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THE CONNOTATION OF “HAKKA” IN SOUTHEAST ASIA:
THE CLASSIFICATION PROCESS OF CHINESE IN BRITISH MA LAYA
by
Wong Wei Chin

ABSTRACT

What does it mean about “Hakka” in Southeast Asia@ontemporary Taiwan
Hakka Studies, majority of authors tended to defiree“Southeast Asian Hakka” as a
form of “ethnic group”; while some revealed the Kakidentity and consciousness
among Southeast Asian Hakka as “underdevelopedicétfin These statements
usually meant a contemporary viewpoint which detifrem the theories of ethnicity.
However, such statements should be linked witthte®rical and political formation
of different social structures within Southeast @Agiountries. These statements,
likewise, have contributed to the objective of t@search in probing the connotation

of “Hakka” in Southeast Asia.

The purpose of this research is to elucidate tlaofa and circumstances
leading to the emergence of “Hakka” and variousn€se dialect groups with
particular reference to those in British Malaya idgr the nineteenth century.
Sociological and historical studies assisted wiitst hand historical material&traits
Settlements Original Correspondendae series CO 273 - were adopted in this
research. This research is composed by severamargs. First, the emergence of
“Hakka” and other Chinese dialect groups in thessifecation process of Chinese in
British Malaya. Second, the suppression of Chinsseret societies by British
colonial regulations and institutions during the7@8. Third, the practicability of
theory “ethnic group” in defining the “Southeasti#s Hakka”. Forth, the metatheory
of various publications pertaining to “Hakka” in i@8&, Taiwan and Southeast Asia.
In conclusion, the connotations of “Hakka” in Bshi Malaya were closely related
with the internationality and localization of colahexperiences and implementation

of political institutions for British Colonial Emp@ during nineteenth century. The



connotation of “Hakka” in British Malaya was firébrmed through an instituted
classification process of “Chinese” in relatingtte formation of British colonial
regulations and institutions in suppressing then€se secret societies as “Kheh” in
Hokkien dialect; while substituted by the term “lak in Cantonese dialect during
1931. Subsequently, “Hakka” has emerged for theswempurpose of British Malaya
while eventually became one of the “dialect groupghin Chinese society in present
Malaysia and Singapore. Nevertheless, it is impbrta note that the classification
process of “Chinese” and the emergence of “HakkaBritish Malaya during the
nineteenth century does not presume and preclueldottmation of others in the
region of Southeast Asia at the same level.

Keywords: British Malaya, Chinese, Classificatioro¢ess, Ethnic Group, Federated
Malay States, Hakka, Malaysia, Metatheory, Sti@étlements, Southeast
Asia, Unfederated Malay States.
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PREFACE

In the course of writing this thesis, there will &ocabulary and term that may
be unfamiliar to readers, in which included Maladyalays, Malaya, Malayan,
Malaysia, Malaysian and British Malaya. These terms used frequently in this
thesis but do have different meaning. The “Malagshe ethnic group that makes up
the majority of the population of present Federatad Malaysia and a minority
population in the Republic of Singapore. In shtialays” is an ethnic group, and
“Malay” is their language and the official languagé Malaysia since the
independence. On the other hand, “Malaya” is degatb the geographical concepts
for Malaya peninsular, Penang Island, and Singajsta@d; while “British Malaya”
is denoting to the institutional concepts of “Madaynder British colonial authority”.
The term “British Malaya” and “Malaya” in this thesare likewise refers to the area
of present West Malaysia and Singapore; while “Maid is refers to the inhabitants
of the British Malaya, and later citizens of thelEmtion of Malaya, whether they are

Malays, Chinese, Indian, European or Eurasian.

“Malaysia” was created in 1963 with the combinatiohthe Federation of
Malaya, Singapore, Sarawak and Sabah. Singapdr¢éhkeffederation in 1965, and
today, Malaysia consists of the states Perlis, KeBarak, Penang, Selangor, Melaka,
Negeri Sembilan, Johor, Pahang, Terengganu, Kelarf8abah, Sarawak, and the
Federal Districts of Kuala Lumpur, Putrajaya andddfal Territory of Labuan.
“Malaysian” is the citizen of this country, regagds on the issues of “race”. Map 1
shows the geographical position of present Malagsi Singapore in the region of

Southeast Asia.

In presenting this thesis, the place names of 8riMalaya will be written in
accordance to Malay language with several excegtidfenang, Malacca and
Singapore. Most of the Chinese terms in this thesie been romanized in Mandarin
pinyin with following exceptions: “places of oridin.e. Jiaying, Huizhou; “place
names” i.e. Kwangtung, Fukien; “secret societies®. iGhee Hin; “Chinese



tribes/dialect groups” i.e. Hakka, Hokkien, CantsmeHailam; and “personal names”
i.e. Yap Ah Loy, Chang Keng Kwee etc. These Chirtesms are written according
to their most familiar English spellings ratherrnha their less-common pinyin forms.
In addition, exceptions in Mandarin pinyin alsoigiyto the Chinese author who has
provided his or her English name in the publicatiéarthermore, the simplified

Chinese names of certain authors will be remaindte thesis.

On the other hand, the Ch’'ing Dynasty’s administeatevels, divisions and its
structure during nineteenth century in this theglsrefer to Moese, Reinknecht and
Schmitz-Seif3er’'s (1979) version, as table 1 anaréd.

Table 1: Administrative Levels and Divisions of @l Dynasty

Level Division
1 Province (1)
2 Prefecture i)

Independent District* ([15Y)
Independent Sub-prefecturd]f| #)

3 District* (M
County )
Sub-prefecture ()

Figure 1: Structure of Administrative Levels andiBions of Ch’'ing Dynasty

Province )
[
Prefecture (f)
District* () Independent Districtifli =[)
County 7)) & Independent Sub-prefecture i) County %)
Sub-prefecture
(%)

L Source: Moese, Reinknecht & Schmitz-SeiRer (198%: 1
* Modified from the term “department”.



Most of the Malay terms in this thesis also will bmmanized with several

exceptions, in which included “Sultan”, “kongsi” @rfkapitan”. A Glossary of

Chinese and Malay characters will appears at tdeoéthis thesis.
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1. INTRODUCTION: WHAT IS “HAKKA™?
1.1 Definitions of “Hakka” in General

Around 1870, there were publications publishecckesi pertaining to “Hakka”,
such asChinese Recordeand China Review The authors of these articles were
mostly foreigners who had lived for a consideraimee among the Hakka people,
and thus gained a good knowledge of Hakka livingdittons, manners and customs
(Moese, Reinknecht & Schmitz-Seil3er 1979: 75).843L one of these authors, Dr. E.
J. Eitel has pointed the Hakka people were a rdcéha@r own and were not
descendants of the Han Chinese (see Eitel 187368): Later, in the early twentieth
century, there were some English-language pubticattended to suggest that Hakka
were “less Chinese” than other groups in South ghsuch as th&ncyclopedia of
Missionsin 1912 had described Hakka as “peculiar race ibe tinhabiting in the
mountains near Canton and Swatow, who are a loweialsrank than the local
Chinese” (Campbell 1912: 473-480). Besidésjcyclopedia Britannicawhich
published in 1945 also reported the Hakka peoptghtmot be a “true Chinese” but
might related to the Burmese or Siamese (cite ins@Gble 1996: 14).

In 1933, a Chinese historian, Luo Xiang Lﬁ%ﬁ 1) was the first person who

made a significant definition of the term “Hakkay Hetermined its origin with the
theory of Han Chinese kinship decency, as an opposio the statements of
Europeans and non-Hakka Chinese informants who tdduthat the Hakka were
“true Chinese”. According to Luo, the Hakka peopleginally inhabited in the
central part of China which now known as Henan pra®, and some parts of Shanxi
and Anhui province; the Hakka people have goneutinofive migratory periods
before sixteenth century which started from 311 .Adhd the populations of Hakka
is roughly 16,548,000 person or 3.75 percent oftot@ population of China during
1933 ﬁ%ﬁg’?ﬁfﬁl‘ 1979). Undoubtedly, Luo’s publication had furthentributed for the

clarification towards the suspicion about Hakkapeams a pure Han Chinese, and

this interpretation has stood for over 80 years afilll remains as a significant



reference in the academic field, particularly ire tbontemporary new discipline-
Hakka Studies. However, it is important to stat ttuo Xiang Lin had once defined
the “Hakka” as a form of Chinese “race” and “trib@’ the English and Chinese
foreword of his publication during 1933. Unfortualgt his interpretation of Hakka
people as form of “race” and “tribe” of Han Chindsad completely relegates by the

scholars afterward.

There were some authors tried to amend the meafifigakka” after Luo’s
version. Moser (1985: 253-254) has indicated “Hakka “a subgroup of Han
Chinese”; Kiang (1992: 7) has defined “the ethnameept of the term Hakka is
concisely defined as a people with unique culturthaut a state or nation of their
own”, but Kiang has considered Hakka are not a plae race but mixed with early
Mongolian elements long time ago in north China9@983). On the other hand,
Nicole Constable (1996: 3) has defined this ternitlas name of a Chinese ‘ethnic
group’ whose ancestors like those of all Han Crenese believed to have originated
in north central China”. From above statements,m&y perceive that despite the
meaning of the term “Hakka” are still intertwinedthvthe controversy on “whether
Hakka people as a pure Han Chinese”, but eventlidfikka” has officially included
as part of the Han Chinese majority. Furthermohe tefinition pertaining to
“Hakka” has been gradually replaced by the conaapt'ethnic group” today.
Nevertheless, the “Hakka” definition replacing e tconcept of “ethnic group” is

still depending on the premise of Han Chinese kmdkcency.

The number of English language anthropological wdrésed on field research
in Hakka communities in China, Hong Kong, Taiwargldysia and other regions has
started since the 1970s. However, such as thedeestmight for their contributions
to sinology and anthropology in Asian Studies (Bamstk 1972; Strauch 1984; Myron
L. Cohen 1976). Thus, the tendency of the shiftesminology from racial label
“Han” to “ethnic group” was considered interrelatedh the popularity of Ethnicity
Studies in academic field during last three decades 1996, Constable’s
groundbreaking essaivhat does it mean to be Hakké®96) has published at the



standpoint of the label of “Han Chinese” have obsduthe Hakka identity.
According to Constable, despite there were obvioymrtance and distinctiveness of
the “Hakka” abounding in folklore and literaturejtlthere are no detailed pertaining
to the meaning of “Hakka identity”. Hence, compamatanalysis concerned with
ethnicity, migration, nationalism, and the cultuhd historical construction of
“Hakka identity”- Guest people: Hakka identity in China and abroattas been
published in 1996. Subsequently, authors tendeohderstand “Hakka identity” with
its Chinese literal meaninde€jia (% )", which means “guest people”, “guest
families” or “strangers”™ by relating to the immamt context, included across
different provinces in Mainland China and away fr@hina homeland (Constable
1994, 1996; Cohen, Myron 1996; Carstens 1996, 2005)

On the other hand, the linguistic and cultural destalso attracted some
attention in anthropological works while Hakka liigfic factors seen have been
prevented Hakka people to assimilate with otherufaipns where they settled.
Hashimoto (1973) and Myron Cohen (1976) have pdintet the difference in
linguistic factor- “dialect”- could have an impontainfluence towards the formation
and alignment of social division in the wave of matipn and settlement. On the other
hand, Kiang (1992: 8-9) has revealed the languagderadomitable spirits of Hakka
people has historically remained strong througlir thile distribution and migratory
experience. In addition, Carstens (2005: 88) atsatpd the differences of “Hakka”
with other Han Chinese was bounded in the linguigdictor since they spoke a
distinctive sinitic language and hence exhibitesket of distinctive cultural features

which tended to set them apart from other local Bamese populations.

Nevertheless, it is important to state that theomiyj of earlier publications
related to “Hakka” are derived from the anthropatay and sinological works
pertaining to “Chinese” whether in Mainland Chinaautside China. For instance,
the “Chinese” in Southeast Asia has caught moentins of anthropologists and
sinologists comparing with “Hakka” because “Hakkads virtually attached under

the categorization of “Chinese”. In 1957, a leadidgerican anthropologist, G.



William Skinner and Richard J. Coughlin have paihtee “Chinese” in Thailand
often referred themselves as “speech groups” basedhe different Chinese
languages they spoke, such as Hokkien, Cantonedtxarind Teochew (see Skinner
1957: 35; Coughlin 1960: 6). However, it is vital hote that the terms of “speech
groups” and “dialect groups” were often overlapping Skinner and Coughlin’s

publications without further clarification.

In 1985, Mak Lau Fong??‘?-’ﬁb) has pointed the identity of “Chinese” in
nineteenth century Malaya are based on “dialeatgidentification (% F% ,_'F,é [ﬁj)”-

which based on the factors such as same diale&espand place of origin at the
same time. Mak revealed the “dialect group iderdiion” as the main principle to
classify “Chinese” who spoke different languageslobgs to different association
and stayed in difference region in Malaya (inclugeésent West Malaysia and
Singapore) during nineteenth century. However Mak wot interested in probing the
formation of such “dialect group identification"lj(?ﬁ*b 1985: 15, 197). Likewise,
Yen Ching-hwang (1986: 198-202) has utilized thentef “dialect group” to classify
and illustrate certain communities that involvedhe large-scale of social conflicts
within Penang Chinese communities during the lateteenth century, such as the
Penang riots during 1867. However, when turn to ghbject of social divisions
among Chinese immigrants in Malaya, Yen has defitirexl social divisions of

Chinese immigrants in Malaya hang(%}), which referred to thbangidentity were

formed by the combination of dialect, regional, asatupational groupings (Yen
1986: 177). Thdangwill grouped themselves together socially wherytbgoke the
same dialect and came from the same prefectureeawer thebang were further
contributed to the social conflicts while they ¢las of economic interest between
differentbang (Yen 1986: 35, 195-202). From these, it can be miesefrom above
statements that the terms using to illustrate $odi@ision among Chinese
communities which relating to “Hakka” in Southedstia were different, in which
included “speech group”, “dialect group” abdng. However, the linguistic factor
seems influencing stronger than the elements afc®lof origin” in the division of

“Chinese” in present Southeast Asia.



Apart from this, Kiang (1992) was disagreed to ¢h# Hakka language in
China as a “dialect” of the popular language of theinese majority. He has
considered the Hakka language as an independeakogevent of the mother tongue
of sinicized Han, but not a dialect of Mandarin &4se (1992: 82). While we turn to
the case of “Chinese” in Southeast Asia, G. Willi&kinner has emphasized the
languages of Chinese “speech groups” in ThailarfiCagese languages” rather than
“dialects”. Tan Chee Beng (1998), too, was disagreecall languages of “dialect
groups” in present Malaysia as “dialect”. Instedadshould be called “Chinese
languages” rather than dialects (Tan 1998: 29).v&lsiatements might suggest there
is a rank between the term “language” and “diatetiihguage” is more orthodox
than “dialect”. But the differences is, Kiang wamcerning on “Hakka” itself as the
first layer; while Skinner and Tan were concerning the whole “Chinese”
community which consisted of different dialect goeysuch as Hokkien, Cantonese,

Hakka, Teochew, Hailam and other dialect groupshadirst layer.

From above definitions, the connotation of the tésakka” are virtually full of
complexity. Above publications have shown that ¢hewere incompatible
connotations towards the term “Hakka” in China &wiitheast Asia during different
periods. Earlier publications in China have dendtéakka” by racial label of “Han”;
while indicated “Hakka” as form of “ethnic groupi China and Taiwan recently. On
contrary, “Hakka” in Southeast Asia was called @islect group”, “speech group” or
bangwhich attached under “Chinese” in majority publicas. How should we define
“Hakka” authentically when this term interrelatamleoverlapped with more than one

vocabulary in the existing publications, in whiahcluding the term like “ethnic

” i,

group”,
ambiguities that leave scholar perplexed, espgcwatilen Hakka people have mixed

” “

speech group”, “dialect group” arlthng? The term “Hakka” thus has

culturally and socially after the result of the les@ence of several migrations to
different regions from southeast China, includedvéa, Southeast Asia countries,
India and other western countries. A French hiatgrBloch has suggested people

must understand the past through the present: fiipcehension of the present is the



inevitable result of ignorance of the past. Busiperhaps just as fruitless to struggle
to understand the past if one knows nothing abmaifpresent” (Bloch 1941, cited in
Le Goff 1992: 18). Hence, to dig out the connotatmf “Hakka” which widely
distributed in several regions today, we shouldeusichnd this term through present

world and simultaneously to assure and explairoinfthe past.

Estimated to number ten millions today, Hakka negide mainly in Southeast
China, Taiwan, and the region of Southeast Asian§table 1996: 3). Most scholars
have worked on the originality and the charactiessdf “Hakka” people in ancient
China and Taiwan by historically approaches Eﬁ%ﬁ‘ 1979, 1989 it 1978,

5253 1996). Undoubtedly, these studies has establiahdéthportant starting point

to know a person, a community and a custom or @ulitho called “Hakka” in China
and Taiwan since they had narrated “who and what'ltfakka’ are” through their
research and publications, however, it does notnntea word “Hakka” can be
equivalent to those “Hakka” in Southeast Asia asbgenous as those in China or
Taiwan. As mentioned by Constable (1996), “the térakka’ has generally been
treated as an essential, unchanging, unproblerzdied- a given or objective truth,
rather than a topic for analysis in and of its€lfonstable 1996: 4). Consequently,
the “Hakka”, which attached under “Chinese” comntiesiin present Southeast Asia
has been less concerned in the main stream of Hstkiches. Hence, it is time to
explain what does it means about “Hakka” in SouthedAsia through a
comprehensive research. A review of the past cfareh on “Hakka” in Southeast
Asia may perhaps aid in a better understandindh@fSoutheast Asian Hakka who
have been gone through the large waves of migraqgogriences, wide distributions,
European colonial rules, and social transformatidfowever, the literature
particularly focusing on “Hakka” in Southeast Asgaso limited because “Hakka”
was attached under “Chinese” which commonly knowridkalect group” in present
Southeast Asia countries. Therefore the “HakkaSofitheast Asia considerably can
only survey through three studies branches, in lwhicluded Southeast Asia Studies,

Overseas Chinese Studies and Hakka Studies.



In my point of view, different types of studiestuially signify their metatheory
towards “Hakka” while the authors illustrate thetatement, whether he or she is
intended or unintended. Therefore, before procegttirthe discovery on the present
connotation of “Hakka”, the theoretical backgrountl metatheory will be first
reviewed. Besides, the “context” which driven aushto concern on “Hakka” as a
research subject also will be traced through tlfddese existing publications in the
following part.

1.2 Theoretical Background of Metatheory

In 2002, in regard to the topicality, there was atétheory research group
formed by Institute for Strategic Research in Hugig&ccording to the institute
president, Csaba Varga, their works included sunazingrthe essence of widespread
theories (included natural and social sciencedpgtphies, the world religions, arts
and Hermetic-Mystic literature), and to relate, lexp and identify them to each
other! The researchers from this institute asserted thetdtheory” as an emerging
new theory, which mainly causing by the rapid gmivwscientific and post scientific
researches.

The science of knowledge based society is a tratgptinary thought anyway,
while even the different disciplines have not yetrniulated their own
interdisciplinary or integrated theories. Howeude rapid growth in number
of those scientific and post-scientific researchgBich are pointing to the
development of a metatheory, has been alreadyedtad.g., theories of
sciences, systems theories, theories of everythimiggrated conceptions of
natural sciences, quantum philosophies, comparatiuglies of religions,
epistemological researches, consciousness studiefying conceptions of
religion and science and so bn.

! Varga, Csaba. (2002)pon the foundation of Metateory research groups$itin statement.
Metatheory-Metaphilosophy Research Group. Webbttp://www.metaelmelet.hu/bemutat_en.html
Checked on 15/7/2009.

! Varga, Csaba. (2002)pon the foundation of Metateory research groups$itin statement.

Metatheory-Metaphilosophy Research Group. Webbttp://www.metaelmelet.hu/bemutat_en.html
Checked on 15/7/2009.




In last decade, an American psychologist, WillisQrverton has defined the
term “metatheory”. According to Overton, metatheand methodology are closely
interrelated and intertwined. Metatheory presemiss@sn of the nature of the world
and the objects of that world, while methodologggemts a vision of the tools we can
use to explore that world. Overton pointed, “a rtietary is a coherent set of
interlocking principles that both describes andspribes what is meaningful and
meaningless, acceptable and unacceptable, cemtdalparipheral, as theory- the
means of conceptual exploration; and as method- nieans of observational
exploration- in a scientific discipline. In otheiowds, a metatheory entails standards
of judgement and evaluation. In short, scientifietatheories transcend theories and
methods in the sense that they define the contextwihich theoretical and
methodological concepts are constructed (Overto®3120).” In the meantime,

Overton has revised the definition of metatheocently:

Metatheories, which are sometimes also referredtonodels’ or ‘paradigms’,
tend to form a hierarchy in terms of increasing ayality of
application.....The hierarchical dimension of any given set of ietaretical
ideas also forms a coherently interrelated systénideas, and the model
operating at the pinnacle of this hierarchy is Uguermed ‘world view'.
World views are composed of coherent interlockiets f epistemological and
ontological principles (Overton 2007: 154).

In short, metatheory refer to the theories and odgthhemselves while theories

and methods refer directly to the empirical world.

In 2003, Overton has narrated a brief history oftatesoretical worlds in
Handbook of Psychologye has started his viewpoint from the period aidernity
and three important protagonists, Galileo GalilRené Descartes and Thomas
Hobbes:

The early protagonists who developed the basictdenfethis metatheoretical
story line were Galileo Galilei and his physicsnatural world disconnected
from mind; René Descartes, whose epistemology tdvdisconnection or
splitting to afirst principle; and Thomas Hobbes, who saw both mind and
nature in a vision of atomistic materialism. Of theee, Descartes was to have



the greatest and most lasting impact on the tedtsabtexts of this particular
metatheoretical story (Overton 2003: 17-18).

Overton indicated, Descartes has contributed theudation of splitting and
foundationalismas key of interrelated themes into the story @drgdic knowledge;
splitting is the formation of a conceptual dichotomy, ddndationalismis a claim
that one or the other elements of the dichotomystitutes the ultimate reality or
bedrock of certainty. Although Cartesian splittiagd foundationalism have been
operated as a permanent background frame for mibglsrscientific story, however,
Hobbes and later empiricists have operated withis frame but they built it into a
materialist identification of atomistic matter & tultimate ontological foundational
Real which subject split with object, mind split witody and idea split with matter.
This process thereby createbjectivism According to Overton, these metatheoretical
themes includeg@plitting, foundationalism, materialism, empiricisemdobjectivism
have formulated a completely exclusive scientifietamethod termedhechanical
explanation which included three steps: reduction-descripticausal explanation,
and induction of interpretation-free hypothesesptles and laws (Overton 2003: 17-
21).

Next, the focal points of Overton’s mechanical exgition will be narrated.
According to Overton, the step one of mechanicaplanation- Reduction-
Description- is to reduce all phenomena to theblasiwhich entails addressing the
commonsense object of inquiry and reducing it t® ébsolute material, objective,
fixed, unchanging, foundational elements or atomkis step is to drive out
interpretation from the commonsense phenomena ungestigation. Step two of
mechanical explanation- Causal Explanation- camsiétthe instruction to find the
relation among the elements described in step &tep three- Induction of
Interpretation- installs induction as the founda#ib logic of science. This step
instructs the investigator that ultimate explanagicn science must be found in fixed
unchanging laws, and these must be inductivelywdsras empirical generalization
from the repeated observation of cause-effectioglatfound in step two (Overton
2003: 19-21).



At regards of these three steps of metamethod,ptbeess of metatheory
virtually reveals the presupposition of researctoevards phenomena which under
their investigation. It is undeniable that gengrahe presupposition behind these
works is that institutions have influence on theyvgaientific act and thus have an
indirect impact on the scientific product. Elkane974:277-278) revealed, some
young Turks philosopher of science in 1970s, likeéviEndelsohn, A. Thackray, J. E.
Curtis and J. W. Petras have presupposed that thexedirect social influence on
knowledge in general and on scientific knowledgepanticular. At the same time,
Elkana also indicated all scientific metaphysics hisavily influenced both by
development in science and by cultural and socigirenment, since the social and
political factors have influencing directly to thige of the scientists and image of
science, such as what people think of science. I&nmeously, new scientific ideas,
insights and product certainly interpenetrate lbthimage of science and the socio-

political developments (Elkana 1974: 279).

A notable sociologists and economic historian, Kolanyi has asserted that
the human economy is an instituted process: “Thendm economy, then, is
embedded and enmeshed in institutions, economicnandconomic. The inclusion
of the noneconomic is vital. For religion or goveent may be as important for the
structure and functioning of the economy as mogetastitutions or the availability
of tools and machines themselves that lighten a@lieot labor” (1992: 34). In short,
by refer to focal points of Overton, Elkana andaPegi, their viewpoints have helps
us to realize that not only the human economy amdnse development as an
instituted process by social, cultural and pollticestitutions, likewise includes the
principle of human science and knowledge. Hencejass hard for scholars to keep
away from the social, cultural and political infhee while they approach to their

research topics.

By reviewing the compact theoretical backgroundnadtatheory as above, a

scholar is often the product of his or her timegrethe selection of research topics is
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related to one’s personal interest and experidieace, it was common that the term
“Hakka” compound of different meaning in differestudy branches since there were
referring to different types of metatheories. Ine tliollowing part, a closer
examination of the term “Hakka” in Southeast Asidl wegin in my research
background by starting with the publications review Southeast Asia Studies, and
thence proceeding to Overseas Chinese Studies akkaHStudies. It should then
prove possible to describe how the “Hakka” of Sea#t Asia has been defined from
different types of metatheories in the differemnidés.

1.3 Research Background: What is “Hakka” in Southeat Asia?

As mentioned before, the “Hakka” in Southeast Aiasiderably can survey
through the publications concerning on “Chinese” Southeast Asia since the
“Hakka” in Southeast Asia was attached under “Cégfiewhich commonly known
as “dialect group” in present Southeast Asia coestr Therefore, a survey of
“Hakka” in Southeast Asia will be reviewed from tpast researches through three
studies branches, in which included Southeast 8sidies, Overseas Chinese Studies
and Hakka Studies. However, “Hakka” in Southeasia Axowadays were widely
distributed in the region of Southeast Asia sineeesal centuries ago. The region of
Southeast Asia are huge and complex and there argisted of eleven different
States in the region, included Singapore, MalayBranei Darussalam, Philippines,
Thailand, Indonesia, Vietnam, Myanmar, Cambodiad,@and East Timor. Moreover,
the colonial background, State policies, and thenmmsition of ethnic groups
(particularly “Chinese” and “Hakka”) are totally teeogeneous in each country.
Therefore, it is impossible to review all “Hakkal Southeast Asia in such research

background.

Fortunately, there are exceptions in the regioBaitheast Asia: Singapore and
West Malaysia, the States which formed the fornm&idB Malaya during nineteenth-
twentieth century. The colonial background, geoljiregd environment and the ethnic

Chinese conditions of the place where the peopbsecto settle are rather similar, if

11



not completely homogenous, since both West Malagsid Singapore have gone
through British colonization period from 1786 to489 and kept remained under
administration of Federation of Malaya up to thengapore’s separation from
Malaysia in 1965. According to the official dataSthatistics Department Malaysia in
2000, there are 20 percent Hakka of the six milioh Chinese populatiorOn the
other hand, there are 7 percent Hakka of total €@rpopulation in Singapore during
1980 (Khoo, C. K. 1981: 59). Therefore, it seemerpssible to take West Malaysia
and Singapore as a research unit for the presemistigation pertaining to the
“Hakka” in Southeast Asia. Besides, the assimitabbthe “Chinese” with the native
population was occurred in a limited scope, unbkieer countries in Southeast Asia
i.e. Thailand and Indonesia. Hence, the scope ofesgarch background which set
up by three different study branches- Southeast Atudies, Overseas Chinese
Studies and Hakka Studies- will be limited to tbenfer British Malaya, or present

West Malaysia and Singapore.

1.3.1 Southeast Asia Studies

In present time, the main subjects concerning ¢oSbutheast Asia Studies are
commonly orientated to the development, transfoonatand international
relationship regarding on the politic, economidfunal and social dimensions within
or outside of each country in the region. Howetleg, focal point of the discussion in
this part is merely relevant to above topics. Dés@ons will focus on Southeast Asian
Studies with particularly reference to those pudilans in relating with Malayan or
Malaysian history. The purpose to confine this paflalayan or Malaysian history
is to elucidate the role of “Chinese” under Britisblonial rule since nineteenth

century.

The majority of the nascent publications pertainiogthe history of Malaya

have raised the common questions such as why, hdwhen the European colonial

! Source: Malaysi€hina PressNational edition i (Fl1'$5) = B) published on
20/11/2007.
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intervened and ruled Malay peninsular since sixteeentury; what is the degree of
their political and economic intervention; what #nese impacts of colonial policies
towards people life on this land. Generally, thganty of authors tended to answer
these questions by viewpoint of European colororat{see Swettenham 1907;
Harrison 1923; Mills 1925; Hodder 1953, 1959; Ch867; Sadka 1968; Philip Loh
1969; K#iHf 1977; Andaya and Andaya 1982; Andaya 1992; Milh@94; Baker
1999; Heidhues 2000). In early twentieth centuhgré were three publications
published in 1907, 1923 and 1925, when little rede&ad been done into the period
of Malayan history, included SwettenharBsgtish Malaya,Harrison’sAn lllustrated
Guide to the Federated Malay Statesd Mills’s British Malaya, 1824-67 The
similarities of these publications were directed cmnstitutional, political and
economic aspects of British colonial policy. Clgathese early studies have hitherto
been directed at constitutional aspects of colop@icies. In 1957, there was a
turning point contributed to the shift of attentibm discuss the administrative and
social problems of British colonial policy in thaulgications: the independent of

Federation of Malaya.

In the late 1950s and 1960s, there were some $otallars attempted to draw
out the relations between the British colonial ¢batgonal reforms and its impacts
towards social progress and economic developmerithenpeninsular of Malaya,
included the formation of different administrativsits and plural society (see
Hodder 1959; Chai 1967; Sadka 1968; Philip Loh }96%ese studies have dealt
with the attitudes and motives which determining tholitical formation of British
Malaya and development of government structurén@éRederated and Unfederated
Malay States, such agual governmenby Malay sultanate and British authority
(Sadka 1968: 274-323). On the other hand, Philip (969) has studied the British
authority represented by governor, agent, residenadviser to be formalized in
separate administrative units- Straits SettlemeRegerated Malay States and
Unfederated Malay States- which became known by uhdied term “British
Malaya”. Furthermore, the development in making “Bfitish Malaya” which

interrelated with the formation of multi-racial $ety also had been analyzed,
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particularly in the formation of “plural societyhat consisted of different “races”
such as Malays, Indian and Chinese in making o&itStrSettlements, Federated
Malay States and Unfederated Malay States (Chaf;18&dka 1968; Philip Loh 1969;
K 8% # 1977). In other words, publications in early twetit century have
emphasized on the idea of British colonial poliagshile the publications after the
independent of Federation of Malaya were emphasirethe idea precedes policy.
Thus the thought of individuals involved in the gees more than the process itself
are studied after the 1950s. Therefore, the puimics published after the
independence of Malaya were more concerning onirttpacts of British rule to
Malaya society, particularly in the economic pasiti occupation and population

which divided by different “races”.

