingness to keep
their promises not to harm a licensed vessel at sea or in port. Demands for
compensation for losses incurred because a ship had been molested despite
possessing a valid cartaz — either by Portuguese naval vessels or by pirates,
including Portuguese and other European freebooters — were generally rejected
by the Portuguese on formal or technical grounds.”" At the same time, plunder
and booty were a way for the Portuguese state to pay its sailors, and when a
ship was taken there were stipulations as to how large a share each individual
was to receive.’” Such provisions obviously stimulated the use of maritime
violence, and in Bengal the memory of the brutality of the Portuguese lives on
to this day in ballads about the piratical harmads, a word meaning Portuguese,
derived from armada.’”

With the arrival in Asia of the Dutch and English around the turn of the
seventeenth century, maritime violence in the Indian Ocean, the East and
South China Seas, and the Malay Archipelago reached new heights. Both the
Dutch and English East India Companies pursued aggressive commercial
policies directed at European as well as Asian commercial competitors. The
Portuguese cartazes did not provide protection from attacks and harassment by
the newcomers, and Asian merchants were often required to buy licences from
all three maritime powers in order to navigate with some degree of security. On
several occasions, moreover, both the English and the Dutch plundered Asian
vessels at sea in order to force local rulers to comply with their demands for
trading privileges or as compensation for losses allegedly inflicted by Indian
officials or subjects.”* In Southeast Asia, the Dutch East India Company used
similar coercive tactics to obtain trading privileges and to establish a monopoly
on the production of and trade in spices and other commodities, all to the
detriment of indigenous traders and communities.*

Quoted in Whiteway, Rise of Portuguese Power, 21. See also Nambiar, Kunjalis, 35—42, for
the piratical activities of Vasco da Gama in Indian waters.

Anjum, ‘Indian Shipping and Security’, 161—2. 32 Pearson, ‘Piracy in Asian Waters’, 16.
Subramanian, ‘Of Pirates and Potentates’, 28—9.

Clulow, ‘European Maritime Violence’.

Reid, Southeast Asia, 2; see also Crawfurd, History of the Indian Archipelago, 3, 219ff.
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The legally and morally dubious character of such practices did not go
unnoticed by contemporary observers, European as well as Asian. In 1621,
for example, a Dutch merchant in Surat, Pieter van den Broecke, worried that
the navigators of the Dutch East India Company would be seen in India as
‘pirates and worse as sea-rovers’ due to their violent maritime practices.”® His
fears seem to have been confirmed by the fact that in the Bengal language the
word olandez (from Hollanders) came to take on the generic meaning of
pirate.”” Further to the east, Chinese officials likewise often compared the
Dutch to wokou — a term generally translated into English as pirates — because
of the fear and hostility that their actions inspired along the Chinese coast.”® In
Japan, Tokugawa officials also frequently referred to the Dutch as pirates
(bahan) or robbers (nusum-ibito). Such notions were part of the reasons for
the adoption of the policy of sakoku (closed country) from the 1630s, which
for more than two centuries succeeded in limiting the incursions of the Dutch
and other European powers in Japan.’

The piratical reputation of the English in Asia seems to have been even
worse than that of the Dutch. Toward the end of the seventeenth century a
common assumption in India was that all European pirates were English and
that the English East India Company colluded with them.*” In part this notion
was due to Dutch propaganda, which made out that the English were a ‘nation
of pirates’, but it was also due to the depredations in the Indian Ocean and Red
Sea by English pirates and privateers based, for the most part, in the Caribbean
or the British colonies in North America. These acts of piracy culminated with
the brutal attacks committed by Henry Avery and William Kidd on two Indian
ships — the Gang-i-Sawai and the Quedagh Merchant — in 1695 and 1698,
respectively. The attacks caused great anger in India and contributed to forcing
the hand of the English government to take measures against the acts of piracy
committed in Asian seas by its subjects, many of whom even carried letters of
marque issued by the English crown. The English authorities thus took
decisive measures from the turn of the eighteenth century, including the
strengthening of the Royal Navy, intensified antipiracy operations, particularly
in the Indian Ocean and the Caribbean, and the passing of new laws and
regulations with regard to piracy, all of which were meant to deal with the
problem and to restore England’s international reputation and her relations
with the Moghul court.”!

36 Cited in Kempe, ““Even in the Remotest Corners™’, 360.

37 Van Schendel, ‘Asian Studies in Amsterdam’, 1; see further Yazdani, India, Modernity, 532—4,
about the background of the Indian perception of European navigators as pirates.

38 Calanca, “Wokou’, 77. 39 Clulow, ‘European Maritime Violence’, 91, n. 2.

40 Rodger, Command of the Ocean, 162; Earle, Pirate Wars, 120.  *' Ibid., 111ff.
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In retrospect, the turn of the eighteenth century stands out as a sea-change of
global significance, as England swiftly shed its reputation in India and elsewhere
as a nation of pirates and instead began to take the lead in the efforts to suppress
piracy worldwide. The new policy followed on from the English victories over
the Netherlands in the three Anglo-Dutch Wars in the second half of the
seventeenth century, which greatly strengthened the naval power of England,
thereby giving her increased means by which to suppress piracy overseas.

England also adopted a series of legal positions that in effect extended the
jurisdiction of English municipal law to the world’s oceans. In 1700 the
English Parliament passed an Act for the more Effectual Suppression of
Piracy, thereby introducing ‘piracy’ and ‘pirates’ as statutory words of art in
English law and prescribing severe punishments for pirates. The act expanded
the definition of piracy compared with earlier laws and authorised the holding
of Admiralty Commissions to try pirates outside England, thus disposing of the
need to send suspected perpetrators home for trial.*”

In the early eighteenth century the English government tried to appease the
Moghuls and set an example by bringing Kidd and Avery and their crews to
justice. The outcome was that Kidd was found guilty of piracy and executed,
as were several members of both his crew and that of Avery. Avery, however,
managed to evade capture, and his fate after 1696 is unknown. Through the
trials, which were closely observed by the Moghul authorities, and the execu-
tions, the English government tried to convey the message to India and the
world in general — as well as to domestic potential pirates — that they did not
condone piracy and that they would do their utmost to exterminate the enemies
of mankind, ‘even in the remotest Corners of the World’, as Leoline Jenkins, a
leading judge of the High Court of the Admiralty around that time, put it.**

English efforts to suppress piracy were soon eclipsed by the outbreak of the
War of the Spanish Succession (1701-14), however. England (and Britain
from 1707) and other belligerents recruited large numbers of privateers, many
of whom turned pirates after the end of the war, triggering the wave of piracy
known as the Golden Age of Atlantic Piracy from around 1714 to 1726. In the
face of this surge in piracy, which affected not only the Atlantic but also the
western Indian Ocean, the Royal Navy again took the lead in chasing the
pirates and managed to put an end to the large-scale European piracy that had
accompanied European overseas expansion since the sixteenth century.

The result was that for close to a century, from around 1730 until the end of
the Napoleonic Wars in 1815, there was relatively little piratical activity

42 Rubin, Law of Piracy, 100—1; see 362—9 for the full text of the statute.
43 Kempe, ““Even in the Remotest Corners’’, 370; Burgess Jr., ‘Piracy in the Public Sphere’, 894.
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perpetrated by Europeans and targeting European shipping around the world.**
At the same time the levels of maritime violence in the Mediterranean also
receded as diplomacy gained more prominence and the Ottoman Navy was
centralised and modernised, leaving less opportunity for maritime raiding for
Christian as well as Muslim corsairs.*

The Rise of the Piratical Paradigm

The fact that there was little piratical activity affecting European shipping
between ¢.1730 and the beginning of the nineteenth century did not mean that
Europe’s now centuries-old preoccupation with pirates declined. On the con-
trary, the eighteenth century was crucial for the establishment of what Daniel
Heller-Roazen has called the ‘piratical paradigm’.*® Moreover, as we shall see,
from the middle of the eighteenth century, European concerns over
piratical activities perpetrated by non-Europeans increased, and piracy started
increasingly to be seen as a threat to the commerce and security of European
colonies and maritime commerce in eastern waters, particularly in
Southeast Asia.

The exploits of early modern European pirates and privateers not only
attracted the interest of jurists and naval officers charged with the task of
suppressing piracy: they also evoked the interest of the general public and gave
rise to a popular culture in which pirates were portrayed as both heinous
criminals and as daring, romantic or patriotic heroes. Some noted pirates or
privateers, such as Francis Drake (c.1540—96) and Henry Morgan
(c.1635—88), belonged to the pantheon of English ‘noble pirates’, as Douglas
R. Burgess Jr. puts it, already in their own lifetime, long before the eighteenth
century. However, it was in the latter century that many of the stereotypes still
associated with pirates in Western popular culture were established, based in
part on actual historical events and characters and in part on fictive accounts,
sometimes loosely based on authentic events and personalities.

The fate of Henry Avery in the wake of his escape from justice in 1696 is
illustrative of how pirates were conceived in the popular imagination in
Europe. Although the English authorities wanted Avery to serve as a warning
to other would-be pirates, they were unable to effectively counter the heroic
image that he acquired among ordinary Englishmen. There was great public
interest in the trials of Avery and his crew, and pamphlets summarising the
proceedings were printed and circulated in great numbers, both in England

“* On the Golden Age of Atlantic Piracy, see Rediker, Villains of All Nations, and on this and the
subsequent wave of piracy between 1815 and 1835, see Earle, Pirate Wars; Starkey, ‘Pirates
and Markets’.

* White, Piracy and Law, 177—9, 268—70.  *® Heller-Roazen, Enemy of All, 11.
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and in the colonies. The purpose of the pamphlets was to spread the message
that piracy would be taken seriously and be severely punished, but many
people instead read them as entertaining stories of heroism and adventure.
Avery became the subject of poems and ballads, as well as a popular theatre
play in London, The Successful Pyrate, written by Charles Johnson."” Wil-
liam Kidd was romanticised in similar ways, and their personas contributed
significantly to the establishment of the classic image of the swashbuckling
pirate.*®

Public fascination with pirates was not limited to England or the British
Isles, although they seem to have commanded a particular fascination there.
Seventeenth-century French and Dutch buccaneers, such as Robert Chevalier,
dit de Beauchéne, and Laurens de Graaf, were also popular figures in their
respective home countries, as was the privateer and putative pirate Lars
Gatenhielm in Sweden.”’

Apart from poems, ballads and plays, the stories of the exploits of the most
infamous European pirates were disseminated in two purportedly true accounts
of the lives and deeds of a number of notorious pirates, both of which came
to exercise great influence on the picture of piracy in Europe. The first was
Alexandre Exquemelin’s book De Americaensche zee-rovers (The Buccaneers
of America), which was first published in Amsterdam in 1678.”" Exquemelin
had, by his own account, sailed with several of the most famous English and
French buccaneers in the Caribbean, including Frangois 1’Olonnais and Henry
Morgan. The original manuscript for the book seems to have been based on the
author’s firsthand experiences, but Exquemelin’s publisher took the liberty of
heavily editing the text and adding several anecdotes and stories to make it more
exciting. The book became an instant bestseller and was within a few years
translated into German, Spanish, English and French, and was widely read
across Europe. Each time the book was published in a new language, it was
further edited to suit the different tastes of the respective national audiences, thus
further adding to the mythical aura of the main characters in the book.”’

The second, and in the long run more influential, book was Charles
Johnson’s A General History of the Robberies and Murders of the Most
Notorious Pyrates, first published in London in 1724. Like Exquemelin’s
book, Johnson’s General History was a great success and was translated
into several European languages. The stories and legends of many of the
most notorious pirates during the so-called Golden Age of Atlantic Piracy

7 Burgess, ‘Piracy in the Public Sphere’, 888. Cf. also Netzloff, ‘Sir Francis Drake’s Ghost’.

48 Ritchie, Captain Kidd, 237—8.

49 E.g., Bessire, ‘Le Beauchéne de Lesage’; Ericson Wolke, Lasse i Gatan.
30 Exquemelin, Americaensche zee-rovers.

3! Konstam and Kean, Pirates, 92; see also Ouellet, ‘Fiction et réalité’.
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are based on Johnson’s account, including those of Edward Teach (Black-
beard), Bartholomew Roberts, Samuel Bellamy and Calico Jack Rackham.
Unlike Exquemelin, however, there is no indication that Johnson had firsthand
experience of the pirates or the piratical communities he described. Whereas
some of the individuals and events described in the book can be corroborated
by other sources, the author seems to have embellished his stories significantly,
and some of the characters are probably entirely fictional.”

Building on centuries of legal discussions and reports of the exploits of
European pirates around the world, the success and transnational dissemin-
ation of Exquemelin’s and Johnson’s books cemented the common European
notion of piracy. This piratical paradigm, which was firmly established by the
middle of the eighteenth century, influenced public perceptions of maritime
raiding and violence around the world and frequently had a strong impact on
policies related to piracy and its suppression, not only in Europe or involving
Europeans, but also in other contexts around the world such as those of North
Africa, the Persian Gulf, the South China Sea and the Malay Archipelago. Put
otherwise, the ideas about pirates and piracy in European culture from the
eighteenth century onward meant that any allusion to piracy, regardless of the
context, would have particular cultural, as well as legal and political, signifi-
cance in Europe.

In the context of the piratical paradigm, piracy, as a complex but popular
vernacular concept, was associated with, among other things, excessive vio-
lence, cruelty, cunning, debauchery, political subversion, social protest, liberty
and romance. Pirates could thus on the one hand be seen as monstrous enemies
of mankind and on the other as social bandits, in Eric Hobsbawm’s sense of the
term.”” Although such social bandits can be found in many cultures around the
world, the association between social protest and piracy seems to be peculiar to
European culture. Its origins can be traced to the last decades of the seven-
teenth century and was consolidated in the first half of the eighteenth century.
It was further reinforced in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries through
fictional as well as nonfictional writings, and through other cultural expres-
sions such as plays, illustrations and films.”

The history of piracy and its imagery, as it developed in the course of the
early modern period, influenced the understanding of the concept of piracy in
complex and heterogeneous ways. When confronted with the spectre of mari-
time violence in nineteenth-century Southeast Asia, European colonisers and

2 Johnson and Cordingly, General History.

53 Hobsbawm, Bandits. Hobsbawm, however, only mentions pirates briefly in his book. Rediker,
Villains of All Nations, by contrast, pursues the theme at greater length, as does Hill, ‘Radical
Pirates?’. See also Pennell, ‘Introduction’, 8—10, for a critical discussion of social banditry in
relation to Atlantic piracy.

>4 Turley, Rum, Sodomy and the Lash; Moore (ed.), Pirates and Mutineers.
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observers readily interpreted the situation in terms of the long-standing pirat-
ical paradigm as manifested within their respective (European) national and
cultural context. In doing so they simultaneously influenced the piratical
paradigm, giving rise to new understandings of piracy and maritime violence,
linked to maritime commerce, territorial expansion, military power, maritime
jurisdiction, race, religion, civilisation and human rights. In some respects,
there were common themes in these developments, but in other respects there
were significant national and regional differences, both between different
colonial powers and between colonies and metropoles. There were also sig-
nificant differences between different Asian languages and cultures with regard
to the laws and norms that defined what was lawful and accepted maritime
violence.

Asian and European Concepts of Piracy

Although the term piracy may not have a direct equivalent in most Asian
languages — except to the extent that the European term has entered the
languages in question in modern times — several Asian languages have terms
that signify various types of illicit maritime violence. These terms may on the
surface seem similar to the European concept of piracy, but they carry conno-
tations that set them more or less apart, both from each other and from
European understandings of piracy. European maritime expansion in Asia
from the turn of the sixteenth century gave rise to numerous encounters
between such concurrent concepts of piracy and other forms of maritime
violence, and these encounters were often central to the processes of colonisa-
tion, commercial expansion and the suppression of piracy by the colonial
powers in maritime Southeast Asia.

Compared with Europe the connotations of the various Asian words trans-
lated as ‘piracy’ in the nineteenth century show a great variety. In many
languages the closest approximation to the term pirate was a compound word
that can be literally translated as ‘sea robber’, such as the Arabic liss al-bahr or
the Persian equivalent duzd darya’i’” Like pirate, these terms denoted a
person who committed violence at sea outside the context of war and for
private gain, in contrast, for example, to a qursan, an Arabic term derived from
the Italian word corsale (corsair), meaning a state licensed privateer.™

This distinction between liss al-bahr and qursan in Arabic resembles the
distinction between pirate and privateer that developed in Europe in the early
modern period, and as in Europe there was an obligation according to Muslim
law for states to combat pirates and protect shipping in coastal waters. In

35 Risso, ‘Cross-Cultural Perceptions’, 300; cf. Pearson, ‘Piracy in Asian Waters’.
36 pelner Cosman and Jones, Handbook, 1, 216.
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contrast to the Portuguese position, which, as we have seen, only set out
to protect Christian (that is, Catholic) shipping, this obligation also included
non-Muslim shipping, at least in theory.”’ Arabic concepts of piracy and
privateering, like those of European Romance languages, developed mainly
in the context of the interaction between Christian and Muslim shipping and
maritime warfare in the Mediterranean. Against that background, and against
the background of the common influences of Roman law on both Christian and
Muslim jurisprudence in the Mediterranean, the similarities between Arabic
and European distinctions between legal and illegal maritime violence are not
surprising.

The Mandarin words normally used to refer to what Europeans called
‘pirates’ — haidao, haizei, haifei or haikou — literally meant ‘sea bandit’ but
could also be translated as ‘sea rebel’ or ‘sea traitor’. The term haifei was
particularly condescending, with the suffix fei being an absolute negative
implying the denial of humanity and the absence of the right of a person so
described to exist.”® Like the European concept of piracy, the Chinese terms
could thus have subversive and dehumanising connotations that in some
respects were similar to the European understanding of pirates as the enemies
of all. The terminology and associations were similar in other countries where
Chinese cultural influences were strong, such as in Japan, Korea and
Vietnam.”

The other common Mandarin term frequently translated into European
languages as pirate, wokou (Jap. wako; Kor. waegu), was also associated with
subversion and incursion. The affix wo in Mandarin was a derogatory term
meaning approximately ‘dwarf’, which had been used since Han times to
describe the Japanese. In China and Korea, thus, wokou was associated with
Japanese maritime marauders, although the majority of the wokou seem in fact
to have been Chinese.”’ As in Europe, the labelling of both wokou and haifei
as subversive implied that they were a threat to the social and political order.
The problem was thus securitised, which justified the implementation of
extraordinary measures to suppress and exterminate the perpetrators.”’ The
frequent comparisons by Chinese officials of Europeans to wokou should be
understood against this background too.

One of the extraordinary measures deployed by both the Ming and Qing
Dynasties was the authorising of private vessels to take part in naval warfare in
exchange for material rewards, a practice that strongly resembled the European

37 Pearson, ‘Piracy in Asian Waters’, 19; see further Khalilieh, Islamic Maritime Law, 128—48.

58 Antony, ‘Introduction’, 7—8. See also Chappell, ‘Maritime Raiding’, 4—5, for the different
Chinese understandings of piracy.

59 E.g., Antony, ‘Introduction’, 7; Antony, Like Froth, 39; Antony, ‘Maritime Violence’, 114.

0 Higgins, ‘Japanese Piracy’, 261.

¢l Cf. Buzan et al., Security, and the discussion in the Introduction above.
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36 Piracy in Global and Southeast Asian History

practice of privateering during the early modern era. In the sixteenth century,
for example, the Ming authorities enlisted both Chinese junk traders and
Portuguese merchants based in Macau to fight the wokou who ravaged the
Chinese coast.”” Although these measures proved largely inefficient, privat-
eering continued in China throughout the late imperial period. As in Europe,
such activities tended to encourage nonauthorised maritime violence in the
wake of major conflicts, particularly after the end of the Opium War
(1839—42), when many junks that had been enlisted in the war as privateers
by the Chinese authorities took to piracy.®’

Neither was piracy, in the sense of armed robbery at sea or on rivers, an
unknown legal category in China before the nineteenth century. In 1727 pirat-
ical activities were explicitly outlawed in Chinese law in an article related to
‘theft with violence’ (giangdao). According to the article, those who commit-
ted armed robbery on the Yangtze or at sea were to be executed immediately
by decapitation and have their heads exposed in public.”* For particularly
serious acts of piracy, such as those involving the killing of officials or soldiers
or attacks against foreign merchant ships, the punishment was to be death by
slicing.(’5 A substatute enacted in 1740, moreover, listed piracy as one of nine
particularly serious crimes for which the courts were not to take into account
any mitigating circumstances.

In the Malay Archipelago there were several terms that were normally
translated into European languages as piracy. One of the most common was
the Malay verb merampas (from the root rampas), which did not, however,
specifically refer to maritime activities. It could be translated as ‘to rob’ or ‘to
loot” but also ‘to confiscate’ or ‘to take by law or force’. The word did not
carry any inherent illegal or moral connotations, and merampas was often seen
as a legitimate activity for traditional Malay chiefs and noblemen. The distinc-
tion between trading and looting or other forms of securing wealth — such as
taxation, extortion, gambling and even magic — seems to have been relatively
unimportant and, above all, not a question of morality. Such attitudes were
reflected in the traditional Malay chronicles, in which there are no signs of
moral repugnance or surprise in relation to maritime raiding.”” Malay rulers
also frequently encouraged young men of high rank to take to raiding, which
was regarded as a suitable occupation for a prince of insufficient means, and

Wei-chung Cheng, War, Trade and Piracy, 15.

03 Antony, ‘Piracy on the South China Coast’, 36, 42. 64 Calanca, ‘“Wokou’, 78.

Antony, ‘Suppression of Pirates’, 98—9.

MacCormack, ‘Studies in Traditional Chinese Law’, 234. Similar provisions were made in
1780 and 1855; ibid., 236—7. See also Fox, British Admirals, 83, about Chinese laws on piracy.
07 Milner, Kerajaan, 19-20.
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also had the advantage of relieving the ruler of the obligation to provide for the
prince and his followers.**

In 1856 the Scotsman John Crawfurd — who was widely regarded as the
leading British authority on Malay history and culture in the mid nineteenth
century — observed that many Malay princes looked upon piracy as a ‘fair and
regular branch of their incomes’.”” Crawfurd also noted the resemblance
between the attitude of contemporary Malay sea-rovers and that of the early
Greeks, as described by Thucydides. Piracy brought no disgrace to them, the
Greek historian claimed, but was rather seen as an honourable vocation that
was practised by the leading men in society.”’

Another similarity between the early Greek and Malay concept of piracy
was the association between risk-taking and piracy. Just like the root of the
Greek word, pér-, meaning ‘to risk or attempt’, a euphemism for piracy on the
island of Banka was ‘to seek one’s fortune’ (mencari rezeki), and a similar
association seems to have been central to the understanding of maritime
raiding in the Sulu Archipelago.’’

Such attitudes, however, were not necessarily shared by all Malays, and
almost certainly not by the victims of piracy and other forms of maritime
violence. The chronicles, like the statements made by Malay chiefs and nobles
to colonial officials defending piracy and raiding from a culturally relativist
point of view, reflect the warrior ethos of the political and military elites of the
traditional Malay world. As such, they should obviously not be taken as
representative of Malay attitudes in general, particularly not in view of the
considerable cultural variation between different groups of Malays. Many
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century sources bear testimony to the horror and
destruction that befell the coastal villages throughout much of maritime South-
east Asia due to the depredations of the Iranun, Sama and other maritime
raiders emanating from the Sulu Archipelago. Large parts of the coastal
regions of Java and Sumatra and other islands were depopulated as villagers
abandoned their homes and resettled inland, where the threat of raiding was
less immediate. Tales of piratical raids still survive in the oral traditions of
many parts of the region today.’” These circumstances indicate that piracy and
other forms of maritime raiding were seen as far from right or just by the
majority of the Malay population.

Although it may seem remarkable that there is no mention of illegal
maritime robbery in the preserved texts of the Maritime Laws of Melaka

68 B, Andaya, ‘Anak Raja’, 167. 69 Crawfurd, Descriptive Dictionary, 354.

70 Ibid., 353—4; cf. Raffles, Memoir, 180. For the passage from Thucydides, see History of the
Peloponnesian War, 1:1 §4.

71 B. Andaya, ‘Anak Raja’, 167; Kiefer, Tausug, 83—5; cf. Ahmad, Precious Gift, 355.

72 E.g., B. Andaya, To Live as Brothers, 225—6; Velthoen, ‘Pirates in the Periphery’, 215; Warren,
Iranun and Balangingi; Gaynor, Intertidal History.
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(compiled between the fifteenth and nineteenth centuries), the Laws of Melaka
(first compiled in the mid fifteenth century) did conceptualise illegal attacks on
ships and property at sea. The law, for example, established punishments for
stealing a ship and then selling or secreting it. However, the punishment — a
fine of ten emas (gold coins), in addition to returning the value of the ship
to the owner — seems relatively mild, particularly in comparison with
early modern European and Chinese punishments for piracy.”” Coastal raids
involving the taking of slaves, on the other hand, were deemed to be a more
serious crime:

If a ruler’s slave is stolen, the thief must be killed and (all) his property confiscated.
Even in the case of a Sea-Captain (committing the theft), the rule is the same. If the
slave (stolen) belongs to a high dignitary or the Chief Minister, the thief is also to be
killed; likewise, if a Sea Captain is guilty of such an offence, the ruling is the same. If a
slave belonging to an ordinary soldier or subject is stolen by a Sea-Captain, the ruling is
that he (the Sea-Captain) shall either be killed or be fined 10% fahil. This is left to the
discretion of the judge.’”*

These provisions in the Laws of Melaka demonstrate that there were laws
against certain, if not all, forms of maritime raiding in the precolonial Malay
world. There were also terms in the Malay language that signified illegal forms
of maritime raiding and violence, and they resembled, at least in some respects,
European understandings of piracy. The observation that notions of illegal
maritime violence were understood in the precolonial Malay world is also
corroborated by the studies of Carl A. Trocki and Adrian B. Lapian, both of
whom argue that Malays in general recognised a distinction between legitimate
and illegitimate peoples and power at sea.’”

The most common terms in Malay for what Europeans called pirates seem
to have been bajak (laut), perompak and lanun.’® Of these, the term that most
closely resembles the English term pirate is the first, bajak laut, which can be
translated as ‘sea pirate’. The word seems to have been widely used throughout
the Malay Archipelago well before the mid nineteenth century, and, like the
European term, bajak laut signified unauthorised maritime violence or, in the
words of Lapian, ‘every kind of violence committed at sea without the sanction

73 Abel, ‘Covert War at Sea’, 30; Liaw Yock Fang, Undang-undang Melaka, 81; cf. Winstedt and
De Josselin De Jong, ‘Maritime Laws of Malacca’.

7 Liaw Yock Fang, Undang-undang Melaka, 121, 123.

75 Trocki, Prince of Pirates, 69; Lapian, ‘Violence and Armed Robbery’, 132—7. See also Teitler,

Zeeroof, 123; Ahmad, Precious Gift, 262.