There was a foreign scholar adopted different dspacthe studies of Malaya
during the 1950s. Hodder (1953, 1959) has studieditathe characteristics of human
settlements and the bio-geographical background stxial and economic
development in Malaya, i.e. physical environmentl dife of people, interaction
between population and natural surroundings sudhirate, water, soil and insects.
Hodder (1953: 35) has outlined the racial groupimgSingapore along with the
Singapore River, as map 1.1. Despite he had groafiepeople in Singapore as
“race”, but he did mentioned about the Chinesdesatints, “while distinct groupings
in of Hokkien, Cantonese, Tiechiu and Hainanese lmariound, there is only one
small grouping of Hakka (Kheh) in the congestecetdHodder 1953: 36). Hodder's
work considered as the earliest publication corexion the distribution of “Chinese”

in Singapore.
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Map 1.1: Racial Grouping in 1952 Singapore by B.Hudder"

On the other hand, there was controversy pertaitinghe disciplinary of
contemporary Malayan Historical Studies. HistoridrBritish naval, Cyril Northcote
Parkinson (1960: v-vii) stated, most of the workshalayan history in early period
have been done by authors somewhat working intieal&and without access to the
archives and libraries, where the researches shdeklly depend, such as Straits
Settlements official records and Parliamentary papkiring British colonization
period. Although the access to the historical doenis is important, however,
Parkinson has pointed out its weakness point, siscithe misleading problem of
Public Records Office by grouping and numberedesgdiowards Straits Settlements

! Source: Hodder, B.W. (1953). Racial groupingsiiig&pore The Malayan Journal of Tropical
Geographyl, 25-36. pp. 35
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records (preserved in National Library of SingapoResides, the inconsistency of
the English spelling rendering of Malay and Chinessmes in the historical
documents also have ambiguities leaves scholarpleped. However, the
inconsistency of spelling has been retained in iRaok’s study without any

correction.

Parkinson’s student, Constance Mary Turnbull was of the scholars who
studied the history of Malaya based on the coloaffitial records and documents
(Turnbull 1972; 1977). According to Bonny Tan (2D08urnbull first came to
Malaya in 1952 to serve as an administrative offinethe Malayan Civil Service in
Kuala Lumpur. When she finished her duty in 195t sirned to teach history at the
University of Malaya in Singapore. During that timarkinson was heading the
newly established Department of History. The ambgi goal of Parkinson- by
capturing local perspectives of the history of Renlar Malaya and encouraged the
brightest students to articulate their understagpaifbeing Malayan as the country
moved toward independence- has deeply influencedblll by entered her study

with the guidance of Parkinson.

However, a contemporary Malaysian historian- Pisded<hoo Kay Kim have
doubted about the phenomena of highly dependingherncolonial presence in the
writing on Malayan/Malaysian history. In 1981, Res$or Khoo has reviewed the
earliest writings about Malaya history, includéde Malayan Peninsular Embracing
Its History, Manners and Customs of the InhabitaRslitics, Natural History etc
from its earliest Recordd.J. Begbie: 1834Rolitical and Statistical Accounts of the
British Settlements in the Straits of Malagdal. Newbold: 1839) anBritish Malaya
(Swettenham: 1907). According to Khoo, the majoofythe earliest writings on
Malaya history as above were published by forméicefs of British Malaya (i.e.
Begbie as a military officer, Newbold as a soldid Swettenham was the first
Resident General of Federated Malay States), wiikiet/ to explain Malayan
history largely in the political view odEuro-centric(in the foreword of Andaya &

Andaya, 1982: xi-xiii) Despite there were western scholars have attenpteshape
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the historiography of Malayan history, such as K.Tegonning (1967) and J. M.
Gullick (1969), however, Khoo Kay Kim pointed thestatements were still too
emphasis on the period of Malaysia’s modern devetys and hence completely
neglect the role of indigenous people (see Andayeé&aya, 1982: xi-xiii).

Later, there were some writings contributed immbnse the enrichment of
Malaysian historiography by tracing the origin tetbeginning of Malay/Islamic
culture and Malay sultanate system, and withoubrigny the linking and impacts of
British colonial towards indigenous and immigraotisty since eighteenth century
(see Andaya & Andaya 1982; Baker 1999). In thipee§ these recent writings are
more comprehensive and more keeping with the curleral interpretation of
Malaysian history.

The independence in 1957 followed with the possessdf Malaysian
citizenship byjus-soli principle regardless on the issues of “race” haslgally build
up the national identity among Malaysian societlijlevit was further contributed to
the shift on depending colonial official recordslatocuments in the study of Malaya.
However, it cannot be omitted that the domain for treation of plural society in
Malaya was British colonial government. Hence foany years historians have
admitted the plausibility of writing a standard wayn Malayan/Malaysian history
which must depend heavily on the colonial preseaga pivot while discussing the
British creation of plural society, in which maintpnsisted of the division of “race”
under British colonial administration- “EuropeariEurasians”, “Malays”, “Indian”,
“Chinese” and “Other”. However, the creation of Bslivision of race” of “Chinese”
under British rule- “tribe”- which means “dialectagip” in present Malaysia- has
been completely relegates to a position of obscuriimost of the historical writings
concerning on the region of Malaya. Andaya and Amdd982) have illustrated the
sight of British colonial of what does the “Chinéseeant to the administration to

British Malaya:

A Chinese community was also valuable because aviged the European
administration with a guaranteed source of revetiueugh taxes levied on
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opium, pork, pawnbroking and the sales of spifitsee administration itself was
freed from the burden of collecting taxes sinces thias rented out to other
Chinese, either an individual or a syndicate. AanEis Light had perceptively
remarked in 1794, ‘The Chinese...are the only peoplthe east from whom a
revenue may be raised without expense and extraoxdefforts of government’
(Andaya & Andaya 1982: 136-137).

Furthermore, Andaya and Andaya (1982) did mentiom difference and riots of

Chinese communities in British Malaya despite ttreecage are limited:

...the Chinese population in the nineteenth centuaayl areas comprised five
major speech groups: Teochew and Cantonese fronné¢ftwag; Hokkien from
Fukien; Hakka from the mountain areas of Kwangtufgangsi from Fukien;
and Hainanese from the island of Hainan (Andayar&ldya 1982: 137).

The presence of rival Chinese clans and societiesSédlangor offered the
possibility of further extending these alliancesheTHakka community in
Selangor was already split by quarrels betweenragor clans, the Fui Chew
and Kah Yeng Chew, each linked with separate sesweteties. The noted
Kapitan Yap Ah Loy, leader of Fui Chew, was a memiifethe Hai San while
most of the Kah Yeng Chew belonged to the Ghee ddiciety (Andaya &
Andaya 1982: 143).

There are four features of nineteenth century “MataChinese” reflected by
both Andaya’s statement. First, both Andaya hasnddfthe Chinese society in
British Malaya was constituted by “speech groupshile the basis of “speech
groups” are considered affiliated to “speech” apthtes where they came from”.
Second, the subdivision of “Chinese” or the diws@f “speech groups” were based
on “clans” which formed by one’s prefecture or ‘@@aof origin”. Third, Chinese
were closely related to social organization suckeaset societies and kapitan system.
Forth, British colonial virtually see “Chinese” asmoney-maker for British Malaya,
exclusively in the farms of opium, pork, pawninglaspirits. However, both Andaya
have overlapped and repeated the terms of “clad”“apeech group” with “dialect
group” while denoting towards “Hakka” without fughclarifications. Moreover, the
relations between “Hakka” with well-known socialganizations such as secret

society and kapitan in British Malaya also endedvith ambiguities.
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To sum up the Southeast Asia Studies with partibuleeference in the
publications in Malayan or Malaysian history, thecdl points of Southeast Asia
Studies pertaining to Malaya (or Malaysia) are mdependent on “event”, which
included the development on polity, economy andas@dt both British colonial and
Malaysia governments. Therefore, the “Hakka” anmegddy gloss over under the

research background in probing the national evamdshistory.
1.3.2 Overseas Chinese Studies

The second part of research background is covenitl the publications

concerning on the “Chinese overseasyt{ Z' *)” in Southeast Asia with particularly

reference to those in former Malaya and presentt\Wesaysia and Singapore.
However, before proceeding to the further discussibis part will begin with the

short account on the emergence of “Overseas ChBteskes & Jf &' * Wﬁ)".

During 1998, Professor Wang Gungwu has illustrated emergence of
Overseas Chinese Studies. He indicated, the wsiti@igout Chinese community
abroad in Southeast Asia have appeared since sikteentury by the works of
China scholars and European writings, which maiatyis on the Chinese merchants
and artisans. Later, when British came to rule awer growing port towns like
Penang and Singapore in nineteenth century, thisl lof scholarship became
increasingly policy-oriented since a great numieCloinese were brought as coolies
labor into the colonies. In this respect, it was anough for British colonials to
understand Chinese as merchants and artisans. urge s labor migration, the
tension working in mines and rubber plantationsehaveated new problem of
governance. Hence, more research on Chinese cormynes needed to enable both
colonial and native officials to control the Chieesore effectively (Wang 1998: 1-3,
TJ&E 2007: 8-10). As a result, the standard of deseeptiriting had rose, and
many of the administrative reports had been prodiusgch as th8traits Settlements
Government Gazettand theAnnual Reports of Straits Settlemen8ome would

argue that the nascent colonial reports had be@genre of ethnographic studies or
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earlier tradition ofOrientalism (Said 1979; Breckenridge & Van der Veer 1993).
However, Professor Wang Gungwu has identified thesscent writings as the

considerable foundations for Overseas Chinese &udi

Later, Professor Wang Gungwu has divided the @gstublications of
Overseas Chinese Studies into four categoriegpahey reports by colonial officials,
white settlers and indigenous leaders; the workChfna officials and scholars;
writings by local Chinese, whether settled or remyd modern international and
Chinese scholarship (1998:4-7). However Profess@nd¥ proposition to the
categorization of Overseas Chinese Studies is vsigwe the standards to categorize
these publications are overlapping and not idehtica which included author’s
occupation, nationalities and professional, andipation’s genus at the same time.

Moreover, the chronology of publications is notetieclearly in his categorization.

In this thesis, the categorization towards puhlicet of Overseas Chinese
Studies will base on the principle of chronologheTended of Second World War in
1945 will be taken up as a dividing line for thebpished time line of Overseas
Chinese Studies publications: “Early Publicatioasd “Contemporary Publications”.
This dividing line is interrelating with the colaation background in Malaya
because the ended of Second World War had acesertite decolonization
movements in Asia. Furthermore, this dividing liméso underlines the later
transformation of “Chinese” from sojourner to satthlong with the independence of

Federation of Malaya.

As mentioned in the beginning, “Hakka” was virtyadlttached under “Chinese”
in the region of Southeast Asia. Traditionally, ttf€hinese” in the region of
Southeast Asia has caught more scholar attentiosgecmlly those who
anthropologists and sinologists, if compare to “kik Therefore, the research
subject of Overseas Chinese Studies is commonlin&3k”, while “Hakka” was one
of the major communities attached under this reteaubject. Hence, division of

“early publications” will focus on Chinese in Behi Malaya which published during
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nineteenth century to the 1940s, while “contemponaublications” will focus on
Chinese in Malaya, Malaysia and Singapore whichlipiwd during and after the
1950s. The purpose of this part is to elucidate ¢haracter of “Chinese” and
“Hakka” communities that frequent existed in theblmations, included in both

former Malaya and present Malaysia.

1.3.2.1 Early Publications

Apparently, the writings by the European coloniffictals were the earliest
systematic records which accounted the living oin€se abroad. Since the colonial
officials in Southeast Asia had the responsibibtyuling over both natives (included
Malays and aborigines) and Chinese, thus, theyadagted a comparative approach
to observe and survey their subjects. However,ethmdonial officials and white
settlers not only compared between Malay natives @hinese, but also compared
the social characteristics, differing physical g@etsonal propensities of each Chinese
community which came from different China provinc¥gang Gungwu (1998: 5)
pointed the majority of nascent writings by coldrofficials and white settlers were
narrowly focused, superficial and often reveal ithiacist attitudes towards Chinese
living in Malaya. Professor Wang’s viewpoint coraidas an adequate statement
since the British officials during early colonizati period had largely relegated the
cultural dynamics of Chinese, but commonly seeGhmese immigrants as the labor
tool for the economic development of tin mining andmmercial agricultural
plantation in Straits Settlements and Malay Stakesvertheless, it is important to
state that British colonial officials had interprdtChinese immigrants according to
the places or provinces where the Chinese came, faowh this is not equivalent as

their “place of origin f1£%)” (see Raffles 1822; Newbold 1971: 12-13; Pickgrin
1876: 440; Tweedie 1953: 217; Vaughan 1854: 3).

In 1822, British colonial administrator Stamford ffRes, who was also the

founder of Singapore, has instructed the town praprcommittee to allocate a

special area for the Chinese from Amoy (see map. Raffles observed that the
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Chinese immigrants during that time were dividetd imerchants and traders, artisans
and laborers, and cultivators who were “Southerkkims”; however, he did not
mention which “dialect groups” the Chinese belongedcite in Yen 1986: 117). In
the colonial office file of CO 273/69, the Colontahgineer, Major McNair R. A. was
hesitated about Raffles’s references to Chineseignamts in Singapore, since these
references was not supported by any registratida dainformatior'. By the way,
writing in 1854, Jonas Daniel Vaughan observed #iahe carpenters, blacksmiths,
shoemakers and other workers in laborious trades natives of Quang-tung, while
the shopkeepers, merchants and owners of spicéaptars were natives from Fuh-
kien and Chin-Chew (Vaughan 1854: 3). Later in 18vV8ughan has divided the

Chinese in Straits Settlements into five classes:

In the Straits the Chinese are classed under Bagl$y Macaos, native of Canton
and neighbouring towns and villages; Kehs fromititerior of the province of
Quantung; Tay Chews from Swatow and its vicinityylatns, natives of the
island of Hainan; and Hokiens from Amoy and othlerces in the province of
Fuhkeen; very few emigrants come from the othevipoes of China (Vaughan
1971: 6)

Besides, Resident Councillor of Penang Straitde®e¢nts from 1887 to 1897,
Allan Maclean Skinner was the first official des&d the Chinese cleavages such as
“Five Districts” and “Four Districts” (which knowras precedent Penang secret
societies) in Penang in his official document dgrik874% Skinner enumerates the
“Four Districts” or See Kwan as the Sin Neng, Siimé#, Seow Keng and Whee
Chew; while “Five Districts” as Go Kwan as the Che®ia, Poon Say, Soon Tek,
Lam Hye, and Tong Quan (cite in Purcell 1967: 1®rcell later indicated,Kwan
is an absolute term for a prefecture or departmeanti “the Four Districts were
mostly Ghee Hins and Cantonese, and the Five dstwere mostly Hai Sans and
Khehs™ (Purcell 1967: 104-105).

In other words, the observations by British colbroficials and European

writers during nineteenth century had differentlatdhe Chinese based on the

1 C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Straistlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
2 Skinner, A. M. (1874). Précis of Perak AffaiPerak Papers]1874-1879.
% Khehsis equivalent to “Hakka people” in nineteenth ceptMalaya.

22



occupations, China prefectures or provinces whbhee Ghinese came from, and
involvement in secret societies. It seems thegindigons are nothing to do with the

dimensions of language or dialect difference.

Besides writings by colonial officers and whitetkses, there were also officers
and scholars from Mainland China had describedthieese living abroad in Malaya,
such as Chen Ta, Feng Ch’eng-chun, Yao Nan anchlang fu (Wang 1998: 5-6).
However, the dominant tone in these literatures waes of the identification with
China, including the issues largely in terms ofrthéstorical connections with China,
patriotism and political activities, economic susses of Chinese abroad, their
schools and newspaper and the evolution of Chiaésard policy by successive
Chinese government under Manchus, the Nationaists the Communists (Wang
1998: 5-6). In 1923, a China scholar, Chen Ta leggarched Chinese migrations
phenomena with special reference to the labor ¢tiomdi as his subjects for his
doctoral thesis in Columbia. He has included Chenesmigrants in British Malaya
as part of his research, and the aspects such gatany process, population of
immigrants, labor conditions i.e. occupation antarsas, economy industries were
stated in his doctoral thesis (see Chen Ta 196B679In short, the nascent writings
by China scholars would not take account on theedsions of cultural and social
distinctiveness of Chinese immigrants in Malayacduse such as these Chinese

immigrants were virtually belonged to China dureagly twentieth century.

In other words, the authors of the early publicadiowhether he or she is
European or Mainland Chinese, officials or scholagenerally they were not
interested in probing the characteristics and tiséindtiveness among Chinese in
nineteenth century Malaya.

On the other hand, there was another incident ibaitéd to the relegation of
distinctiveness among Chinese and “Hakka” in nioetle century Malaya:
“Revolution of 1911”. The causes of revolution weterived from the arguments

between China and British Empire in the Pacificimyirearly of twentieth century.
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The battle between two superpowers have developed ppwer of a China
nationalistic appealing to the patriotism of their@se outside China, for instance,
Chinese communities resided in Malaya (Purcell 19%8n Ching-hwang has been
outlined the impacts of “1911 Revolution” to theid¥se abroad in Malaya in his
publicationThe Overseas Chinese and the 1911 Revol\(fi®i6). He pointed, Sun
Yat-Sen and his Guomindang party members had raiggdblem of “loyalty” to the
Chinese emigrants abroad under “Revolution of 1%itte Guomindang party had
their origins among the Chinese abroad. Thus Gudamg party had identified

Chinese abroad as one of the mainstays of its fpgrigesignation of Huagiao (=
fﬁ)”. Meanwhile, the Communist Party of China in oppion to Guomindang party
was less dependent dwagiao(Yen 1976) Undoubtedly, the creation d¢fuagiao

designation in the “1911 Revolution” has broughg tmintended consequences not
only to the political diplomacy dimensions of Chiaad Taiwan, but also strongly
influenced the academic research pertaining to ri€e” in Southeast Asia, even
after the countries in this region had gainedritlependence more than half century.

More than half century, the tertruagiaowere called “Overseas Chinese” in
English in People’s Republic of China (PRC) and Ut of China (ROC,
commonly known as Taiwan R.O.C) which means Chingsgens who temporarily
live overseas in the broad sense. However, witarahof Second World War, a great
number of Overseas Chinese have adopted loca¢rgiip and continued to live in
their adopted land. Hence, the tetmagiao or “Overseas Chinese” is no longer
suitable to call the majority of the Chinese popafa outside China, except those
Chinese abroad who are citizens of the People’suRgpof China (PRC) and
Taiwan R.O.C. In China itself, the ternuagiaois still used but only refer to those
Chinese who are citizens of People’s Republic ah&hhowever the cognition of the
term huagiaoby Taiwan R.O.C government is refer to all Chinedw live abroad
with ignorance to their nationality. In other wordse identification ofhuagiao

problem in Taiwan R.O.C is more complicated thaogRes Republic of China.
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Vague definition onhuagiao in Taiwan R.O.C and People’s Republic of
China’s diplomacy also caused its consequencesdsveeademic field, and it can be
seen through the academic publications pertaimnfChinese” in Southeast Asia.
According to Wang Gungwu (1998), the majority ot tktudies concerning on
“Chinese” in Southeast Asia from 1880s to the 19¥68s= strongly dominated by the
politicization of thishuagiao problem because the designationhafgiao virtually
connoted a tendency to look Chinese abroad iniallitdiplomatic, defense and
security terms which closely link with Chinab:@ i 1994: 8-10; Wang 1998: 4).
Gradually, there were writings carrying a sensati@ccount of Chinese loyalty and
nationalist pride by particular scholars while ajgmhed to Chinese living outside
China (5784 1994; MRizfi. SRIERE 1991; 21 5 1997; 2= B 2003; Bk %t
2007).

Consequently, Professor Wang Gungwu has used a‘@hinese overseasif
4h3E N)” to replace the old term “Overseas Chinese” wiatmew meaning: the
Chinese people who live outside China, withoutrrafg to their citizenship (cite in
Suryadinata 2007: 1). Besides, there are authstedliout various terms in order to
replace the designation ¢iuagiaotowards Southeast Asian Chinese. Suryadinata
(2007) and Niew Shong Tong{i4i * 1995) have listed out following terms included
“huaren (£ \)”, “huayi (3£ %), and *huazu (¥£J%)”. Huaren is equivalent to
English “ethnic Chinese” which used recently wheeming to those Chinese
outside China who are not China’s citizehsayi meaning the foreigners of Chinese
descent; whilehuazuis a Chinese ethnic group which opposition to “&al’ and
“Indian” ethnic groups in Malaysia. Yen Ching-hwaf2§08) and Suryadinata (2007)
have used the English term “ethnic Chinese” whighi\ealent tohuarenas definition
when referring to “Chinese” in Southeast Asia. Here it is important to state that
before Yen and Suryadinata’s suggestion, the te@imirfese” or huaren (3 A\) ”
have been commonly used by the majority of Malayssaholars since last two
decades, but not “ethnic Chinese” (see Heng 1988;& Heng 2000; Daniel Chew
1990, 2000; Danny Wong 2000; Tan 2000; Phang 20@@art from this,
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Suryadinata (2007) pointed the usage of the tdraasenandhuayi are different in
meaning when these terms used by Mainland Chiredg#ags, since the former term
is used to refer to all Chinese who live outsidan@hexcluding China’s official)
regardless of their citizenship; while the latterused to refer to Chinese who are
non-citizens of either PRC and Taiwan ROC (Suryatdir2007: 2).

In last few years, there was a tendency to revieedesignation ofiuagiaoin
the academic field in China. In 2003, there waslokr considered the nationality of
Southeast Asian Chinese was insignificant thenapgsely defined Huagiao (2
fﬁ)” and “huaren(Z *)” are from the same big group dfitfagiaohuaren(' fﬁﬁ"
»)” because their kinship and historical connectidth China were unalterablé{
ﬁr’J 1£ 2003: 5-9). Besides, the designation lofagiaohuarenwas existed in a
publication concerning on Indonesian Chine‘?’g‘ff 2006). Later in 2006, there were

a group of Mainland Chinese scholars have estadish new study branch of
“Overseas Chinese”f{( s fﬁij »2) by confined their research circle among
Mainland Chinese scholarsy @[/~ 4[5 - %m 2006: 1-10). Although these
scholars have realized the identification of tmegearch subjects should based on the
basic of subject’'s recognition included politicatultural, ethnic identity and
nationality; however, since it is just a beginnitigey have defined their research
subject -huagiaohuaren as a whole, regardless of the matter of natignalnd
citizenship, since the main theme of this studesubject’s historical connection with
Mainland China culture ¢ %4'['] 2006: 36-62). Besides, a Mainland Chinese
commentator pointed th&iuagiaohuarenis the result of international migration by

China population” ¢ * 4 2006: 121) and “the problem bfiagiaohuarervirtually
is the impact of national problem of the phenomehiaternational migration” ¢ =
7% 2006: 123). Suryadinata (2007) has explained thergemce ohuagiaohuareris

likely policy-oriented of China’s diplomacy becaubtainland Chinese often use
these two termshuagiao and huarer together when referring to China’s policy
towards the Chinese outside China to regard thtweeSe with PRC citizenship and
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those Chinese with foreign citizenship (2007:1)erEfiore, it is clearly to see that one

scholar’s theory is virtually intertwining with ptital and social contexts.

A historian Heather Sutherland has responded taethdency to see Southeast
Asian Chinese as a product of migration. Suther{@2003) revealed the viewpoint to
see Southeast Asian Chinese as dugdgiac an unchanging national and cultural
being which closely link with China- have formuldta stereotype image for the
“Chinese” in Southeast Asia, where they often rdgdras a threat to the economic
development of the country and thereby challengidggenous economic proportion.
Despite the ancestors of “Chinese” in Southeast Agere came from Mainland
China since two to three centuries ago, howeveer dfie changing of international
situations and the establishment of new nationestathe later generations of
“Chinese” in Southeast Asia has referred South&ag as their home rather than
China. Therefore, Professor Wang Gungwu aptly pdiribllowing statement almost
three decades ago, “Whatever China’s ultimate trdes, the Southeast Asian
Chinese are mostly irrelevant and no asset to Chbra the contrary, there is
evidence to suggest that they might be, if theyehaot already been, a considerable
liability” (Wang 1981: 283). In other words, it iso longer acceptable for the
governments in Beijing and Taipei to continue impgsChinese in Southeast Asia as
the bearer for the status of being temporarilydesi in their new nation-states.
Hence, the designation btiagiaotowards Southeast Asian Chinese in the diplomacy
dimensions of PRC and ROC should mark a full stppoday.

Likewise, Malaysian sociologist, Tan Chee Beng @)98lso denounced the
tendency to see Southeast Asian Chinesmiagiaoin academic dimension, “there is
a need for concerned scholars of Southeast AsiadieStto make their findings and
analyses widely available in order to correct tistodted representation of Chinese
ethnicity particularly in relation to China” (199&6). Despite the “Chinese” in
Southeast Asia are sharing natural traits neamy shime with those “Chinese” in
China and Taiwan, if not completely homogenous, éx@x, after the changing of

international situations and the establishmenteyf mation states, the “Chinese” in
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Southeast Asia were no longéwagiao Therefore, some of the publications

concerning on “Chinese” in Southeast Asia shoullltex in advance.

To sum up, the observations by British colonialcidis, European writers and
Chinese scholars during nineteenth century andy éaréntieth century are not
interested in probing the distinctiveness of “Chkmiein Malaya, however, the
“Chinese” were differentiated based on followinguss: the occupations, China
prefectures or provinces where they came from,iamolvement in particular secret
societies; while the “Hakka” has been mentioned‘iéshs” and “Khehs” in the
colonial writings. On the other hand, the creatibhuagiaodesignation under “1911
Revolution” in twentieth century has brought anntended consequence to present
political diplomacy of PRC and ROC and academitdfi®wards interpretation on
“Chinese” in Southeast Asia. Consequently, cone#iotis on the controversy
pertaining tchuagiaoand efforts dedicated to the reconstruction ofettimic Chinese
identity in Southeast Asia, particularly in acaderield, have gradually gloss over
the focal point of scholars in probing the distinehess of “Chinese” in the Southeast
Asia. Therefore, the distinctiveness within “Chi@esommunities is almost relegates
in the “early publications” of Overseas Chinesed&is, even though “Hakka” has

been differentiated within the Chinese communitiesKehs” and “Khehs”.

1.3.2.2 Contemporary Publications

The majority of publications concerning on Malaysi@hinese tended to focus
on their role and achievements in such aspectfjdimg economic, politic, social
and cultural. Therefore it is common to see theestants regarding on the
characteristics of Malaysian Chinese as below: katéa Chinese form the largest
proportion of ethnic Chinese outside of Mainlandr@hout still able to maintain their
Chineseness by public elementary Chinese educayistem; Chinese have play an
important role in country's economic growth and toafed Malaysian economic
development; political parties which are Chinesgelaparticipate prominently in the

political process; a dozen vibrant Chinese newsgapemerous social organizations
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such as province, dialect and lineage associati@il iaround the country; traditional
Chinese religions and Buddhism have been presefseet®|¥ 5 1988; f{ [ [ul

2001; #-f~4% 2001, [’Fl’?i,‘fii 2003; ¥ = é!ﬁ 2004). Despite the details on “dialect
group” and “place of origin” have been mentionedoam above publications,
however, the general picture is still very consgéweaone, in which Chinese kinship

and Chinese values alone formalized the Chinesgesadn Malaysia society.

There was a book grew out lately from the effoftseveral Malaysian scholars
who felt that it was time to offer a comprehenssuevey to Malaysian Chines€he
Chinese in MalaysiglLee & Tan 2000). This publication has shown angiglences
that Malaysian Chinese have moved towards greategration by a process of
localization within an evolving Malaysian socieipee the end of the Second World
War. The relevant topics such as Chinese econastéc politic, the geographical and
occupational division of Chinese, the distributiminvarious Chinese dialect groups,

Chinese schools, Chinese new village { #F7), religion, Chinese literature and art

have been revealed in this volume. According to &e@ Tan (2000), the population,
language, education, political participation, ocaign, residential pattern, religion of
Malaysian Chinese had to contend with followingregeat the same time, included
British colonialism, huagiao nationalism, the Japanese occupation and Malay
political assertion, even though above events wereirred during different periods
(Lee and Tan 2000: xxiii-xxiv). Lee and Tan (2008)inted these events were
significant towards Malaysian Chinese becausedtdiaped the contents of Chinese
community in Malaysia. Furthermore, these eventsehgradually divided the
Chinese along with dialect group, religion, and edional lines. Consequently, the
“Chinese identities” in Malaysia are diverse, a@agiying in educational lines, religion,
types of economic roles, different orientation wlifics and so forth. In other word,
this book has provided a brand new viewpoint towdtde formation of Malaysian
“Chinese” as an institutional process, which furtle®ntributed to the “ethnic
identity” of “Chinese” as a whole.
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In 1998, Tan Chee Beng has started his resear@rdiag on the languages
usage among Malaysian Chinese, in which includetaye&English, Mandarin and
other Chinese dialects. He has categorized 4 typkRlaysian Chinese descent such
as Type A, Type B, Type C and D based on the fadike language of intimagy
language of literacyandintra-group languageg(1998: 29-46). Furthermore, he also
discovered there are common phenomena of a Mala@3nese that do not speak
any Chinese language but can continue to identigmiselves as being Chinese.
Hence, Tan Chee Beng has defined the term “idénéisya matter of subjective
identification in this paper, which is shaped bg #xperience of living in a national
society. Thence, Tan Chee Beng has stressed therroatthe persistence of Chinese
languages or dialects are closely link with the terabf cultural identity, but not
ethnic identity:

As far as ethnic identity is concerned, the pezaist of Chinese ethnic
identification does not depend on the persisterfcéh® use of any Chinese
languages. There is thus a need to distinguish emetweultural identity and
ethnic identification (Tan Chee Beng 1998: 41).

Two years later, in 2000, Tan Chee Beng has exgdathe characteristic of
Malaysian Chinese identity from the aspect of galtaontinuity:

Chinese Malaysians have various levels of idestitiehey are divided into

dialect groups and subdialect groups. The ethnémtification of Chinese

Malaysian is segmentary and the proper level aftitieis expressed according
to the relevant level of identification. In otheomds, Chinese form a single
ethnic category in relation to other non-Chinese laylsians. Among

themselves, they are segmented in identificatiowagious levels. Hokkien

Chinese identify themselves as such in relatiorth®o Cantonese and other
dialect groups but among Hokkien they are furtregmsented into Yongchun
(Eng-Choon), Anxi (An-Khoe), and others (Tan 2048).

While Chinese culture in Malaysia has different mlsddue to specific socio-
cultural adaptation, yet Chinese Malaysians, dueuttural continuity, share a
common cultural past in China and are united byetao§ common Chinese
traditions. Thus if Chinese Malaysian continue te Imterested in the
civilization of China and ‘things Chinese’ such teaditional Chinese values
and philosophy, this is because these things devamt to their cultural
continuity, not because they are loyal to Chinds fthe cultural past and the
continuity which give meaning and pride to an ethgroup. From the
perspective of ethnic identity and national idgnt@hinese Malaysian are both
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Chinese and Malaysians. Their cultural identitywheer, is a combination of
traditional Chinese and modern cultural featuresvaf as those elements
which are Malaysian origin (Tan 2000: 65).

These quotations pinpoint two main factors contriigi to the character of
Malaysian Chinese today: “locality” and “culturarginuity”. Based on both of these
factors at the same time, Tan Chee Beng has dissimgd the “Chinese” as an
“ethnic group” which based on “national identificat’; while “dialect groups” as a
“sub-ethnic identification” which based on “culturaentification”. On the other
hand, under principle of “locality”, he stated thational institutions and interaction
experience with other Malaysian (such as Indian lliatays) at the local level has
further reshaped the identity of Malaysian Chinestay. For “cultural continuity”,
Tan Chee Beng stated cultural past and traditisasrelevant to Chinese cultural
continuity, but it has nothing to do with ethnicdanational identity of Malaysian
Chinese. Therefore, it is common to see that thenger generations of Malaysian
Chinese today do not speak Mandarin but speakmgttier kind of language such as
English; or do not speak their own Chinese dialéste Tan 1998, 2000). Gradually,
dialect group’s identification become irrelevanttbh@ younger generation since it is
not a serious consideration to Malaysian Chinesthénsocial context of Malaysia
(Tan 2000: 44).

Sharon Carstens, an anthropologist who has devot@ than 25 years to
study the Chinese community in Malaysia has stantedanthropological work in
Pulai, Kelantan during early 1978 in probing thel&aian Chinese cultural identities.
Coincidentally, the majority of Pulai Chinese iskHKas. In 1983, she has concluded
that the Pulai Chinese more inclined to define thelires as “Chinese” in both public
and domestic spheres. Meanwhile, the shifts to & Chinese loyalties have
influenced their Chinese cultural identities as Kka&'. The most noticeable changes
among Pulai Chinese were the decline in importarfcdialect group loyalties (see
Carstens 1983). Later in 1996, Carstens (1996) sdninup, clear distinctions

between the cultural patterns of Hakka and non-Hakk present Malaysia will
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continue to erode with the increasing rates of rinteriage between different
members of different dialect groups.