In addition, there are several other words (apart from lanun) that at different times and in

different parts of the Malay Archipelago have been translated as pirate. Most of these referred

to certain ethnic groups that engaged in maritime raiding, such as the Maguindanao, Tobelo,

Papuans and Tidong; Lapian, ‘Violence and Armed Robbery’, 134—5; Gaynor, ‘Piracy in the

Offing’, 846—50.
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of the local authority’.”” Although the qualification laut (sea) was frequently
added, moreover, bajak in itself implied an activity occurring at sea or close to
the sea, as opposed to terrestrial raiding or violence.”®

Second, the word perompak, from the root rompak, also meant ‘pirate’ and
seems to have been largely synonymous with bajak laut, that is, meaning
raiders operating at sea or close to the sea without the sanction of a legitimate
political authority.79 According to Trocki, perompak were groups of sea
nomads (orang laut) who were not under the authority of a recognised chief.
They consisted of ‘wanderers and renegades who included hereditary outlaw
bands with no fixed abode’, as well as ‘temporary bands of outlaws under
down-on-their-luck rajas and foreign adventurers’. These were illegitimate
raiders, distinct from the sea peoples whose patrol activities on behalf of a
recognised ruler were seen as legitimate naval operations and part of the Malay
political system.*”

Finally, the word lanun, derived from the name Illanun (Iranun), is a
contraction of I-lanaw-en, a Maguindanao term meaning ‘people from the
lake’. It was the name given by the lowland Maguindanaos of Mindanao in
the southern Philippines to the Maranao-speaking people who migrated to the
coast of Illana Bay from their traditional homelands in the highland lake
country of Mindanao following a volcanic eruption around 1765. As James
Warren has shown, Illanun or Iranun emerged as the name of a distinct ethnic
group in the last decades of the eighteenth century and the beginning of the
nineteenth century. Although the Iranun were relatively few, they quickly
acquired a reputation as formidable maritime raiders, not only in the southern
Philippines, but throughout maritime Southeast Asia. In that context, the

77 Lapian, ‘Violence and Armed Robbery’, 134.

78 See Tim Penysun Kamus, Kamus besar Bahasa Indonesia, s.v. ‘bajak’ (2), 79, for the contem-
porary meaning of the word in Indonesian. A Dutch—-Malay dictionary from 1841 likewise
translates the Dutch word Zeeroover as badjak (and orang per-oempak); de Wilde, Neder-
duitsch—Maleisch, 213. The British naturalist Alfred Russell Wallace, moreover, reported from
a visit to Aru in the Eastern Indonesian Archipelago in 1857 that he was alarmed one evening
by his hosts crying ‘Bajak! bajak!’, and although the alarm proved false that time, there were
apparently real fears on the part of the Arunese of coastal raids conducted by bajak-bajak; see
Wallace, Malay Archipelago, 502. See further Gaynor, Intertidal History, 44—5, 158, for the
complicated etymology of the word.

Crawfurd writes that there was no ‘name in Malay and Javanese, or indeed in any other native
language, for piracy or robbery on the high seas’, and says that the usual name for piracy was
perompakan, from rompak, which he claims meant to ‘rob or plunder generally’; Crawfurd,
Descriptive Dictionary, s.v. ‘Piracy and Pirate’, 353. Crawfurd’s claim, however, is contra-
dicted by de Wilde’s dictionary, in which the first translation of Zeeroover is per-oempak; De
Wilde, Nederduitsch—Maleisch, 213; cf also s.v. ‘Roover, struikroover’, 133, which is not
translated as perompak.

Trocki, Prince of Pirates, 68. Trocki also notes that the breakdown of central power and
legitimate authority in the Riau-Johor Archipelago between 1787 and 1795 meant that everyone
was a perompak, but that this was an exceptional period in Malay history.
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term Illanun and its cognates were, somewhat inaccurately, extended to
include not only the Iranun migrant population of Illana Bay, but also the
non-Maranao-speaking people of southern Mindanao, as well as Tausug and
Sama raiders and navigators of the Sulu Archipelago.®' By the early nineteenth
century the term lanun, according to Raffles, had been stretched to become

synonymous with ‘almost all the sea-rovers of the east’.*”

Summary

Following the critical discussion of the absolutist and relativist understandings
of piracy in the Introduction, this chapter has argued that a cross-cultural study
of the concept of piracy can be fruitful as a point of departure for studying
maritime violence in colonial Southeast Asia. The question of defining the
limits of legitimate maritime violence is something that maritime cultures have
had to grapple with throughout history, and there are several terms in Asian
languages, including in Arabic, Persian, Bengal, Mandarin, Japanese and
Malay, that have been used, to varying degrees, to correspond to the European
notion of piracy. However, Europe’s strong and long-standing interest in
piracy in its various forms stands out as unique in comparison with other
cultures.

There seem to have been attempts to conceptualise illicit maritime violence
and raiding in Arab, Indian, Malay, Chinese and other non-European lan-
guages before the onset of European expansion, but the increased maritime
interaction and violence in the Indian Ocean and other Asian seas from the
sixteenth century brought the problem to the fore in unprecedented ways. As a
consequence, Chinese, Indians and Malays all developed concepts and laws to
define and regulate illicit maritime violence. Several contemporary observers
also noted that European navigators were frequently seen as pirates, even to the
point of being associated with piratical behaviour through generic terms in
Asian languages.

These developments took place concurrently with the establishment in
Europe of the so-called piratical paradigm, a complex cluster of political ideas,
jurisprudence and cultural notions, which was firmly in place by the mid
eighteenth century. Although the paradigm has not been static, it has survived
in modified form to date, and continues to be reproduced in contemporary
popular culture, news media, international law, naval policies and maritime
security operations. The establishment of the piratical paradigm was not an
autochthonous European development, however. Like Asian notions of

81 Kuder, ‘Moros in the Philippines’, 123; cf. Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898, 149; Warren,
Iranun and Balangingi.
82 Raffles, Memoir, 45; published in 1830, the report was written in 1811.
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Summary 411

illegitimate maritime violence, the European concept of piracy was shaped by
the global maritime interaction in the early modern era.

The concept of piracy only makes sense in relation to states and their claim
to have a monopoly on legitimate violence, but state attitudes toward piracy
have varied greatly throughout history, ranging from open sponsorship to
violent opposition and suppression.®” In the course of the early modern period,
European states and trading companies moved gradually from perpetrating acts
of piracy and other forms of illicit maritime violence in Asian (and other)
waters to policies of suppression and nontolerance of piracy and maritime
raiding. However, regardless of whether European navigators used their
superior sea power to perpetrate acts of extortion, piracy and maritime raiding,
or to suppress such activities undertaken by Asians or other Europeans, their
deployment of maritime violence in Asia was always used to their own
advantage, commercially and politically. This observation is valid with regard
to the entire history of European maritime expansion and colonisation in Asia,
even as England, from the turn of the eighteenth century, shifted from being
widely seen as an infamous ‘nation of pirates’ to take the lead in the global
fight against piracy, with other European nations following suit. For England
and other European nations in the early modern era and later, both the perpet-
ration of piratical activities and their suppression served to further their
commercial and political interests in Asia and elsewhere around the world.

83 EK16f Amirell and Miiller, ‘Introduction’, 12—16.
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2 The Sulu Sea

Of the three regions under study here, the Sulu Sea was the most strongly
associated with piracy in the eyes of nineteenth-century observers. The raiders
from Sulu were also, for good reason, the most feared by the coastal popula-
tions of Southeast Asia, who comprised by far most of the victims of the
depredations.

Maritime raiding in the Philippines predated the first Spanish incursions in the
region in the sixteenth century but was aggravated by the protracted conflict
between the Spanish colonisers and the Muslims of the southern Philippines
from 1565 to 1898, as well as by the region’s integration into the global
commercial systems of the early modern period and the influx of European
firearms to the region. All of these factors initially served to strengthen the two
major powers of the southern Philippines, the Sultanate of Maguindanao and —
particularly from the second half of the eighteenth century — the Sulu Sultanate.
Spain never managed to assert authority over the southern Philippines, and
effective imperial control over the region was established only by the US Army
after a series of bloody campaigns at the beginning of the twentieth century.
Throughout the three and half centuries of conflicts between the Spanish and the
populations of the southern Philippines, maritime raiding played a key role, not
only for the accumulation of wealth and slaves, but also as a means of warfare
and anticolonial resistance.

Piracy, Raiding and the Moro Wars

With few exceptions, relations between the Spanish colonisers in the northern
Philippines and the predominantly Muslim population of the southern parts of
the archipelago were characterised by hostility and mutual detestation and
distrust. The Muslims fiercely resisted Spanish attempts to convert them to
Christianity and to take control over their lands and waters. For close to three
centuries, until the mid nineteenth century, this resistance effectively checked
Spanish colonial ambitions in the southern Philippines.

The Spanish interpreted their protracted struggle with the Muslims in the
south by analogy with the Recongquista, the effort of the Christian Iberian

42
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Map 2: The Sulu Sea

kingdoms to expel Muslims from the Iberian Peninsula from the eleventh to
the fifteenth centuries. The Spanish consequently labelled their Muslim adver-
saries in the Philippines ‘Moros’, a condescending term for Muslims derived
from the Mediterranean and Iberian context. From the point of view of the
Spanish, and to some extent also from the point of view of the Moros, the
protracted conflict was interpreted as part of a long-standing global struggle
between Christianity and Islam." In the course of this struggle, and as a result
of increased contacts with the wider world from the sixteenth to the nineteenth
centuries, the Muslim identity of the Moros was strengthened, largely in
opposition to the Spanish incursions and their attempts to propagate the
Christian faith.”

The religious dimension was thus at the heart of the so-called Moro Wars, a
series of wars and hostilities fought with varying intensity throughout the
Spanish colonial period in the Philippines from 1565 to 1899. In the context
of these wars maritime raiding, including attacks on the enemy’s commercial
vessels and coastal raids for the purpose of taking slaves and booty, and as a
means of reprisal, was undertaken by both parties. As the Moros generally
lacked the strength and concentration of sea power to combat the Spanish

' Majul, Muslims in the Philippines, esp. 39—88; Hawkley, ‘Reviving the Reconquista’. The term
Moro is no longer regarded as condescending, as demonstrated by the inclusion of the term in the
name of the two leading secessionist movements in the southern Philippines since the 1970s, the
Moro National Liberation Front and the Moro Islamic Liberation Front.

2 Federspiel, ‘Islam and Muslims’, 340—1; see further Majul, Muslims in the Philippines.
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naval vessels or troops directly, Moro warfare principally took the form of
maritime raiding, focusing on soft targets, such as Christian Filipino seafarers
and coastal populations. Although material gain, principally in the form of
human captives, was an important aspect of the raids, they should thus not be
understood primarily as motivated by private gain, but as a part of the religious
and political war that the Moros fought against the Spanish.”

Such an understanding of maritime raiding in the Philippines in the early
modern period is probably close to how the Spanish colonisers interpreted the
phenomenon during their first two centuries in the archipelago. As we have seen,
maritime raiding was frequently used as a means of warfare in the European
context, and the raiding of enemy vessels and settlements was a regular part of
European wars at sea.” The boundaries between pirates and privateers were also
far from clear-cut in European legal and political doctrine. For example, in the
Spanish Laws of the Indies, which was first compiled in the seventeenth century,
the terms pirates (piratas) and privateers (corsarios) were used interchangeably.’

Maritime violence in the context of the Moro Wars thus included Spanish
raids on the coasts and islands of the southern Philippines. In the middle of
the eighteenth century, for example, the Spanish governor in Manila authorised
the use of privateers to capture and enslave all Sulu men, women and children
who could be seized, and to confiscate or destroy their property.®

Allegations of piracy were at times used by the Spanish against the Muslims
of the southern Philippines and north Borneo (particularly Brunei) from the
earliest days of the Spanish colonial period, but it was not a principal reason
for the onset of the Moro Wars, nor a prominent part of Spanish discourse
about the Moros during the first two hundred years of the Spanish presence in
the Philippines.” To the extent that the terms pirate (pirata) or privateer
(corsario), or their cognates, are mentioned in the digitized records of the
Audiencia de Filipinas from the late sixteenth to the middle of the eighteenth
centuries, they deal above all with European or Chinese navigators whose
activities were deemed to be illegal by the Spanish colonisers.® Maritime

Ibid., esp. 121—89; Scott, Slavery in the Spanish Philippines, 54.

E.g., Glete, Warfare at Sea; Starkey, van Eyck, van Hesling and de Moor, Pirates and
Privateers.

Recopilacion, 64—6. On the early ’antipiracy’ campaigns of the Spanish, see Mallari, ‘Spanish
Navy in the Philippines’.

Majul, Muslims in the Philippines, 281; Bando del gobernor de Filipinas, in Montero y Vidal,
Historia de la pirateria, 2, Appendices, 29—31. According to Montero y Vidal, 299, the order
was illegal because slavery was not permitted in the Philippines according to Spanish law; cf.
Scott, Slavery in the Spanish Philippines, who discusses several ambiguities in relation to the
Spanish laws on slavery and their implementation in the Philippines.

7 Saleeby, History of Sulu, 168—71.

8 Website of the Portal de Archivos Espaiioles (PARES), searches for corsario, pirata and
pirateria in the Archivos General de Indias, Audiencia de Filipinas between 1565 and 1800,
rendering 46, 14 and 3 hits, respectively (30 March 2017).
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violence emanating from the southern Philippines, by contrast, was not for
the most part labelled piracy or even raiding, but simply described as attacks
by enemies from various islands outside the control of the Spanish, such as
Borneo, Ternate, Sangir, Jolo and Mindanao.’

In the second half of the eighteenth century a shift in the pattern of maritime
violence emanating from the southern Philippines occurred as raids conducted
by certain ethnic groups in the region, particularly Iranun and Sama, increased,
and Sulu overtook Maguindanao as the principal centre for slave raiding.'’
The surge in slave raiding was associated with the increase in the China trade
from the eighteenth century, which gave rise to a great demand for natural
products from the Sulu Archipelago and other parts of the Malay Archipelago.
The much sought-after products from the southern Philippines and eastern
Indonesia included pearls, mother-of-pearl, sea cucumber, wax, bird’s nests,
shark fins and tortoise shells, all of which were exported in exchange for
textiles, opium and firearms. The Sulu Sultanate was strategically located
to benefit from the trade boom, and Jolo emerged toward the end of the
eighteenth century as an important market for both slaves and natural products
and other commodities. The main sponsors and beneficiaries of the slave raids
were the datus (chiefs or headmen) of the Sulu Sultanate, who used part of the
income from the bourgeoning trade to equip ever larger and well-armed
raiding expeditions. With the integration of the slave- and raid-based economy
of the Sulu Archipelago in the global commercial system during the second
half of the eighteenth century, the Sulu Sultanate prospered and overtook
Maguindanao as the major Muslim power in the region.''