Although the dialect group identification of Malays Chinese gradually
became irrelevant among younger generations ireptetay, however dialect group
are keep repeating as the significant term to iflagte first or second generations of
Malaysian Chinese, for example, “Hakka” during mémmth and twentieth century
Malaya. Therefore, the “Hakka” which affiliated wipresent “dialect group” while
attached under “Chinese” in nineteenth-twentietitwgy Malaya could only be found
through the publications concerning on followinguss, included: “Chinese polity”
such as secret societies, kapitan and kongsi @BullB55; Blythe 1969; Vaughan
1971; Yen 1976, 1986; Mak 1981; Ownby & Heidhue83tCarstens 1993; Wang
T.P 1994); “Chinese associations” (Freedman 1960|lmatt 1970; Moese,
Reinknecht & Schmitz-SeiBer 1979}% 1980; Heng 1988; Cheng 1990, 1995);

“Chinese community” by anthropological, sociolodiand historical approaches
whether within a small village, town in Malaya, extended to the whole Malaya
(Purcell 1948; T'ien 1953% [ 1970; Carstens 198:%;‘?},’;?3 1985; Yen 1986).

“Hakka” in nineteenth-twentieth century Malaya wie digging out from these
publications.

“Hakka” can be found in some publications concernad‘Chinese polity” in
Malaya, which commonly stressed on following sutgemcluded: “secret societies”,
“kapitan” and “kongsi”during nineteenth century. One of the notable iegid was
“Larut War” which triggered among Chinese “secretisties” during the 1860s to
1870s. Skinnér who first recording the details of Third Larut YWa his Précis of
Perak Affairs(1874) stated “mostly Ghee Hins and Cantoneseherohe side, and
mostly Hai Sans and Khehs on the other”. In 187%).JVaughan also mentioned
“Hye San were chiefly Kehs” (Vaughan 1971: 103).wdwer, Skinner and
Vaughan's documents later have led to some reeggbiay Wilfred Blythe regarding

! Skinner, A. M. was Resident Councillor of Penatgi®& Settlements from 1887 to 1897. See also
Skinner, A. M. (1874). Précis of Perak AffaiPerak Papers1874-1879.
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on “secret societies”. Blythe (1969) pointed, staats in Skinner's document was
guestionable because the mining labors of Larutnduthe 1860s to 1870s was
predominantly Hakka. In order to respond to thecikicies regarding on “secret
societies”, Blythe (1969) has point out the dethibé Larut War, included First Larut
War in 1861, Second Larut War in 1865 and Thirdut&¥ar in 1872 to 1873:

In the First and Second Larut Wars of 1861 and 1Bé%ontestants were, on the
one side, Fui Chiu Hakkas based on Klian Bharuhim morth, against Chen
Shang Hakkas based on Klian Pauh in the Soutthdrstruggle of 1872-3 Sin
Nengs Hakkas who had replaced the Fui Chius foaghtinst the Chen Shang
Hakkas, though before the end of this third wart@aese were engaged on both
sides, and Hokkiens and Tiechius were also involved

The line of division lay between the secret socgiyups- the Ghee Hin and its
ally the Ho Hop Seah on the one side, and the ldai & the other, the latter
being reinforced first by a group of Cantonese fiii ‘Five Districts’ area of
Kwangtung, and later by the Kien Tek and the HogSsotieties. The following
table summarizes the positions.

Third Larut War

North (Klian Bahru)

Miners: Mostly Hakkas from the ‘Four Districts’ 4¥ip), principally
from the Sin Neng District, together with some Rtiniu
Hakkas and some Cantonese.

Leaders: Ho Ghi Siu. Later Ch’in Ah Yam. (Both 8lengs.)

Society support: Ghee Hin and Ho Hop Seah, withctvtsocieties the Penang
financiers of this group were associated.

Name: The side was known as the ‘Four Districts(io the Hokkien
dialect) ‘See Kwan'.

South(Klian Bahru)

Miners: Mostly Hakkas from the Chen Shang Districgether with
some Cantonese from the ‘Five Districts’.
Leaders: Chang Keng Kwee (Chen Shang Hakka), Laxw. S

Society support: The Hai San society. From Aug83®2lit was actively assisted
by ‘Five Districts’ Cantonese. From early May 18it3vas
joined by the Kien Tek Society (Toh Peh Kong) cosgmb
mostly of local-born Hokkiens, and by the Ho Sengi&ty of
mixed membership, including Hokkiens. The Penang
financiers of this group were chiefly local-born kt@ns of
whom Khoo Hong Chooi was prominent.

Name: From August 1872 (but not before) this sids known as the
‘Five Districts’ or (in the Hokkien Dialect) ‘Go Kan'.

(Blythe 1969: 176).
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Blythe’s analysis as above pinpoints four maindestontributing to the Hakka
communities in nineteenth century Larut: Hakka ywesfectural-based; Hakka might
be a member of the Ghee Hin and a member of HauSder the group of Cantonese,
or vice versa; Hakka were grouped together witht@ase, Teochew or Hokkien;
Hakka was predominantly in the mining lands of ltauring the 1860s to 1870s.
Likewise, in nineteenth century Selangor, thereewtaro different groups of Hakka
involved in the mining development in Kuala Lump8elangor, “to the north, in the
Selangor river district, Jiayingzhou Hakka had rditi@ around Kanching since the
1840s, while in Ampang and Kuala Lumpur most ofiiieers were Huizhou Hakka
(see Carstens 1993: 127). In 1948, a British calowificer Victor Purcefl pointed
out, “...men of the same tribe, clan, and district of Chman of the same family,
might be found ranged against one another in modaibat through the accident of
their secret-society allegiance. This fact willesftexplain the apparent change of an
individual or group from one camp to another as &t flow of power effected new
combinations” (Purcell 1967: 105).

To sum up from Blythe and Purcell’s analysis, trend of contentions at
nineteenth century Klian Pauh, Larut (now TaipimgRerak) was mining lands;
meanwhile it can be found that the different prafead-based Hakka people during
that time would ranged altogether on a prefecthasis and might be ranged against
one another by joining with other people from diffiet districts, such as “Hokkien”,
“Cantonese” and “Teochew”. Therefore, it is aptlystate that the economic interest
in tin mines as the priority factor while it is neoimportant than the cultural factors
i.e. “place of origin”, dialect differences, andkhip consciousness during nineteenth
century Malaya.

On the other hand, there is another subject frauespeated in publication
and it was closely related with “Hakka” in ninetéeoentury Malaya: Kapitan. There

1 British colonial officer who served in the pre-wilalayan Civil Service from 1921 until 1946,
where at one point he headed the Chinese Protestokasistant Director of Education (Chinese),
Director-General of Information, and Principal Asei on Chinese Affairs to the British Military
Administration after Japanese occupation in Malaya.
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are two best known Chinese Hakka kapitan in minimdustry: Yap Ah Loy and
Chang Keng Kwee. Yap Ah Loy, who was Huizhou Hakias a well-known
Chinese kapitan from 1868 to 1885 in Kuala Lumple.has started the development
of Kuala Lumpur as a commercial and mining centrgind) the mid 1800s.
Furthermore, he also achieved a striking post-Lavat recovery in the mining
industry and established Kuala Lumpur as the ecaneoentre of the peninsula (see
Carstens 1993, 2005). On the other hand, Chang Kevee, who was Zengcheng
Hakka and Chinese kapitan of Larut, Perak since3,18/60 known as a millionaire
and the innovator in the tin mining of Perak (sdgh2 1969; Yen 1986). Besides,
there was another two Hakka kapitans eventualll tv@r Yap Ah Loy as Kapitan in
Kuala Lumpur when Yap Ah Loy died in 1885: Yap Ahag (1885-1889) and Yap
Kwan Seng (1889-1902). Yap Ah Shak was a Huizhokkeland Hai San leader. By
1880, Yap Ah Shak had 10 tin mines around Kuala pumOn the other hand, a
Hakka descent Yap Kwan Seng who borned in 1846hakd<ai district of China
was the second largest tin mine owner in Selangdnd 1889. The post of Kapitan
in Kuala Lumpur was abolished after the death gb YXavan Seng (Carstens 1993,
2005).

According to Yen Ching-hwang (1986), Yap Ah Loy liasnded the “Fui Chiu
Kongsi” in Kuala Lumpur during 1864, and this asation was changed its name to
“Selangor Fui Chiu Association” in 1885 under tleadership of Yap Ah Shak.
Chang Keng Kwee was one of the founders of “TsemgglLAssociation of Taiping”
in 1888. Another Kapitan of Kuala Lumpur, Yap Kw&eng was the founder of
“Selangor Ch'ih His Association” (Yen 1986: 125)yok this, it is noteworthy that
there are some similarities between these Hakkat#tep there are leader of local
Hai San Society, founder of local prefectural aggamn, and they were involved and
gained wealth from their tin mining businesses. fdason why Yap Kwan Seng was
excluded as the leader of local secret societymasly resulted by the suppression
of secret societies in 1889. Andaya and Andaya 41996) pointed the kapitan
system was British creation since British colonialere lacking the personnel

necessarily for controlling the whole Chinese comityuin tin mining areas.
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Therefore, the British colonials depended on th@meration of Chinese leaders in
maintaining law and order in the Malay states bapikan was not given money or
manpower to discharge his duty (see Purcell 1968; Yen 1986: 124). At this point,
Yen (1986) revealed that both local secret socaety local prefectural association
were used by kapitan as a powerful means to coatrdlmaintaining law and order
of Chinese communities since British was not gimeney or manpower to discharge
his duty (Yen 1986: 124- 128).

The “Hakka” also can be observed from the publocegiwhich concerned on
“kongsi”. It is important to note in advance thiaétterm kongsi has been overlapped
and confusing with secret society, “voluntary origation” or hui guan it is because
almost every Chinese institution during nineteecgéintury was called kongsi (see
Wang T.P 1994: 2). In 1879, J. D. Vaughan also moeat the kongsi had been
confusing with secret societies by British colosialherefore, he has clarified the

features of kongsn his writing:

The friendly societies or clubs must be distingadstfirom the Hoeys, or secret
societies from which they materially differ; theyeahowever confounded by
Europeans. These Kongsis, as they are called,oamefl by men of the same
town, village, or district, clan, or occupation,daare very exclusive; each club
has a house for the accommodation of the sick adijent, where they are
lodged and fed, and on dying are buried at the is@ef the Kongsis (Vaughan
1971: 102)

In 1995, Cheng Lim Keak (1995) pointed out, mosthef Chinese voluntary

associations such as locality associations inctudimui guan(ﬁﬁ’g?)” and ‘tong
xiang hui([ﬁjiﬁﬁﬁ)”, surname associations likgdng hui(* %’7) or “tang (i) that
emerged before twentieth century were operatedkasgsis (* ﬁj; companies)”

(Cheng 1995: 492). From these, kongsi seen has legeivalent to present

“voluntary associations”.

Reappraisal on definitions and translations to kbag equivalent to “voluntary

associations” has been taken up by Wang Tai PeritP@4. According to Wang
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(1994: 3), Chinese kongsi that emerges in South&sist in the eighteenth century
were entirely related to the rise of overseas Gl@maining industries. Furthermore,

he has re-identified the term kongsi in SoutheasaA

...kongsi is that it was a form of open governmerdsdad on an enlarged
partnership and brotherhood. Its purpose was ttegr@conomic gains as well
as to resist outside power. In this form of goveentnevery member had equal
rights in the process of government as everyoneanaxjual partner and brother
to the other. The administration is open to publiticism, participation, election,
or dismissal by a general meeting in the kongsishouThis new political
organization provided a foundation for the sociebremic life of the overseas
Chinese (Wang T.P. 1994: 4).

Wang Tai Peng stated, the well-known Jiaying leatlerFang-po has founded the
famous kongsi government called Lan-fang kongsiciviwas situated in Mandor,
West Borneo after 1777. Therefore, in West Bornlee Jiaying Hakkas were almost
dominantly in the mining industry (Wang T.P. 1994- 54). Some of these Jiaying
Hakkas of Lan-fang kongsi may have re-emigratednfid/est Borneo to Straits
Settlements after 1804 when the Chinese power ist\Berneo was declining (Yen
1986: 43).

“Hakka” in Malaya also can be found through the lmabions concerning on
“Chinese voluntary associations”. The Hakka pesglen appeared to be most active
in organizing voluntary associations. The first i@&#se voluntary association was
founded in Penang during 1801, “Chia Ying Assooiatdf Penang”. The second to
forth “Hakka” association was founded in Malacc&iuf Zhou Association of
Malacca” in 1805 by Huizhou Hakkas; “Ch’a Yang Asistion of Malacca” in the
1820 by Dabu Hakkas; and “Ying Ho Association ofldtaa” in 1821 by Jiaying
Hakkas. The fifth “Hakka” association was foundedHenang during 1822, “Hui
Chou Association of Penang”. The first Chinese mtduy association in Singapore
was founded in 1823, “Ying Fo Fui Kun” by Jiayingakkas. The second “Hakka”

association in Singapore was Singapore “Wui Chiso&gation® which officially

L Wui Chiu Association was established in 1822 as 'Ghiu Kongsi” and officially registered as
“Wui Chiu Association” in 31/7/1890.
Website:http://was.nl.sg/details/sfcca.org.sg.wuichiuclamlh Checked on 27/10/2009.
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founded in 1890 by Huizhou Hakkas. The list of ieatl Chinese voluntary

associations in Malaya from 1801 until 1870 carrdferred from appendices one.
This list is showing that the earliest Chinese wtdny associations in Malaya are
founded mainly in Straits Settlements and tin nanareas, such as Taiping and

Kuala Lumpur.

The Hakka people seen appeared as the active catymiuanorganizing
voluntary associations. It can be linked with otrgkimg condition about the early
Chinese voluntary associations in Malaya is doneithdty the minority groups, such

as “Hakka” (seéjiZ' 1980). The majority associations founded in Pendfajacca
and Singapore in the period between 1801 until 188 belonged to Hakka and

Cantonese, who were the minorities in the locah€be community (Yen 1986: 42).

In 1995, Cheng Lim Keak has analyzed the factodsctumstances leading to
the formation of those various Hakka associatiortsclv founded in nineteenth
century Singapore, included present locality asgmis such alui guanandtong
xiang huj and surname associations lggeng huior tang According to Cheng (1995:
491), there are three different patterns of Haldsoeaiation can be identified: “split-
parallel” pattern represented by the associationhef various blocs or companies
such as “Singapore Hopo Corporatiof-(i{f % & V)", “convergent” pattern as
reflected in the formation of “The Nanyang Khek Gouity Guild (7% & 48
)" and the “Federation of Ka Yin Chiu Associatioh ®ingapore”; “divergent”
pattern represented by the formation of the varioaality association at the province
and prefecture levels i.e. “Ying Fo Fui Kun” whitdunded in 1823. The functions of
these three kinds of associations are to promatepgsolidarity, identity, loyalty, and
traditional values, thereby helping the membersth&f group to survive, settle,
develop, and prosper in nineteenth century SingagGheng 1995: 492). Cheng
further concluded the formation of these assoaiatis due to their flexibility in
using their various “social relationships”, inclodi as a member of family, clan,
village, hometown, province, district, prefectudéalect group, community, society,

institution, occupation and trade, “the flexibiligf using one or more of these
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relationships has facilitated the mushrooming déirtary associations catering to the
various need arising from population increase, aonnobility and diversity of
society” (Cheng 1995: 493).

Among the publication concerning on “Chinese commydnT’ien Ju-kang’s
anthropological work in Sarawak was one of the nawmblications that provided
observation on “Hakka”. He had observed on socinegoc positions of “Hakka”

comparing with other Chinese communities in higingi, as follow:

Various Hakka informants complained ruefully thhey knew there was no
possibility for them to attain financial power orvem commercial success. The
Teochew and Fukienese, they said, had all the exmer of urban life and

commercial enterprise, while the Hakka had non&(r1953: 58).

T’ien claimed that the occupational divisions bedwelifferent Chinese communities
in Sarawak as above had originated from the math&frChina, where Hakka were
mainly rural farmers, while Hokkien and Teochew evenore likely to have been
urban merchants in China. From this, it can be mfeskthat T'ien virtually denoted
“Hakka”, “Teochew” and “Fukienese” based on theninprdial originality of

province or prefecture in China.

In 1979, there was a group of western scholars fiéemburg University,
German such as Professor Wolfgang Moese, GottfRieidknecht and Eva Schmitz-
Seil3er. These scholars have group themselves @rgetlanalysis the phenomena of
regionalism by different Chinese dialect groups in present Wdslaysia and
Singapore. They founded thregionalism during nineteenth century Malaya had
originated from China’s geographical conditions evhfurther caused a large variety
of communities with different dialect, cultural, careconomic background. The
pattern ofregionalism had stratified the units of Chinese settlementdVimaya,
development of “regional association” (bandsmannschafteim German), and the
occupational predominance of one dialect-groupineteenth century Malaya (see
Moese, Reinknecht & Schmitz-Seil3er 1979).
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According to Moese, Reinknecht and Schmitz-Sei3379: 203), Hakka
dialect-group are originated from following placescording to administrative
divisions of Ch’ing government, “Jiayihg(independent district situated in the
northwest of Guangdong), Yongding (district in Bnj, Zenglong (mixed from
district of Zengcherfy and Longmeh in Guangdong), Huizhou (prefecture in
Guangdong), Dabu (district in prefecture of ChaaghoFengshun (district in
prefecture of Chaozhou), Hepo (sub-district in toeinty of Jieyant (see Moese,
Reinknecht & Schmitz-Seil3er 1979: 18, 203-204).1Mgh995: 479) also stated the
early Hakkas in Singapore have mainly come fromalldeJiaying, Dabu, Fengshun,
Yongding and Huizhou.

To sum up from these “contemporary publicationkg tetailed of “Hakka” in
nineteenth century Malaya are more obvious thaseHh®iakka dialect group” in
present West Malaysia and Singapore, despite theotation and transformation of
“Keh” or “Kheh” to “Hakka” have been totally negled. “Hakka” in nineteenth
century Malaya not only interrelated with factoiseldialect difference, kinship and
“place of origin”; apparently, it has been closaRiliated with economic factors in
their adaptation and competition especially inniiming areas by involved in quarrels
among secret societies. It can be found that tffereint prefectural-based Hakkas
during nineteenth century would ranged altogetimea prefectural basis and might be
ranged against one another by joining with otheppefrom different districts, such
as Hokkien, Cantonese and Teochew. Moreover, Hald@amight be a member of
the Ghee Hin or a member of Hai San which group#hd the group of Cantonese,
Teochew or Hokkien in Larut wars. On the other haiheé formation of various
“Hakka” voluntary associations during nineteentintoey Malaya also revealed that

there were flexibilities in using one or more thame cultural or kinship factors to

! During the period oNangi (f7*%), 479-502 A.D. established @hengxiang xiarf#745%). Under

the Song Dynasty changedM®izhou(t”}|). During the Ming Dynasty renamed @kengxian xian
During Ch'ing Dynasty has raised as Jiaying indejean district Eg,'ﬁ%@l%ﬂ'[\[). After 1911, Jiaying
independent district had changed to Mei xi&i%) (see Moese, Reinknecht & Schmitz-SeiRer 1979:
69).
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form associations. Thus, “Hakka” in Malaya duringneteenth century are

heterogeneous entities.
1.3.3 Hakka Studies

In 1933, the publications of Mainland Chinese histo, Luo Xiang Lin have
claimed the Hakka people was “pure Han Chinese&dbam their original kinship
through migratory experiences in Mainland Chinacdding to Luo, the Hakka
people originally inhabited in the central partGifina which now known as Henan
province, and some parts of Shanxi and Anhui pivivhile the Hakka people have
gone through five migratory periods before sixtbergntury which started from 311
A.D. Eventually, “Hakka” has officially included gmrt of the Han Chinese majority.
On the other hand, he also listed out seven did@atures of Hakka people, in which
included abilities of Hakka folk in different figldHakka women’s abilities and their
position in family, hardworking habits, Hakka'’s aititiuis, adventure spirits, frugality
and their egotistical attitude%ﬁﬁﬁ 1979: 240-276).

In 1950, Luo has outlined the “pure and mixed Ha&kanties” widespread in
China, stretching from Jiangxi and Hunan in thedoweaches of the Yangzi River to
Fujian, Guangdong, Hainan, and Guangxi in the sanll Yunnan in the southwest;
and from Taiwan in the east to Sichuan in the v(/%gﬁﬂ‘ 1989: 57- 58). Cheng
(1995) has adapted from Luo’s map in order to gelathe main Hakka area in
Southeast China, as map 1.2. However, it is impotia state that Luo’s theory of
Han Chinese kinship decency is less impact anditegertance in both public and

domestic life of former Malaya or present Malayem Singapore.
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Map 1.2: Main Hakka Area in Southeast CHina

Inclusion of Hakka people as a “pure Han Chinesa% lemained as a
significant references in present academic fiegheeially Hakka Studies in China
and Taiwan. In 2002, Taiwan anthropologist, Chugingy-chang has illustrated the
development of Hakka studies. According to Chuaing,study of Hakka people has
begun in early twentieth century. The originalitydathe migration history of Hakka
people in their ancestral homeland were remainetivasmajor research subjects.
Besides, the cultural and gender aspects of Hak&ha as Hakka language, folklore
and Hakka women also caught some attentighg!(fi 2002: 40-43). On the other
hand, a Taiwan historian, Yin Chang-yi has pointleel Hakka studies in Taiwan
were raised during the 1990s as a brand new diseipl reacted to China’s academic
trend since China have established many Hakkangseanters in early of the 1990s,

! Source: Cheng, Lim Keak. (1995). Patterns of $@tignment: a case study of Hakka associations in
SingaporeSoutheast Asian Studie&2(4), 477- 494. pp. 478.
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which is earlier than Taiwan. Therefore, Yin beéiethe emergence of Hakka studies
in Taiwan were closely related to the politicaluss between Taiwan and Mainland
of China ¢F# % 2003: 30-31). On contrary, Michael Hsiao and LimakhThiong
(2007) pointed the fact of the emergence of rec@hnina Hakka studies was a
reaction to the rise of Taiwan Hakka Studies in 1880s due to compete and gain
more political supports ofiuagiao than Taiwan (Hsiao and Lim 2007: 6). Above
statements pinpoint one striking fact of the riélakka Studies: Hakka Studies are
intertwined with China and Taiwan’s cultural andlifical contexts which might

closely related thuagiao

Nevertheless, the publications of Mainland Chinksgorian, Luo Xiang Lin
during the 1930s and 1950s have claimed as théotmk for Taiwan Hakka Studies
in the beginning stagé;i;ﬁﬁ‘ 1979, 1989). Despite the origin of Taiwan Hakka
studies were virtually affiliated with Mainland Qigise scholar’s theory, however
Taiwan’s scholars have put their supreme effortsaiestruct their own subjectivity
by own theory on the discourse of Hakka studieshsas Taiwan Hakka language
and folklore! Taiwan Hakka womeh,the history of Taiwan Hakka and their
distribution® Hakka’s religior! Taiwan Hakka’'s economfcthe politic of Taiwan
Hakka and its ethnic relationsfignd so forth. During the mid-2000s, Taiwan Hakka

Studies have gradually shifted their attention $mutheast Asian Hakka" (sgg#r
o~ PRBF L~ 3=R3E94° 2007). There are some research subject pertairong t
“Southeast Asian Hakka” have been attracted mdentains, particularly “Hakka

b 7

identity”.” Other developing research issues of “SoutheastirAdiakka” are
including “Hakka associations”, “Hakka leader” afidlakka businesses” i.e. pawn

! SeekirEs (1990), [ (1991), %14 | (1999), éﬁﬁ (2000).

2 Seed=dl' % (2004).

* SeelifiiEif (1978, 1989)51 i1 (1987), ik #e (1992), 2L | (2000),6 211 & 57 (2001),
711%(2003).

* Seelfii##% (1996),H14: £ (2005),4% £1fifi (2005).

® Seedf 4% (2000).

® Seef& - (1994), 1514 (2004, 2007)H= 48 (2007).

" SeelRMIEE & TRz (2005), PRI & % 3 F (2006),5 55 3 (2006), Hsiao & Lim (2007, 2009).

43



shop and Chinese traditional mediciness overall, the majority authors tended to

focus on the Hakka community in present Malaysth &imgapore.

One striking fact is the majority scholars tendedléfine “Hakka” as form of
“ethnic group” when approached to identity of “Swesist Asian Hakka”. The
publications concerning on “Hakka identity” in Mgtaa shown that the majority of
authors tend to speak the Hakka identity and consoess among Malaysian Hakka
are virtually weak%%?@;% + J=5EY 2005, 2006; Hsiao and Lim 2007, 2009).
By a case study on Malaysian Hakka students inoNatiCentral University, Chang
Han-Pi and Chang Wei-an have concluded the Hakkatiiy in Malaysia was
“double-invisible” since the components of theiemdity were less visible in both
public and domestic spheres=(#j & - =" 2005). In addition, Chern has
explained the reason for the Malaysian Hakka itfens less visible because
Malaysian Hakka had suppressed their Hakka idemtityrder to preserve their
Chinese identity. However Malaysian Hakka idendity not disappear altogether but

existing as form of “Hakka associations” in presilalaysia [ 5 % 2006).

In 2007, Michael Hsiao, Lim Khay Tiong and Changi\&le ¥ H ~ #F{]
ol ~ 3=5E7 2007; Hsiao & Lim 2007) have pointed out the “segtagy identities of
Southeast Asian Chinese”, in which modified froonTa@hee Beng's “segmentary
and proper level of Malaysian Chinese identity’e(§an 2000: 43). In 2007, Hsiao
and Lim have compared the ethnic identity of Taiesen Hakka with Malaysian
Hakka based on Wang Fu-chang definition’s on “ethgrioup” (see: FI]FE[, 2003),

and thence further concluded with following statatne

The Hakka of Southeast Asia, however, do not hawlear sense of inequality,
and so they do not think it necessary to take afigation action. Therefore, we
can assert that Hakka consciousness in Southeait i&s virtually an

underdeveloped ethnicity. Their degree of ethniascmusness is not at all
similar to that of Hakka Taiwanese. The Hakka iniwba have already

" Seeff| Fti (2000, 2007)F{IufFj &AH[LIEE (2008), 35" (2007), 1545 & 1% (2009).
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facilitated and mobilized ethnic political actiomdathe state’s ethnic/cultural
policies have also been affected in a positive (i#sfao & Lim 2007: 13).

Unless there are structural changes, Hakka in 8asthAsia will not able to
develop a fully fledge ethnic identity as their sims in Taiwan are doing (Hsiao

& Lim 2007: 25)

Unfortunately, above statements are full of deficies. Due to underline the

deficiencies published by above authors, segmentdentities of Malaysian

comparing with Taiwanese will be revealed, as foifmg table 1.1.

Table 1.1: Segmentary Identities of Malaysian aatdv@nese

Segment Malaysian Identity Taiwanese Identity
(Context) (Context)
Chinese Hakka
1 (Vis-a-visnon-Chinese i.e. Malays, (Vis-a-visnon-Hakka i.e. Minnan,
Indians, Kadazan, Iban and etc Mainlanders and Aborigines)
Hakka Zhaoan G
2 i(\é'shaé\lizggn?ail;gﬁgs'zle_?teg(r:?]lérrv (Vis-a-visnon-Zhaoan i.e. Raopin
o Hai’nan and etc)’ ' (§%7), Haifeng (2I£") and etc)
Dabu
3 (Vis-a-visnon-Dabu i.e. Huizhou,
Yongding, Hepo and etc)

Clearly, then, table 1.1 pinpoint two deficiencasHsiao and Lim’s assertion:

“Hakka identity” in Taiwan and Malaysia were comgarin different segment,

Taiwan’ Hakka identity which positioning at thestirsegment is comparing with

Malaysia’s Hakka identity at second segment, wiscsurely not identical. Secondly,

“Chinese” would be defined as “ethnic group” rathkan “Hakka” in Malaysia.

Therefore, it is difficult to concur with Hsiao amhén’s statements. At this point, we

should reserve comment on the tendency for defifiSautheast Asian Hakka” as

equivalent as Taiwan Hakka, which labeled as “ethgnioup” in recent Taiwan

Hakka Studies.
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1.4 Epilogue

After go through three different kind of studiesgrobing the connotations of
“Hakka” in Southeast Asia, it can be perceived tingre are specific metatheories
driven to the variety of connotations about “Hakka” Southeast Asia Studies,
Overseas Chinese Studies, and Hakka Studies. “Ma&Kass visible in Southeast
Asia Studies (with particularly reference in thébjpeations in Malayan or Malaysian
history) since its focal points are more dependasntevent”, in which included the
development on polity, economy and social of botitigh colonial and Malaysia
governments. Therefore, “Hakka” are largely glosgerounder the research
background in studying national events and hist@wy.the other hand, “Hakka” is
less concerned in the “early publication” of Ovas€hinese Studies because British
colonial officials and European writers during rigenth century might not have a
good knowledge in observing Chinese’s living. Hoeg\Chinese were differentiated
in colonial official reports and documents based@lowing issues: social position
in relating to occupations; China prefectures avprces where they came from; and
the involvement in activities of particular secsetcieties. In the meantime, Chinese
scholars during that time are not interested indiag the distinctiveness of Chinese
in Malaya, because these Chinese were “emigrantsy had came from the same
place —China- as they did. Nevertheless, the téteh™ and “Kheh” were mentioned

in the colonial writings while denoted to “Hakka”.

The creation ohuagiaodesignation has largely relegated scholar’s attestin
probing the distinctiveness of Chinese and Hakkamanities; not only in twentieth
century Malaya, but even in present Malaysia amgy&ore. The creation biagiao
designation under “1911 Revolution” has brought timntended consequences to
present political diplomacy of PRC and ROC and aoad field. Under the
designatiorof huagiaq “Chinese” in Southeast Asia have been interprasedocio-
cultural entities that their Chinese culture, kipshnistorical connection and identity
with China might unalterable. Therefore, effortslidated to the reconstruction of

“Chinese identity” in Southeast Asia in academibesp in opposition tduagiao
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might gradually gloss over the focal point of sehmslin probing the distinctiveness of
“Chinese” in the Southeast Asia. Consequently, ‘k#ékis almost relegates in the

“early publications” of Overseas Chinese Studies.

On the other hand, the metatheories of Hakka Stualie closely related with
the discourse of “Han Chinese kinship decency” &ritinicity”. During twentieth
century, Hakka people in China used to doubt byes&uropeans and non-Hakka
Chinese informants that Hakka might not “pure Hann€se”. The publications of
Luo Xiang Lin in 1933 and 1950, and scholars’ cibfiions afterward have further
strengthened the masses to include and recogniaHpeople as one of the
category of “Han Chinese”. Later, the rises of Htity Studies have gradually
shifted the sight of western scholars from the appin of anthropology and sinology.
Who have been assumed “Hakka” as an unchangin@metemmunity or custom
would be criticized in the academic field. Subsetlye an attempt to construct the
subjective constructions and expression on “Haldentity” has risen up in the
academic field (see Constables 1996). In the meae, the social movements in
Taiwan during the late 1980s have reconstructed #iean Hakka as “ethnic group”.
Consequently, literatures posing questions pergind Taiwan Hakka identity and
consciousness have greatly increased during the tpasdecades. In mid-2000s,
scholars of Taiwan Hakka Studies have shifted tfesmearch attentions to “Southeast
Asian Hakka”. Due to the definitions of Taiwan Hakks “ethnic group” was implied
“some organized function or the deep consciousoegsoup existence, or even the
strong identity of purpose” (Hsiao & Lim 2009: 73herefore, “Southeast Asian
Hakka” have been interpreted as “underdevelopexiatyi’, “weak and less visible
Hakka identity and consciousnessHowever, it is vital to note the adoption of
concept “ethnic group” as definition may not preable in understanding the

“Southeast Asian Hakka”. This subject will be dissed in next chapter.