From the second half of the eighteenth century the label piracy began to
be used more frequently by Spanish officials to describe Moro raiding, and the
efforts to contain or suppress such activities were stepped up.'” In
1754 the governor-general of the Philippines, Marquis Francisco José de
Ovando, proposed the conquest of Jolo and Mindanao in order to put an end
to the ‘piracy and grave evils’ (pirateria y gravisimos males) that the Moros
from these islands visited upon the Spanish colony every year.'” When peace
was negotiated between Spain and the sultan of Sulu later the same year,
moreover, the latter promised to punish any of his subjects who carried out

Scott, Slavery in the Spanish Philippines, 53.

Warren, ‘Moro Wars’, 40; see further Warren, Iranun and Balangingi, 25—40.

"' Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898.

Cf. Vlekke, Nusantara, 198, according to whom Europeans only began to distinguish between
indigenous pirates and honest traders in the Malay Archipelago in the eighteenth century,
whereas they had not made the same distinction in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.
Carta del marqués de Ovando sobre necesidades para la conquista de Jolé y Mindanao,
175355, ES.41091.AG1/23.6.277//FILIPINAS,385,N.25, Archivo General de
Indias (PARES).
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46 The Sulu Sea

raids against the Spanish territories, although the actual word piracy (pirateria)
or any of its cognates were not mentioned in the Spanish treaty text.'*

The treaty notwithstanding, maritime raiding emanating from the southern
Philippines continued and increased during the last decades of the eighteenth
century, driven, ironically, in part by Spanish efforts to develop the commerce
of the colony.'” The beginning of the nineteenth century created further
opportunities for maritime raiding in Southeast Asia, in part because of the
decline of European naval power in Southeast Asia during the Napoleonic
Wars. Iranun and Sama raiders formed large bands who undertook annual
raiding expeditions, not only to the Spanish colony in the northern Philippines,
but also to the Dutch East Indies, the Strait of Malacca and north Borneo. In
the Philippines, the raiders ventured as far north as Luzon and even conducted
raids close to the centre of Spanish power in the region, in Manila Bay,
carrying off hundreds and sometimes thousands of slaves from different parts
of the Spanish colony every year. The Spanish sent several punitive exped-
itions to the Sulu Archipelago and tried to enforce a blockade on Sulu’s trade
with China and Manila, but despite the damage occasionally inflicted on the
Iranun, Sama and other groups involved in the raids by Spanish naval forces,
they were unable to put an end to the depredations.'®

The increase in Sulu raiding coincided with greater commercial interest in
the region, not only on the part of the Spanish, but also of the British and
Dutch, all of whom saw the raids as a serious impediment to their commercial
and territorial interests. The problem of maritime security thus took on a new
importance, and the Sulu Sultanate was identified as a pirate state and the
major sponsor of the raids. The term Moro, which for more than two hundred
years had been used pejoratively by the Spanish, also came to be understood
by Europeans in the region as more or less synonymous with pirate. The
Spanish now consistently began to describe Moro raiding as piracy, and they
often linked the practice to the influence of Islam, as well as to ethnic or racial
deficiencies associated with the Moros."'”’

Such notions were not unique to the Spanish but were frequently expressed
by other European observers as well. However, against the background of
the protracted Moro Wars, the association between piracy and Islam seems to
have been more emphasised by Spanish observers and officials than by their
British and Dutch counterparts. Proselytisation among the Moros was at times
promoted by Spanish colonial officials as a means of weaning the Moros

4 Majul, Muslims in the Philippines, 284—5; for the original Spanish text of the treaty, see
Montero y Vidal, Historia de la pirateria 2, Appendices, 31—3.

15 Scott, Slavery in the Spanish Philippines, 56. 1 Warren, Iranun and Balangingi, 86—123.

17 Ibid., 23; Frake, ‘Genesis of Kinds of People’, 314—15.
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Piracy, Raiding and the Moro Wars 47

from their piratical habits, although such efforts were on the whole
unsuccessful.'®

In the 1820s, several naval expeditions were dispatched by the Spanish to
the Sulu Archipelago and Mindanao with the aim of destroying the mainland
bases and vessels of the raiders. The expeditions, however, proved largely
inefficient due to the limited naval power of the Spanish. The authorities in
Manila then changed their tactics — partly also in response to the increased
interest in the region shown by other colonial powers — and began instead to
encourage more friendly commercial relations with the Sulu Sultanate. In
1836 two treaties were signed between Spain and the Sultanate, a commercial
treaty and a treaty of friendship and alliance. The purpose of the first treaty was
to discourage the Moros from engaging in piratical activity, or at least to make
them refrain from attacking Spanish shipping and territory, and to encourage
them to take up more peaceful pursuits. The main purpose of the second treaty
was to keep other European powers from gaining a foothold in the region. In
particular, the Spanish worried that Great Britain or the Netherlands might try
to extend their influence in the East Indies to the Sulu Archipelago if the piratical
incursions from the area were allowed to continue unchecked.'” The risk of
intervention by other European countries was demonstrated in 1845, when
France made an attempt to acquire the island of Basilan from the sultan of Sulu.
The venture was abandoned only after King Louis Philippe rejected the propos-
ition in order to maintain good relations in Europe with Spain.” The incident
seemed to display Spain’s weak control over the southern Philippines, but even
more worrying for the Spanish were the British designs on Sulu, particularly in
view of Great Britain’s superior naval strength, the British advances in north
Borneo in the 1840s and the interest that the British had shown in the Sulu Sea
since the eighteenth century.”’

These developments, combined with the fact that the annual maritime raids
emanating from the Sulu Sultanate continued more or less unchecked, cast
doubts on Spain’s claim to sovereignty over the southern Philippines. As
Janice E. Thomson has shown, a fundamental requirement for the acknow-
ledgement of sovereignty in the international context since the nineteenth
century has been that the sovereign is able to control extraterritorial violence
emanating from his or her territory.”” In order to enforce her claim to the
Philippine Archipelago, Spain thus had to put an end to the piratical depreda-
tions of the Sulu raiders. For the first time in history, moreover, Spain began to
acquire the naval strength to do so, largely because of the arrival of steam
navigation.

'8 Cf. Majul, Muslims in the Philippines, 321. ' Ibid., 318—19.
20 Nardin, ‘Francais a Basilan’.  *' Tarling, Sulu and Sabah, 9—44.
22 Thomson, Mercenaries, Pirates and Sovereigns.
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The Suppression of Piracy in Sulu

In 1848 a large Spanish naval expedition, which included three English-built
steamboats, attacked and destroyed the Sama settlement on the island of
Balangingi in the Sulu Archipelago, which was considered by the Europeans
in the region to be the most formidable pirate base in the Malay Archipelago.
On the eve of the attack, the island had a population of some 10,000 people,
most of whom were engaged directly or indirectly in maritime raiding, and a
fleet of 200 prahus (traditional Malay outrigger boats). The attack resulted in
the death of more than 450 Sama raiders, along with some 200 women and
children. Those who survived — apart from those who escaped or were out on
raiding expeditions at the time of the attack — were deported to the Cagayan
Valley in northern Luzon, where they were to be turned into farmers. The
Spanish also took measures to prevent the Sama from re-establishing them-
selves on Balangingi by destroying 4 forts, 7 villages, 150 vessels and thou-
sands of coconut trees, thereby making the island unfit for habitation for many
years to come.”’

The destruction of Balangingi signalled the beginning of the end of the great
raiding expeditions emanating from the Sulu Archipelago and other parts of
the southern Philippines. In contrast to most earlier Spanish attempts to put an
end to the maritime raiding emanating from Sulu, the attack had the desired
effect of bringing about a drastic decline in slave raiding. As in other parts
of Southeast Asia at the time, the main reason for the newly found strength of
the colonial navies vis-a-vis the raiders was the arrival of steam gunboats,
combined with improved intelligence about the composition, location and
modus operandi of the perpetrators.

The victory strengthened the position of the Spanish in the southern Philip-
pines, but it failed to remove the threat of other colonial powers gaining a
foothold in the region. The main threat to Spanish hegemony in the southern
Philippines came from the two neighbouring colonial powers, the British and
the Dutch, both of whom seemed determined to increase their commercial
activities and political influence in the Sulu Archipelago. In 1849 rumours of
an impending Dutch attempt to take possession of north Borneo and Sulu
prompted James Brooke — a British soldier and adventurer, who in 1841 had
been installed by the sultan of Brunei as Raja of Sarawak in north Borneo — to
sail to Jolo and negotiate a treaty of friendship and commerce with Sultan
Muhammad Fadl Pulalun (r. 1844-62). The destruction of Balangingi the year

23 Warren, ‘Balangingi Samal’, 46—7, 49, 54; Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898, 192; see also
Majul, Muslims in the Philippines, 324—7; Warren, Iranun and Balangingi, 343—78. A Sulu
chief, Datu Tampang, nonetheless tried to establish himself and constructed a fort at Balangingi
in December 1848, but was dislodged by the Spanish; Saleeby, History of Sulu, 204.
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before had convinced the Sultan and the majority of the Sulu nobility of the
necessity of rapprochement with Great Britain in order to counter the Spanish
assaults. The result was that a treaty was signed in which the Sultan, among
other things, agreed to do all in his power to suppress piracy and not to harbour
or protect any persons or vessels engaged in piratical activities. Controversially
from the Spanish point of view, the Sultan also agreed not to cede any portion
of his territory to a foreign power or to acknowledge the sovereignty of any
other power without the consent of Great Britain.”*

The news of the treaty was received with alarm in Manila. The Spanish
claimed that it violated the treaty between Spain and Sulu from 1836,
according to which Sultan Pulalun’s predecessor had pledged not to enter into
an alliance with a foreign power without the consent of Spain. The Brooke
treaty was ratified by the British Parliament shortly after its conclusion, but the
ratifications were not exchanged, and therefore the treaty did not formally
come into force, and the British government did not pursue the issue for fear of
provoking an open conflict with Spain. However, the unclear status of Sulu
continued to poison relations between Britain and Spain for several decades,
and hampered any initiatives to cooperate in the efforts to suppress maritime
raiding emanating from the region.”

The Brooke treaty, combined with Spain’s greatly improved naval strength,
triggered further Spanish interventions in Sulu. The destruction of Balangingi
in 1848 had brought about a decline in large-scale organised raiding, and
between 1848 and 1851 there were few reported slave raids in the Philippines.
Piratical activity emanating from Sulu and affecting the Dutch East Indies also
declined substantially in the years after 1848.7°

These circumstances notwithstanding, allegations of piracy continued to be
used as a justification for further Spanish advances in the southern Philippines.
The reputation that Sulu had by now acquired as a hotbed of piracy and slavery
made the charges seem credible to other European powers, regardless of their
actual substance.’’ Piratical activity, moreover, continued, with smaller raids
emanating from various other parts of the Sulu Archipelago, including the
small islands of Tunkil, Bukutua and Bulan. To the colonial authorities, these
raids provided a pretext not only for wiping out the alleged pirate bases on
these islands, but also for attacking Jolo, the capital of the Sulu Sultanate
located on the north coast of the island with the same name. The purpose was
to enforce the Spanish claim to sovereignty over the Sultanate and to take
control over its trade.”® In justifying the attack, the Spanish, among other

24 Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898, 104—5; see ibid., 283—4 for the full text of the treaty.
23 Ibid., 104—5; see further Tarling, Sulu and Sabah, 52—94.

26 Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898, 193—4.

27 Majul, Muslims in the Philippines, 330—2.  *® Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898, 105.
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50 The Sulu Sea

wrongdoings, pointed to the robbery, desolation, death and slavery that the
Sulu pirates throughout history had visited upon the population of the Spanish
islands.”” In the context of Europe’s piratical paradigm, such rhetoric served to
place the sultan and his subjects among the generic enemies of mankind and
make them liable to subjugation and destruction.

In December 1850 the governor of the Philippines, Don Antonio
Urbiztondo, left Manila in command of a naval expedition that proceeded first
to Zamboanga and then to the Sulu Archipelago, where they visited several
islands, burning houses and vessels and killing several people. Upon arrival in
the Sulu capital at Jolo the expedition was met with hostility and failed to
obtain any concessions from the sultan. As Urbiztondo estimated that he
did not have the strength to invade the fortified capital, he sailed for Tunkil,
where Spanish troops conducted a raid that left twenty-five Moros dead. They
also burnt down 1,000 houses and destroyed 106 boats before the expedition
returned to Zamboanga.”’

Early the following year the Spanish returned to Jolo with a heavily
reinforced expedition, which now consisted of a corvette, a brigantine, three
steamboats, two gunboats, nine tenders, nine transports and twenty-one
smaller sailing boats (barangay), carrying altogether around four thousand
regular and voluntary troops. Despite fierce resistance on the part of the
Joloanos, the Spanish captured the town in a battle that lasted two days and
left around three hundred Moros and thirty-six Spanish troops dead. The rest
of the population fled, and the town was burnt to ashes. Having thus accom-
plished their aim of destroying the Sulu capital, the Spanish left without
leaving a garrison on the island. The Joloanos promptly returned to the site
of the battle and started to rebuild the capital.”’