' SeeifigiF & I=AE4(2005), FHHIRL & % 5 PH(2006), /{3 % (2006), and Hsiao & Lim (2007,
2009).
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In present Malaysia and Singapore, as mentioneday Chee Beng (1998,
2000) and Carstens (1983, 1996), “Hakka” today of the Chinese “dialect
group” in relating to “Hokkien”, “Cantonese”, “Telbew” and so forth was relatively
unimportant if compared to their “dialect grouptamthments in former Malaya.
However, it can be seen that Hakka communitiesimetaenth century were more
visible in “contemporary publications”. The focabipts pertaining to “Hakka” in

“contemporary publications” will be summary as lelo

During early nineteenth century Malaya, Hakka pedyve been recognized by
British colonials as “Kehs” and “Kheh” which based the features like provinces
where they came from and spoken dialect. Lateinetaenth century, the variety of
activities in related with secret societies, kapitanining and voluntary associations
have been revealed Chinese and Hakkas in Malaya prewrincial and prefectural-
based communities. There were some “place of drafitHakkas were kept repeated
in the publications, such as Jiayin@f; /&), Huizhod (j17}]), Zengcheng (E755%),
Dabu' (““4f]), Fengshun(£7"fi), Yongding <), Hepd (i #¥) and Xingning (&
7). However, these “place of origin” are differentgeographical and administrative

units, show as table 1.2. From table 1.2, it canlierved that the majority of Hakka
communities during nineteenth century in Malaya evdivided among themselves
regionally according to their “place of origin” dhina, included province, prefecture,
district and sub-district. These divisions were ea@pd in many publications
especially in relating with “voluntary associatidred Chinese in former Malaya or
present Malaysia. Nevertheless, the formation okkdavoluntary associations in
Malaya based on different divisions as table 1\haasically shown that the early

Hakkas in Malaya were heterogeneous in “place igirot

! Also known as Chia-Ying, Kah Yeng, Ka Yin or Jiagi
2 Also known as Fui Chiu, Fui Chew or Wui Chiu.

3 Also known as Chen Shang.

* Also known as Dapu.

® Also known as Fong Shoon.

® Also known as Hopo.

" Also known as Sin Neng.
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Table 1.2: “Place of Origin” of Hakka in Malaya Byovince, Prefecture and District.

Province Prefectur District Sult-district
Fujian (&) Tingzhou {7 7)) Yongding ¢1<)
Jiayingzhou $ /& : : e
Xingning (& @i
M) gning =)
. Dabu (*-f]) -
HAN
Guangdongf; ji1) Chaozhou 1) Fengshun'®'f) Hepo (%)
HuiZhou @[])
Zengchengiiiib)
Guangzhouiﬁ’[[) Longmen ()

On the other hand, the divisions of “place of arighmong Hakka communities
during nineteenth century in Malaya were notewoiththe fierce competitions over
the tin mining areas which represented by seci@eses, such as Larut War in Perak
during the 1860s to 1870s, and Selangor War duhed 860s. In First to Third Larut
War, Huizhou Hakkas were grouped together with Xing Hakkas against
Zengcheng Hakkas. While in the Selangor minesgtbe/ing competition for mining
profits at the same resources had led to the althwé quarrels and fighting among
Huizhou Hakkas and Jiaying Hakkas. In addition, lkéekKapitans who appointed by
British colonial for responsible to maintain thevland order in tin mines area were
mainly Huizhou Hakkas in Kuala Lumpur, Selangor;ilefzengcheng Hakkas in
Perak. Despite mostly Hakkas Kapitans were Hai &@asecret society leader, and
there are various statements stated that mostlySdaiare Hakkas, however, there
were different Hakkas leading the Hai San in Land Kuala Lumpur. In Larut, Hai
San were leading by Zengcheng Hakkas while Hai fBaKuala Lumpur were
leading by Huizhou Hakkas. Moreover, there were atatements showing that
Jiaying Hakkas were involved in Ghee Hin in Kualanpur and Huizhou and
Xingning Hakkas had participated in Larut, Perakug, Hakkas were not only
involved in Hai San, but were involved in differesgcret societies. In other words,
the heterogeneities of Hakkas in their “place afiaf during nineteenth century in
Malaya are not effective and convincing enough lacidate the connotation of
“Hakka” in Malaya if the social framework for thdstinctiveness of all Chinese
communities during nineteenth century was negledtad important to note that the

social structures for Chinese in nineteenth centdirpalaya are as follow: Chinese
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were controlled and divided by different secretisties; each secret society was
formed by many different Chinesmngdue to the barrier of dialect differences. All
Chinesebangvirtually as a means to plunder and maintain teemnomic interests
and influences for such secret societies in Maldyader this circumstance, the
heterogeneities of eadfangin their “place of origin” are less important théreir

affiliation to the secret societies.

During early twentieth century, the superintendent1911 Census of the
Federated Malay StatedMr. Pountney had classified all Chinese poputatioto
different “tribe” based on the linguistic criterioof dialect differences, in which
included “Hokkien”, “Cantonese”, “Tiechiu”, “Hailam“Kheh”, “Hok Chiu”, “Hok
Chia”, “Hin Hoa”, “Kwongsai”, “Northern Provinces’and “Other Tribes”. These
classification has been revised in the report &118nd 1931, which “Hin Hoa” and
“Northern Provinces” have been eliminated from @i “tribes”, and the spelling of
“Hakka”, “Tiu Chiu” and “Hok Chhia” have been suitsted for “Kheh”, “Tie Chiu”
and “Hok Chia” (see Vlieland 1932: 78). After thiéi@al classification of Chinese in
the census reports of 1911, 1921 and 1931, the‘tdakka” was officially emerged
during 1931 in Malaya and it has further groupdddakkas communities together in
British Malaya. Thence, the heterogeneities of Hakkommunities seems has been
gloss over by this dialect based-classificationBitish colonials, while scholars
afterward tended to call “Hakka” and other Chinégsibes” as “dialect group” in

vulgar.

At this juncture, here we find the most interestdigmensions of “Hakka” in
Malaya. Before the British Colonial Government sigss the secret societies in the
1870s, all Chinese communities were controlled didded by different secret
societies, each secret society were composed feyeht Chinesdangor gangs with
different dialect; while Hakka people in Malaya baknown as “Kheh”. However,
during the 1900s, the census reports of Britishaymlhave classified all Chinese
communities as “tribes”, which based on the baktbeir dialect differences. What is

the turning point has led British Colonial Govermm#o classify Chinese in Malaya
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as form of “tribe” during twentieth century? Howedothe “Kheh” in British Malaya
substituted to the designation of “Hakka? In ortteranswer above questions, the
only solution is to discover through the classtii@a process of Chinese in nineteenth
century British Malaya. Two arguments will be refeelin this research: first, the
emergence of “Hakka” and other Chinese dialect gsdn the Chinese classification
for census reports in British Malaya; second, thppsession of Chinese secret
societies by British colonial regulations and ingtons during the 1870s. Therefore,
sociological and historical studies assisted witst hand historical materialsStraits
Settlements Original Correspondeniceseries CO 273 (1870-1935) — census reports
of British Malaya (1871, 1881, 1901, 1911, 1921311@nd 1947), and annual reports
of the Straits Settlements (1855-1941) will be dddpn this research.

In short, the connotation of “Hakka” in SoutheastigAcan be probed only
through the historical social context of mass ntigraand adaption of “Chinese” in
the region during nineteenth century. The primdrdiaterogeneities within the
interior of “Hakka” would be meaningless if the &dcframework for the
distinctiveness of “Chinese” communities duringetegenth century was neglected.
Therefore, the social structure and classificatifpmocess of “Chinese” during
nineteenth century are significant in discoveriig tconnotation of “Hakka” in
Southeast Asia. To sum up, the purpose of thisarebas to elucidate the factors and
circumstances leading to the emergence and coimmotaf “Hakka” and other
Chinese “dialect group” in Southeast Asia; with tatar reference to those in
British Malaya during the nineteenth century.
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2. DISCOVERY OF “HAKKA” IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

This chapter will first discuss the practicabiltty adopt the concept of “ethnic
group” in defining “Hakka” in Southeast Asia. Sedbn the research will proceed to
the review of formation for the “Chinese” societyBritish Malaya during nineteenth
century, particularly their migratory and adaptatfmrocess from Mainland China to
British Malaya.

2.1 “Ethnic Group” in Defining “Southeast Asian Hakka”

Last chapter has illustrated that there are tendémcalefine “Southeast Asian
Hakka” as an “ethnic group” in present Taiwan Hal8tadies since middle of the
2000s. Due to explain the reason why the concdgtlmicity” might not applicable
in interpreting “Southeast Asian Hakka”, the rige the theoretical background of
“ethnicity”, and the emergence of “ethnic group” a@ontemporary Taiwan and
Malaysia will be reviewed in the chapter.

2.1.1 The Rise of Ethnicity

“Ethnicity” as a term and a subject of study isywegcent. In 1975, Glazer and
Moynihan (1975: 3) stated the term “ethnicity” seeto be a new term, and its first
usage is attributed to the American sociologistib&eisman in 1953. According to
Hutchinson and Smith (1996: 4) and Eriksen (19931tl% appearance of the term
“ethnicity” was first appeared in the 1950s in Esigllanguage but it is first recorded
in the Oxford English Dictionaryof 1972. Though this term is recent, however
“ethnicity” virtually closely related and referre¢d the ancient factors such as the
sense of kinship, a myth of common ancestry, shargtdrical memories, common
culture, homeland and group solidarity, which aseoll as historical record. In this
sense, there were many authors attempt to track thec origin of this term.
Hutchinson and Smith (1996) stated the term “eftyiids a derivative of the

commonly used adjective “ethnic”; while the “ethhis clearly in turn derives from
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the ancient Greek tergthnos which means non-Christian and non-Jewish pagan in
New Testament Greek. Gradually, this Greek nouwiwes in French term asthnie
which denote the meaning of “ethnic group” or “ethcommunity” (Hutchinson &
Smith 1996: 4). In other words, the terms “ethgiciand “ethnic group” have
commonly absorbed in present usage.

The ancient Greeks used the testhnosin variety way, included in Homer we
hear ethnos hetairona band of friends)ethnos Lukion(a tribe of Lycians) and
ethnos melissofa swarm of bees); Aescylus calls the Persiannastlanos Pindar
calls a race of men or women ethnos aneromr gunaikan Herodotus speaks of the
Median people aMedikon ethnasLater, Aristotle use@thnosas a oppose term to
polis (which means the Greek urban city-state); andoPileted the ternethnos
kerukikonto speak of a caste of heralds. In addition, invNeestament Greeka
ethnestands for the gentile peoples, wiaeknea the adjective derived frota ethne
was used to characterize the non-Greek as “forbabarians”, “uncivilized” and
“peripheral” (Smith 1986: ch.2; Tonkin, McDonald &hapman 1989: 11-17). On
this juncture, it is obvious to see that most & tBreek termethnosabove have
eventually connoted to the identification of peoplieich determined by legitimacy
that derived from one people’s social class andicel, except Homer. Consequently,
Eriksen (1993: 3-7) considered the teethnoswas used in the sense of politic in
English language started from the mid-fourteenthtwy to the mid-nineteenth
century, and its political sentiments had raisesatly while this term was gradually
transferred to the term “race” in nineteenth centdiherefore, Lentz pointed out,
“ethnos is embedded in a context-specific we/thehatomy and was, to a certain
extent, originally associated with ‘others’ andaér stage of civilization or political
development” (Lentz 1995: 305). From this, it canperceived that the emergence of
historical diverse nourethnoswas embedded in particular socio-political context
which stressed on the identification and clasdificaof people.

In 1922, Max Weber has defined “ethnic group” a%alitical community”,

which constituted the social action in the belie$loared common ethnicity:

53



In our sense, ethnic membership does not constitgeoup; it only facilitates

group formation of any kind, particularly in theliical sphere. This belief tends
to persist even after the disintegration of thatipal community, unless drastic
differences in the customs, physical type, or, aball, language exist among its
member (Weber 1968: 389).

Weber has underlined some of its significant imgilmns of “ethnic group”. He had a
strong sense of the role of history in shaping ietignoups, included memories of a
common past, migration experience in the histattgchment to a clearly demarcated

territory, and certain traditions and ways of [[#©68: 385- 400).

Besides Weber, there were scholars had suggedfededt meaning towards
“ethnicity” and “ethnic group”. According to Thomdsriksen (1993: 4), the term
“ethnicity” is refer to the classification of pe&sl and the relations between groups,
especially in a context of “self-other” distinctiomonkin, McDonald and Chapman
(1989) pointed the meaning of “ethnicity” can be tbssences and the quality of
belonging to an “ethnic group”, as their quotatiroentioned: “what you have if you
are an ethnic group” (Tonkin, McDonald & Chapmar82:915). On the other hand,
Walker Connor has indicated the teethnieand “ethnic” will be applied to majority
and minority or host and immigrant communities (6@n1978: 378-400). From
these statements, “ethnic group” considered asngooent unit in classification of
different group of people in one country, whilesttdomponent was connoted the
“origins” and “essence of belonging” of such grayen the group had gone through

a large waves of social mobility.

The “ethnic group” and “ethnicity” has become trmugehold words with the
appearance of the modern bureaucratic states aithlsam. The new ideology of
political nationalism required all the members afadion state to be homogenous and
united. The new kind of ideology on “ethnic groupf “ethnicity” has produced
numerous of social conflicts in most sates whichmposed several ethnic
communities. The ethnic conflicts can be consideneder several reasons, included
economic inequalities, cultural differences and dmgribution of political rewards
within poly-ethnic states (Hutchinson & Smith 1998). Finally, the ethnic
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differences between and within national states exacerbated by the ethnic
movements of secession. These phenomena havedcesatem for the rise of studies
i.e. Nationalism Multicluturalism Ethnicity andDiasporathat concerning on the key
concepts of nationality, citizenship, politic ofcognition, national and ethnic
consciousness, ethnic identity, ethnic origin, éiguand so forth, especially when
societies have gone through the process of posti@) mass migration, and
industrialization. Nevertheless, if we closer te thbject of investigation for above
studies, we will discern there are many fissureshim concept of “ethnicity” and
“ethnic group”, particularly, the numerous appraahto ethnicity. Next, the

approaches to ethnicity will be reviewed, as follow

2.1.2 Approaches to Ethnicity

The present existing approaches to “ethnicity” haeen divided into several
categories, included primordialists, instrumentslis transactionalist, social
psychologists and ethno-symbolic (Hutchinson & $nmii®96: 8-10). Primordialists
emphasize that ethnicity is attributed by indivigua the ties of blood, race, religion,
language, region, customs, and further claimedettatic communities were natural,
primordial and given (Shils 1957; Geertz 1963; dss&975). Edward Shils (1957)
had distinguished the social bonds into four congpts) such as personal, primordial,
sacred, and civil ties; while he believed that éhescial bonds were persisted in the
modern societies. This idea was taken up by anr@mblogist Clifford Geertz who
spoke of “overpowering”, “ineffable”, “given” andcberciveness” attaching to
primordial ties, which participants tended to seexterior. Geertz suggested that the
drive for dynamic modern states to interact with thsues of personal identity was
virtually based on the “primordial ties” (Geertz6® 108-113; 1973). On the other
hand, socio-biologist Van den Berghe (1981; 1995 proposed a socio-biological
model which regards genetic reproductive capacstythee basis of primordialism,
which conceives of ethnicity and race as the expansf kinship, and suggests that
ethnic groups are bonded thorough biologically e®dl mechanism of nepotism.
Besides, Issacs (1975: 29-52) defined ethnicityaasasic group identity” which all
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members inherit at birth and which satisfies thenan need for “belongingness and
self-esteem” acquired later in life. Despite thenprdialism concepts of ethnicity
were widespread in the academic sphere, howevsasitbeen criticized by certain
scholars. Eller and Coughlan (1993) criticized tlpaimordialism has defining
ethnicity largely in immemorial, discrete and pstisig units which lack of
explanatory power and failing to take account altbetmalleability of ethnic identity
under the situations of frequent migration, colatian and intermarriage in modern
world.

The central ideas of instrumentalism are sociadhlystructed nature of ethnicity,
and the ability of individuals to cut and mix fravariety of heritages and cultures to
forge their own identity (Bhabha 1990; Hall 1992; G®ohen, 1994). Some authors,
like Michael Hechter (1986) applied rational chotheories to ethnicity and look for
the “objective” interests upon which ethnic identis based. Still others study the
social implications on ethnic norms constructionettinic identity, for example, in
Malaysia (Banton 1992, 1994). Yet others stress pgbitical implementation of
ethnicity by social movements (Aronson 1976); andélites competition (Brass
1991). Despite the arguments and positions of abosgumentalists were vary
widely in detail, but as overall, above instrumésta have emphasized that
researchers must not naively adopt the actor’s disnourse of “ethnic identity”
which typically claim hereditary membership in ahrec group, but to understand
the “ethnic identity” are constructed under spedhistorical-political circumstances.
Nevertheless, some authors had criticized instrtatiets had defined ethnicity
largely in interest and material term, and undsfipla the affective dimensions of
ethnicity (Grosby 1994). Fishman (1980) and Confd®93) also pointed out their
disagreement towards instrumentalism due to theuimentalists have failed to take

seriously to the participants’ sense of the permea®f their primordial ties.
The emergence of “transactionalism” in EthnicitydBés was closely related

with the argument of a notable scholar- FredriktBaBarth (1969) has criticized the

equation of “ethnicity” with the common culture s#fication, particularly in the
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anthropological field of studies. Barth has ingistthat “ethnic group” were
constituted through the construction of social ares, as self-ascription and
ascription by others. Besides, Barth also regardsbbundary as permeable, and the
transactions across the boundary help to rendebdluedary more durable (Barth
1969: 14-19). However, the theory of Barth havenbesticized by some authors,
included for assuming the fixity of bounded ethidentities and failing to take
account of individual subjective dimensions andnethallegiances (Francis 1976;
Epstein 1978; Wallmann 1986). On contrary, soc@jcpologist Donald Horowitz
(1985) has focus on the estimation of group wotthllective stereotype of ethnic
groups in Africa and Asia. In Horowitz's approadie has assumed the ethnic
affiliation is ultimately based on kinship mythsdaon a sense of group honor in
relation to other groups. However, Hutchinson andtl$s (1996: 10) criticized that

Horowitz’s account was too over simplified.

For ethno-symbolism, the persistence on myths amdbsls has played a
crucial role in unifying populations and ensurinigeit continuity over many
generations (Armstrong 1982; Smith 1992). Armstro(i®82: 206-213) has
considered factors such as language fissures, iahpryths, nostalgia for past life
style, religious civilization and organization hageadually created the shifting on
ethnic identities. On the other hand, Smith (19820-448) has emphasized the
cultural contents of myths, memories, symbols; myth origin; ethnic election and
memories of golden ages had been a resurgencémtig in the modern world.
Undoubtedly, ethno-symbolism had provided masde=sad new viewpoint towards
“ethnicity”, however, Hutchinson and Smith (199@)shcriticized ethno-symbolism
had largely relegated the material aspects of theie group. Furthermore, ethno-

symbolism are too privileging on the contents ottmsyand memories.

In addition, there were scholars tended to compmaordial and instrumental
approach together in their research, such as McK#®82) and Scott (1990).
Although both McKay and Scott have demonstrated these syntheses might be

done on a theoretical level, however there werelach questioned its efficiency of
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how far these syntheses can be empirically helfdul academic research (see
Hutchinson & Smith 1996: 3- 14).

To sum up, the numerous approaches to ethnicigpasge virtually presented a
dazzling and ambiguous normative standards. As ioreed by Lentz (1995),
“‘ethnicity’ functions like the joker in a card-gee: it can be introduced into various
play sequences, taking on the characteristics- his tase, connotations and
conceptual vagueness- of the card it replaces”td895: 304). Therefore, here we
find that the operation on “ethnicity” as a guidayrscientifically questionable in
academic since the theories of ethnicity are nagproaches and multi-functions.
There might be a consequence coming up next after ajpplication by these
approaches: no matter primordially given or sogialbnstructed “ethnic group”, to
classify diverse historical forms of social grougp“athnic group” has created a room
to those people who classified under the labelathriic group” are basically the

same; while their “ethnic identity” is a naturalitrof the group.

2.1.3 The Emergence of “Ethnic Group” in Present Tavan and Malaysia

In 2003, a sociologist from Taiwan, Wang Fu-charas Ipublished a book
concerning on the emergence of “ethnic group” inwda (/2 2003). In this
publication, he has revealed the relatively ethgrioup’s categorization in Taiwan
during different period, as table 2.1. Categoryetifinic group in table 2.1 are
included benshengpeople ¢ #; *) in relation towaishengpeople or Mainlanders
(#MA& N) during end of the 1970s; Aborigines in relatiorttan Chinese during early
of the 1980s; Hakka in relation tdinnan people during middle of the 1980s, and
waishengpeople in relation tiMinnan people during the 1990sHj & 2003: 63).
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Table 2.1: The Emergence of Ethnic group’s Categtion in Contemporary Taiwdn.

Category of Ethnic Group Appearing Time

Benshengeoplevis-a-visWaishengeople

(E=PNZIE=DN Late-1970s

Aboriginesvis-a-visHan Chinese
(EAERAEN) Early-1980s
Hakka people&is-a-visMinnan people

GEINLELPN) Mid-1980s
Waishengeoplevis-a-visMinnan people

CIREPNIELPN 1990s

According to Wang Fu-chang (2003), the emergencéhe$e ethnic group’s
categorization have began during 1970s, when oepialitical opposition parties and
social protest movements have actively advocatthg liberation movements of the
suppressed indigenous culture” by Minnan, Hakka Ahdrigines descent political
and cultural elites. Since the identity of Minnddakka and Aborigines have
gradually disappeared under the inclusive bannetBeihshengrer(4<4 \)”, the
social movements has began to resist the “Chinagenalism” which imposed and
propagated by Taiwan Kuomintang Party (KMT) for mdhan half century. Under
the propaganda of KMT, the majority of Minnan peopbhve somehow constructed
as the basis and label for “Taiwanese” which exatuthe minority Hakka people in
Taiwan. In 1980s, the Minnan people did not takeoant of the importance of
religion “yimin (FI[X; righteous heroes)” as a Hakka features and etigmatized
these religious temples. Furthermore, Hakka comtimsnhave been marginalized by
the hegemony of Mandarin and Minnan languages whey move to urban area
since 1970s. Under these conditions, the Hakkaumultand languages were
suppressed and gradually disappeared among urb&kaHaigrants. Under this
circumstance, a great number of religious festialyimin in Hakka areas have
formed the collective sentiments among Hakka conitiesnin Taiwan. These are the
reasons and contexts which led to the rise of fitlkeement of reclaiming my mother
tongue {B3%LEEES))” in 28" of December 1988. Thereafter, the study on Hakka

culture, origins and Hakkaimin have supported by a noticeable funding and

" Source: flIf} » 2003 (OB (EUBERERIR) - B B - W 63,
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manpower in order to give their Hakka interpretatin Taiwan history €/ &

2003: 121- 145).

One focal point of Wang Fu-chang’s publication wés clarification towards
the main ingredient of Taiwan'’s ethnic groups: fethimagination”. He first defined
the “ethnic group” as a group who self-identify are identified by others as a
distinguishable group of people who share commagimrancestors, culture and
language, and people can use their group charstaterto differentiate “us” from
“them” (= FT]FEI, 2003: 10). Thence, he further defined “ethnic gfois basically

bearing with different identities, included “a peption of differences”, “a sense of
inequality”, and “a need to act collectively”. Heirther adopted instrumental
viewpoint and asserted that “ethnic imaginatiorg artertwined in “a perception of
differences”, “a sense of inequality”, and “a netd act collectively” through

collective actions in political and social movengnbut not merely transforming
linearly or primordially from “a perception of défences” to “a sense of inequality”

and thence to “a need to act collectively” W]Fﬂ' 2003: 14-18). Thus, not merely

cultural factors alone that constituted “ethnic upg but “ethnic imagination”
socially constructed Taiwan’s ethnic groups. Frdms,tabove statements is leading
us to infer that Wang Fu-chang was tended to rebpammd distinguish to the
primordial viewpoints in defining Taiwan’s ethnigogip as socio-cultural entities

which are similar with Mainland Chinese.

Next, the “ethnic group” in present Malaysia wik beviewed. Basically, the
term “ethnic group” was substituted for the ternacg” in the census reports of
British Malaya which applied by British colonialsnee 1921. The shift of

terminology from former “race” to contemporary “ethnic group” in classificatioh o

! The classification of population in British Malaygy the term “race” was first appeared The
Census of British Malaya 192H8ccording to the superintendent of census of 19RI1E. Nathan
(1922), the division of total population of BritisMalaya into six main “race” was principally
conducted for the tabulation purposes, in whichlugiog “Europeans”, “Eurasians”, “Malays”,
“Chinese”, “Indians”, and “Others” (Nathan 1922).
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“Malays”, “Indian”, “Chinese” etc undoubtedly arefluenced by the progress of

epistemology, particularly in relation with thegisf Ethnicity Studies.

The new emphasis upon ethnicity has gradually eftethe shift of terminology
in the study, while one formerly spoke of “race’tditribe”; the term “ethnic group”
is much more common nowadays. In 1922, Weber (1968) aptly pointed the
differences on “race” are “based on biological deéeey or on tradition is usually of
no importance as far as their effect on mutuabetiton or repulsion is concerned”
(1968: 387). Later, there were scholars tried tw@ate the issues of “race” with
“ethnicity”. Some had regard “race” as a speciaecaf ethnicity; or oriented to the
group identification of “other” (Van den Berghe B38Banton 1967). Thomas
Eriksen (1993) stated, “Ideas of ‘race’ may or mayform part of ethnic ideologies,
and their presence or absence does not seem todbeisave factor in interethnic
relations”, therefore one scholar should not dgtish the race relations between
ethnicity (Eriksen 1993: 6). From this, here wecgéere that the idea of “race” was

basically oriented to biological or physical idéication on “self” and “other”.

During nineteenth century in British Malaya, Bditigolonial government has
adopted the principle of “divide and rule” by diedl all people according to different
races into different forms of economic activitiesdaplace of residence, such as
“Chinese” mainly stayed in tin mines, “Indian” séalyin rubber plantation area while
“Malays” resided in rural areas (Mispari & Abdul Wab 2003: 140- 143). The forth
Prime Minister of Malaysia, Dato Dr. Tun Mahathiorhamad’'s essagrowth and
Ethnic Inequality: Malaysia’'s New Economic Poli¢2002) has denounced the
present social structures and features of Malaysiare colonial invention that
implied by racial prejudices, in which non-Malaysck as Chinese and Indian had
dominated the business and economic sector andMakys dominated the
agricultural and non-modern sector (cite in Mahatki Jamaludin 2004: viii).
According to Tun Mahathir, a sense of equity inremay may well be the key of

stable inter-ethnic relations:
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Suffice say that an equitable racial policy is bétt utmost importance in a
country with several different economic groups w¥are not enjoying the same
level of economic prosperity. This remained theyéat challenge in creating a
stable society and later became the central thémwy olitical actions as leader
of the country (cite in Haji Ahmad & Kadir 2005: )64

According to Mahathir and Jamaludin (2004), Malaysiajor racial riots “May
13” in 1969 was came into being under these eqeitsdicial structures. Mahathir and
Jamaludin (2004: 1-5) pointed, Malaysia governntead recognized from the racial
riots of “May 13” that closing the gap between talays and other ethnic group
would be essential for the long term stability gmdsperity of the country. As Tun
Mahathir stated, “since the main rift was betwdembtumiputeraand other groups,
the main focus of these new policies was to drasvNMtalays into the mainstream
economic life of the nation. The idea was not tprepriate or redistribute the wealth
of other economic groups, but to enrich the Malllysugh expanding the ‘economic
cake’ and apportioning a large slice to them” (aitédaji Ahmad & Kadir 2005: 54).
Consequently, the New Economic Policy (NEP) whichilag for eradicate poverty
and restructure of “race” with vocation had in facfrom 1971 to 1990, and later
superseded by National Development Policy (NDPgrat990 until now. Haji
Ahmad and Kadar (2005) stated, the racial riotqy 13” in 1969 was a crisis that
resulted in a change of the polity’s character flamariant of “multi-racial” country
to that of “Malay-dominant” in today Malaysia sagieand politics. This mode of
“Malay-dominant” governance also a key contributed/lalaysia’s ability in order to
keep ethnic harmony and peace in a plural soctesyi Ahmad & Kadar 2005: 43).
Briefly reviewed on Malaysia’s ethnic relation apdblic policies, the emergence of
“ethnic group” in Malaysia is not merely a shift tdrminology from the former
colonial invention term- “races”, but triggered Itye ethnic conflicts in which
included economic inequalities, cultural differem@nd the distribution of political
rewards, after Malaysia had gained it independé&mee the hand of British colonial
government in 1957.

Clearly then, as Weber (1968) asserted, the existerh “ethnic group” are
inherited along with the migration experience ia thstory and thence force through
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the particular political and economic conditionshefefore, it is not merely
primordial factors such as kinship, linguistic amtigious factor alone that constitute
an “ethnic group”, but more dependent on the socmitext in making of such
“ethnic group™:

Those human groups that entertain a subjectivefoielitheir common descent
because of similarities of physical type or of ons$ or of both, or because of
memories of colonization or migration (Weber 19889).

Pronounced differences of customs, which play a egual to that of inherited
physical type in the creation of feelings of commethnicity and notions of
kinship, are usually caused, in addition to lingaiand religious differences, by
the diverse economic and political conditions ofisas social groups (Weber
1968: 391).

To sum up from the case of Taiwan and Malaysigyriet group” today is a
terminology that denoting for the major componenit of one State, which formed
by a social group with belief in their common degcafter gone through the radical
competitions and conflicts in political, economiwacultural conditions. As table 1.1,
the major component units of Taiwan are “Minnankjdinlander”, “Hakka” and
“Aborigines”; while major component units of Malagsare “Malays”, “Chinese”,
‘Indian”, “Kadazan”, “Iban” and so forth. “Hakka’ni Malaysia virtually is a
component attached under the “Chinese” ethnic gmwhjgh commonly known as
“dialect group” in present Malaysia. However, Mamn Hakka has been referred
presumably homogenous socio-cultural entities, mctv imposed by the label of
“ethnic group” under “Southeast Asian Hakka” fohslar's comparison with Taiwan
Hakka. This is not merely the problem of delimitisngd naming the research subject,
rather, a lip-service. Hence, the practicabilityattopt the concept of “ethnic group”
as definition for “Southeast Asian Hakka” is virlydow.

2.2 Chinese in Malaya
This part will review the distinctiveness and cifisations of “Chinese” and

“Hakka” that have gone through the migratory precaad come into being as the

major population of British Malaya during ninetderdentury. The review on the
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migratory process of “Chinese” to Malaya under iBhit colonization context
considers will help to dig out the distinctiven@ssl classifications of “Chinese” and

“Hakka” in different period.

During nineteenth century, demand of tin in thelérausiness of British Malaya
has further contributed to the mass importationCoinese labor from Southeast
China to Malaya (Purcell 1967; Turnbull 1972). Hee®e why does the pioneer labor
in British Malaya have to be Chinese? There wethas elucidated the phenomena
of the mass migration of Chinese to Malaya as m@ordabor in tin mining areas.
According to Purcell (1967: 1-13), the influx of ilBbse was driven by the twin
afflictions of over-population and disasters likeod and famine in China. Moreover,
it has been worsening by the political conflict South China, particularly the
outbreak of the Taiping rebellion in 1851 (AndayaA&daya 1982: 137). Therefore,
the natural disasters, over population, povertyiri@ and political quarrels have
pushed Chinese aggressively away from their hordelenthe mean time, the labor
needs for the rising demand of the British tin-pletdustry in Malaya has pulled the
Chinese emigrants to choose Malaya to flood ingegfly to the tin mines area in the

state of Perak, Selangor and Negeri Sembilan 4i826s (Purcell 1967).

Before British colonial government build up the wecbase for the Chinese
immigration in the late nineteenth century, therereviwo patterns of immigration
simultaneously occurred in the Chinese immigrationship-based immigration and
credit ticket system (Yen 1986; Wang Gungwu 199%1% ¢ 1994). The chain of
kinship-based immigration considered as the eariégnese immigration pattern in
Malaya and it was existed before the nineteentitucgnmainly for those small
Chinese businessmen who successful and go backeio homeland to recruit
relatives or kinsmen as labor. These Chinese bssimen have establishing their
business as well as saving some capital since tlaeye under Malacca during
fifteenth-sixteenth century £ #i & 1994: 4; Khoo 1996). Due to the dialect
differences and the nature of the immigrant commyurin Malaya, Chinese

businessmen commonly returned to the homelandcriterustworthy staff among
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their relatives. Later, the businessmen will payth® kinsmen or staff's passage and

brought them to Malaya to work as apprentices @ir tshop (Yen 1986: 4).