In April 1851 a treaty between the sultan and the Spanish was signed,
according to which the sultan — at least in the Spanish text of the treaty —
recognised Spanish sovereignty over the Sulu Sultanate and its dependencies
and, among other things, agreed to allow the Spanish to establish a trading
factory and a naval station on Jolo.”” Neither of the signatories upheld the
provisions of the treaty, however, and as Najeeb Saleeby has observed, it did
not receive as much attention in Jolo as it did in Madrid or London.
The Spanish and Tausug texts of the treaty also differed significantly, a
circumstance that Saleeby — based on his close examination of both versions
of the treaty — put down to the interpreters’ insufficient knowledge of the
Tausug language.” It seems likely, however, that certain words and passages

2 Ayala, Discurso, 8. >° Saleeby, History of Sulu, 204, 206—7. 3" Ibid., 208.

32 Ibid., 205-14, where English translations of the treaty (from both the Spanish and Sulu texts)
are given; Warren, The Sulu Zone 1768—1898, 105-6.

3 Saleeby, History of Sulu, 214, 209.
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that no doubt would have been difficult to accept for the sultan and the leading
datus of Sulu were deliberately omitted from the Tausug version of the treaty.
In particular, this seems to have been the case with regard to Article 3, where
Spain’s rights over the entire Sulu Archipelago were described in the Spanish
treaty text as ‘ancient and indispensable’ (antiguos ¢ indispensables), a phrase
that was omitted from the Tausug text.”* British sources from the years
following the signing of the treaty also indicate that the sultan did not think
that he had surrendered his sovereignty over Sulu to the Spanish.™

The 1851 treaty also contained an article dealing with the suppression of
piracy, but there were differences in the Sulu and Spanish versions in this
respect as well. Article 4 of the treaty text in Sulu, as translated into English by
Saleeby, read:

New promise: Pirates shall not be allowed at all here in Sulu. Should they commit any
crime they shall be punished wherever they may be.*

The corresponding article in Spanish, by contrast, was more exhaustive:

They [the Sultan and datus] renew the solemn promise not to carry on piracy or allow
anybody to carry on piracy within the dominions of Sulu, and to run down those who
follow this infamous calling, declaring themselves enemies of all islands that are
enemies of Spain and allies of her friends.”’

The reference to a renewed promise in the Spanish (but not in the Tausug) text
of the treaty referred to the 1836 Treaty of Peace, Protection and Commerce,
according to which Spain and Sulu offered mutual protection for the vessels of
the other country in its waters and territories. Article 5 of that treaty read:

The Sultan and Datus of Sulu pledge themselves to prevent the piracies of the
Ilanuns [Iranuns] and Samals in the Philippines, and if they are unable, the Sultan shall
so report in order that the Spanish Government may afford assistance or undertake the
task alone.”

The 1851 treaty thus extended the promise of the sultan to suppress piracy to
include not only the raids of the Iranun and Sama against the Spanish colony,
but also any form of piracy emanating from Sulu, without limitation in terms of
location or ethnicity of the perpetrators. In contrast to the formulation in the
treaty from 1836, the Spanish text of the 1851 treaty clearly resonated with the

3 Ibid., 210, 213; Spanish text from Montero y Vidal, Historia de la pirateria, 2, Appendices, 54,

where the Spanish text of the treaty is rendered.

Earl of Derby to Lord Odo Russell, 17 January 1876, in Philippine Claim to North Borneo,
1, 25.

3 Saleeby, History of Sulu, 213.

3 Ibid., 210; for the original Spanish text, see Montero y Vidal, Historia de la pirateria, 2,
Appendices, 54.

Saleeby, History of Sulu, 198; transl. by Saleeby from the Spanish text of the treaty.
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52 The Sulu Sea

European understanding of pirates as the enemies of mankind. In that sense the
treaty served as a signal to other colonial powers that Spain was committed to
the suppression of piracy emanating from its territory and affecting the neigh-
bouring British and Dutch colonies.

Traditionally, Sulu noblemen had a radically different understanding of piracy
from that of the Spanish, particularly as formulated in the treaty of 1851. Before
the destruction of Balangingi in 1848, the Sultan and datus of Sulu had thrived on
the slave raids conducted by the Iranun and Sama but sponsored by the Tausug
datus. Not only did the Sulu nobility regard raiding as a legitimate and potentially
honourable activity, it also formed the basis for the economic prosperity and
political power of the Sulu Sultanate, and the slaves and material wealth that the
raids brought enhanced the power and social status of the nobility. As James
Warren has shown, the raiding economy of the Sulu Sultanate flourished from the
last decades of the eighteenth century largely as a result of the region’s integration
into the global capitalist economy, but raiding and slavery had a long history, not
only in the southern Philippines but also throughout the archipelago.®

From the 1840s, however, the system began to decline. The Sulu Sultanate
came under pressure to end its sponsorship of maritime raiding, not only from
the Spanish but also from the British and Dutch. The British, for example,
attacked Jolo in 1846, and a couple of years later the Dutch utterly destroyed
by fire a portion of the town, which was built on piles in the sea.”” The most
serious blow to the raiding system was the destruction of Balangingi by the
Spanish in 1848, and subsequent Spanish naval expeditions and attacks
seemed to indicate that the system was coming to an end.

In response to these developments the Sulu Sultanate began to reorient its
economy from an emphasis on raiding to trade. The latter had all along been an
important foundation for the Sultanate, but the Spanish onslaught made the
promotion of trade, particularly with the British in north Borneo, more import-
ant. From the second half of the 1840s Sultan Fadl Pulalun began, at least
superficially, to distance himself from the Iranun and Sama raiders and declare
his commitment to the suppression of piracy. The sultan was aware of the
Spanish intention to use accusations of piracy as a pretext for waging war on
his country and to assert Spanish sovereignty over Sulu. In order to avert the
Spanish threat, the sultan sent his brother to negotiate with Manila, and he tried
to placate the Spanish by banning the Iranun and Sama raiders from bringing
their captives to his capital at Jolo."' In the wake of the destruction of

39 E.g., Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898; Junker, Raiding, Trading, and Feasting; Scott,
Slavery in the Spanish Philippines, 50—2. See also Jansen, ‘Aanteekeningen’.

40§t John, Life of Sir James Brooke, 150; Teitler et al., Zeeroof, 284.

4 Majul, Muslims of the Philippines, 338; Warren, ‘Port of Jolo’, 185. The sultan nonetheless
maintained contacts with the Iranun and plotted to attack Spanish interests in the southern
Philippines; ibid., 185—6.
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Balangingi, moreover, the sultan and the leading headmen of Sulu rejected
proposals from one of the Sama chiefs who had escaped the Spanish attack,
Panglima Julano Taupan, to attack to the Spanish in order to liberate the
prisoners from the raid on Balangingi.*”

The Spanish obviously did not believe — and probably did not want to
believe — that the sultan and his followers were committed to the suppression
of piracy. The British, however, were of a different opinion. According to
Henry Keppel, the Royal Navy officer who commanded the frigate Maeander,
which carried James Brooke on a visit to Jolo in 1849, the sultan was sincere in
his wish to cooperate with the colonial navies in the suppression of piracy, but
he was hampered in his efforts by Spanish aggression:

The Sultan, under the influence and counsel of the Rajah of Sarawak [James Brooke],
had become opposed to piracy, and anxious for its suppression. His fortified position
gave him weight, which he had frequently thrown into the scale of humanity: and it
must now be feared that many, whom he was able to hold in check, will again follow
their evil propensities unrestrained, as they did under previous dynasties.*’

The reason for the military weakness of the sultan was to some extent due to
the Spanish attacks, but the Sulu Sultanate was also a segmentary state, in
which the political influence of the sultan depended on his ability to form
strategic alliances and enlist the support of the leading datus and other influen-
tial groups.44 On his own, thus, the sultan could only muster a small armed
force, and he had few means by which to impose his authority in the remote
parts of the Sulu Archipelago. The naval attacks, not only by the Spanish but
also by the British and Dutch, contributed to weaken whatever power the
sultan previously had to restrain the raiders dispersed around the archipelago,
regardless of his level of commitment to do so."

Imperial Rivalry

The Spanish victory at Balangingi in 1848 had broken the back of the large
raiding expeditions emanating from Sulu, but it did not put an end to piratical
activity. At the time of the attack more than half of the male population had
been out on raids, and hundreds of others managed to escape. Many of those
who were thus displaced by the Spanish destruction of Balangingi and other
naval campaigns around the middle of the nineteenth century took refuge in the
borderlands between the Sulu Sultanate and the British, Dutch and Spanish

42 Warren, ‘Balangingi Samal’, 55.

43 Keppel, Visit to the Indian Archipelago 1, 58; cf. Tarling, Sulu and Sabah, 83—4.

“ For the political system of the Sulu Sultanate and the concept of ‘segmentary state’ in that
context, see Kiefer, ‘Tausug Polity’; cf. Majul, Muslims in the Philippines, 377—402.

45 Keppel, Visit to the Indian Archipelago, 1, 58.
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colonies, where colonial naval power and political control were weak and
hampered by imperial rivalry. The borderland region included the western
parts of the Sulu Archipelago, south Palawan, northeast Borneo and the eastern
islands of the Dutch East Indies, including Sulawesi, the Moluccas and Flores.
From their new bases the raiders continued to harass maritime traffic and
neighbouring coastal settlements, albeit generally on a smaller scale than
before.*

In the aftermath of the destruction of Balangingi in 1848, the Sama chief
Julano Taupan first continued to lead raids on trading boats and to conduct
raids on the coasts of Samar and Leyte to the north of Mindanao. Followed by
some of the most militant of the survivors from Balangingi, Taupan settled in
Tawi-Tawi, a group of small islands located in the western part of the Sulu
Archipelago. From 1852 Taupan’s band scaled up their depredations, and they
triggered a ‘general sea war’, as James Warren put it, which for six years
affected the region, costing the Spanish colonial government large sums of
money and resulting in many casualties, both on the side of the victims — most
of whom were Filipinos, as well as coastal populations and seafarers in the
Dutch East Indies and north Borneo — and on the side of the raiders.”’
Taupan’s followers became known in European sources as ‘Tawi-Tawi pir-
ates’, and at times they joined forces with Sama and Iranun raiders from other
parts of the Sulu Archipelago. In doing so they were occasionally able to
assemble fleets of between sixty and one hundred prahus.*® The depredations
were facilitated by the decrease in antipiracy operations by the British Navy in
the region following criticism in London of the brutality of the operations,
which often resulted in the killing of hundreds of alleged pirates."’

By the mid 1850s attacks on the Philippines and the southeast coast of
Borneo, Sulawesi and the Moluccas had become so frequent as to prompt the
Dutch and British to try to bring about an international agreement with Spain
in order to combat piracy. Madrid, however, was loath to allow the navies of
other European powers to operate in Philippine waters, because it might
compromise the Spanish claim to sovereignty over the southern Philippines,
a claim that was not formally recognised by the neighbouring colonial powers.
Spain thus rejected the proposed naval cooperation, claiming that Spanish
forces had already succeeded in suppressing Sulu piracy and that the obligation
to cooperate with Great Britain and the Netherlands would restrain their hand
in dealing with the pirates. The Spanish also warned the Dutch and the British

6 Tarling, Sulu and Sabah, 95, 98; Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898, 194-5; Teitler et al.,
Zeeroof, 289; see also Jansen, ‘Aanteekeningen’, 218, for a list of the main islands harbouring
Sulu raiders in the 1850s.

47 Warren, ‘Balangingi Samal’, 56.

“® Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898, 194-5; Warren, Iranun and Balangingi, 362—6.

49 Tarling, Sulu and Sabah, 96; see further Chapter 3.
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not to give chase to pirates within Spain’s maritime zone or to attack the pirates
on land in areas over which Spain claimed sovereignty. The British and Dutch
consequently went ahead without Spanish cooperation and increased their
naval presence in the waters adjacent to the Spanish colony. They tried to
some extent to coordinate their operations against the Tawi-Tawi (and other)
pirates, and the patrols were successful in bringing about a decline in raids
affecting Dutch and British interests in the region from the early 1860s.”"

The Spanish refusal to cooperate with the Dutch and the British again
demonstrated that the main concern for the Spanish was not the suppression
of piracy but the assertion of their control over the Sulu Archipelago. For the
Spanish, naval cooperation with Great Britain or the Netherlands was out of
the question as long as Spain’s claim to the Sulu Archipelago — which also
implied north-east Borneo (Sabah), an area over which the sultan of Sulu had
exercised at least nominal sovereignty — was not internationally recognised.

The commercial and territorial rivalry was particularly strong between Great
Britain and Spain. The destruction of Balangingi in 1848, as we have seen,
pushed the Sulu Sultanate to seek closer relations with the British in order to
fend off the threat of further Spanish aggression. The British, for their part,
were interested in expanding their commerce in the region, particularly after
Labuan off the coast of Brunei was established as a British coaling station in
1847 with the intention of developing it into a hub of trade in the region. After
a slow start, trade between Sulu and Labuan developed rapidly after the middle
of the 1850s, and Labuan emerged as an important entrepdt for the trade
between Sulu and Singapore. For the Sulu Sultanate the trade with Labuan
was very advantageous, and it provided the nearest alternative trading station
to the Spanish-controlled ports at Zamboanga and Balabac. The commercial
boom also helped to reestablish the domestic authority of Sultan Fadl Pulalun,
which had suffered as a result of the Spanish attacks in the middle of the
century.”’