On the other hand, immigration by the credit tickgstem was widespread in
Malaya during the early nineteenth century up ® Itite of 1840s (Yen 1986). Yen
Ching-hwang (1986) has illustrated this credit éicksystem through historical
approaches in his publication. According to Yen8@Q the Chinamen who made
money by carrying the Chinese immigrants to Malayaanly came from province of
Kwangtung and Fukien via junks, while the Chinamezre notoriously known as
“ketou(%5H)”,* which mean labor broker and captain of junks atséme time. Due
to the great demand for labor in Malaya, Ketouhave made a generous profit by
disposed the destitute Chinese immigrants to théayda employers who needed
laborers to develop plantation estates and minddalaya. The employers will pay
the passage money ketouthat Chinese immigrants owed. Moreover, they would
have a verbal or written contract with the immigdsaior the payment of their debts in
the form of labors. After working for a fixed pediothe credit ticket immigrants were
freed from their obligations and were able to cleoemployers (Yen 1986: 4). Yen
indicated the price of the passage money for treditrticket immigrant was
determined by both labor brokers and the junk captaTherefore, the passage
money that Malayan employer paid for Chinese imamgg not merely for the
passage money but also the profit of both labokdénoand the junk captains. In the
mean time, some employers had used opium and gagnbE a means to keep
Chinese immigrants in their plantation estates oresiafter the expiry of contracts.
Therefore, Chinese immigrants who worked as lammally will stay longer in
Malaya (Yen 1986: 4-5). However, the credit tickgstem has gradually controlled
by the foreign merchants instead of the Chinameer #fie outbreak of “First Opium
War” in 1839. The war had further contributed te thansformation of credit ticket

system to the system of “coolie trade” in the [E840s.

! The termketouis equivalent to Kheh-tati in southern Fukien dialeckheh means guest, artdu
means head. In the eyes of Chinese the immigragits eonsidered as the new guestSiokheh thus
the headmen or labor broker who brought the immitgravas calle&Kheh-tau(see also Yen 1985: 37).
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2.2.1 Coolie Trade and Secret Societies

The “First Opium War” or the “First Anglo-Chinesea was fought between
the British East India Company and the Ch’'ing Dypad China from 1839 to 1842,
with the aim of forcing China to allow free tragmrticularly in opium (Collis 1946).
According to Yen Ching-hwang (1985, 1986), thereenseveral international treaties
further contributed to the transformation of crefiitket system to the coolie trade
system in nineteenth century: “Treaty Nanking o288 “Treaty of Ghent of 1814”
and “Webster-Ashburton Treaty of 1842”. Yen (198k)icated, “Treaty of Ghent of
1814” and “Webster-Ashburton Treaty of 1842” vitydhe twins effects in creating
the coolie trade system in China. The “Treaty ofef@h in 1814 has first obliged
Great Britain and United States to abolish the c®ini slave trade; while the
enforcement of “Webster-Ashburton Treaty” in 184ashcompelled European
colonists to look for the alternative source ofahéabor in the new world (Yen 1985:
32-33). Consequently, the European colonists hage their eyes on China which

was increasingly handicapped by its overflowingydapon, famine, and poverty.

“First Opium War” fought between the British Easidia Company and the
Ch’ing Dynasty of China from 1839 to 1842 has ledhe treaty of “Treaty Nanking
of 1842”, while China was granted an indemnity tati8h by opening of five treaty
ports along the China South East Coast, and thgoresf Hong Kong Island to
British (Collis 1946). Even though emigration of iGdse to the overseas was still
prohibited by the Ch’'ing government before 1893, the poverty, flood and teeming
population in South China had pulled the milliorfs‘moverty-stricken Chinese” to
the emigration for their desire to earn betterlihaod in overseas (Purcell 1967: 1-
13; 2= 8K 2003: 147-176). Taking advantage to this situatisome foreign
merchants had developed a system of supplying eodb meet the international
demand: coolie agencies (Yen 1985). Even thougte thias no evidence to suggest
that British went to war with China for an intentiof obtaining Chinese cheap labor
in the 1840s, however it is possibly to link witletabolition of African slave trade

with the creation of coolie trade system during tirae.
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The establishment of coolie agencies was compéfethe economic needs of
European merchants on agricultural cultivation amehing industry in Asia.
According to Campbell (1923), the acquisition of ifi@se labor was further
facilitated by these coolie agencies which setythke foreign merchants at the treaty
ports along the Southeast Coast of China duringntiddle of nineteenth century
(Campbell 1923: 95). The emerging of coolies ageneiere primarily in the hands
of European merchants such as British, German, DuURortuguese, Italian and
Spanish: These coolies agencies had established a numbeotie cargoes in the
treaty ports which served as a warehouse for coedissels then arrived at the ports
to pick up the coolies and set sail for the desiing to other countries, principally
for Peru, Cuba and the West Indies by charging cissions on the number of
coolies supplied (Aimes 1967: 159; Stewart 1970T&e monopoly of the sources of
Chinese coolies by the Western merchants had cdosetie disregard of human
rights, and the growing of coolie cargoes in tleaty ports had brought the inhuman
treatment for prospective coolie (Yen 1986:482 i 2003: 147-176). Eventually,
the coolie agency system have gradually replacedfdhmer credit ticket system,
while further brought the rise of the coolie tragenters in Amoy, Macau, Swatow
and Hong Kong during the middle of nineteenth cen{gee Aimes 1967; Stewart
1970; Yen 1985)

Collinson (1845) pointed, the first port emergedtlas “center of the coolie
trade” was Amoy (cite in Yen 1985: 41). Yen (198&licated there were several
reasons for British to choose Amoy as the “cerdecbolie trade”. Firstly, the harbor
of Amoy has been flourished by the junk trade widttious countries in Southeast
Asia and Japan; secondly, the officers of Ch'ingegament were less powerful than
those in the provincial capitals of Kwangtung ankien i.e. Canton and Foochow
because Amoy was not the seat of provincial govemmThirdly, the British had

established a solid commercial base in Amoy ang there good relationship with

! See the colonial documents of arrival and depanessels of the Straits Settlements inAhaual
Report of the Straits Settlements, 1865¢(8&rman 1998: Vol.1, 760-766).
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local mandarin officials (Yen 1985: 41- 42). Yemther illustrated the coolie trade in
Amoy during 1840s to 1850s:

The first shipment of coolies under contract teefgn lands was made in 1845,
in French vessels, from Amoy to the island of Baurbln 1847 a Spanish
company induced a body of 800 coolies to Cubahéinsame year, a European
observer reported that Amoy could supply from &gghbouring districts 50,000
coolies annually. From 1847 to March 1853, Amoy vessimated to have
exported 8281 coolies......There were six foreignlieomgencies in Amoy, five
of them were British. The principal agencies wéefirms of Messrs. Syme, and
Muir & Co., and Messrs. Tait and Co. Although ceotrade was illegal, the
European agents had little regard for Chinese ¥an (1985: 42- 43).

According to Yen (1985), the flourishing coolie deain Amoy has declined
after the outbreak of riots by local residents agfillicit coolie trade in November
1852. After the riots, the western coolie tradead bBncountered hostilities in Amoy.
Therefore, many coolie merchants had shifted thyg@rations from Amoy to Swatow,
Hong Kong and Macau. The port later replaced Ameyhee “center of the coolie
trade” was Macau (see Greenberg 1951; Steward 19@é0; 1985, 1986). The
duration of voyages from different ports of Chisaich as Swatow and Amoy to
Straits Settlements during 1868 can be referrem fitte appendices two. Though the
coolie trade was mainly in the hand of Europeancirents, however, the coolie trade
merchants were handicapped in the process of aeguwoolies by Chinese linguistic
barriers. Their inability to obtain Chinese codliem Chinese interior communities
had forced them to forge a close link with the Iod€hinamen, who known as labor
broker orketou

Yen Ching-hwang (1985) has studied about the rblalmr broker in the rise
of coolie trade system during nineteenth centurgcokding to Yen (1985), there
were two types of coolie brokers can be discerribd: principal broker and the
subordinate coolie brokers. The former was attadbetthe foreign coolie agencies
while the latter appeared to be attached undecdhg&ol of the former. However, the
key to the success of acquiring coolie emigrants wat with the principal coolie
brokers, but in the hands of the subordinate bsokéen pointed, the origins among

the both types of broker was difficult to ascertdnt both groups of broker came
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mostly from the members of lower classes who hadraing desire to get rich but
had few moral constraints. The group of subordiratgkers was larger than the
principal brokers, and the subordinate brokers vwerectly involved in recruiting

coolie by taking orders from the principal brokedistributing the news about
emigration in China and the terms of contract (M@85: 37-40). Most importantly,
Yen Ching-hwang has founded there were close ligkveen operations of these

labor brokers with secret society:

...the subordinate brokers held considerable powethé underworld.
Coastal provinces in Southeast China were hotbedséoret society
activities. The triad which was known in South Ghiand the overseas
Chinese communities, was particularly active iniEBokand Kwangtung.
The rise of the Treaty ports in these regions dated its activities, and
provided it with additional cover. As a result, theeaty ports became the
paradise for organised crime such as gamblingtiprtsn, extortion and
opium smuggling. The rise of the coolie trade atsdhighly profitable
“enterprise” could not have escaped the attentioth® members of the
secret societies. The precise relationship betweersubordinate brokers
and the secret society member is unclear; the bsokeuld have been
members of the secret societies, and vice versatéVar the relationship
was, both groups had much in common- both belongede underworld
and had sinister powers over the populace; botlertga on secrecy and
unlawful means for the livelihood of their membeasid both operated
outside the law (Yen 1985: 40-41).

In other words, it can be observed that basichkyd were secret societies in charged
of both labor brokers. Secret societies were nahlyén controlling, acquiring and
sending Chinese coolies abroad, but also stromfllyenced the coolie trade in both
China ports and ports in coolie’s destination,ifistance, Malaya. Above observation
can be proved by Wilfred Blythe’s historical work 1969 regarding on Chinese

secret societies in nineteenth century Malaya:

Two Triad rebellions which had residual consequerninghe Straits Settlements
took place in 1853, one at Amoy in Fukien provireed one at Shanghai. In the
first of these the ‘Small Sword Society’, of whiotany members had previously
lived in the Straits Settlements, raised the baoheevolt and captured Amoy in

May. After a desultory campaign against imperiabps sent to retake the city,
an arrangement was reached whereby in Novemberetiads left the city and

sailed away in junks for Singapore and elsewhethéarSouth-seas. At Shanghai,
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in September, a rebellion was organized ad condumtelriad men hailing from
Fukien and Kwangtung, of whom there were said ta%@ 000 in the city. The
arrest and torture of some members of the Brothetralleged to have been
engaged in unlawful activities had angered thdioewho rose in revolt. The
city was captured and remained in rebel handsdarly eighteen months when,
once again, an agreement was made which permiittedrtad forces to decamp.
They left during the night of 17 September 1855 aome of these, too, sailed
for the Straits Settlements (Blythe 1869: 22)

Blythe’'s statements pinpoint one of the main facta@ontributing to the
widespread of secret societies in both ports int&ast China and Straits Settlements:
coerciveness and powerful in great members in wkieir members were mostly

fierce in fighting.

Apart from this, why does the secret societies appointed by British and
Western merchants as the mean to supply and cdhiokse coolie in South China?
Yen Ching-hwang (1985) explained, the riots ocalireAmoy during 1852 was the
main incident which driven British to do so, bea@Bitish was not prepared to let
its coolie trade business affected by hostilitiewards British just like Amoy (see
Yen 1985: 54). Yen has further linked the cooliesibass of secret societies in

Malaya in relating with the coastal provinces oti®east China:

The Cantonese, on the other hand, had worked thrtheyGhee Hin society to
extend its control over the coolies. Coolies fronaddu and Swatow seem to
have been received in Penang by the Ghee Hin araleffectively distributed to
meet the demand (Yen 1986: 202).

At this point, it can be perceived that the majort o in charge and control the

emigration of Chinese coolies from China homelantalaya is secret societies.

The founding of British settlement in Penang anag&pore during 1786 and
1819 had marked the beginning of an important éréhe mass immigration of
Chinese to Southeast Asia (see Turnbull 1972).féhmeation of Straits Settlements
during 1826 had led to the recognition by Britighlonials towards the potential of
supplying cheap Chinese labor for the developmentEoropean enclaves in

Southeast Asia, such as French power ruling IndoCincluding present Cambodia,
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Vietnam and Laos); Dutch ruling western Java (presedonesia) and Spain ruling
Philippine (see Yen 1986; Mispari & Abdul Wahab 300As mentioned before,

Chinese immigration in the coolie trade was illeigaChina before 1893. Due to the
illegality and the unwillingness of the British oolal government in Malaya to be
involved directly in the Chinese coolie trade, iadh further provided ample

opportunities for coolie agencies in the treatytpof South China to export coolie to
the Western colonies in Southeast Asi@ order to pursue maximum profit, the
coolie agencies traders required the co-operatiom secret societies in both South
China and Southeast Asia to cover supplied, tratesjoan and distribution of coolies

(see Yen 1986: 112). Under this context, the sesoeieties were used as the
effective mechanism in acquiring, controlling, addtributing Chinese coolies in

Malaya. Therefore, most of the newly arrived cooheill be sent to tin mines by

secret societies, meanwhile these tin mines weegatgd and controlled by secret
societies and Chinese kapitan (see Gullick 195%]1€301987; Comber 1959; Blythe

1969; Yen 1986).

In the colonial office file of CO 273/69, the primets of secret societies in
importing the Chinese coolies from China to Str&i¢stlements has been mentioned
by a British colonial officer, Mr. R. Little:

...they had come in a very simple way, either by fuok sailing vessels and
latterly by steamers. There were parties in Chiha Vatterly had adopted the
system of chartering a vessel for so much on cimmddf taking so many men.

They paid so much money for the vessels, and tookany passengers, and
when they came here they made arrangements witlogeng to take as many
men and pay their passage-money. In that way tlodiecgot his passage-

money paid, and the contractor got a certain amofiptofit; and very cheap

labour was introduced. When they came, they engtyaiselves for twelve

months, at so much per month, and their food agithiclg, and the person who
engaged them, in consideration of the money healdsenced, took very good

care not to pay to the Sin-kheh the same as thanotar?

! The prosperity of coolie trade in Southeast Asia be seen in following colonial official record:
C0273/89, Proposed Chinese Coolie Postal Servigaijts Settlements Original Correspondence,
3/4/1876.

2.C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Stréstlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
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Here we perceive some basic factors of “SinkhehMialaya: cheap coolies
who could not afford their passage money for abiroadabor whom have to engage
themselves with their employer for at least a ygdae to pay back their passage
money. Chinese coolies that distributed and cdattoby the secret societies
commonly called as “sinkhehor “singkeks? in nineteenth century of Malaya,

which means “new comerg*%’)". Before the 1870s, the disposal of Chinese eooli

became the focus of attentions among secret sexieficcording to Yen Ching-
hwang (1986: 8), the involvement of secret socatiethe coolie trade aggravated the
misery of coolies. Since there was no governmepésision in the coolie depots of
Straits Settlements before 1870, therefore, the Imeesnof secret societies would not
hesitate to use force on those coolie who attemiates$cape. On the other hand, the
ill-treatment of coolie in the depots and the kiglpiag of free immigrants were
outraged the local Chinese communities in Malayser&fore, two petitions have
been submitted to the Government of Straits Se#ttesin 1871 and 1873 by local
Chinese merchant and community leatiésee appendix three & four). As a result,
the “Chinese Immigration Ordinance 1873” was pagsethe Legislative Councils,
while the definition of “immigrant” has been offadly substituted for the term
“coolie”, “sinkheh” or “singkek” in this ordinanédsee appendix five). The “Chinese
Immigration Ordinance 1873” and later the estalntisht of “Chinese Protectorates”
in the Straits Settlements in 1877 considered a&s riost significant official
regulations toward Chinese because “Chinese” hazhteally included into the
administration of British Malaya. Later in time etlcoolie trade in Malaya had been
abused in the 1880; while all the secret societiddalaya had been banned in 1889.
Consequently, the Chinese in Malaya eventually hmeen regulated and re-grouped
by above British colonial institutiorts.

! SeeReport on the administration of Penang during tharyl881regarding on Chinese Immigration
(Jarman 1998: Vol.2), pp. 522-523.

2 See C0273/69, Protection of Chinese ImmigrangiStSettlements Original Correspondence,
30/9/1873.

® Ibid.

* Ibid.

> Ample evidences and detailed can be read fromteh&pand 4.
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One common interpretation in the publications tehtte suggest that secret
societies in Straits Settlements were dialect gilmaged, and there were close
connections between these dialect group-basedt samieties with mining industries,
kapitans, voluntary associations and Chinese matsi{aee Gullick 1955: 12; Wong
1965: 41-42; Godley 1981: 27; Yen 1986: 125-128)wklver, Freedman (1960) had
refused models as above that posit direct reldtipgsbetween dialect group with
merchants, kapitans, secret societies and minimdjeso Freedman (1960: 36-37)
pointed, secret societies could and did include be¥mfrom different dialect groups
(see also Blythe 1969: 175-176; Khoo 1972: 201-2B8&pgides, Comber (1959: 73)
had revealed the secret societies did not only pessearly the dialect boundaries
among Chinese, but also the race boudaries, sudhaks/s and Indians. Locating
above explanations within the conditions of no gowgent supervision in the coolie
depots of Straits Settlements, and mining areaMlafay states before the 1870s;
Comber, Freedman and Blythe have viewed dialeaimes something distinct from
economic and political spheres, which secondargetret societies. In my point of
view, common controversies as above are deriviag fthe misconception on secret
societies, and overemphasis on the role of digiexip.

2.2.2 Dialect Group andBang in Malaya

The purpose of this segment is to review thoseiffignt classifications
regarding on “Chinese” and “Hakka” during ninetéenentury Malaya in various

publications, particularly in relating tdoang(g])” and “dialect group”.

One of the earliest scholars who had classified‘@enese” in Southeast Asia
was Professor Wang Gungwu, a Southeast Asian Ghiwes grew up in former
Malaya but accomplished his study in different daes, included London and China.
Wang (1998: 4) stated the nascent European andiabieritings about classification
of Chinese in Southeast Asia were mainly focus bmé&se merchants and artisans. It
can be seen by Raffles observation in 1854 thatrbechants “as the higher and
more respectable class in Malaya” (cite in Pur@®67: 73). During 1989, Wang
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Gungwu has divided “Chinese immigrants” in Southeasia into four patterns,
included “the trader% 7%))", “the coolie & )", “the sojourner £ fﬁ)”, and “the
descent ' #5)". He further indicated, the category of sojourngght comprise four

of these categories while all of these categoras lbeen politically loaded as one
population in order to encourage all the Chinesmignants during that time to be
loyal and patriotic towards China under “1911 Retioh” (Wang 1991: 3-21; 1996:
1-8; T & 1994: 3-13). However, the standard of these fdassifications might
not practical since the normative standards areidwrtical. Category like “the
trader” and “the coolie” was based on commerciatriment; “the sojourner” was
based on the political ideologies; while the catggaf “the descent” was based on

citizenship and kinship.

Before Wang Gungwu, there were two anthropologizalks regarding on the
“Chinese” in Malaya:The Chinese of Sarawdky T'ien Ju-k’ang (1953) andhe
Malayan Chinese’s living in Muar, Johday Li Yi-yuan (& [ > 1970). T'ien Ju-
k'ang’s work in Sarawak during 1948 has provided lobservation to the
occupational divisions among Chinese communitieSamnawak. In his publication,
T’ien has claimed that the occupational divisioesaeen the Chinese dialect groups
in Sarawak had originated from the mainland of @hirecause Hakka were mainly
rural farmers in China, while Hokkien and Teocheerevmore likely to have been
urban merchants in China. T'ien later stated theoseconomic positions of Chinese

in Sarawak were coincided with those in China:

Various Hakka informants complained ruefully thhey knew there was no
possibility for them to attain financial power orvem commercial success. The
Teochew and Fukienese, they said, had all the exmmer of urban life and

commercial enterprise, while the Hakka had non&(r1953: 58).

Therefore, for T’ien, the living patterns and expeces in China was the main
cause for the urban and rural split in Sarawaljerathan the difference of dialect

groups in Chinese community of Sarawak.
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On the other hand, Li Yi-yuan has published a bimok970 regarding on his
observations towards “Malayan Chinese” in Muar, alohin this book, he has

mentioned there are different Chinese dialect gsoopbang (F]) who likely to

divide among themselves into different economiactires; owing the different
Chinese community organizations which included adialgroup and local group
associations, surname or clan organization, busir@ganizations, recreational
organizations, religious organization and so forthfferent structure of the
community leadership; different family and religeolife within Chinese community
in Muar. Thebangor dialect groups that Li mentioned in his stuadglided Hokkien,

Cantonese, Hakka, Teochew, Hailam and othé&s#([# 1970 : 71-75). Li has

claimed that there was an “ideal model of Chindural pertaining in every single
Chinese in Malaya, and this model has toleratecctimdlicts among different dialect
groups orbangsand thence gradually forming one Malaysian Chines@munity

which can contain different dialect groupsbamg (% 7 [7# 1970: 245-248). T’ien Ju-

K'ang’'s and Li Yi-yuan’'s work consider as the easli anthropological work which
have provided the anthropological description offif@se dialect groups” in Malaya.
However, their interpretations had posited thatural and socioeconomic patterns
which associated with Chinese dialect groupbangin Malaya had first developed
in China, and subsequently shaped their adaptatmas settlements in Malaya.

However, above general picture is still conseneatne.

There is not many scholar interested in discovetimg distinctiveness and
classification of Chinese dialect group lmng during nineteenth-twentieth century
Malaya before the 1990s. Fortunately, there are &xceptions, in which included
Moese, Reinknecht and Schmitz-Sei3er (1979), Mak FEang (2;‘?7{*3 1985), Yen

Ching-hwang (1986), Cheng Lim Keak (1985), and dficRurcell (1967).

As mentioned in last chapter, Wolfgang Moese, @@tf Reinknecht and Eva
Schmitz-Seil3er (1979) was a group of scholars fHamburg University of German,
who reached West Malaysia to analysis the phenomér@hineseregionalismin
nineteenth century Malaya. Different research mashtad been applied in this study,
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such as socio-psychological approach, historicald anstitutional approach.
According to Moese, Reinknecht and Schmitz-Seifégipnalismis to be understood
as the distinction among the Chinese populatiotherbasis of dialect and “place of

origin” (?:%—‘F:T) (1979: xvii). There were two main research sulsjestiperimposed in

their study ofregionalism the first was the discovery on the Malayan Cherges
“place of origin” in the region in China; the sedowas the discovery of features for
various social organizations which founded in form#lalaya, included
Landsmannschafte(regional associations), clan association, templed religious
organization, schools and educational organizatign#ds and secret societies. This
study has revealed that the regional aspects tacépof origin”, for example, Hakka
in Malaya as table 1.2, was not only widespreathévarious regional associations,
clan association, temples and religious organimatischools and educational
organizations and guilds, but also played a padnitering a secret societies (1979:
471- 498).

According to Moese, Reinknecht and Schmitz-Sei379), despite the
regional aspects can be found in all types of $a@cganizations in Malaya, however,
the feature of secret societies were different witier social organizations. Regional
associations, clan association, and guilds arf®@alised on common subjects, such as
“place of origin”, surname or profession. On contrahe secret societies usually
composed of one or several Chinese dialect groupde mostly had various sub-
branches. Moese, Reinknecht and Schmitz-Seil3erlistee out five dominant secret
societies: Ghee Hin, Hai San, Toh Peh Kong, Kiek 8md Ghee Hok. Furthermore,
they have discovered there were different dialeotigs structured secret societies in

Singapore, in which included “Hokkien Ghee Hiigi 5 )”, “Kong Fee Siew or
Guangfu Ghee Hinf&)ff#H)”, “Teo Kun Ghee Hin {#l#5#)”, “Hylam Ghee
Hin (AR5 8L)”, “Songbo guan or Hakka Ghee Hifit¢i1£F)”". Besides, there were
different dialect branches linked with Ghee HinSimgapore, such as “Ghee Sif (
L»)” with Teochew member, “Ghee Kee Kwang Hek i #+4#5)” with Hakka and

Teochew members, “Hok Hinti{#)” with Hokkien and Hainanese members and
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“Ghee Hok @ #)” with Hokkien members. Moese, Reinknecht and Sth®eiRer
further indicated, the growth of Chinese populatiaa created a room for the secret
societies to gain increasing control over the Cégneommunities, while the outbreak
of serious riots and wars were frequent occurradrahe middle of nineteenth
century, such as Singapore Riots 1851 and 185&n@eRiots 1867, and Larut Wars
in Perak during 1861, 1865, 1872 until 1873. Theutawars also provided
opportunity to British colonial power to increaseit influence on the Malays states
by signing the “Treaty of Pangkor” with Sultan Hem 1874 (see 1979: 157). In the
mean time, during the 1870s, British had startecegulate Chinese immigrants by
colonial institutions which substituted for the #csocieties. Here we find a clue of
timeline for the relationships between secret smsend classification of Chinese by

British colonials: 1870s.

On the other hand, Moese, Reinknecht and Schmifete(1979) had

concluded the factor contributing to the formatadrvarious social organizations:

The simultaneous existence of the various dialemtygs of the two provinces of
Fujian and Guangdong in strange surroundings amdifficulty to overcome the
language barrier, made the emigrants use formsgaiization of their homeland
which already have proved to be useful there (MoBsgnknecht & Schmitz-
Seil3er 1979: 499).

Furthermore, Moese, Reinknecht and Schmitz-Sei3¢r9) also demonstrated the
settlements of dialect group in Malaya on levelsa@idintry, region, city, and streets
(1979: 153- 177). Moese, Reinknecht and Schmit&&g(1979: 499) summed up in
their conclusion that one dialect group usuallyvpmes a distinct majority of the
Chinese population while the other dialects arenmmortance. Clearly, then, Moese,
Reinknecht and Schmitz-Seif3er's conclusion werdanaifference with T'ien Ju-

k'ang (1953) and Li Yi-yuan's (1970) statements,ewh the features of Chinese
regionalismin Malaya had originated in the region of China.

In the 1980s, a Malaysian Chinese scholar, Mak Eang (%“F.},’%‘J 1985) has
studied the principle to classify “Chinese” of Mydain Taiwan. Mak had first re-
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defined the term of “dialect grouﬁb(% #%)” in this research. Mak (1985) pointed, in

theoretically, “dialect group” can be delimited tee dialect-based group, which
means the group which normally speaking the sanaéeatj but in principally,
“dialect group” denoted the provincial-based orf@ctural-based groups which
grouped themselves together when they came fronsdhee “place of origin” and
speaking a same dialect. Therefore, he claimedntia content to form one “dialect
group” would not be the elements like “place ofgori or “dialect”, but the shared
interior consciousness: “dialect group identifioati(*b%Eéﬁ%[ﬁj)” %“Fﬁ’;@ 1985:
15). Mak started his research based on the assumpitiat the “dialect group
identification” did exist in nineteenth century Mgh and further determined these
“dialect group” were originally “Han Chinese” (198%83). Mak has utilized two
types of research materials to proof his hypothehis data of census reports and
Chinese voluntary association’s monuments. In bisclusion, Mak concluded the
concepts of “dialect group identification” in Makwre divided into two categories,
included in “broad sense” and “narrow sense”. “Brasense” of “dialect group
identification” can be founded clearly in the caiggation of “Chinese tribes” in
British Malaya’s census reports; while the “narresense” of “dialect group
identification” can be observed from the detailsGifinese voluntary association’s

monuments"{;“%f,’;@ 1985: 181). In his conclusion, Mak emphasized Heatvas not

S hmril

interested in probing the formation of such “dialgcoup identification” (ZjﬁFf[va

1985: 197). In other words, it is noteworthy thaakM_au Fong’s study was merely to
coincide with those already made in official censegorts and Chinese voluntary
association’s monuments in Malaya. Therefore, thactability and normative
standard of “dialect group identification” in clé#ssd “Chinese” and “Hakka” of

Malaya was still remaining questionable until today

The only two useful references regarding on liaeg and dialect group in
Malaya are the publications by Cheng Lim Keak ()98&d Yen Ching-hwang
(1986). Based on the study concerning on “Chin@seSingapore during nineteenth

century, Cheng has stated there were particuldorfadeading to the formation of
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Chinesebang included dialect differences, strong locality &maship consciousness,
and economic competitions in British Malaya:

Originating largely from the provinces of Guangdargl Fujian in southeastern
China, early Chinese migrants in Singapore wereerbgeneous. Dialect
differences and unintelligibility together with ebg locality and kinship

consciousness and keen competition in the coldaiakez-faire commercial

setting resulted in strong exclusiveness withirhedialect groups. The result of
such a development was the emergence of a bargtstd Chinese society
which is characterised, to a certain extent evdaypby the spatial concentration
of dialect groups in the city area and by tradegieations (Cheng 1985; cite in
Cheng 1995: 477-478).

On the other hand, Yen Ching-hwang (1986) has @dtied the circumstances
that leading to the formation d&fang According to Yenpangcan be referred as a
“sub-community” and it is combination of dialectegional, and occupational
grouping. Yen further divided the Chinese commuaitgder his study into five major
bang included “Hokkienband, “Teochewband’, “Cantoneseband, “Hakka band
and “Hainarnband' (Yen 1986: 177). Yen indicated the root of theiabconflict was
bang for economic interest, while secret societies wased as agents for the
economic interest dfang In addition, thebanghad placed the utmost importance on
the maintenance of business monopolies. Therefloedgangwas not just segregated
by secret societies, thmngwas also supposed to safeguard, advance, andymstpe
the economic interest of its members, in order gntain its members control over
certain types of occupation and business. In amditthe development dbang
monopolies was reflected in the specialization @ftain occupations and business
(see Yen 1986: 195). However, | shall note that’¥statement regarding drang

and secret societies was barely his personal retpon.

In addition, Yen Ching-hwang also demonstrateddignctiveness of Chinese

coolie regarding on their first arrival in embaikatfrom China to Malaya:

Chinese immigrants embarked at different portshensbuth-east coast of China,
where different dialects were spoken. Ships camen fAmoy with southern
Hokkiens, from Swatow with immigrants speaking Te®w, and from H'ai
K'ou with immigrants speaking Hainanese. As immigrahips picked up
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passengers mostly from one port, the immigrants mieb on board spoke the

same dialect, and this reinforced regional andedtaties. Even when ships

visited more than one port and picked up passeng#rdifferent dialects, those

speaking the same dialect tended to get togetliehalp each other (Yen 1986:

37).

From above quotations, it is clearly to obsenat the newly arrived Chinese
coolies in Malaya during nineteenth century haveaaly formed the basic prototype
for differentbangin naturally based on their dialect differencese Thost important
part which always missed out by scholars is: thek@@und of economic
competitions represented by secret societies itisBrMalaya. Detailed explanation

will be illustrated in chapter’s epilogue.

There was also another classical scholar who ddi d space for the discussion
regarding on the classification of Chinese in Malayictor Purcell. Victor Purcell
was a British colonial officer who served in thejqvar Malayan Civil Service from
1921 until 1946. At one point he also headed then€3® Protectorate, Assistant
Director of Education (Chinese), Director-Generdl leformation, and Principal
Adviser on Chinese Affairs to the British Militar&xdministration after Japanese
occupation in Malaya. His publication- The Chinese in Malayawhich first
published in 1948 based on his personal experiessésrmer British colonial which
referring to a great number of colonial office $iland documents, considered as the
first and the only publication which offering a cprahensive survey of Chinese in
nineteenth century Malaya.