The Spanish, however, were not happy with the commercial competition
from the British, and they claimed that the trade between Sulu and Labuan
violated the treaty of 1851. The Spanish tried, mostly ineffectively, to enforce
their monopoly on the trade of the Sulu Sultanate. Spanish naval vessels
patrolled the Sulu Sea in order to assert sovereignty and to enforce Spain’s
commercial monopoly. The patrols also tried to suppress piracy and maritime
raiding, and in 1858 the Spanish won a major victory when Taupan and two of
his close lieutenants were captured and sent off to exile in the northern
Philippines. Thus ended the exploits of the man whom the Spaniards con-
sidered to be the last of the great raiding chiefs of the Moros.”>

50 Tbid., 105-6. 5! Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898, 104—14.
52 Warren, ‘Balangingi Samal’, 56—7.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 91.204.15.157, on 19 Aug 2019 at 03:32:24, subject to the Cambridge Core
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms.
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61COCF


https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61C0CF
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://www.cambridge.org/core
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The Spanish were still largely unable to check petty acts of piracy effect-
ively, however, and further measures were deemed necessary in order to assert
Spain’s de facto sovereignty and control over the Sulu Archipelago. To this
effect the Spanish Governor-General, Fernando Norzagaray, issued a proclam-
ation in 1858 according to which anyone would receive 10 pesos for each
captured or killed pirate, provided the latter had been caught in the act,
whereas a pirate leader commanded a reward of 50 pesos. The incentive seems
to have had some effect, at least on paper, and over the subsequent years
thousands of pesos were paid by the Spanish authorities to Moros for their
efforts to suppress piracy, although it is far from certain that all of those for
whom rewards were paid were indeed pirates.”” Overall, these and other
measures taken by the Spanish authorities did little to bring an end to petty
piracy and coastal raiding in the Sulu Archipelago and the neighbouring parts
of the Spanish colony. From the Spanish point of view, the problem was
exacerbated by the relative efficiency of Dutch and British efforts to suppress
piracy in the adjacent waters, one effect of which was to push the Sulu raiders
to increase their operations in Philippine waters.”

The situation changed only in 1861, when the Spanish government pur-
chased eighteen small gunboats, by means of which they, for the first time,
were able to extend regular patrols to all parts of the Sulu Sea. The main tasks
of the gunboats were to chase after pirates and to enforce a Spanish embargo
on the importation of firearms and ammunition to the Sulu Archipelago. The
embargo was difficult to control, however, and was compromised by the influx
of arms via Labuan.”

By means of their new superior naval and military capacity, the Spanish
managed over the course of the 1860s to put an end to most of the remaining
piratical activity and slave-raiding in and emanating from the Sulu Archipelago.™
The measures deployed were harsh and often arbitrary, however, and, according
to British observers, the cruel and destructive naval warfare of the Spanish
provoked bitter hatred among the Moros.”” In July 1871, the British commander
of the steamer Nassau reported from a visit to the Sulu capital at Jolo:

There is now a Spanish war vessel stationed at Sulu, and occasionally a gunboat, to
punish Pirates. They have just returned from a tour round Tawi-Tawi, where they have
shot 25, burnt their villages and destroyed their cocoanut trees, releasing 9 Bisayans.
They go ... to the South of Tawi to destroy the building yard Balingki (I think) where
all the large Boats are built and fitted out. This is unfortunate for us.

53 Llanos, ‘Piratas y cautivos’, 49, n. 82. Hurley, Swish of the Kris, 147, claims that the Sultan
used the provision as a convenient way to dispose of individuals who had lost royal favour.

3% Saleeby, History of Sulu, 214; Tarling, Sulu and Sabah, 95, 98.

5 Saleeby, History of Sulu, 214, 221; Tregonning, History of Modern Sabah, 10; Tarling, Sulu
and Sabah, 101.

3 Saleeby, History of Sulu, 214, 221. 7 Tarling, Sulu and Sabah, 140.
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The Sultan of Sulu is very civil to us, and wanted me to hoist the English flag to
protect himself against the Spaniards, who will no doubt eventually take the whole
group, that being their object clearly ...

While we lay here 30 June, there are 3 Spanish steam Vessels of war, a sloop and two
gunboats, one has just arrived with 5 Boats in tow, and having on board 34 men and
women chained to their steam chain. They are Pirates. They were captured (having no
arms) off Siassi 30 miles South of Sulu doing nothing. One of the Boats belongs to the
Sultan. Two days after they all sail for Tawi where a trial takes place, a witness has been
obtained who saw them some years since in the act of piracy — kidnapping. They are
guilty; are taken to Zamboanga to work as convicts for life. The Sultan . . . says the men
are all quiet, harmless persons and that whenever women and children are found in
Boats with the men there is no mischief intended.’®

In suppressing piracy and other forms of subversion on the part of the Moros
the Spanish relied on tactics that were not very different in character and effect
from those of the Moro raids they aimed to suppress. The Spanish frequently
attacked Moro settlements that were suspected of serving as pirate bases.
Typically, the Moro forces were defeated, some of the inhabitants killed or
sentenced to transportation, and the houses, trees and other property were
burnt, after which the Spanish withdrew. By and large, these tactics were
similar to the ones that the Spanish had deployed during the three centuries
that the Moro Wars had been fought. Meanwhile, the Moros, just as earlier,
retaliated by making war on the Spanish, mainly by raiding Spanish or
Christian coastal settlements and vessels.”

The outcome was that the already bitter relations between Spain and the
Sulu Sultanate deteriorated further as a consequence of the increased Spanish
naval activity in the Sulu Sea. The sultan, meanwhile, considered the 1851
treaty with Spain ‘null and void’, as he and his chiefs allegedly had not
received their annual salaries during the previous ten years. The Sultan’s salary
was 1,500 pesos a year according to the agreement and was intended as
compensation for the loss of his palace and fort, which were burnt to the
ground in the Spanish attack of 1851.%

Although the Spanish, by means of their gunboat flotilla, were able to
uphold a reasonable degree of maritime security in the Sulu Archipelago,
sporadic acts of piracy and coastal raids continued to occur. For example, in
1870, pirates preyed on the maritime traffic through the San Bernardino Strait
separating Luzon from Samar and raided several islands on the southwest coast
of Luzon. The Spanish colonial government accused the sultan of Sulu of not
fulfilling his obligations according to the 1851 treaty of suppressing piracy,

58 Extracts from a letter from the Commander of the ‘Nassau’, Sulu, 1 July 1871, FO 71/2, The
National Archives of Great Britain, Kew (TNA).

3 Saleeby, History of Sulu, 221-2; Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898, 119.

0" Commander of the ‘Nassau’, 1 July 1871; Saleeby, History of Sulu, 214.
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58 The Sulu Sea

and of importing arms without licence, which also was a violation of the
treaty.”’ The British, however, were of the opinion that the Spanish brought
up the accusation of piracy as a pretext for intervention and that their real aim
was to extend their control over the Sulu Sea and to convert the Moros to
Christianity. The British Consul in Manila, George Thorne Ricketts — who,
like most British officials, was clearly no admirer of the Spanish colonial
administration — wrote:

The suppression of piracy can then only be regarded as the ostensible cause, and a
desire to propagate the doctrines of the Roman Catholic faith and exterminate Islamism
in the South, a love of aggrandisement, the creation of new places for the support of a
certain number of officials, a jealousy of foreign influence obtaining any footing within
the zone of Spanish rule, and the exclusion of foreign vessels from trading freely with
the Sultan’s people are, we may rest assured, the real causes which prompt Spain to aim
at this extension of her territory.®”

In the eyes of the Spanish, however, religion could not be separated from the
problem of piracy. In 1859 a royal edict claimed that ‘piracy was an occupation
that found religious basis and was viewed not as an act arising from moral
degradation but rather, lack of civilisation’.%? Proselytisation, thus, did not
only serve religious purposes but was also seen as a means of bringing
civilisation to the Moros and thereby ending their addiction to the practice of
piracy. The suppression of piracy may not have been the primary objective of
conquering Sulu from the Spanish perspective, but doing so, it was hoped,
would make it possible for the Spanish to civilise and convert the Joloanos and
thereby make them give up their piratical habits.

Naval Destruction

From the 1870s the Spanish began to pursue their claim to sovereignty over the
southern Philippines even more aggressively. They increased their naval
presence in the region to thirty-two ships of different sizes, and Spanish
gunboats constantly patrolled the Sulu Archipelago, not only to suppress
piracy but also, and primarily, to enforce the blockade on Sulu’s foreign
trade with Labuan and Singapore.®* The Spanish claimed to have the right to
visit all ships, both Sulu and foreign, in the archipelago, and they seized
vessels and cargoes deemed to be in violation of the embargo. At the same

! Tarling, Sulu and Sabah, 118-19.

Ricketts to Earl Granville, 16 October 1871, FO 71/2 (TNA), cf. Tarling, Piracy and Politics,
183. Majul, Muslims in the Philippines, 341—2, makes a similar assessment of the Spanish
motives for conquering Sulu.

Cit. by Warren, ‘Balangingi Samal’, 58.

Consul-General, Labuan to Earl Granville, 27 April 1872, FO71/2 (TNA).
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time interimperial rivalry also increased. The British undertook to survey the
archipelago, and there were signs of increasing German interest in the region,
all of which served to strengthen the Spanish resolve to take firm control over
the Sulu Sultanate.®

In 1872 a Spanish naval commander, Santiago Patero — who apparently had
some understanding of the social and economic conditions of the Sulu Sultan-
ate — published a policy paper entitled ‘A Suitable System for Putting an End
to Piracy’. Santiago Patero made fifteen recommendations with regard to
Spanish policy in Sulu, including occupying the capital at Jolo and dispatching
as many Catholic missionaries as possible to the archipelago. He also recom-
mended establishing forward naval bases in the area and the increased use of
steam power in order to destroy all Sulu craft and facilities for boat-building.
The principal idea, according to Santiago Patero, was to let the natives go
through a transitional period of ‘proper and marked humility’ [conveniente y
marcada humildad], which would serve completely to ruin their commerce,
destroy their boats, make them lose their capacity to build them, and to turn the
natives, by force or by necessity, to the agricultural life.*°

The programme was promptly adopted as the blueprint for Spanish naval
policy in the Sulu Archipelago. After an incident in which Sultan Jamal
ul-Azam (1862-81) refused to fly the Spanish flag in his capital and instead
had the flag burnt in public, the Spanish declared Sulu to be in open rebellion.®’
Citing the need to prevent raiding on the Philippine coasts, the Commander of
the Spanish Naval Station in the Philippines, Rear Admiral Juan Antequera, in
August 1873, issued a regulation that declared all Muslim shipping in the Sulu
Sea illegal. All Spanish vessels were to observe the following orders:

Ist. Every vessel coming from the Soloo Archipelago and manned by Moors shall be
destroyed, and its crew and passengers destined to labour on public works on the
northerly islands of the Archipelago.

2nd. If the vessels referred to in the former article be armed, they shall, as our laws
direct, be held as pirates and their crews be tried by court martial according to the
provisions of the Penal Code.

3rd. Every vessel, although it may not be manned, belonging to Moors of the islands
of Soloo and Tawi Tawi shall be destroyed by the cruisers.

4th. Vessels referred to in the former articles, which do not acknowledge the
authority of the Sultan and do not carry on piracy, shall, when they endeavour to sail
from other islands than those of Soloo and Tawi Tawi, be conducted by the cruisers to
the islands whence they had come.

65 Majul, Muslims of the Philippines, 344—5; Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898, 116—18.

66 Santiago Patero, Sistema que conviene adoptar, 39—40; cit. 40; italics in original; my transl.
from Spanish. See also Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898, 118, on the influence of Santiago
Patero’s book on Spanish policy.

67 Majul, Muslims in the Philippines, 290.
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5th. In the islands whence the vessels referred to in the previous article may proceed,
fishing will be permitted under restrictions deemed desirable by the Commander of the
Division.®

The implementation of the declaration did great harm to Sulu trade and fishing
but failed to force the Sultanate into submission. The trade embargo was
circumvented by Sulu traders, aided by Chinese, German and British
smugglers, who brought food and other necessities, as well arms and muni-
tions, to Jolo from Singapore and Labuan.®”

The governor-general of the Philippines, José Malcampo y Monge, was
convinced that the only way to enforce Spain’s claim to sovereignty over the
Sulu Archipelago was once and for all to conquer and occupy Jolo, as
recommended by Santiago Patero. For the first time in more than 300 years
of Spanish colonial presence in the Philippines, moreover, it seemed possible,
in view of Spain’s enhanced military and naval supremacy, not only to defeat
the Moros but also to take control over the Sulu Archipelago and the rest of the
southern Philippines.

In February 1876 a large military expedition, consisting of nine thousand
troops conveyed in ten steamboats and eleven transports, and escorted by a fleet
of twelve gunboats, left Zamboanga for Sulu in order to conquer and occupy
Jolo. The expedition succeeded in conquering the capital at Jolo and destroyed
several other alleged pirate nests in the archipelago. A Spanish garrison was
established at Jolo, and further expeditions were dispatched to search for alleged
pirate bases around the Sulu Archipelago. A medal was struck for each of the
participants in the campaign, and Malcampo was given the title ‘Count of
Jolo”.”” The victory was widely celebrated in Spain, and Malcampo was hailed
as a hero.”' There seems to have been little or no questioning of the use of the
word pirate to describe the Moros, and the Spanish press reported enthusiastic-
ally the Spanish Navy’s heroic encounters with the piratical Moros.””

Two years later a book entitled Piratical Wars of the Philippines against the
Mindanaos and Joloanos was published by Vicente Barrantes, a Spanish
writer and poet who had worked for several years in the colonial adminis-
tration in the Philippines. The work dealt with the Moro Wars up until the early
nineteenth century, and the purpose, as stated by the author, was to ‘demon-
strate the perverse behaviour of the Moro along with our prudence, in order

now to win their friendship and to contain their piracies’.””

8 Appendix L: Regulation Declaring all Muslim Shipping Illegal in the Sulu Sea, in Warren, The

Sulu Zone, 1768—1898, 288; transl, by Warren.

% Ibid., 120—1, 129. ' Saleeby, History of Sulu, 222-3.

7! Montero y Vidal, Historia de la pirateria 2, 520—1.