In order to dig out the nature of Chinese in Maldyging nineteenth century,
Purcell had traced back to the emigrants’ insbtutsf Ch’'ing government during that
period. According to Purcell (1967), before 191He system government of China
was virtually a system of “loose despotism”. Thepenor policies during Ch’ing
dynasty before 1911 were mainly concerned in kegpire people in a state of
subjection. Purcell stated, the civil officers di’'idg government were not interested

in the welfare of their people who speaking thawveatlialect that they probably do

! See preface dfhe Chinese in Malay@Purcell 1967).
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not understand. Thus the Ch’ing government hadngieeal headmen in China
provinces to execute the laws and regulations uploinese emigrants. Despite the
operation of the regulations on Chinese emigrae¢sns loosely, however, there was
still a legal and social system monitored strittyyCh’ing government civil officers.
From above institutional approach, Purcell notitkdt the Ch’ing policies might

deeply influenced the classification of Chinese Wdter arrived in Malaya:

The Chinese emigrants did not go overseas as a onitynthey only began to
be such after they arrived. They might belong ®ogame province or even clan,
but they were, until they had improvised a systdnta@mmmunal government,
nothing but an unintegrated mass (Purcell 1967: 84)

From this quotation, it can be observed that thenGremigrants’ policies had
provided an opportunity to the formation of Chindsmng through their migratory
journey to Malaya. However, Purcell did not discotree formation of Chineseang
he even disregard the role of secret societiesguieing, controlling and distributing
Chinese coolies in their migratory process fromnahio Malaya. Therefore, Purcell
further claimed that “Chinese tribes”- in which @alequivalent to dialect group in
Purcell’s perception- as first “community type” thaewly formed in nineteenth
century Malaya; while the “place of origin” in Clarwas unimportance to Chinese

whom under British rule during and after the 18#0Mlalaya:

Tribes speaking different dialects regarded onetemoalmost as foreigners, as
indeed they sometimes do to-day. There was nodfi@thinese nationalism. In
May 1840 British troops intended for use in thesFiChina War arrived and
camped on the Esplanade. There was no manifesitibaspitality on the part
of the local Chinese. In 1857 at the beginninghef $econd China War some ill-
will towards the British was shown by a sectiortltd poorer classes, but when
Lord Elgin arrived in Singapore on 6 June of thaaryon his way to China as
British High Commissioner and Plenipotentiary hesyeesented with an address
by the Chinese merchants in which they referredh great advantage the
Chinese population was enjoying under British rdlkinese tribes were brought
into a proximity unexampled in their native counttilough even when they
came from the same village they had not the restrgiorganization of their
village headmen (Purcell 1967: 84- 85).

On the other hand, Purcell’'s study also providethesauseful information

regarding on British regulations of Chinese in Maldefore the establishment of
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“Chinese Protectorate” in 1877. According to PUr€E967), before the 1870s, there
were difficulties in governing Chinese because Biitish officials had little
knowledge about Chinese characteristic and altiigy had to control. Consequently,
British colonial government in Singapore had addptes classification by “race” to

Chinese in Malaya:

Progress towards harmonious combination had therdim be made in two
different directions- the first was by the Chinagatting used to the laws, the
habits, and the prejudices of the ruling race, tnedsecond by the ruling race
getting to understand the nature of the people kiaelyto govern (Purcell 1967:
85)

However, Purcell’s statements on the classificatbhinese by “race” and “tribe”
can only be used as the second hand referencesteBmfoceeding to the epilogue,
the classification of “Chinese” as “race” and “&fln archival materials and official
census reports of British Malaya will be demonsilatThese materials are more
convincing and persuadable than the second haedatlires in analyzing the

classification of “Chinese”.
2.2.3 Chinese “Race” and “Tribe” in British Malaya

The earliest census report of British Malaysia waleen on the % April of
1871, which only accounted the population of SirSiettlementS.t can be observed
from Report on the administration of Straits Settlemenfs 1871 that the
superintendents of census 1871 had classifieth@lpopulation in Straits Settlements
by their “nationality”, in which included Malays, hihese, Klings, Hindoos,
Europeans, Americans, Eurasians, Javanese, andtytware other kinds of

nationalities for Eastern origi.

! SeeReport on the administration of Straits Settleménts871regarding on “Population” (Jarman
1998: Vol.2), pp. 108-109.
2 Ibid.
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Table 2.2: Population of 1871 and 1881 in Straétl@ment’

1871 1881
Nationalities Male (%) Female (%) Total (%) Male (%) Female (%) otal (%)
Singapore 74348(37)*(77) 22763(21)*(23) 97111(32)*(100)] 105423(37)*(76)| 33785(24)*(24)| 139208(33)*(100)
European 1528(1)*(79 418(0)*(21 1946(1)*(100 2207(1)*%(80 562(0)*(20 2769(1)*(100
Euresian: 1063(1)*(49 1101(1)*(51 2164(1)*(100 1509(1)*(49 1585(1)*(51 3094(1)*(100
Malays 10059(5)*(52 9211(9)*(48 19270(6)*(100 11471(4)*(52 10684(8)*(48 22155(5)*(100
Chines: 47104(24)*(86 7468(7)%( 14 54572(18)*(10C 72571(26)*(84 14195(10*(16) 86766(20)*(10C
Indiar 9492(5)%(83 1948(2)*(17 11440(4)*(100 9619(3)%(80 2439(2)%(20 12058(3)*(100
Othel 5102(3)*(66 2617(2)*(34 7719(3)*%(100 8046(3)*(65 4320(3)*(35 12366(3)*(100
Penang Island, Province Wellesley
and Dindings 84149(42)*(63 49081(46)*(37 133230(43)*(10C | 124205(44)*(65 66392(47)*(35 190588(45)*(10C
European 289(0)%(67 144(0)*%(33 433(0)*(100 565(0)*(84. 109(0)*(16; 674(0)*(100
Eurasian 644(0)%(47 739(1)*(53 1383(0)*(100 751(0)%(47 846(1)*(53 1597(0)%(100
Malays 35570(18)*(50 34963(32)*(50 70533(22)*(100 42560(15)*(50 42212(30)*(50 84772(20)*(10C
Chines: 30347(15)*(83 6214(6)%(17 36561(12)*(10C 55313(20)*(82 12507(9)*(18 67820(16)*(10C
Indiar 13943(7)*(76 4470(4)%(24 18413(6)*100; 20337(7)*(75 6699(5)*(25 27036(6)*(100
Othel 3356(2)*%(57 2551(2)%(43 5907(2)*(100 4679(2)*(54 4019(3)*(46 8689(2)*(100
Malacca 41876(21)*(54 35811(33)*(46 77756(25)*(10C 52059(18)*(56 41520(29)*(44 93579(22)*(10C
European 31(0)*(62) 10(0)*(38; 50(0)*(100 31(0)%(78) 9(0)*(22) 40(0)*(100
Eurasian 1056(1)*(47 1169(1)*(53 2225(1)*(100 1075(0)*(49 1138(1)*(51 2213(1)*(100
Malays 28165(14)*(49 29372(27)*(51 57537(19)*(10C 32784(12)*(49 34729(25)*(51 67513(16)*(10C
Chines: 9876(5)%(73 3606(3)*(27 13482(4)*(100 15721(6)*%(80 4020(3)%(20 19741(5)*(100
Indiar 1946(1)*(59 1331(1)*(41 3277(1)*(100 1148(0)*(61 743(1)%(39 1891(0)*(100
Other 802(0)*(68) 323(0)%(32) 1185(0)*(100) 1300(1)*(60) 881(1)*(40) 2181(1)*%(100)
Total 200373(100)*(65)] 107655(100)*(35)] 308097(100)*(100) 281687(100)*(67) 141697(100)*(33)] 423375(100)*(100

! SeeReport on the administration of Straits Settleménts881regarding on “Population” (Jarman 1998: Vol.2), p1-513. The error of
calculation in the original resource has been otece Percentage with * is column percentage; withds row percentage. See also Wong (2009:

10).
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Later in 1881, the second census of Straits Settdésn was taken; the
nationalities of population have been divided istw big categories: “Europeans”,
“Eurasians”, “Malays”, “Chinese”, “Indians” and “@¢r Nationalities™ “Other
Nationalities” had included Armenians, Aborigines the Peninsular, Achinese,
Africans, Anamese, Arabs, Boyanese, Bugis, Burmagaks, Japanese, Jawi Pekan,
Jews, Manilamen, Parsees, Persians, Siamese, amghafisé. Table 2.2 has
demonstrated the details of census 1871 and 188fraits Settlements. On the other
hand, the first census regarding on the populatidrederated Malay States has been
taken in 1891, and the second census was take®0h31The superintendent of
Census in Federated Malay States, G.T. Hare haparech the population of 1891
with the approximate population of 1901 in Fedetatdalay States in this report,
listed as table 2.8Despite the detailed classification of populatare not stated in
his report, such as “Chinese”, “Malays” and “Indiahowever, G.T Hare believed
that the Chinese population has largely increasexhch Federated Malay States due
to the boom of tin mining. He pointed, “ | thinkyat the Chinese population has
largely increased in each State owing to the bobtmnaduring the last twenty odd

months and that they now number as many as Mafays”.

Table 2.3: Population of 1891 and 1901 in Federktathy States.

State Population in 1891 Population in 1901 Incedg%0)
Perak 214254 319530 105276 (33)
Selangor 81592 167194 85602 (51)
Negeri Sembilan 65219 95685 30466 (32)
Pahang 64000 82500 18500 (22)
Total 425065 664909 239844 (36)

! SeeReport on the administration of Straits Settleménts881regarding on “Population” (Jarman
1998: Vol.2), pp. 511-513.

2 |bid.

3 C0O 273/272, Census 1901, Straits Settlements i@diglorrespondence, 13/4/1901.

* Ibid.

® CO 273/272, Census 1901, Straits Settlements i@diglorrespondence, 13/4/1901.

® Source: CO 2723/272, Census 1901, Straits Settisn@riginal Correspondence, 13/4/1901. See

also Wong (2009: 11).
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The earlier census of Straits Settlements and BesteiMalay States in 1871,
1881, and 1891 were principally focused on popoiesi nationalities, while the
detailed of each nationality was completely reledain the colonial reports. The
details of “Chinese immigrants” were first recordedhe annual reports of the Straits
Settlements during 1877, which was the same yeesttablish “Chinese Protectorate”
in Straits SettlemenfsAccording to this reports, the main reason to réthe place
of origin for Chinese immigrants was principally edtio the commencement of
“registration of Chinese immigrants and emigrantsiting £' October in 1877.
There are different Chinese immigrants mentionedhis reports, including “Tew

n3

Chews”, “Foo Chew”, “Kyan Chew”, “Cantonese”, “Hakk” and “Hylams™ These

terms principally were recorded based on the plduere they came from.

The classification of population in British Malapg the term “race” was first
appeared in the 1911 census (Nathan 1922: 29).rdicepto the superintendent of
The Census of British Malaya 1921. E. Nathan (1922), the division of total
population of British Malaya into six main “race”as principally conducted for the
tabulation purposes, in which including “EuropeansEurasians”, “Malays”,
“Chinese”, “Indians”, and “Others”.Later in the 1931 census report of British
Malaya, the superintendent C. A. Vlieland (193Zpatmphasized the classification
on total population by six racial division was mipally for the census purposes,
while the classification of “race” divisions hasgmeremained the same like census of
1921°

The classification on “Chinese” as form of “trib&/as officially first taken in
the census of Federated Malay States in 1911, whéded on A. M. Pountney’s

suggestion on the linguistic criterion. Mr. A. Modhtney was a Chinese scholar and

! SeeReport on the administration of Straits SettlemeRenang in 1877vegarding on “Chinese
émmigration and Emigration” (Jarman 1998: Vol.2), 348-349.
Ibid
® Ibid.
* Nathan, J. E. (1922Yhe Census of British Malaya 1921ndon: Waterlow and Son Limited. pp. 70.
® Vlieland, C. A. (1932)British Malaya: A Report on the 1931 Census andCentain Problems of
Vital Statistics England: Office of the Crown Agents for the Cokmi
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official who in charged the census of Federatedalylabtates in 191%.He had
claimed his pretension as to classify “Chineset idivisions of “tribe” in the official

census of British Malaya by following statements:

Between what we may be called the major dialectpm@ferably, the principal
languages of China, e.g., the Mandarin, the Castmrthe Hokkien, etc., lies as
great a difference as between European languages, thiough these major
dialects range themselves into groups as do Eundpeguages, it is scarcely an
overstatement to say that there are as many ditfémaguages in China, and as
many different dialects of those distinct languages there are languages and
dialects in Europe. Although there is one uniforimaracter employed in writing
throughout the Empire of China, and ‘to read andewChinese’ is a proper, if
somewhat loose, expression, no person can sayjn¢hapeaks Chinese; he can
only properly claim to speak one or more of theglaages of the Empire, or
dialects as they are erroneously called. Of thguage and dialect used in the
Empire of China, there is considerable represamtain the Federated Malay
States. The great sources of the Chinese populatiothese States are the
southern maritime provinces of Canton and Fuhkiemangtung and Hokkien)
and the island of Hainan; and in these parts oh&lare embraced not only a
diversity of languages but also a considerable raxrobdialects of each of such
languages. With the diversity in languages amoergthinese, comes a diversity
of characteristics of customs, and the proper ini®f the Chinese population
into tribes is therefore a paramount importahce.

As mentioned in last chapter, Mr. Pountney had sdi@sl all Chinese
population into different “tribe” based on the lingtic criterion, in which included
“Hokkien”, “Cantonese”, “Tie Chiu”, “Hailam”, “Kheh “Hok Chiu”, “Hok Chia”,
“Hin Hoa”, “Kwongsai”, “Northern Provinces”, and 1@er Tribes” in the census
report of 1911. However, the 1911 census repodrdéderated Malay States do not
classify the Chinese by “tribé”The classification of Chinese by “tribe” in census
report of 1911 has applied in the census repot®afl without any amendment; but it
have been revised in the census report of 1931¢chwtilin Hoa” and “Northern
Provinces” have been eliminated from “Chinese ®iband the spelling of “Hakka”,
“Tiu Chiu” and “Hok Chhia” have been substituted f&heh”, “Tie Chiu” and “Hok

! See Nathan, J. E. (1922)he Census of British Malaya 1921ondon: Waterlow and Son Limited.

pp. 77.
2 See Nathan, J. E. (1922)he Census of British Malaya 192london: Waterlow and Son Limited.

pp. 78.
% See Nathan, J. E. (1922he Census of British Malaya 1921ndon: Waterlow and Son Limited.

pp. 81.
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Chia”! Consequently, the term “Hakka” has officially fismerged in 1931 Malaya
while it has further grouped the Hakkang altogether under the classification of
“tribe”.

2.3 Epilogue

The epilogue of this chapter will first sum up th@option of concept “ethnic
group” in defining “Southeast Asian Hakka”. Latepilogue will proceed to the focal
point on the classifications of “Chinese” and “Hakkn Malaya during nineteenth

century.

After reviewing the epistemology for the contempgrgthnicity Studies, there
are two dimensions can be demonstrated for thetipahdity of concept “ethnic
group” in defining “Southeast Asian Hakka”. Firsty generally, the normative
standard in delimiting certain social group whethgran “ethnic group” by ethnicity
theories, indeed, are virtually multi-functionsapproaches. No matter “primordially
given” or “socially constructed” certain ethnic gm to classify diverse forms of
social group as “ethnic group” has created an oné&céor the people who classified
under “ethnic group” are basically the same whilkeirt “ethnic identity” is a natural
trait of the group. Therefore, “ethnicity” functisrare not only like the joker in a
card-game (see Lentz 1995: 304), but might fundtl@na fortune-teller in predicting
the emergence of certain “ethnic group” by using ihstrumental-constructed
ethnicity approaches with particular intention. @t in specifically, with particular
reference to the case of Taiwan and Malaysia, fetbroup” today in Taiwan and
Malaysia basically is a terminology in denoting tm@jor component unit of both
Taiwan and Malaysia, which formed by such sociabugr with belief in their
common descent after gone through the radical cotigmes and conflicts in political,
economic and cultural conditions. As table 1.1,rtfeor component units of Taiwan

are “Minnan”, “Mainlander”, “Hakka” and “Aboriginés while major component

! See Vlieland, C. A. (1932pBritish Malaya: A Report on the 1931 Census andCentain Problems
of Vital StatisticsEngland: Office of the Crown Agents for the Coksipp. 78.
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units of Malaysia are “Malays”, “Chinese”, “Indiagrn'Kadazan”, “Iban” and so forth.
Therefore, Hakka in Malaysia virtually is a compohattached under “Chinese”
ethnic group which commonly known as “dialect group present Malaysia.
However, Malaysian Hakka which imposed by concegpthriic group” under
“Southeast Asian Hakka” in present Taiwan Hakkadits was referred presumably
homogenous socio-cultural entities as Taiwan Hatde@one scholar’'s comparison in
academic research. At this juncture, it is aptlystate that the practicability of

concept “ethnic group” in defining “Southeast Astdakka” is basically low.

Next, epilogue is proceeding to the classificatioh8Chinese” and “Hakka” in
Malaya during nineteenth century. After reviewinge tnumber of publications
pertaining to “Chinese” and “Hakka” in Malaya, therare two common
interpretations can be summarized. Firstly, theattmes of bothbang and dialect
group were denoted by various authors that Hmihg and dialect group were
originated from China by following elements, inchutdsame dialect, “place of origin”
and kinship ties. Howeverbang and dialect group were overlapped in the
publications without further clarifications. Secéndhe connections betwedrang
and dialect group with secret societies, tin minindustries, kapitans, voluntary
associations were intertwined in complex relatigmsh while this complicated
connections also led to such controversies towHrdsdirect relationships between
bang and dialect group with secret societies, kapitav@duntary associations,
monopolization of businessédzrom this, here we find a common question posing
among these authors in their publications: Whetherbase of the secret societies,
kapitans, voluntary associations, monopolizatiomwsinesses, social conflicts, riots,
and fighting, is “dialect group™? Despite there wenany authors have started their
studies by assumed the answer of above questityess however, there were also
authors provided ample opposite evidences to ghadf‘dialect group” as something
distinct from economic and political spheres, ahdseems secondary to secret
societies (see Comber 1959; Freedman 1960; Bly#6®)1 In short, the picture of

! See Gullick (1955: 12), Comber (1959: 73), Freenli®60: 36- 37), Wong (1965: 41- 42), Blythe
(1969: 175- 176), Khoo (1972: 201- 225), Godleyg1:R27), Mak (1981), and Yen (1986: 125- 128).

88



“dialect group” and bang in relation to secret societies, kapitans, vadumt
associations, monopolization of businesses etlt, ast perplexed by ambiguities. In
my point of view, the only solution to analyze tbelabyrinths is by discovery

through the classification process of “ChineseBiitish Malaya.

Before proceed to my own interpretation to the sifasmtion process of
“Chinese” in early Malaya, there are two pointsén&wy be wise up: classifications by
British colonials; and Chinese communities’ cldassaifion in Malaya. In early
nineteenth century, there were different obserwatiby British colonials pertaining
to “Chinese” in Malaya. There were colonials clésdi Chinese by social position,
included merchants, traders, artisans and labosed) as Raffles during 1822 and
1854 (see Purcell 1967: 73; Yen 1986: 117). Besittese were British colonials
classified Chinese based on the provinces or frefex where they came from, such
as “Kehs”, “Keks” or “Khehs” from Kwangtung proviag “Hokiens” or “Hokkiens”
from Amoy and other places of Fukien province; “Talyews”, “Tie Chiu” or “Tiu
Chiu” from Swatow; “Hylams” from Hainan island asd forth (see Pickering 1876:
440; Vaughan 1854: 3, 1971: 6). Later in 1871, whhe first census of Straits
Settlements was taken in 1871, Chinese have dk$sifs “Chinese” by British
Colonial Government based on the criterion of ‘ordility”. In the mean time, the
newly arrived Chinese labors which commonly knowen“sinkheh”, “singkek”, or
coolie have classified by British colonial officsahs “immigrant” under the “Chinese
Immigration Ordinance” during 1873. During 1911 hi@ese” had first classified as
the division of “race” in the census report of Biit Malaya. Likewise in 1911, the
classification of “Chinese” based on the criterioihdialect differences- “Chinese
tribe”- have been first adopted in the 1911 cenmepsrt of Federated Malay Sates.
The classification of “Chinese tribe” in censusagp of British Malaya were more
stable in 1931 by following divisions: “HokkienTfu Chiu”, “Hakka”, “Hok Chhia”,
“Cantonese”, “Hailam”, “Hok Chiu”, “Kwongsai”, antiOther”. The term “Hakka”

was first emerged and applied by British colon@'grnment in 1931.
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In other words, there was a dividing line of Bhtisolonials’ classification
towards “Chinese” before and after the 1870s. Bethe 1870s, British colonials
have been classified “Chinese” in Malaya basedhenprovinces where they came
from and social position in relating with their apations; while after the 1870s,
“Chinese” have been classified by the divisionénattionalities”, “race” and “tribe”.

On contrary, the classifications within the interadf Chinese communities in
Malaya were slightly different with those by Brhiscolonial government. The
classifications within Chinese communities in Maayere divided bybang It is
important to note that the connotationbaingis not equivalent with “dialect group”.
The bang virtually as a vulgar form of Chinese divisionshieh attached under the
secret societies before British colonial governmesgulated towards the secret
societies before the 1870s; abdng basically as a “sub-community” for today
“dialect group” in present time. Bothang and “dialect group” might denoted to a
social group which formed by following elementsgcluded dialect differences,
“place of origin”, and economic competitions, howevit is important to state that
thebangand “dialect group” is different.

My own interpretation for the classification of “@lse” and “Hakka” byang
before the 1870s British Malaya is as follows: tbet of the division of different
bang was deeply influenced by the secret societiequtyin their acquirement and
distribution processes of Chinese coolies from €heMalaya. As mentioned earlier,
secret societies were appointed by British offeias the major unit in acquiring and
sending Chinese coolies abroad in China; while rotlitg and distributing these
coolies to mining areas in states of Malaya unbercdircumstances of unwillingness
within British colonial government to be involvedettly in the Chinese coolie trade.
The adoption of secret societies as a control naaong Chinese communities in
Malaya had further provided ample opportunitiesetidend their power in mining
industry of Malay states. Therefore, there werdapersecret societies dominated
certain part in Straits Settlements and mining @arda order to perpetuate and

advance their economic interest and political poimeMalaya, there were a great
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number of Chinese coolies have been acquired betsgucieties from China; thence
distributed to such secret society’s domain tenyitn Malaya for its perpetuation and
advancement for their economic interest and infesn

Above statements can be examined by following mitron which extracted
from official reports and documents. The annuabrepf the Straits Settlements in
Penang during 1881 had recorded that there werg@ Bétv Chinese coolies were
registered as the member of six secret societiesdoure and protectidnOn the
other hand, the members of secret societies inddalaere gradually increased from
1879 to 1881, as table 2.4. These secret societm® registered under the

department of Chinese Protectorate.

Table 2.4: Registered Societies and its Membehatacca from 1879-1881.

Year 1879 1880 1881
Secret Socie
Ghee Hin 1380 1778 2549
Ghee Hin (Macau) 282 282 344
Ghee Boo 556 556 581
Hock Beng 1126 1126 1802
Hye San 156 357 440

In addition, table 2.5 has shown the registeredeties of Straits Settlements
during 1889. There were ten registered societi€Singapore which made up 68316
members in total. On the other hand, there wererdgistered societies that made up
113300 members in total in Penang; while there wharee registered societies with

7529 members in total.

! See theAnnual Report of the Straits Settlements, Penaminglul881 regarding on “Chinese
Immigration and Emigration” (Jarman 1998: Vol.2), p22-523.

2 SourceAnnual Report of the Straits Settlements, Malaaging 1881 regarding on “Chinese and
Malay Societies” (Jarman 1998: Vol.2), pp. 556-557.
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Table 2.5: Registered Societies in Straits Settigseuring 1889.

Name Members
Singapore 68316
Ghee Hin (Hokkien) 18973
Ghee Hok 14487
Ghee Khee Kwang Hok 6466
Hok Hin 14317
Kwong Wai Shiu 4877
Ts’'ung Paak 7413
Hong Ghee Thong 402
Lee Seng Hong 407
Yuet Tong Kun 415
Heng Sun 559
Penang 11330(
Ghee Hin 7500(
Kien Tek 21000
Ho Seng 14000
Chun Sim 245(
Hai San 850
Malacca 7529
Ghee Hin 6487
Ghee Hin (Macau) 52y
Hai San 515
Total 189145

From table 2.5, Ghee Hin was dominant among otberes societies in Straits
Settlements. Furthermore, the size and influencseofet societies were diverse in
Straits Settlements and Malays states. Hence, élfgefuation and advancement for
their economic interest and influences in Malayaehgh secret society has created a
room for fierce quarrels and fighting, particularty mining areas. Chinese coolie
whom acquiring and distributing by certain secretisty from Kwangtung and
Fukien province to Malaya were attached under theep and influence of such
secret society. For example, coolie acquiring bg&Hin from Fukien province will
be distributed to their territory in Larut as migitabors. It is important to state that

the coolie whom controlling and distributing by teém secret society were vary in

L Source: Blythe, Wilfred, 1969 he Impact of Chinese Secret Societies in Malayidisforical Study
London: Oxford University Press. pp. 539. See sl&mg (2009: 23).
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“dialect” and “place of origin”. Therefore, it ieasonable for its members which

diverse in dialect differences to form their obaing

To sum up, the major component units of Chinesenconity in Malaya before
1870 are secret societies. Each secret sociegynpasing by differenbang which
basically formed on the basic of dialect differeri8angwas used by secret societies
as a mean to perpetuate, plunder and maximize ¢boemomic interests and political
influences in Malaya, for instance, Larut wars lie t1L860s to 1870s. At this point,
here we find the significant turning point for foenbangto present dialect group: the
implementation of British colonial regulations amastitutions to suppress the
Chinese secret societies in the 1870s. These temndahave further contributed to
the classification of “Chinese” based on the badiglialect differences in British
Malaya’s census reports after 1911. In other womts)notations of “Hakka” in
Malaya which attached within the “Chinese” can obly discovered through the
classification process of “Chinese” during and raftee 1870s under British colonial

regulations and institutions.

2.4 Methodology

This thesis is a research which carried out fordpecific purpose in probing
the connotation of “Hakka” in Southeast Asia, wghrticular reference to former
British Malaya. The thesis will focus on the invgation to the implementation of
British colonial regulations and institutions sinttee 1870s in British Malaya. The
processes and impacts of these British coloniallegigns and institutions towards
the classification of “Chinese” in British Malaydsa will be discovered in this

research.

The scope of investigation will be limited to tleerher Malaya which colonized
under the British authorities- “British Malaya”- weh amalgamated by three separate
administrative units during different periods: #sablishment of Straits Settlements
in 1826, Federated Malay States in 1895, and Uné¢elé Malay States in 1909 up to
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the formation of “Federation of Malaya” in 1946. bther words, “Malaya” is
denoting to the geographical concepts for Malayairseilar, Penang Island, and
Singapore Island; while “British Malaya” is dendjito the institutional concepts of
“Malaya under British colonial authority”. Reasotasconfine the scope of research
to the former Malaya, or present West Malaysia S8ijapore are determining by
following elements. The colonial background, gepfreal environment and
conditions of the places where the Chinese chossetite in former Malaya were
similar. Furthermore, both present West Malaysid 8mgapore have gone through
British colonization during nineteenth century, akdpt remained under the
administration of “Federation of Malaya” up to tlsngapore’s separation from
Malaysia in 1965. Historical background of the fatran for “British Malaya” will
be illustrated in detailed in next chapter.

The “Chinese” in Malaya can be discerned into tuabigct communities during
different migratory period: “Straits Chinese Babd and “Chinese immigrants”.
“Straits Chinese oBaba'' community was formed in the beginning of the #ftéh
century up to the founding of the Straits Settletmdyy British. On the other hand,
“Chinese immigrants” has come under the wave of smasmigration which
coincided with the establishment of the Straitsti&sients in the beginning of
nineteenth century until the middle of twentietmtcey. According to Khoo Joo Ee
(1996: 23),Babaor “Straits Chinese” are the terms to describeGheese traders
arrived Malaya in fifteenth century, those who IEftina and set up the second home
in Malacca with local wives (ethnic Malays) in orde look after their business when
they returned annually to China. Generally, Baba lifestyles have consisted of
Chinese religions, customs and practices; ChinadeEaropean (including Anglo-
Indian) architecture; Malay languages, customs eumdines (Khoo 1996: 25-26).
From this, it can be observed that the economidtipns social class, and the

migration experiences @abaor Straits Chinese are completely different witbhse

! The group calleBabaor Straits Chinese were the descendents of eafllérese settlers, who first
came to Malaya around 1400 to engage in the thgimaritime trade of the newly established Malacca
Sultanate. ThBabahad been settled in Malaya since the time of Maathey had come in small
numbers and had basically adapted and assimilatbdtve indigenous people (see Purcell 1950; Heng
1988; Khoo, J. E. 1996).
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“Chinese immigrants” who came under British colatian period since early
nineteenth century. MoreoveaBabaor Straits Chinese have partially assimilated into
Malay culture after hybridization through marriagesother words, “Straits Chinese
or Babd and “Chinese immigrants” are heterogeneous. These the research
subject - “Chinese”- in this thesis will focus o@Hinese immigrants”, while “Straits

Chinese oBabd will be excluded from the research.

On the other hand, “dialect group” in present Malayand Singapore is
equivalent with “tribe” in former British Malaya. hE composition of “Chinese
dialect groups” are derived from “Chinese tribas'the 1931 census report of British
Malaya, in which consisting of “Hokkien”, “Cantoreds “Hakka (Kheh)”, “Tiu
Chiu”, “Hailam”, “Hok Chhia”, “Hok Chiu”, “Kwongsdi and “Other”.

Specific first hand archival materials are relevémtthis research, included
colonial office filesStraits Settlements, Original Correspondemteseries CO 273;
the official reports such a&nnual Reports of Straits Settlements (1855-1,94A4)l
census reports of British Malaya in 1871, 1881,1191921, 1931, and 1947. The
purpose to adopt above materials is determiningomy by the content of these
materials, but also deriving from the institutiamdaactor who recorded such as these
official reports: British Colonial Government artd dfficials. The contents of above
materials were closely related to British colonragulations and institutions to
regulate Chinese secret societies during nineteeetitury in British Malaya.
According to the head of NUS Chinese library, MeeLChing Seng, the original
colonial office files was also known as CO Seri@swhich included office files
office files CO 144, CO 273, CO274, CO 275, CO2Z&380, CO386, CO425,
C0426, CO537, CO717, CO740 and so forth. Amongetit&d series, the series of
CO 273 was patrticular consisted of the recordshemmatter of “Chinese immigrant”,

in which included “Chinese secret societies” andhitt@se Protectorate”’{ & *

2002: 229). The colonial office files and documeintsseries CO 273 have been

adopted by some scholars in their study pertaitontChinese in Malaya”, included
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Victor Purcell (1967), Yen Ching-hwang (1986) andu\WXian An (2003); and
Wilfred Blythe’s investigation for “secret societiein Malaya (Blythe 1969).

The major collections of colonial office files ambcuments that dealt with
Malay Peninsular and northern Borneo (the teretotihat now make up Malaysia,
Singapore and Brunei) are now housed and keptifPtiblic Records Office at Kew,
southwest of London. Fortunately, there are colafigce files in series CO 273 can
be consulted by microfilms version in the librafyNational University of Singapore
(NUS). There are two major indexes are signifigardccessing to the colonial office
files in series CO 273, such as Tan Soo Chye (I™jGnd Paul H.Kratoska (1990).
After referred to these two indexes, the indexemmised by Professor Kratoska,
File Lists and Indexes to Colonial Office Materiatoncerning Malaysiaare
considered more comprehensive and accessible. SBorf&ratoska has divided 12
volumes indexes which consisted of all colonialicsd files with series CO in
present National University of Singapore into difiet classes, as table 2.6. Among
the distribution of CO files in 12 volumes, contefitseries CO 273 have occupied 9
volumes from 1838 to 1946. According to Kratoske®9@ 7-8), the topics
concerning on “Malaya” as a whole tended to apjredhe correspondences of CO

273 series.