72 See, for example, the report of an encounter between the Spanish corvette Santa Lucia and an
allegedly piratical banca in 1876; EI Globo (4 March 1876).
Barrantes, Guerras pirdticas, 4.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 91.204.15.157, on 19 Aug 2019 at 03:32:24, subject to the Cambridge Core
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms.
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61COCF


https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61C0CF
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://www.cambridge.org/core

Moro Resistance 61

A more comprehensive study of Moro piracy in two volumes appeared ten
years later, written by José Montero y Vidal, a Spanish author and politician,
who, like Barrantes, had served for several years as an official in the Philippine
colonial administration. The title of Montero y Vidal’s work was The History
of the Malay-Muslim Piracy in Mindanao, Jolo and Borneo, and it covered the
whole history of the Moro Wars, from the sixteenth century until the present. It
was possibly even more negative in its assessment of the Moros than Bar-
rantes’ work, describing them as ‘cruel, vengeful, devious, treacherous, deceit-
ful and false’. “War is his element; piracy his only occupation; slavery his
wealth’, according to Montero y Vidal.”*

The works of Barrantes and Montero y Vidal were examples of a colonial
historiography ‘cast in a heroic and imperialist mould’, in the words of
Nicholas Tarling.”” The image of the Muslims of the southern Philippines
as piratical by nature and of the Moro Wars as a series of heroic Spanish
efforts to suppress piracy was part of colonial propaganda and seems to have
gone more or less unchallenged in Spain. Such notions, however, were not
limited to Spanish colonial historiography but were prevalent in other colo-
nial histories and assessments of the Moros (and other Malays) as well.
A few years after the Spanish conquest of Jolo an Austrian ethnographer,
Ferd. Blumentritt, published a map and a survey of the peoples of the
Philippines in which he lumped all ethnic groups of the southern Philippines
together under the label ‘pirate tribes’ (Piratenstimme).’® His writings would
come to exercise a great influence on American understandings of Moro
culture and society as the United States acquired Spain’s Philippines colony
in 1899.7

Moro Resistance

The Joloanos regarded the establishment of the Spanish garrison at Jolo as an
intrusion and a humiliation, and they continued, encouraged by Sultan Jamal
ul-Azam and the leading datus, to wage a guerrilla war that inflicted many
casualties on the Spanish troops. Spanish soldiers and Christian Filipinos
were frequently ambushed and killed or became victims of assaults by

7+ Montero y Vidal, Historia de la pirateria, 1, vii. 73 Tarling, ‘Establishment’, 73.

76 Blumentritt, “Versuch einer Ethnographie der Philippinen’, 52, encl. map. References to the
Moros as being piratical by nature are also frequent in American colonial sources well into the
twentieth century; e.g., Annual Report of the Governor of the Moro Province [henceforth
ARGMP] (1908), 23, and the discussion below. See also Warren, ‘Moro Wars’, for the different
perspectives and historiographical perspectives on the Moros and the Moro Wars.

77 Amoroso, ‘Inheriting the “Moro Problem™, 125; cf. Brinton, ‘Professor Blumentritt’s Studies’,
122-5.
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62 The Sulu Sea

Jjuramentados, suicide attackers, usually armed with a dagger, sword or spear,
who ventured to kill as many Spaniards or other Christians as possible before
they, in most cases, were themselves killed. On several occasions the Moros
also made concerted attacks on the Spanish garrison at Jolo but were repelled
with heavy losses.”®

After more than two years of hostilities, one of the leading Sulu datus,
Harun ar-Rashid, convinced the sultan that peace and submission to Spanish
suzerainty were preferable to continued fighting, which looked likely to bring
about the complete ruin of the Sultanate. Negotiations followed, with the result
that the sultan accepted Spanish sovereignty in exchange for an annual salary
and full autonomy in matters concerning internal administration, customs, law
and religion. The status of the Sulu Sultanate in the 1878 treaty thus resembled
more that of a protectorate than a dependency or a fully integrated part of the
Philippines, as the Spanish claimed it was.”’

The Sultan’s earlier promise in the 1851 agreement not to permit or engage
in piracy and to punish those who attempted to do so was developed further in
the 1878 treaty. According to Article 8:

We will try to suppress all pirates; but in case we are unable to do so we will notify the
Govenor of their location. But in case we do not know where they are, we can not be
held responsible for such information. We will also aid the Government with as many
men as we can afford to bring together, and we shall be pleased to give guides who can
tell the hiding places of such pirates.™

The treaty did not immediately put an end to hostilities, however. The sultan’s
power was dependent upon the loyalty and support of the local datus, whose
allegiance to the sultan often was little more than nominal and whose relations
with the Spanish were frequently outright hostile and contemptuous. After the
death of Sultan Jamal ul-Azam in 1881, hostilities between the Spanish and
Sulu Moros led by discontented datus once again surged. The Spanish had no
control over the island of Jolo beyond their garrison, and small parties of
soldiers who ventured outside were frequently ambushed and killed. The
unleashing of juramentados seems to have been encouraged and used as a
military tactic for the purpose of striking fear into the hearts of the Spanish
soldiers and the Chinese and Christian Filipinos who resided in the garrisoned

78 Ewing, ‘Juramentado’, 148—55; Majul, Muslims in the Philippines, 353-60; Saleeby, History
of Sulu, 224. See also Hurley, Swish of the Kris, 139-40, for several reports of juramentado
attacks in Jolo toward the end of the Spanish colonial period.

70 Saleeby, History of Sulu, 231; for English translations of the treaty, see 227-31.

80 Ibid., 230; transl. by Saleeby. For the Spanish text, see Montero y Vidal, Historia de la
pirateria, 2, Appendices, 82. Compared with earlier treaties, the Spanish and Sulu texts of
the 1878 treaty were relatively similar.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 91.204.15.157, on 19 Aug 2019 at 03:32:24, subject to the Cambridge Core
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms.
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61COCF


https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61C0CF
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://www.cambridge.org/core
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town of Jolo.®' An American scientist, Dean Conant Worcester, who visited
the island in 1891, described the situation: ‘Hardly a night passed during
our stay at Sulu that marauders were not in evidence near the town. They took
pot-shots at the sentries, stole cattle, and made themselves generally disagree-
able.”®” The journalist and amateur historian Vic Hurley — possibly with a flair
for the dramatic — likewise claimed that a ‘reign of terror persisted in Jolo
without respite until the town was finally evacuated to the American forces in
1899°.** General John C. Bates, who shortly after the American takeover of the
Philippines in 1899 led a mission to establish an agreement between the United
States and the sultan of Sulu, concluded from his studies of Spanish records of
their activity in the Sulu Archipelago that:

Spain never announced nor conceived a definite, fixed policy of control over the
archipelago which looked to improvement and permanency. Its frequent recorded
actions seem to have been the result of a desire to temporarily meet difficulties growing
out of some strained relationship with the Moros existing at the time, accompanied
by the evident fixed purpose to maintain a sufficient number of troops in the archipelago
to show to Europe that occupation in fact which would demonstrate Spanish
sovereignty.**

If the Spanish never succeeded in establishing more than nominal control over
Jolo and the other islands of the Sulu Archipelago, they were eventually,
toward the end of the Spanish colonial period, relatively successful in uphold-
ing maritime security in the archipelago. In addition to the garrison at Jolo, the
Spanish established ports and a military presence in Siasi and Tawi-Tawi, both
in order to overcome Moro resistance to Spanish rule and to assert Spanish
sovereignty over the region vis-a-vis other colonial powers. As a result of the
increased Spanish naval presence, there seem to have been few cases of piracy
in or emanating from the Sulu Archipelago during the last years of the Spanish
colonial period.

In 1885 Great Britain and Germany officially recognised Spanish sover-
eignty over the Sulu Archipelago, both with regard to the effectively occupied
parts and those not yet occupied.®” Spain had thus, after more than 300 years,
finally achieved most of her main objectives in the Sulu Archipelago, that is, to

81 Saleeby, History of Sulu, 233—45. On his detailed map of the Philippines, published in 1882,
Blumentritt noted that in Jolo the Spanish only had direct control of the close surroundings of
Fort Alfonso XII and that the rest of the island was under the control of the sultan of Sulu;
Blumentritt, ‘Versuch einer Ethnographie’, encl. map. The situation remained the same until the
end of the Spanish presence in Sulu; see the report of the commanding officer of US troops
upon his arrival in Jolo in May 1899, in US War Department, Annual Reports of the War
Department (henceforth ARWD) 2 (1899), 133.

82 Worcester, Philippine Islands, 175. 83 Hurley, Swish of the Kris, 144.

8 ARWD 2 (1899), 155.

85 See Saleeby, History of Sulu, 367-73 for the full text of the protocols. See further Tarling, Sulu
and Sabah, 95-179, 239-51, for the background and negotiations surrounding the protocols.
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put an end to the raids and warfare that affected the northern islands and to
assert her sovereignty, at least nominally, over the Sulu Sultanate. The conver-
sion of the Moros to Christianity, however, did not make any significant
progress despite the establishment of a Catholic mission at Jolo following
the 1876 conquest of the town.

The sultan, meanwhile, continued to hold his title and was allowed consider-
able autonomy in legal, religious and cultural affairs, but his authority was
nonetheless severely weakened. In the course of a generation, the Spanish
expansion in Sulu had not only ended the maritime raiding system on which
the Sultanate had thrived before the middle of the nineteenth century: it had
also destroyed much of the maritime commerce of the Moros, and indigenous
traders found themselves increasingly marginalised or pushed out of business
by European and Chinese competitors.®® These developments would brew up
further resentment against both colonial rule and foreigners in the Sulu Archi-
pelago, which eventually would lead to a renewed wave of piratical activity in
the region in the early twentieth century.

The United States and the Philippines

In April 1898 war broke out between Spain and the United States, and in just
ten weeks the Spanish forces had been soundly defeated, both in the Caribbean
and the Philippines. In the peace treaty, Spain was forced to transfer sover-
eignty over the Philippines to the United States, giving the latter country a
foothold in Asia and a commercial gateway to the Chinese market. American
businessmen and policymakers hoped that the commercial opportunities that
would follow colonial expansion would help alleviate the economic, social and
political ills caused by the Industrial Revolution in the United States. There
was also a conviction that the United States needed strategic bases in Asia if
American companies were to be able to compete successfully with European
enterprises.”’

The Philippines was by far the largest of the overseas territories that the
United States acquired as a result of the war with Spain. It was the most remote
of the new territories and was at the time virtually unknown, not only
to ordinary Americans, but also to most of the civil and military officials
who were charged with the task of governing the new colony.*® Moreover,
America’s colonial expansion in Asia was vigorously opposed, both in the
colony itself and in the United States. In the Philippines, Spain’s harsh
repression of even relatively moderate nationalist aspirations had triggered

86 Warren, The Sulu Zone, 1768—1898, 126—34. 87 LaFeber, New Empire, 412.
88 Amoroso, ‘Inheriting the “Moro Problem™, 118. See also Mark Twain’s satirical sketch ‘The
Philippine Incident’ (1901) in Zwick, Mark Twain’s Weapons of Satire, 57-60.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 91.204.15.157, on 19 Aug 2019 at 03:32:24, subject to the Cambridge Core
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms.
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61COCF


https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61C0CF
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://www.cambridge.org/core

The United States and the Philippines 65

an armed uprising in 1896, and although a truce was concluded the following
year, nationalist sentiments and demands for independence continued to be
strong among Christian Filipinos. When the Spanish—-American War broke
out, Philippine nationalists, led by Emilio Aguinaldo, joined forces with the
Americans in the hope that the United States would grant independence to
the Philippines. Encouraged by the Americans, who counted on the support of
the nationalists to weaken Spain’s control over the colony, Aguinaldo declared
independence for the Philippines in June 1898.*

After the war, however, the US government had no intention of allowing
independence for the Philippines.”’’ In February 1899, after much controversy,
Congress barely voted to ratify the peace treaty with Spain and thus to approve
the annexation of the Philippines. Philippine nationalists, who at the time were
in control of most of the archipelago, with the exception of Manila and the
southern Philippines, however, refused to recognize American sovereignty,
and a three-year armed struggle for independence, the Philippine—American
War, followed. The United States was substantially in control of most of the
islands by 1900, but fighting and brigandage continued in a number of
locations for several years.”'

In the United States colonial expansion was opposed by prominent public
figures, including politicians, intellectuals, artists and writers, who formed a
vigorous anti-imperialist faction. American anti-imperialism was linked, ideo-
logically as well as genealogically, to the antislavery movement from before
the Civil War, and many of the leading anti-imperialists saw colonisation as
another form of enslavement and thus as unconstitutional.”” The anti-
imperialists also claimed that imperialism was a flagrant violation of the
fundamental principles on which the United States was founded, as colonial
domination was incompatible with the principles of freedom, democracy and
every nation’s right to self-government.”

American policy in the Philippines from the conclusion of the Philippine—
American War of 1902 up until the outbreak of the Pacific War in 1941 was to
a great extent shaped by the tension between, on the one hand, the commercial
and geopolitical arguments for continued colonial administration and, on the

89 This summary of events is based on Kratoska and Batson, ‘Nationalism and Modernist

Reform’, 253-6; see also Smith, Spanish—-American War.

See Brands, Bound to Empire, 20-35, for a rebuttal of the argument that American colonial
expansion happened by coincidence.

Kratoska and Batson, ‘Nationalism and Modernist Reform’, 253-7; see further Linn, Philippine
War.

Salman, Embarrassment of Slavery, 33, 40, 43.

Tompkins, Anti-imperialist in the United States, 2; Harrington, ‘Anti-imperialist Move-
ment’, 211.

90

9

92
93

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 91.204.15.157, on 19 Aug 2019 at 03:32:24, subject to the Cambridge Core
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms.
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61COCF


https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61C0CF
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://www.cambridge.org/core

66 The Sulu Sea

other, Filipino nationalist aspirations and the sympathy that those aspirations
commanded among anti-imperialists in the United States.

Transfer of Power in the South

It took several months after the ratification of the peace treaty by Congress
before the United States could muster enough troops to occupy the Spanish
posts in the southern Philippines. According to the American Military
governor of the Philippines, Major-General Elwell Stephen Otis, who relied
on reports from the Spanish acting governor of the southern Philippines, the
situation in the region was very unsatisfactory, and Otis hesitated to dispatch
the few troops he could spare into the area. He was particularly concerned that
if the troops were too few they would not be able to secure and hold the
necessary positions there given the hostility of the local population. Moreover,
not only had the northern and northeastern coasts of Mindanao fallen to
Philippine nationalist rebels after the Spanish troops on the island had with-
drawn to Zamboanga, but control by the Spanish military had also been
relaxed in the Sulu Archipelago, and gunboat patrols had practically ceased.
The Spanish had deserted the smaller military posts in the area, such as the one
at Siasi, and withdrawn its troops in Sulu to the main garrison at Jolo.
Meanwhile, it was reported that the sultan and the datus of Sulu were
gathering large supplies of arms and ammunition from abroad and that they
planned to oppose any American attempts to assert their sovereignty over the
Sultanate.”

A further blow to American ambitions in Sulu came in March 1899, when
most of the Spanish gunboat flotilla — thirteen vessels in all — that had been
used to patrol the Sulu Archipelago and adjacent seas was hijacked by
Mindanao nationalists. The boats were eventually recovered and escorted to
Manila by the Spanish Navy, but not before the nationalists had stripped them
of arms and munitions.”” Once in American hands, the fate of the gunboats
became the object of a controversy between the Army and the Navy. Governor
Otis intended for the gunboats to be commissioned with Army personnel and
used to stop illicit trade between the Philippine Islands, but he was told by
Admiral George Dewey, Commander of the US Navy’s Asiatic Squadron, that
the Army had no authority to operate gunboats. Should they nevertheless
attempt to do so, Dewey said, the Navy would consider them to be pirates

%4 Annual Report of Maj. Gen. E. S. Otis, USV commanding the Department of the Pacific and
Eighth Army Corps, and Military Governor of the Philippine Islands, 29 August 1898-31
August 1899, in ARWD 2 (1899), 130.

% Otis, Annual Report, in ARWD 2 (1899), 130~1; cf. Sawyer, Inhabitants of the Philippines, 117.
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Transfer of Power in the South 67
and run down the gunboats and sink them.”’® The outcome of the standoff was
that the Navy took the seagoing gunboats while the Army was allowed to keep
ten shallow-draft steamers, some of which were equipped with heavy cannon
and machine guns, to support military operations. As a consequence, the
Army’s maritime capacity in the southern Philippines was strictly limited
and insufficient to uphold maritime security.”’

In the middle of May 1899 the situation for the Spanish troops in
Zamboanga became untenable after the garrison was attacked by nationalists
who managed to cut off their water supply. The Spanish then decided to
evacuate both the garrisons at Zamboanga and Jolo immediately and requested
that the Americans relieve them. The latter, unable to spare enough troops to
take control of both major garrisons in the South, decided to concentrate their
forces on Jolo and let Zamboanga fall into the hands of the nationalists, despite
the greater strategic importance of the latter town and garrison. According to
Otis, there was a significant risk that if the Jolo garrison was abandoned, the
Moros would destroy the fortifications and turn the guns on the Americans
once they arrived. In order to avoid this Otis dispatched a force of 700 troops
to occupy the fort at Jolo.”®

Upon arrival in Jolo, the Americans learnt that the Spanish had already
turned over the small garrison at Siasi to Sultan Jamalul Kiram II (r. 1894—
1936) and that they had planned to leave him the garrison at Jolo as well. The
sultan was reportedly very disappointed when the Americans arrived and
prevented him from taking control of the garrison. The sultan and the leading
datus had seen the departure of the Spanish as an opportunity to restore the
sovereignty of the Sulu Sultanate.”” Against this background, the delicate task
for the Americans during their first weeks in the Sulu Archipelago was to
convince the sultan and his chiefs to accept American sovereignty and to try to
establish friendly relations with the Moros.

When the Americans first arrived in the southern Philippines they knew
virtually nothing about the Moros, ‘save that they professed the Mohammedan
religion and were a warlike people who had always resisted the domination of
Spain’, as a contemporary official report put it.'”’ Their military strength was
not insignificant, as it was estimated that the Sulu Sultanate could put 20,000
fighting men in the field. This figure did not include the fighting capacity of

% W. H. Standley to F. H. Sawyer, 1945, Subject File 00: Operations of Gunboats in the
Philippines, 1900-02, Box 469, RG 45, National Archives and Records Administration
(NARA), Washington, DC.

7 Linn, Philippine War, 132. The arrangement seems mainly to have been aimed at supporting
the American effort to win the Philippine—American War, however, and at least before
1902 there were few gunboats in operation in the Sulu Archipelago.

% Otis, Annual Report, in ARWD 2 (1899), 132—3. % Tbid., 133, 153-4.

190 philippine Commission, Fifth Annual Report of the Philippine Commission 1904, 1, 6.
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other Moros in the southern Philippines, such as in Mindanao and Basilan.
Against this background, Governor Otis was of the opinion that hostilities
would be unfortunate for all parties concerned and risked being very costly to
the United States in terms of money and troops.'’" The situation was particu-
larly critical in view of the Philippine—American War, which stretched the
military capacity of the Americans, who thus had strong incentives to try to
win the hearts and minds of the Muslims in the southern Philippines in order to
avoid having to fight a double war, as well as an incentive to weaken the
predominantly Christian Philippine nationalist movement.

Against this background, rather than opting for direct rule in the Sulu
Archipelago, the Americans sought to establish indirect rule on terms similar
to those of the 1878 treaty between Spain and the Sultanate. The sultan was to
be given a large degree of autonomy in matters concerning religion, custom,
law and internal administration in exchange for his acknowledgement of
American sovereignty. To this effect, a mission led by Brigadier General John
C. Bates was sent to Sulu in mid 1899 with instructions to negotiate an
agreement with the sultan and the leading datus. Several of the latter were
reportedly favourably disposed toward the Americans, but the sultan was
initially reluctant to negotiate with the American delegation.'’” After six
weeks, however, in August 1899 he was persuaded to sign the agreement,
largely on the terms proposed by the Americans.

With the signing of the so-called Bates Agreement the American military
seemed to have covered its back in the Sulu Archipelago for the coming years
and could concentrate its efforts on the task of fighting the nationalists. In the
United States, however, the agreement caused an uproar, because it seemed to
imply that the American authorities in the Philippines condoned slavery.
Article 10 of the agreement stated that ‘[a]ny slave in the archipelago of Jolo
shall have the right to purchase freedom by paying to the master the usual
market value’.'"® For American anti-imperialists, this provision seemed to
confirm their worst fears in connection with the American takeover of the
Philippines, and the opponents of colonial expansion readily seized on what
they saw both as a violation of the Thirteenth Amendment to the Constitution,
which abolished slavery in the United States or any place subject to its
jurisdiction, and as evidence that colonialism in itself was a form of slavery. 104

The controversy over the Bates Agreement seems to have come as a surprise
to the senior military officers in the Philippines. Slavery, or its abolition in the
Sulu Sultanate, was not mentioned in Otis’s instructions to Bates, and several
statements and observations by leading military officials in the Philippines

11 Otis, Annual Report, in ARWD 2 (1899), 157.  '°% Ibid., 156.
193 Gowing, ‘Mandate in Moroland’, 849. ' Salman, Embarrassment of Slavery, 27-8, 36.
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Petty Piracy 69

indicate that they did not consider Moro slavery to be a problem. Many leading
American military officers in the Philippines at the time claimed that Moro
slavery was in fact not slavery at all, at least not in the common (that is,
American) sense of the word. In order thus to distinguish Moro slavery from
the chattel slavery of the American South before the Civil War they tended to
use less offensive terms in official reports, such as ‘peonage’ or ‘a species of
serfdom’, to describe the phenomenon. 195 The military governor of the Depart-
ment of Mindanao and Sulu, Brigadier General W. A. Kobbé, even went so far
as to claim that the ‘slaves belong to the same race as the masters, appear to
live with them on equal social terms and, as far as is known, have no hard labor

to perform’.'"°

Petty Piracy

In contrast to slavery, piracy was mentioned by Otis in his instructions to
Bates, indicating American concerns over the issue from the outset of their
administration in the Sulu Archipelago. Occasional acts of piracy and slave
raiding emanating from Sulu and affecting Mindanao and other Philippine
islands, as well as the east coast of Borneo, occurred throughout the first years
of American rule in the Philippines. Although piracy was not a major problem
for the Americans, it soured relations between the American authorities and
the Moros.

In his instructions to General Bates in mid 1899, Governor Otis pointed out
that it was necessary for the military to take control over strategic points in the
Sulu Archipelago in order to undertake ‘naval and military operations against
foreign aggression or to disperse attempted piratical excursions’. He instructed
Bates to get the sultan and his chiefs to promise that they would not ‘permit
acts of piracy by their people on its waters, and to assist the United States
Government to suppress and abolish this crime by whomsoever attempts to
commit it, whether American, inhabitant, or alien’.'"’

The issue of piracy did not generate any longer discussion in the negoti-
ations between Bates and the sultan of Sulu, and seems to have been of minor
concern to both sides.'”® In their respective drafts for the agreement text, both
sides proposed an article that provided for cooperation to suppress piracy, but

195 Otis, Annual Report, in ARWD 2 (1899), 153-5; cit., 157; Kobbé, Annual Report, in ARWD 3
(1900), 269-70.

196 Appendix P: Report of Commanding General Department of Mindanao and Jolo, in Annual
Report of Major General Arthur MacArthur, U.S. Army, Commanding, Division of the
Philippines, 1 (1901), 5. On changing American perceptions of Sulu slavery, see further EKI6f
Amirell, ““An Extremely Mild Form of Slavery™’.

197 Otis to Bates, 3 July 1899, in Otis, Annual Report, in ARWD 2 (1899), 155.

108 ys Congress, Treaty with the Sultan of Sulu, 49; cf. Salman, Embarrassment of Slavery, 73.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 91.204.15.157, on 19 Aug 2019 at 03:32:24, subject to the Cambridge Core
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms.
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61COCF


https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/5E1D8EA4E7DCDD5A3B4384E8FC61C0CF
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://www.cambridge.org/core

70 The Sulu Sea

the sultan readily agreed to use the American version in the final text of the
agreement. The article, which was somewhat less specific than the correspond-
ing one in the 1878 treaty between Spain and Sulu, read: ‘Piracy must be
suppressed, and the sultan and his datos agree to heartily cooperate with the
United States authorities to that end, and to make every possible effort to arrest
and bring to justice all persons engaged in piracy.”'"’

Despite the apparent commitment of the sultan and his headmen to cooper-
ate in the suppression of piracy, their sincerity was soon doubted by the
American officers charged with the task of governing the Sulu Archipelago
and the rest of the military department of Mindanao and Jolo. Less than a year
after the signing of the Bates Agreement, General Kobbé expressed his doubts
about the value of the cooperation against piracy. Such cooperation could not
be controlled, he claimed, and was ‘believed to be perfunctory and valueless,
because piracy has existed in one form or another for many years and is
considered by the average Moro a perfectly fair game’.''” The commander
of Jolo Garrison, Major Owen J. Sweet, likewise reported that everything was
‘smooth and complacent on the surface’, but that there was no desire or
intention on the part of the sultan or his chiefs to cooperate with the Americans
in order to improve the condition of the people or to stop acts of robbery or
piracy. The sultan, Sweet claimed, would put two or three hundred armed men
in the field to collect a fine but would not care, or would plead inability, when
asked, to arrest pirates or thieves wanted by the US authorities." "’

Piratical activity and other forms of banditry, both on land and at sea,
increased during the first years of American rule in the Sulu Archipelago as
a result of the lapse in security in connection with the withdrawal of Spanish
troops and the discontinuation of gunboat patrols.''” The departure of Spanish
gunboats, which, as we have seen, were transferred to the US Navy and were
used mainly in the Philippine—American War in the north, rendered the
effective suppression of piracy and other forms of criminal or insurgent
activities difficult in the Sulu Archipelago and other parts of the southern
Philippines.' "’
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At first the situation was seen by the American authorities as quite satisfac-
tory. In 1902, the Commander of the Seventh Brigade, which was charged
with the administration of the Department of Mindanao and Sulu, reported that
after the Spanish gunboats had delivered the death knell to the Sulu pirates,
‘these whilom sea rovers limit their forays to an occasional assault on other
Moro boats, but the merchant vessels of all nations are as secure in the Sulu
Sea as in the Atlantic Ocean’.''” In general, the American assessment of the
situation was that piratical activities now only occurred sporadically.
According to the 1899-1900 Annual Report of the Department of Mindanao
and Sulu, the inhabitants of Tawi-Tawi — all of whom, it was claimed, were
either ‘pirates, ex-pirates, or descendants of pirates’ — now only rarely engaged
in piracy and then only on each other.''> This claim implied that the Tawi-
Tawi pirates supposedly only attacked local vessels, owned and crewed by
Moros, and not American-, European- or Chinese-owned vessels. As a conse-
quence, the petty piracies that still occurred were of little concern to the
colonial authorities.''®

To the extent that the piratical activity and slave-raiding emanating from the
Philippines affected other countries or colonies, however, it did cause the
authorities concern. In May 1900 an attack occurred in which six Moros from
the Sulu Archipelago killed five Moros and one Chinese from the Dutch East
Indies near the island of Kulan, off the east coast of Borneo. The vessel of the
victims was sunk, and the pirates got away with $6,000 (US) in cash and
$20,000 (US) worth of merchandise. The Americans were informed by the
Dutch authorities that the perpetrators were hiding in a village on Jolo. Sultan
Jamalul Kiram II was asked to cooperate with American forces in order to
capture 