Kratoska'’s indexes are computer-generated. Thexefioe indexes regarding on
the colonial offices files in series CO 273 areireit dependent on the key words
appearing in the colonial file’s titles (see Kr&as1990: 8). Hence, | have been
viewed the colonial offices files in series CO 2wW3microfilms version mainly in
relating to following keywords, include@ensusChinese, Emigration, Immigration,
Labor andSecret SocietyFinally, 65 colonial correspondences in seriesZZ®3 have
been founded with nearly one thousand pages (spendix six). These colonial
offices files were collected while | was a reseaashistant of Professor Chang Han-
pi under certain research plans, in which inclutiRdsearch Program of Southeast
Asia Hakka”, Center for Asia-Pacific Area StudigSAPAS) of Academia Sinica
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during August 2008 until April of 2009; and “Plam Develop First-class Universities
and Top Level Research Centers” of National Cettraversity during 2008.

Table 2.6: Different Classes of Colonial Officeesit

No. Series Number| Title of Colonial Office Files

1 CO 144 Labuan. Original Correspondence (1846-1906

2 CO 273 Straits Settlements. Original Correspooeéh838-1946)

3 CO 531 British North Borneo. Original Correspomcke (1907-
1951)

4 CO 537 Colonies. General. Supplementary Original
Correspondence (1759-1955)

5 CO 717 Malay States, Federated. Original Cornedgoce
(1920-1950)

6 CO 825 Eastern Department. Original Corresporel€h@27-1946

7 CO 852 Economic. Original Correspondence (193%56)9

8 CO 865 Far Eastern Reconstruction. Original Gpoadence
(1942-1945)

9 CO 874 British North Borneo Company Papers (18885)

10 CO 882 Confidential Prints: Eastern (1847-1952)

11 CO 938 Sarawak. Original Correspondence (1944319

12 CO 947 Commission of Enquiry in North Borneo aBdrawak
regarding Malayan Federation. Minutes and Pap&62)L

13 CO 953 Singapore. Original Correspondence (1983.)

14 CO 954 Borneo. Original Correspondence (1946195

15 CO 1022 Southeast Asia Department. Original €&mondence
(1950-1955)

16 CO 1030 Far Eastern Department. Original Comedence (1954-
1957)

This thesis will be conducted by “documentary asialyas research method.
The adoption of “documentary analysis” as researdthod is primarily due to
examine the impacts of British colonial regulatiopsrtaining to “Chinese” and
“Hakka” classification in Malaya. This research heet will be conducted to achieve
a contextual understanding for the regulations hyidB colonials towards “Chinese”
and “Hakka” in the 1870s, by analyzing through ¢bénial office files in series CO

273, official annual reports of the Straits Setts, and census reports of British

! Source: Kratoska, Paul H., 1990dex to British Colonial Office Files Pertaining British Malaya.
Kuala Lumpur: Arkib Negara Malaysia. See also W(2@09: 7).
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Malaya. The “documentary analysis” will be conddctecording to the process of
policy. The policy cycle are consisting of threagas, namelyolicy formulation
understanding the dimension of the issue and pusviesponses to the problem;
policy implementationdocumenting how policies are transformed intocpdures
and regulations; angdolicy accountability examining the intended and unintended

impacts and consequences of policies (see Ris#})199
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3. THE FORMATION OF BRITISH MALAYA

3.1 Early European Powers in Southeast Asia

There was an age of Western Colonialism towardsebm®n of Southeast Asia
since fifteenth century. During sixteenth and sésenth centuries, there was a rise of
nation state in creating stronger central goverrtraad solving domestic problems in
Europe, such as Portugal, Spain, England, the Natits, and France. The
tendencies for the expansion of these Europeansipave closely related to the
industrialization, invention of navigation and tsteong nationalism. These European
powers are not merely attributed by their ambititmachieve greater economic and
military powers outside their countries, but alseamt there would be a manifestation
of dominant position within European economic systéirough their political and
economic rivalries outside their countries, whicpresented by the system of
mercantilism during that time. Mercantilism systeras based on the premise that
nation states were in competition for their shatehe world’s wealth. However,
contemporary sociologists and historians would daté# the advent of European
colonialism to the East was virtually representeyl the ideology of “Social

Darwinism”.

Another economic force that contributed to the ad\wé European colonization
from West to East was the commercial agriculturaldpct: spices (Donkin 2003).
New agricultural products such as tea, areca, ¢louemeg, sandalwood, tobacco,
coffee, sugar cane, pineapple and rubber haveecr¢hé need for new markets and
new sources of wealth; while the wealth could bedenan supplying these new
agricultural products. However, the accesses «fethew agricultural products were
on the hands of merchants by Indian, Middle Easémch Eastern Mediterranean. In
order to take the whole control on this busingss,Europe’s outward expansion had
taken place around that time due to plunder ofmuit#id opportunities for their trade

businesses and monarchs in Aslander these economic forces, the first and second

! See also Turnbull (1972), Baker (1999) and Mispad Abdul Wahab (2003).
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European countries came to Southeast Asia wer&phaiards and the Portuguese,
followed by the Dutch and British in later duringgteenth century. The first part of

Malaya peninsular which comes into being as thepean colony was Malacca. The
first European colonial intervened in Malacca wastijuese. In 1511, Portuguese
had conquered the Malacca city as a strategic bds& Straits of Malacca as the

commercial traffic for the Portuguese trade busresd economic expansion in the
East Indies. However, the Dutch had defeated thiugeese and captured Malacca
in 1641 with the help of the Sultan of JoHdrater, there was another Europe country
had made an attempt to establish itself in theettagsiness of Southeast Asia during
seventeenth century: England, which represented join stock company, “England

East India Company?”.

A British historian, Linda Colley has explained thabstitution of the term
“England” to “British”. According to Colley, the Nleonic Wars ran from 1803 to
1815 had reconditioned the England culture andonaltiidentity of English people
by fostering a concept of “Britishness” and a uwhiteational identity of “British”
which shared altogether between English with Sslotind Welsh. As a direct result
of the Napoleonic wars, the British Empire becaheeforemost world power for the
nineteenth century (see Colley 1992). Moreover, ghecess of British in the First
Opium War (1839-1842) and her acquisition of Honon¥ further consolidated its
leading position in the East Asian trade (see Green1951).

During nineteenth century, the whole Southeast Asas divided among
European powers, such as French ruling Indo-Chimaug@ing present Cambodia,
Vietnam, Laos and northern part of Malaysia); Dutaling western Java (present
Indonesia), Spain ruling Philippine, and Britistimg over the peninsular of Malaya,
except Thailand.The considerations of British to expand their hiasBoutheast Asia

were due to defense and protect their trade raata fndia colonies to ChinaThe

! See Ahamd Fawzi and Sakdan (2002).

2 SeeAnnual Reports of the Straits Settlements, 1853-{®#man 1998: Vol. 1).
% See Mispari and Abdul Wahab (2003).

* See Turnbull (1972: 1-10) and Wu (2003: 27).

100



founding of Penang and Singapore as British settidsnin 1786 and 1819 had
brought a great implication to the expansion oftighi influences in the whole

Malaya peninsular.

3.2 The Formation of British Malaya: Straits Settlenents, Federated Malay

States and Unfederated Malay States

The Straits Settlements was formed by the GreataiBrisince eighteenth
century, represented by the “British East India @any” which aimed to look for a
favorable base in Southeast Asia due to protedat ¢astern trade routes and trading
empire in India colonies. British first became itwed with Malay politics in 1771
when it tried to set up a trading port in Penang)stand which formerly a part of
Kedah. During 1786, with the trickery of Francighi, Sultan of Kedah had rent the
Penang Island to Francis light in return for thetp against Bugis’s attack by yearly
taxes. Therefore, Penang has ceded to the handithBEast India Company by
Sultan of Kedah with rent of 30,000 Spanish dolfaes year. Subsequently, Penang
has become the first British settlements in MalayiRsular: According to Mispari
and Abdul Wahab (2003), Stamford Raffles has fodnttee almost uninhabited
island, Singapore as the second settlement in b§2rtue of treaty. Consequently,
Singapore was ceded by Sultan of Johor to Britigh #he rent of 3, 000 Spanish

dollars per year.

Since 1641, Malacca has been captured by DutciDagch colony. During the
Napoleonic Wars in the early nineteenth centurylagtza and other Dutch holdings
in Southeast Asia were under the care of the Brdise to prevent the French powers
from claiming the Dutch possessions. When NapotedMars ended in 1815,
Malacca was returned to Dutch. In 1824, British &utch had signed a treaty called
“Anglo-Dutch Treaty of 1824”, which also known aBréaty of London 1824”. This
treaty had legally transferred Malacca to Britisflooization based on a deal of

British to exchange its settlements in Sumatra \Withch. This treaty also officially

! See Nathan (1922) and Mispari and Abdul Wahab3p00
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divided the Malay world in the archipelago into teeparate entities: Java by Dutch
while Malaya peninsular by British.

Basically, the Straits Settlements were formed arily in 1826 by the
amalgamation of the three Settlements of Singafincbuding Christmas Island and
Cocos-Keeling grou), Penang (including Province Wellesley), and Medacin
1874, the Dindings (consisting of some islands ti@amouth of the Perak River and
a small piece of territory on the adjoining maimanvere ceded by Perak to the
Straits Settlements under the “Pangkor Treaty G¥418The settlement of Dindings
were administered under the settlements of PenariggiBritish colonization period,
but later were transferred to the government oalPsmce 1935 due to the Dindings
has been proven unimportant both politically andhrficially; where its harbor have
been doomed to disappointment (Del Tufo 1949: 8)1906, Labuah an island
located off the northwest coast of Borneo has bectira fourth settlement of Straits
Settlements. It is important to note that Britiskilonials did not apply any military
intervention in the possession of Straits SettléeménMalay Peninsular, but lots of

political tricks and traps to get Penang, Singajam Malacca as their settlemehts.

In the early stage of the establishment of Str@##tlements, Singapore and
Penang were almost inhabited islands when they carder the rule of “British East
India Company”. Therefore, British colonials in &ts Settlements must rely upon
the importation of Indian and Chinese as laborsthf@ir settlements. In order to
enable the European merchants- as main profit makeBtraits Settlements- to

prosper, “British East India Company” has impleneginthe principle of free trade

! See Mispari and Abdul Wahab (2003).

2 The Cocos Keeling Islands lie about midway betwdave and Australia, and were discovered in
1609 by Captain Keeling while on a voyage from Betdo the Cape. This islands formerly governed
from Ceylon, there were in 1882 transferred to @mernment of the Straits Settlements. Christmas
Island lies about 190 miles south of Java, andRisd@uare miles in area. The island was practically
uninhabited till 1895, when large deposits of limere discovered which have since been extensively
worked by a company employing imported ChineserdéNathan 1922: 1).

% Labuan was transferred from the Government offitissh North Borneo Company to that of the
Straits Settlements in 1906. The population coraistost entirely Borneo Malays and immigrant
Chinese (Nathan 1922: 2).

* See Mispari and Abdul Wahab (2003: 23).
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and light taxation in Straits Settlements, suclPasang. However, commitment in
Straits Settlements in return has brought an expersdministrative burden to the
“British East India Company” since the company Wased in Calcutta, India, which
is far way from Straits Settlements. Therefore, 3traits Settlements has used to call
as “the East India Company’s most incongruous afigf (Turnbull 1972: 1). Due
to save the administrative expenses, “British Hadta Company” have created a
tradition of light central government by establidhe simple and inexpensive policy
towards Straits Settlements. However, simple psgdicire not effective enough to
control the large fluctuating labor population, alinimostly are Chinese who came in
the early nineteenth century. In order to overcotimese difficulties, European
merchants have succeeded in persuading the Bdtikmial government to transfer
the Straits Settlements to the direct rule of thewd in 1867, due to enhance the
protection for their trade busines$herefore, the Straits Settlements were transferre
from the control of Indian Government to the Seamgtof State for the Colonies in
London on ' April 18672

Before the middle of nineteenth century, Britists lanaged the valuable tin
mines in some of the Malay States, for instance&g8uUjong in Negeri Sembilan
which rent from the Malay Sultans in taxes paym®&aspite the demand in tin was
gradually increased in the world market, howevaettigh was practiced a policy of
“non-intervention” towards the Native States or Mabtates in peninsular of Malaya
before the 1870s. However, the exactions brokewatitin the tin mine areas of
Sungai Ujong and Segamat in Johor during 1850s fheter convinced British
colonials to play a more active role in the Malagtss® There was another factor
further convinced British to intervene into the halStates: protection of British
economic interest, such as the supply for raw ri@dser.e. tin, iron and gold. It can
be observed from the statements by Governor, Strggein the annual report of
Straits Settlements, 1873:

! Refer to Turnbull, C.M. (1972¥he Straits Settlements 1826-1867: Indian Presigém€rown
Colony.London: Oxford University Press. pp. 1-5.

2 SeeAnnual Reports of the Straits Settlements, 1853{J84man 1998: Vol.1), pp. V-vi.

% SeeAnnual Reports of the Straits Settlements, 1853{I84man 1998: Vol.1), pp. 19.
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It was sought to obtain by a change of Governmeah €n influence over the

neighbouring Native States as the large commerdbeoettlements seemed to
demand. Owing to causes, purely local, some of Mla¢éive States on the

Westward of the Peninsular have been in a stategséat anarchy. But whilst a
policy of non-interference in purely internal quesr has been pursued, the
influence exercised over these States by Britisthéuity is no less than it has

hitherto been (Jarman 1998: Vol.2, 207).

As the result, three earliest Malays States whighdf tin have came under British
protection and administration with the advice ofitiBn residents were Perak,

Selangor and Sungai Ujong during late 1874.

There was an incident led to the intervention efBmitish into the Malay States
in 1874: Larut war$.According to Andaya and Andaya (1982: 207), thegfient
wars in Larut between Chinese secret societiesMaldy allies had been one of the
reasons for intervention in 1874. Governor Clarkaswjuick to seize the long-
awaited opportunity provided by the signing of “Bkor Treaty of 1874”. Under this
treaty, three British commissioners were dispatchedPerak to supervise the
dismantling of Larut wars which had been disruptied tin trade, included Frank
Swettenham, who spoke good Malay; William Pickerimbo was fluent in Chinese;
and J. W. W. BircH.By the beginning of 1875, the development of resstil system

has been taken in Perak:

The appearance of indirect rule, of British advioeruler and his court, was
maintained by the institution of a State Councilhichh became the sole
legislative body. It consisted of about ten indivads: the ruler, selected princes
and chiefs, a restricted representation from thén€de community and the
Resident. But it was the Resident who nominatedntkenbers, who were then
approved by the Governor and then formally appditig Sultan, usually for life.
The Residents was the effective ruler since thenCibumet only about seven
times a year. On these occasions, while the Rege8ultan formally presided,
the Resident prepared the agenda and, after catisnlt especially with the
Governor, proposed the legislation to be discuséditiough the Council did
provide a useful sounding board for public opiniaspecially on matters
affecting the Malays, its direct influence on ldgfon was limited (Andaya &
Andaya 1982: 173).

! SeeAnnual Reports of the Straits Settlements, 1853{I84man 1998: Vol.2), pp. 514.
2 See also Blythe (1969: 6), and Andaya and Anda98%: 157-158).
? Ibid.
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Therefore, here we perceive the general administratand legislations of Malay
states were in the hands of British colonial whadnducted in accordance with
Resident’'s advice and discussion; while “religiond acustoms” of Malays was

excluded from British contrdi.

Although there were no plenteous returns from thbsge Malay States during
1877 to 1881, British colonial government stillists to administrate these states due
to the battle of Western European powers in thaipetago’ There were different
European powers ruling over different region in tBeast Asia during nineteenth
century, included French, Dutch and Spaniards. @memon interpretation of the
British intervention into Malay States was Britishncerning about the richness of
natural resources in Malay Peninsular i.e. tindgalon and coal will targeted by
other western colonial; thus, British decided tmtda “policy of intervention”
(Mispari & Abdul Wahab 2003: 55- 64). Andaya anddaga (1982) did explain the
British intervention in Malay States during ninetdecentury. According to Andaya
and Andaya (1982), Malay States were lack of stieagership in determining the
success in mining industry, thus the need to astabtdw and order in Malay States
became a celebrated rationale for British involveima the peninsular of Malaya
(Andaya & Andaya 1982: 143-150). In the proces®Bufish intervention, British
colonial has applied an indirect rugtate-by State Intervention- due naintain the
relationships between Malay Sultans and Britishow@lls (Baker 1999: 136).
Consequently, British authority has been formalizedeparate administrative units
which became known by the unified term “British Mg, included: Straits
Settlements, Federated Malay States and Unfedeédtay States, such as table 3.1.

The formation period and states among these admative units were different.

The Straits Settlements were formed during 1826946, consisted of Singapore

! See also Andaya and Andaya (1982: 157-175).

2 SeeAnnual Reports of the Strait Settlements, 18771 t88arding on “revenue” (Jarman 1998:
Vol.2), pp. 95-561.

% See also Andaya and Andaya (1982: 157).

105



(including Christmas Island and Cocos-Keeling giougenang (including Province
Wellesley and Dindings), Malacca, and Labuan. FaddrMalay States was formed
and composed of the state of Perak, Selangor, N&genbilan and Pahang from
1895 to 1946. On the other hand, the suzerainty sta¢e of Perlis, Kedah, Kelantan
and Terengganu was transferred by Siam to Britifiér ssigning the treaty of

“Bangkok Treaty of 1909”. Subsequently, the Unfeded Malay States was formed
by the state of Johor, Kedah, Kelantan, TerenggawduPerlis from 1909 until 1946.

Table 3.1: Administrative Units of British Malayb826-1946.

Administrative Unit States Period
(Model)
1.Singapore
(including Christmas Island and1826-1946
Straits Settlements Cocos-Keeling group)
2. Penang

(Crown Colony; under direct control by the (inocllgdirég Province Wellesley
Colonial Office in London) and Dindings™)

3. Malacca
4. Labuan
Federated Malay States 1. Perak
2. Selangor 1895-1946
(Dependant regions under British control by 3. Negeri Sembilan
“Resident”) 4. Pahang
1. Kedah
Unfederated Malay States 2. Perlis 1909-1946
3. Kelantan
(Under indirectly control by “British 4. Terengganu
Advisor”) 5. Johor

There might be a rank of economic significance ttzat be observed from the
models of these administrative units, in which Br8ettlements as a Crown Colony;
Federated Malay States as a dependant regions &mitish administration by the
control of a British resident in each state; arel states of Unfederated Malay States
were under indirectly control by British coloniathasor, which had less influence

than the resident. The administration units and ef®odf British Malaya have

! Sources: Heidheus, M.S, 200Boutheast Asia: a concise histofyew York: Thames and Hudson;
Moese, Reinknecht and Schmitz-SeiRer, 197B8inese regionalism in West-Malaysia and Singapore.
Kuala Lumpur: Hamburg ; Masariah & Johara, 208&arah tingkatan 2: buku teks (text book of histor
form 2).Kuala Lumpur: Dewan Bahasa dan Pustaka. See atsm\(2009: 5).

* Transferred to the government of Perak since 1935
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remained unchanged until 1946, after the end ob&kdNorld War (included the
time of Japanese occupation of Malaya from 1942l uif@45). Whereas the
commission of the Colonial Office already plannedabolish the co-existence of
these different administrative models in 1943, eiMalaya was during the Japanese
occupation. Subsequently, after the end of Second World Wat946, the Straits
Settlements were dismantled and four settlemerdsggbae with their separate ways.
Singapore became as a free port and remains gmease Colony; while Penang and
Malacca combine together with Federated Malay Stated Unfederated Malay
States as “Malayan Union”. On the other hand, Labigands have become part of
the “British North Borneo”. During 1948, a centead institution, “Federation of
Malaya” finally adopted to replace Malayan UnionAt the same time, an
“Emergency” policy has implemented and lasted Yeglte years to antagonize with
the underground communist guerillas. During 1948 1@60, a large-scale of
resettlement program of Chinese population wasethout from the rural place. On
31% August of 1957, “Federation of Malaya” had gairiedlindependence. In 16
September of 1963, the “Federation of Malaya” anitidB colonized areas, included
Singapore, Sabah and Sarawak (formerly “BritishthN@orneo”) has established as
the state of “Malaysia”. After two years, Singapbees left Malaysia and became an
independent state of'®f August, 1965.

According to the general description of “British ldga” in The Census of
British Malaya 1921 Brunei which lies opposite Labuan on the nortast@f Borneo
also under control of British Malaya since 1888gathe Sultan Brunei agreed that
British should control his foreign relations. InQB) Brunei became one of the states
of the Unfederated Malay States when a Britishdessi was appointed to Brunei in
order to advise and assist in their administratimer a further agreement (see
Nathan 1922: 4). However, Brunei was excluded ftbemmUnfederated Malay States

in my thesis. Map 3.1 shows the colonies of Britidhlaya during nineteenth century.

! See Moese, Reinknecht and Schmitz-SeiRer (198): 15
2 See Jarman (1998: Vol.1). See also Mispari anduh¥éhhab (2003), Ahmad Fawzi and Sakdan
(2002), and Ramlah and Abdul Hakim (2004).
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Table 3.2: The Areas of each Settlements and Bt&stish Malaya’

Settlement or State Area (square miles)
Straits Settlements 1599.7
Singapore 307.9
Penang 571.3
Malacca 720.5
Federated Malay States 27648
Perak 7875
Selangor 3195
Negeri Sembilan 2572
Pahang 14006
Unfederated Malay States 23355
Johor 7678
Kedah 3648
Kelantan 5713
Terengganu 6000
Perlis 316
British Malaya 52602.7

According tothe Census of British Malaya 192fhe total area of British
Malaya is 52602 square miles in area, and the are@ach Settlements and States in
British Malaya are stating in table 3.2. The aréaStraits Settlements is 1599.7
square miles, consisted 307.9 square miles inar8angapore, 571.3 square miles of
Penang and 720.5 square miles in area of Malabeaarea of the Federated Malays
States is 27648 square miles, while Perak is 78dare miles in area, Selangor is
3195 square miles in area, Negeri Sembilan is 2g§fare miles in area, and Pahang
is the largest in Federated Malay States, which4806 square miles in area. The
area of the Unfederated Malay States is 23355 sqguées, consisted 7678 square
miles area in Johor, 5713 square miles area inriaia 6000 square miles area in
Terengganu, 3648 square miles area in Kedah, aBds@lare miles area in Perlis.
The major change instituted by the British in tlem to develop a profitable colonial

export economy in Malaya were the establishmentarfeffective administrative

! Source: Nathan, J. E. (192Zhe Census of British Malaya 1921: The Straitsl@stnts, Federated
Malay States and Protected States of Johore, Kedaflis, Kelantan, Trengganu and Brunkondon:
Waterlow and Son Limited. pp. vi.
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system, assurance of security, and the establishofi@m infrastructuré.But perhaps

the most significant consequence provided by thiéisBrcolonial department in
Malaya was the formation of “plural sociefy’In the segment that follows, the
relation of Chinese immigrant the first, while latBe Indian immigrant labor were
allowed to enter Malaya due to prosper the vareysort industries will be indicated,
particularly in the industry of tin mining, rubband other commercial agricultural

products.

3.3 Domination of Commercial Agriculture and Tin Mining in Making of Plural

Society.

Under the colonization of British during nineteestgntury, demand of tin and
rubber have play an important role in British Maayexport earnings and further
contributed to the formation of immigrant societyedto the mass importation of
Indian and Chinese labor from India and China tdayl@eninsular. However, the
industry of tin mining and rubber plantation hadntriouted its importance in
different period, which tin mines had been carmedin Malaya since 1820s, while
the rubber industry was purely a British creatiaming early years of twentieth

century with the coming of automobile.

Generally, British had emphasized on three kindsndfistry in Malaya: tin
industry, lumber industry, and industry of commatcagriculture’ Industry of
commercial agriculture consisted of the agricultpraducts growing, such as pepper,
nutmeg, gambier or areca, sugar cane, pineapplee,ctassava, coffee and so forth
(Mispari & Abdul Wahab 2003). Among these commdr@griculture products,
pepper and gambier has been first cultivated inay&lduring the early nineteenth
century in Johor. Demand for pepper and gambierbnasght the Chinese pioneer

labors to Johor. Between 1818 and 1825, there wéaege Teochew community in

! See also Mispari and Abdul Wahab (2003) and AndayhAndaya (1982).
2 See also Chai (1967), Sadka (1968) and Misparifdittll Wahab (2003)

% See also Purcell (1967), Stenson (1980), MispatiZbdul Wahab (2003).
* See Mispari and Abdul Wahab (2003: 135-146)
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Riau and Singapore for the cultivation and develepirof trade system for pepper
and gambier (see Yen 1986: 120). Purcell (1967¢dtdThose Chinese pioneer who
could satisfy the Malay authorities as to their nseeavere allowed to form settlements,
each up some named river, for the planting of pepgpel gambier, and the titles
which they received from the Malay ruler were alemply ‘Surat Sungai(river
documents)” (Purcell 1967: 100). The owner or ntagfesuch a river wakangchu
the whole system therefore becakamgchusystent: The kangchusystem continued
until 1917 when it was abolished (Purcell 1967:)101

When reached the 1850s, British colonial has shiftethe plantation of new
agricultural products such as rubber, coffee, paltmeg, coconut, sugar cane,
tobacco, tea and so forth in their settleménite annual reports of the Straits
Settlements during 1855 has recorded the sugaspiods are the chief products of
Penang Exports, while the quantities of sugar epdrom Penang were 447@a#&ul,
48510 pikul, 54,888pikul, 56875pikul and 69352pikul during 1850, 1851, 1852,
1853 and 1854, to which the manufacture was caoiewith European science and
skills, and Chinese lab3rOn the other hand, the annual report of StraitdeBeents
in 1860 also recorded there were 68402 square ,aBB¥277 square acres and
143947 square acres land of cultivation in PenMajacca and Singapore, while the
average annual value of the agricultural produsti@included areca nut, coconut,
fruits, paddy, pineapple, pepper, spice, sago,rstayze etc) in these three municipals
of the Straits Settlements were 1372466 Spanislardah Province Wellesley and
3836 Spanish dollars in Penang; 1720515 Spanidardah Malacca; and 353808

Spanish dollars in Singapote.

The natural resources and agricultural productritish Malaya has provided

impetus to the trade business of the Straits Satids to following countries,

! See also Moese, Reinknecht and Schmitz-SeiReB{1%D-162) and Andaya and Andaya (1982:
140).

2 SeeReport on the administration of Penang and Straiglements during the year 1881, 1901 and
1902 see Jarman (1998: Vol.2), pp. 532-535; (1998:5)opp. 6, 69-72.

% SeeAnnual Reports of the Straits Settlements, 1855(J&6man 1998: Vol.1), pp. 31.

* SeeAnnual Reports of the Straits Settlements, 1855{(J86man 1998: Vol. 1), pp. 301.
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included Great Britain, North America, India, Awdia, China, Siam, Java, Rhio,
Bally, Ceylon, Arabia, Egypt and MauritiisAccording to theAnnual Report of
Straits Settlementsluring 1865 to 1866, there were 1730 vessels WBB083
tonnage arrived in the Singapore harbor; 688 vessith 181370 tonnage arrived in
Penang harbor; and 405 vessels with 68616 tonnmaigedin Malacca harbor. In the
same year, the vessel number of the departure Weéd& vessels with 674087
tonnage, 510 vessels with 166357 tonnage and 465ele with 68616 tonnage
departed from Singapore, Penang and Malacca ha®arthe other handinnual
Reports of the Straits Settlemedtsing1866 to 1867 also recorded that the value of
the exports for Europe was increased, such aggambier, sago, black and white
pepper, coffee, gutta-percha, rattans etc producestraits Settlements and Malay
States’ The value of the exports to Great Britain hasdased, principally in tin and
black pepper. The principal articles of the expootdNorth America have been tin,
black pepper, gutta-percha, nutmegs and macensattades, sugar, arrowroot and
tapioca; to Calcutta, the exports have been prafigipreasure and piece goods; and
to Bombay were almost entirely spices. Opium, pigoeds, and rice have been
exported to China; while the exports to Manila hédeen chiefly iron, and piece
goods. Besides, the principal exports to Java, Rhib Bally have been the English
piece goods, iron and copperware, and opfufine famous products in the states of
Malaya has flourished the exports trade of Str&edtlements, and the articles
exported from Malacca to Great Britain, the Cominef Europe, and United States
were gambier, tin, sago flour, pearl sago, blackpee, white pepper, gutta-percha,
nutmeg, coffee, sapan-wood, rattans, hides, teel, s@ssia, sugar, India rubber, rice,
horns, Malacca canes, dragoon’s blood, cutch, damt@a, antimony ore, sticklac,

tortoise shell, tapioca, gambouge, clove, rum, gemjamin and camphdr.

The alluvial deposits of tin have been discovemedhie Malay peninsular as
early as the fifteenth century, where found in tloeth of Malacca (Chen 1967: 89).

! Annual Reports of the Straits Settlements, 1855-{&frman 1998: Vol.1).

2 Annual Reports of the Straits Settlements, 1855-{&&man 1998: Vol.1), pp. 760-763.

jSeeAnnuaI Reports of the Straits Settlements, 1853-{2#man 1998: Vol.1), pp. 767-769.
Ibid.

® Ibid.
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In the early of nineteenth century, the peninsofaMalaya is one of the famous tin
producing countries in the world and further leadedhe British intervention, the
mass migration of Chinese labors and the incomiriguoopeans capital towards the
development of this industry. According to Andayel éAndaya (1982: 210), a major
development in the tin industry was the discoveryPerak of a major tin field in
Larut during 1848, and another in Kinta by 188Before the 1820s, labors who
dominant in the field of tin mining were principalMalays by using their traditional
way: dulang. While reach the 1820s, tin was largely dominatedQsynese and
European in Lukut, Sungai Ujong, Larut, and Klantgali operated by renting the tin
mines frompembesar Melayfi. According to Purcell (1967), there was a group of
Chinese pioneer labor resided in tin mining aresfere the discovery of rich deposit
of tin in Larut. Later the discovery of rich depssin Larut during 1848 has
subsequently affected the Chinese miners flocketddield in large numbers. In the
mean time, the discovery of new mines in Kuala Lumsuch as Ampang and
Lembah Kinta also further contributed the mass atign of Chinese into the field of
tin mining in Selangor during late nineteenth (Mispand Abdul Wahab 2003: 136).
However, the increase in the importance of mackitezhnology by the introduction
of the European methodkapal korek(dredge) in the 1920s as against Chinese
methods, such as open-cast minipgm kelikir (gravel-pumps) ang@along (flume),
the tin mining areas have been largely arrestedhbyEuropean companies since
1931. Figure 3.1 as below shows the ownership obfigan and Chinese in Malaya
tin production during 1910 to 1938 (see appendss®n). It can be observed from
the figure that the tin production in Malaya haadyrally granted by the Europeans

since the late 1920s.

! See also Purcell (1967: 194-208) and Mispari anduAWahab (2003: 135).
2 See also Purcell (1967: 235-239) and Mispari abhduhWahab (2003: 135).
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The Ownership of European and Chinese in Malaya Tin
(%) Production, 1910-1938.
90

= European

HChinese

iy
N
sy
[

Figure 3.1: Ownership of European and Chinese ilajaTin production, 1910-1938.

Map 3.2 is showing the distribution of mining ardasthe early twentieth
century of Malaya, included tin, iron, coal, baexdand gold. The map shows that
largely of tin mines have based in the Federateth&tates, such as Larut, Kinta,
Taiping, Ipoh, Batu Gajah, Bidor and Kampar in Retdlu Selangor and Kanching
in Selangor, and Lukut and Sungai Ujong in NegemnBilan. Besides, there were

also the discoveries of rich deposits in Bentoradhg and Kota Tinggi in Johor.

1 .
Source: See appendix seven.
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Map 3.2: The Distribution of Mining Areas in theraTwentieth Century of Malaya.

! Reference: Mispari & Abdul Wahab. 2008ejarah Tingkatan 2: Buku Teks (Text Book of Hystor
Form 2).Kuala Lumpur: Dewan Bahasa dan Pustaka. ppl34ai@évialay language in the original
map has been changed to English. See also Wong:(2D@= & ~ 'F‘&E%% (2009: 13).
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Map 3.3: The Distribution of Rubber Plantation Aséa Twentieth Century.

During the nineteenth century, there were two irtgdr innovations further
contributed to the great demand for rubber: theadiery of vulcanization, and the
invention of pneumatic tyre; due to the inventidnvehicle in United States and

Europe countries during early twentieth centuryr(l2004). While reached the 1920s,

! Reference: Mispari & Abdul Wahab. 2008ejarah Tingkatan 2: Buku Teks (Text Book of Hystor
Form 2).Kuala Lumpur: Dewan Bahasa dan Pustaka. ppl3ai@evialay language in the original
map has been changed to English.
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Malaya has eventually become the largest expodiethie rubber exportation. The
total output of Malaya rubber has occupied 53 p#roe 196000 tonnage of the total
world production; by 1937, Malaya had about 5322&t8:s of land under rubber
trees and being estates, and the net export ofuthiger during the same year was
681638 tons (Purcell 1967: 240). According to Misgand Abdul Wahab (2003),
there were six factors further encouraging to theespread of rubber cultivation in
Malaya, such as the declining of market price foifex; great demand of rubber in
the international to produce tyres, clothes, wiegg] medical tools; cheap labor from
India; light system of taxation on land and expiota trade in Malaya; huge
investments from European capital to Malaya, sushSane Darby Guthrie
Harrisons and CrosfieldindUnited Plantationsand lastly, the invention of “system
ibidem” of rubber tapping by H.N. Ridley (see Misp& Abdul Wahab 2003: 131-
133). H. N. Ridley, who was the head of Botanicatd&n in Singapore, was the first
person to introduce better way of rubber tapping‘ibidem” tapping in the early
nineteenth century (Lim 1967). Map 3.3 shows tredrifiution of rubber plantation
areas in twentieth century were mainly cultivatedthe West Coast of Malaya,

particularly in the states of Selangor, Johor, Parad Negeri Sembilan.

The availability of a pool of cheap labor was actalikey in the development of
economic in eighteenth to nineteenth century Britidalaya, especially in the
agricultural plantation and tin prospecting indysbespite the most logical source of
labor would have been the indigenous populatioklatfys and aborigines in Malaya,
however, British colonial has excluded Malays ahdrainal people of Malaya from
these industries for certain reason which statetiefReport on the administration of
the Straits Settlements during the year 1855-56:

The Malayan peasantry are slothful, ignorant, andnterprising, difficult to
wean from old habits and ideas, living unsociahly, in towns and villages, but
in separate detached Compongs. With all this, trese a high sense of honor,
and are, at all times, ready to support their Ghiefhen they believe the
hereditary rights and possessions of these Chadig unjustly assailed, and even
the wretched little district of Segamet, whose vpogition and boundaries are
almost unknown, might, if attacked by the Tumonggaevith an armed force,
cause a rising of the neighboring States and distiin its defence. To the
arbitrament and decision of British Government,ytheill readily submit,
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provided they be satisfied that the decision isréseilt of enquiry and discussion,
and not the mere prompting of any interested p#triyecome necessary, in these
cases, to be cautions in the exercise of any aremnte. (Jarman 1998: Vol.1, 20).

On the other hand, in 1870, the Governor of Stéilements, Lieutenant E.W.
Shaw has recorded his observation towards Maldys Malays is a lazy man, and
prefers a feudal life among his own people withdheasional excitement of fighting
for their chiefs and sharing the spoil, to the qudf a village life under our
protection”! Above quotations have explained the reason ofisBritolonials to
exclude Malays to play major role in providing taéors need to develop Malaya
economy. Simultaneously, it also can be observed tie labor requirement by
British administration in Malaya was dependent ba economic consideration of
less trouble, less disturbance but high produgtivinstead, British colonial had

encouraged the importation of labor from China boaliia.

Table 3.3: Economic Pattern in British Maldya.

Pattern

Traditional-Economic Commercial-Economic
Dimension
Form Autarky Export trade
Scope Small capital International capital flows
Technique Traditional tools Advanced technique and

machines

Labor Capital None. Normally manage Depends on large number of

among family members labors and immigrants
Industry Fishing and rice growing Tin mining andbber
Race Malays European, Chinese and Indian

Mispari and Abdul Wahab (2003) have outlined a vayicise table regarding
on the economic pattern in British Malaya: tradiabeconomic and commercial-
economic, as table 3.3. Table 3.3 shows the “forfe€ppe”, “technique”, “labor
|H, 13

capital”, “industry” and “race” of traditional-ecomic and commercial-economic are

!SeeAnnual Reports of the Straits Settlements durirgpl@arman 1998: Vol. 2), pp. 60.

2 Source: Mispari and Abdul Wahab, 20@ejarah Tingkatan 2: Buku Teks (Text Book of Hystor
Form 2).Kuala Lumpur: Dewan Bahasa dan Pustaka. pp. g ao Wong (2009: 258 - :FE{'
A== (2009: 7).
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different. This table has demonstrated the devetoyrof tin and rubber industry by
British not only as a crucial factor contributed ttee importation of Chinese and
Indian labor, however, it also further boosted eélelusion of Malays and aborigines

from tin mining and rubber industry.

On the other hand, British land policy also hadmpact to Malays economic
role and position in Malaya. In the beginning o th850s, the appointment of Mr.
Moniot as Surveyor General in the Straits Settldsméas enabling the Land Offices
to prepare the titles for land for two reasonsntwease the source of land revenue in
Straits Settlements; and tended to promote thewgrral cultivation throughout the
settlements by placing the specific titles of land.the 1910s, Malays leader became
concerned about the booming economy in Malaya wetrig the Malays from the
only one asset they had: land. But in the mean, tBn#ish colonial also concerned
the booming o land prices would encourage the Mataysell their land to other
foreign and immigrant interests, which may bring thad influences to Malaya’'s
economic. To stop this from happening, the “Malas&vation Enactment of 1913”
was created, strengthened by significant portidneazh states were set as Malay
reserve land which ownership only by the Malaysccording to Baker (1999), this
British order has brought an unintended consequemééalays. The land policy of
British had stipulated the Malay reserve lands @¢aully use for agriculture purpose;
or more precisely, the land could only use for mgewing. Baker pointed, “as the
Malays began to plant rubber and other commere@s; the authorities, fearing a
drop in food production, created new legislatioattimade it illegal to use rice land
for other agricultural purposes” (Baker 1999: 198).

The involvement of Malays in the industry of ricewing can be referred from
the census reports of British. Census of 1931 teslg shown that there were 78009
persons (44421 males and 33588 females) engagéd industry of rice growing in

Federated Malay States, but the Indian rice growmense just 1892 persons (1689

! SeeAnnual Report of the Straits Settlements, 1@&5man 1998: Vol.1), pp. 15.
2 See Baker (1999: 196-199).
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males and 203 females) while the Chinese only 1@388uding 77 females). The
reason for the small number of the non-Malays rgmiesin this industry was caused
by the policy of Malay Land Reservations and tha&-abtenation of rice land to
Chinese and Indians by British colonial. It is alikin the Unfederated Malay States.
The proportion of the Indian and Chinese rice gmowere only 5888 Chinese, and
Indians even were not separately enumerated, ifpaoento 159861 Malays rice
grower. On the other hand, though the rice lanthéStraits Settlements was small,
there were 2877 Malays, 84 Indian, and 322 Chimieseplanters. From this, it is
obvious to see that the Malays were not only stk the production of rice and
traditional crops, but continue remained rural thuéhe land policy of British Malaya.
It thus reinforces the distribution of urban andatupopulation which divided by

different races in Malaya.

The distribution of urban/rural population by diéat “race” can be proven by
the Census of 1931In the census, the annotation of “urban” poputatineans
resident in towns of over a thousand inhabitantsjen‘rural” denotes all population
enumerated outside these towns (Vlieland 1932: Wdaddition, this census has
shown that there were 123 towns in Malaya with patans over 1,000; 30 towns
with over 5,000 inhabitants; 18 with over 10,008abhitants; 6 with over 25,000; 4
with over 50,000 and 3 with populations over 100,80ring 1931.

The population of principal towns in Straits Settents, Federated Malay States
and Unfederated Malay States during 1911, 19211831 are listed as table 3.4.
There were four principal towns in the Straits Beatents, included municipals of
Singapore, Penang, Malacca, and the new port, Budtth. The large increased of
population in Straits Settlements were primarilysuleed by the immigration,
followed by the rubber planting. On the other hahe, principal towns of Federated
Malay States were Ipoh, Kampar, Taiping, Telok Ansidlang, Kuala Lumpur and

! SeeVlieland, C. A. (1932). British Malaya: A Report dine 1931 Census and on Certain Problems
of Vital Statistics. England: Office of the Crowrgénts for the Colonies.

2 Vlieland, C. A. (1932). British Malaya: A Repom ¢he 1931 Census and on Certain Problems of
Vital Statistics. England: Office of the Crown Agdsffior the Colonies. See chapter “population of
town and villages”. pp. 40-50.
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Seremban. In addition, Johor Bharu, Bandar Mahafandar Penggaram, Alor

Setar, Kota Bharu and Kuala Terengganu had becdraeptincipal towns of

Unfederated Malay States. The increased of populat Federated Malay States

were largely resulted by the development of tinimanindustry in Perak, Selangor

and Negeri Sembilan; while the raise of populatiob/nfederated Malay States were

affected by the rubber cultivation and the creabbmdministrative section in Johor

(Vlieland 1932: 43- 48).

Table 3.4: The Population and Growth of Towns iitiit Malaya, 1921-1931.

Town Population Increase (%)
1911 1921 1931 1911-21 1921-31
Straits Settlements
Singapore 259610 350355 445719 35 27
Penang 101182 123069 149408 22 21
Malacca 21191 30671 38042 45 24
Butterworth 3911 4100 13540 5 230
Federated Malay States
I[poh 23978 36860 53183 54 44
Kampar 11604 12325 15302 6 24
Taiping 19556 21111 30070 8 42
Telok Anson 6927 10859 14671 57 35
Klang 7657 11655 20931 52 79
Kuala Lumpur 46718 80424 111418 72 39
Seremban 8667 17272 21453 99 24
Unfederated Malay States
Johor Bharu - 15312 21463 - 40
Bandar Maharani - 13327 20334 - 53
Bandar Penggaram - 6392 13329 - 109
Alor Setar - 11596 18568 - 60
Kota Bharu - 10833 14843 - 37
Kuala Terengganu - 12456 13972 - 12

! source: Vlieland, C.A., 1932British Malaya: A Report on the 1931 Census and Garttain

Problems of Vital StatisticEngland: Office of the Crown Agents For the Coémipp. 46-47.
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Table 3.5: The Proportion of Urban to Total Popiokain British Malaya, 1911-1931.

States Proportion of Urban (%)
1911 1921 1931
Straits Settlements 57 60 61
Singapore 84 83 79
Penang 44 47 52
Malacca 18 22 23
Federated Malay States 22 22 25
Perak 23 23 26
Selangor 28 31 34
Negeri Sembilan 14 14 16
Pahang 6 7 13
Unfederated Malay States| No figure No figure No figure
Johor 10 16 16
Kedah 4 7 9
Kelantan 4 4 7
Terengganu 10 11 12
Perlis 3 3 4
British Malaya 25 28 30

In turn, the table 3.5 shows the proportion of arb@atotal population of Straits
Settlements, Federated Malay States and Unfedevédédy States during 1911, 1921
and 1931. The figures show the majority of urbapypation in British Malaya were
based in Singapore, Penang; while follow the timesiarea, such as Perak and
Selangor. Averagely, the proportion of urban popoiain British Malaya was
gradually increasing during 1911 to 1931 which $vvelm 25 percent to 30 percent.
The major factor contributed to the population gitowf British Malaya was come
from the migrant labors, particularly Chinese. Ttwnditions of Chinese living
resided in Singapore and Penang during nineteesntuyy can be found in some
publications, such as Vaughan (1971), Lee (1978)Song (1984).

The influx of Chinese immigrants or labors to Madave resulted the Chinese

made up as the majority population in the Strag#l&ments and Federated Malay

! Source: Vlieland, C.A., 193British Malaya: A Report on the 1931 Census andCertain Problems
of Vital StatisticsEngland: Office of the Crown Agents For the Coémipp. 45.
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States. It can be observed from table 3.6 that utEan population in Straits
Settlements and Federated Malay States is domyn@fitinese. On the other hand,
the largest component of the urban population enUhfederated Malay States, such
as Kedah, Johor and Perlis were Chinese. Despitee€hwere being everywhere in
Malaya, but in the urban towns, they were the nigjgopulation compared with
other races. The urban population of Indian is maonein the towns of the Federated
Malay States, even though the Indians are justédrover one-fifth of the total urban
populations in each state. For Malays, Malays lesime the minority in the urban
towns of Straits Settlements and Federated Malayest but accounting for more
than 80 percent of the urban population in Easts€CohMalaya peninsular, such as
Kelantan and Terengganu. In short, the urban towih$Straits Settlements and
Federated Malay States are dominantly Chinese wh#etowns of Unfederated
Malay States are still essential Malays. The distions of these urban/rural patterns
by “race” during early twentieth century in Britidtalaya were still remaining in the
Malaysia census of 1970. The Malays who stay irrdingl/urban areas in 1947, 1957
and 1970 were 93/7 percent, 89/11 percent andwelioby 85/15 percent. On the
other hand, The Chinese who stay in urban townsg w8rpercent, 55 percent and 47
percent in 1947, 1957 and 1970. For the Indian, Itftkan who resided in the
rural/urban areas in Malaya were 74/26 percenB¥@krcent and 65/35 percent in
1947, 1957 and 1970.

! Chander, R. (1972). Banchi penduduk dan perumahalaygia 1970: Golongan Masyarakat (1970
Population and housing census of Malaysia: commigribups). Jabatan Perangkaan Malaysia: Kuala
Lumpur. pp. 33.
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Table 3.6: Proportion of Malays, Chinese and Insli@nthe Total Urban Population in 1911-1931.

States Malays (%) Chinese (%) Indians (%)

1911 1921 1931| 1911 1921 1931 1911 1921 1931
Straits Settlements 13 12 12 71 74 72 11 10 12
Singapore 11 10 9 75 78 76 9 7 9
Penang 16 15 15 63 65 64 17 17 18
Malacca 24 22 18 60 65 67 7 7 9
Federated Malay States 12 10 12 67 65 63 18 22 22
Perak 12 10 11 67 66 66 19 21 21
Selangor 11 9 11 67 63 61 18 24 23
Negeri Sembilan 14 9 10 64 69 63 16 18 21
Pahang 23 16 25 57 66 52 16 15 21
Unfederated Malay States No figures No figures No figures
Johor 40 33 29 49 53 57 7 11 11
Kedah 36 30 33 52 51 48 7 16 17
Kelantan 88 79 69 9 15 29 2 5 6
Terengganu 92 87 82 7 11 16 0 0 2
Perlis 36 27 42 48 56 45 8 1 10

! Source: Vlieland, C.A., 193British Malaya: A Report on the 1931 Census andCertain Problems of Vital StatisticEngland: Office of the
Crown Agents for the Colonies. pp. 48; Del TufoMM(1949).Malaya comprising the Federation of Malaya and @@ony of Singapore: A
Report on the 1947 Census of Populatioondon: Crown Agents for the Colonies. pp. 42.
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As stated in the Census of 1931, it is commonplheg the growth of the

population of British Malaya is mainly determinetht by birth and deaths, but by

migration (Vlieland 1932: 105). The mass migratafrChinese and Indian to Malaya,

and its distribution in the later were closely tethwith the tin mining and rubber
boom in the 1850s and the early of 1900s. Durin§918he General Resident of
Federated Malay States, P. A. Swettenham had pedpbe direct immigration from

China to the ports of Federated Malay States, derduPork Dickson, Klang and

Teluk Anson due to the great demand of Chinesder tin mining industry.On

the other hand, there were ten thousand Chinedeesdwve been imported to the

Federated Malay States for the employment on teu plantatiors. It can be

observed from the figure 3.2 and table 3.7 thatrévenue of Straits Settlements has

increased synchronously with the growth of immigraopulation. Thus, British

colonials believed that the rate of Chinese migratand the numbers of Chinese

settlers was a reliable indexs of economic progi@sBritish Malaya’

Table 3.7: Revenue and Population of Straits Seéies, 1871-1931.

Year | European Eurasian Malays Chinese Indian Other  Total Revenue($
1871 2429 5772 147340 104615 33130 14811 308097 1405703
1881 3483 6904 174440 174327 40985 23243 423382 451724
1901 5058 7662 215058 281933 57150 5387 572248 7041595
1911 7368 8072 240206 369843 82055 6525  714069| 11409221
1921 8149 9138 255353 498547 104628 7954  883769| 39545735
1931 10003 11292 250864 663518 132277 11609 1079563] 32408305

1 C0273/250, Chinese Immigrants, Straits Settleméhiginal Correspondence, 17/2/1899; and
C0273/252, Chinese Immigrants, Straits Settlem@niginal Correspondence, 14/12/1899.
2. C0273/365, Employment of Chinese Coolies, St@dttlements Original Correspondence,

24/11/1910.

% See Andaya and Andaya (1982: 176).
* SourcesAnnual Reports of the Straits Settlemedman 1998: Vol.2, 3, 5, 6, 7 & Sensus of
1921 (Nathan 1922: 29)Census of 193{Vlieland 1932: 120-121)Census of 194{Del Tufo 1949:

40).
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Revenue of Straits Settlements,1871-1931
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Figure 3.2: Revenue and Population of Straits &etthts, 1871-1931.

! SourcesAnnual Reports of the Straits Settlemédsgsman 1998: Vol.2, 3, 5, 6, 7 & Yensus of
1921 (Nathan 1922: 29)Census of 193(Vlieland 1932: 120-121ensus of 194{Del Tufo 1949:
40).
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3.4 Population and Distribution in British Malaya
3.4.1 Population and Distribution: Chinese and OtheRaces

As mentioned in last chapter, the earliest censpert of British Malaysia was
taken on the ¥ April of 1871. Before the census taken by the ihitcolonial
government, the colonial officers have classifiee population in Malacca based on
their skin and race’s color in the annual repoftthe Straits Settlements during 1867
and 187&

Of the native or coloured races the great numepeceponderance is with the
Malays. Next come the Chinese, many of whom hagerai-Malayan origin,
derived through six or more resident generatiorfsrdTlin importance are the
Tamils, or “Klings,” also in great part native borand there are a few Bugis,
Arabs, and wild forest tribes known as Mantras,cdans, and Orang Huban,
with a sprinkling of islanders from the surroundstgtes.

The first census report of British Malaya in 187ddrclassified the population
of Straits Settlementdy “nationality”, in which included Malays, ChiresKlings,
Hindoos, Europeans, Americans, Eurasians, Javaaadeywenty one other kinds of
nationalities for Eastern origih.Later in 1881, the second census of Straits
Settlements was taken and the classification ornidnalities” for total population
have been revised and divided into six big categorfEuropeans”, “Eurasians”,
“Malays”, “Chinese”, “Indians” and “Other Nation&#s”.> “Other Nationalities” had
included Armenians, Aborigines of the Peninsulachidese, Africans, Anamese,
Arabs, Boyanese, Bugis, Burmese, Dyaks, Japanase,PEkan, Jews, Manilamen,
Parsees, Persians, Siamese, and SingHalEse.details of census 1871 and 1881 in

Straits Settlements have been demonstrated in 2aBleOn the other hand, the first

! SeeReport on the administration of Straits SettlemeMelacca in 1867and 187@garding on
“Population” (Jarman 1998: Vol.2), pp. 19, 60.

2 SeeReport on the administration of Straits SettlemeMlacca in 186%egarding on “Population”
(Jarman 1998: Vol.2), pp. 19.

% SeeReport on the administration of Straits Settleménts871regarding on “Population” (Jarman
1998: Vol.2), pp. 108-109.

* Ibid.

® SeeReport on the administration of Straits Settleménts881regarding on “Population” (Jarman
1998: Vol.2), pp. 511-513.

® Ibid.

127



census regarding on the population in FederatecdyvBtates has been taken in 1891,
and the second census was taken in 1% table 2.3. However, the earlier census of
Straits Settlements and Federated Malay States8#i,11881, and 1891 were
principally focused on population’s nationalitiéhe classification and division of
total population in British Malaya by “race” wasdli appeared in the 1911 census
(see Nathan 1922: 29).

According to the superintendent ©he Census of British Malaya 1921 E.
Nathan (1922), the division of total populationByftish Malaya into six main “race”
was principally conducted for the tabulation pugms in which including
“Europeans”, “Eurasians”, “Malays”, “Chinese”, “lrmhs”, and “Others? Later in
the 1931 census report of British Malaya, the sapandent C. A. Vlieland (1932)
also emphasized the classification on total popraby six racial division was
principally for the census purposes, while the sifasation of “race” divisions has
been remained the same like census of Falthe following table 3.8, the total
population in 1931 of each administrative unit wiasded during tabulation into six
main racial divisions, “Europeans”, “Eurasians”, dMys”, “Chinese”, “Indians”, and
“Others”; and it is shown together with the cormasging total population for 1921
and 1911. Table 3.8 shows the total populationodfl] 1921 and 1931 was gradually
swell from 2651036, 3332603 to 4037209. Among theacial divisions, “Chinese”
population has increased from 35 percent from ake population of British Malaya
in 1911 and 1921 to 42 percent in 1931, which wagenthan the Malays population
in 1931. The “Chinese” population in British Malayaas mainly resided in Straits
Settlements and Federated Malay States. In additien “Chinese” population in
Johor has increased steadily from 1911 to 1931.tl@n other hand, “Malays”
population has been decreased from 53 percent tpet@ent out of the total
population of British Malaya from 1911 to 1931; vehfindian” population has been

increased from 10 percent to 15 percent out otdlted population of British Malaya

1 C0 273/272, Census 1901, Straits Settlementsi@iligiorrespondence, 13/4/1901.

2 Nathan, J. E. (1922Yhe Census of British Malaya 1921ndon: Waterlow and Son Limited. pp. 70.

% Vlieland, C. A. (1932). British Malaya: A Report ¢he 1931 Census and on Certain Problems of
Vital Statistics. England: Office of the Crown Adsffior the Colonies.
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from 1911 to 1931. Therefore, it is aptly for thgpsrintendent of 1931 Census, C. A.
Vlieland to point that “it is commonplace that t@wth of the population of British
Malaya is mainly determined, not by birth and dsatbut by migration” (Vlieland
1932: 105).

As mentioned before, the administration units armti@s of British Malaya
have abolished in 1946. Subsequently, the Stratdefents were dismantled and
the settlements had gone with their separate waipgiapore remains as a separate
Crown Colony, while Penang and Malacca combinettegewith Federated Malay
States and Unfederated Malay States as “MalayanriJim 1946* Table 3.9 shows
the total population in “Malayan Union” and “Crow@olony’- Singapore- in the
census of 1947. It can be referred from table 39 the “Chinese” population was 44
percent of the total population, which was morenttiee “Malays” population (43%)
in 1947. On the other hand, there were 72 percet€linese” resided in “Malayan
Union” while there were 28 percent resided in Spaga. In addition, there were also
high percentages of “Chinese” resided in Singap®erak, Selangor, Johor, and
Penang (see column percentage of table 3.9). MépsiBows the distribution of
“Malays”, “Chinese” and “Indian” in British Malayduring 1947. On the other hand,
the distribution of races population in accordamgth the tin mining and rubber
industry areas is demonstrating as map’3.5.

! See chapter 3.2 (pp.95-102).
2 Combine from maps 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4.
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Table 3.8: Total Population of British Malaya inr@es 1911, 1921 and 1931

Administrative Unit Europeans (%) Eurasians (%) Malays (%)

1911 1921 1931 1911 1921 1931 1911 1921 193]
Straits Settlements 7368(0) 8149(0) 10003(0 8072(0| 9138(0) 11292(0) 240206(9 255353(8)  250864(6)
Singapore 5803(0) 6231(0) 8417(0 4712(0 5451(0) 93760) 46952(2) 58520(2) 43055(1
Penang 1262(0) 1476(0) 1526(0 1774(0 1919(0) @B4A8| 114441(4)| 110382(3)  115721(3
Malacca 303(0) 442(0) 330(0) 1586(0) 1768(0 20p7(¢ 78813(3) 86451(2) 92088(2)
Federated
Malay States 3284(0) 5686(0) 6350(0) 2649(0 32040 4251(0) 420840(16) 510821(15)| 443618(11)
Perak 1396(0) 2047(0) 2359(0) 845(0) 973(0 1270(P) 199034(8) | 239128(7)] 208159(5
Selangor 1348(0) 2467(0) 2723(0) 1255(0 1596(0)  3720) 64952(2) 91787(2) 64436(1
Negeri Sembilan 403(0) 894(0) 878(0) 464(0) 519(0) 699(0) 69745(3) 77648(2) 80109(2
Pahang 137(0) 278(0) 390(0) 85(0) 116(0 145(0 0873) 102258(3) 90914(2)
Unfederated Malay States 413(0) 1084(0) 1295(0) 147(0) 302(0) 468(0) 75529)(| 860943(26)| 923912(23)
Johor 205(0) 618(0) 722(0) 75(0) 183(0) 302(0 98M4) | 157852(5)| 1132473
Kedah 86(0) 300(0) 411(0) 60(0) 75(0) 108(0) 1977p2| 237031(7) | 279897(7
Kelantan 108(0) 127(0) 124(0) 11(0) 35(0) 32(0) PBH10) | 286363(9) | 327097(8)
Terengganu 10(0) 34(0) 35(0) 0(0) 8(0) 15(0) 1496p3 145523(4) | 163955(4
Perlis 4(0) 50) 3(0) 1(0) 1(0) 11(0) 29589(1] 38(119 39716(1)

11065 14919 17648 10868 12644 16011 1416796 1627108 1618394
Total ©) ©) ©) ©) ©) ©) 53) (49) (40)

! Source: Nathan, J. E. (192Zhe Census of British Malaya 1921: The Straitsl@atnts, Federated Malay States and Protected Stdtéohore, Kedah,
Perlis, Kelantan, Trengganu and Brunkebndon: Waterlow and Son Limited. pp 29; Vliela@A., 1932 British Malaya: A Report on the 1931 Census and on
Certain Problems of Vital StatisticEngland: Office of the Crown Agents For the Coémnipp 120-121. The category of “other Malaysias€xcluded from

this table, since this category was illustratedh®yCenses superintendent as the idea of pol@tatils amongst the census criteria (Vlieland 19382: The error
on calculation in the census has been corrected.
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Table 3.8: Total Population of British Malaya in119 1921 and 193%--continued

Administrative Unit Chinese (%) Indians (%) Others (%)

1911 1921 1931 1911 1921 1931 1911 1921 1931
Straits Settlements 369843(14) 498547(15)| 663518(16)] 82055(3) 104628(3)| 132277(3) 6525(0) 7954(0) 11609(0)
Singapore 222655(8) 317491(9) | 421821(10)] 27990(1) 32456(1) 51019(1 3873(0 5763(0 8352(%)
Penang 111738(4) 135288(4) | 176518(4) | 46565(2) 53339(2) 58020(1 2223(0 1931(0 2607(0)
Malacca 35450(1) 45768(2) 65179(2 7500(0Q) 18833(1)23238(0) 429(0) 260(0) 650(0)
Federated
Malay States 433244(16) 494548(15)| 711540(18)| 172465(7) | 305219(9) | 379996(9) 4517(0) 5412(0) 17228(0)
Perak 217206(8)| 224586(7) | 325527(8) | 73539(3) 130324(4)| 159152(4) 2037(0) 1997(0) 5135(0)
Selangor 150908(6) 170687(5) | 241351(6) | 74067(3) 132545(4)| 155924(4) 1505(0) 1927(0) 8194(0)
Negeri Sembilan 40843(2) 65717(2 92371(2) 18248(1)33658(1) 50100(12) 496(0) 872(0) 2556(0
Pahang 24287(1) 34104(1 52291(1) 6611(0) 8692(0) 482(0) 479(0) 616(0) 1343(0)
Unfederated Malay States 112796(4) | 180259(5) | 330857(8) | 12639(1) 61781(2) 110951(3) 18223(1) 19584(1) 27180(1)
Johor 63410(2) 97253(3) 215076(%) 5659(0) 24180(1) 51038(1) 1080(0) 2148(0 3751(0)
Kedah 33746(1) 59403(2) 78415(2 6074(0 33004(1) 0823(1) 8318(0) 8745(0) 13671(0
Kelantan 9844(0) 12755(0) 17612(0) 731(0 3575(0) 750) 7143(0) 6445(0) 7223(0)
Terengganu 4169(0) 7246(0) 13254(@) 61(0) 211(Q) 71U 280(0) 743(0) 550(0)
Perlis 1627(0) 3602(0) 6500(0) 114(0) 811(0 966(0) 1402(0) 1503(0) 1985(0)

915883 1173354 1705915 267159 471628 623224 29265 32950 56017

Total (35) (35) (42) (10) (14) (15) (1) (1) (1)

! Source: Nathan, J. E. (192Zhe Census of British Malaya 1921: The Straitsl@atnts, Federated Malay States and Protected Stdtéohore, Kedah,

Perlis, Kelantan, Trengganu and Brunkebndon: Waterlow and Son Limited. pp 29; Vliela@lA., 1932 British Malaya: A Report on the 1931 Census and on
Certain Problems of Vital StatisticEngland: Office of the Crown Agents For the Coémnipp 120-121. The category of “other Malaysias€xcluded from

this table, since this category was illustratedh®yCenses superintendent as the idea of polgtatils amongst the census criteria (Vlieland 19382: The error
on calculation in the census has been corrected.
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Table 3.9: The Total Population in Malayan Uniod &ingapore (Crown Colony) in Census 1947.

State Malays Chinese Indian European Eurasian Other Total
Malayan

Union 2427853(95)*(49) 1884647(72)*(38) 535092(88)*(11) 16836(35)*(0) 10062(52)*(0) 48331(74)*(1)| 4922821(83)*(100
Penang 136163(5)*(30) 247411(9)*(55) 57536(9)*(13) 2325(5)*(1) 2413(13)*(1) 2039(3)*(0) 447707(8)*(100)
Malacca 120334(5)*(50 96144(4)*(40) 19718(3)*(8) 308(0)*(0) 1978(10)*(1) 881(1)*(0) 239363(4)*(100)
Perak 360631(14)*(38) 444509(17)*(47)] 140755(23)*(15) 2762(6)*(0) 1182(6)*(0) 5868(9)*(1) 955707(16)*(100
Selangor 187334(7)*(26) 362755(14)*(51)] 147149(24)*(21) 4791(10)*(1) 2816(15)*(0) 10686(16)*(1) 715531(12)*(100
Negeri

Sembilan 110560(4)*(41) 114411(4)*(42) 39053(6)*(15) 1420(3)*(1) 880(5)*(0) 2980(5)*(1) 269304(5)*(100)
Pahang 135772(5)*(54) 97325(4)*(39) 14744(2)*(6) 849(2)*(0) 79(0)*(0) 1467(2)*(1) 250240(4)*(100)
Johor 323682(13)*(44) 354788(14)*(48) 55618(9)*(7) 3771(8)*(1) 478(2)*(0) 3454(5)*(0) 741791(13)*(100
Kedah 377075(15)*(68 115928(4)*(21) 51417(8)*(9) 314(0)*(0) 161(1)*(0) 9632(15)*(2) 554581(9)* (100)
Kelantan 412918(16)*(92 22938(1)*(5) 4982(0)*(1) 130(0)*(0) 25(0)*(0) 7637(12)*(2) 448630(8)* (100)
Terengganu 207874(8)*(92) 15864(1)*(7) 1761(0)*(1) 60(0)*(0) 14(0)*(0) 423(1)*(0) 225996(4)* (100)
Perlis 55185(2)*(78 11788(0)*(17) 1684(0)*(2) 8(0)*(0) 7(0)*(0) 1818(3)*(3) 70490(1)* (100)
Indetermi-

nate 325(0)*(9) 782(0)*(22) 801(0)*(23) 98(0)*(3) 29(0)*(1) 1446(2)*(42) 3481(0)* (100)
Singapore

(Crown

Colony) 116406(5)*(12)| 730603(28)*(75) 73496(12)*(8) 30631(65)*(3) 9112(48)*(1) 16951(26)*(2) 976839(17)*(100
Total 2543899(100)*(43) 2615250(100)*(44) 608588(100)*(10)] 47467(100)*(1) 19174(100)*(0) 65282(100)*(1)| 5899660(100)*(100

! source: Del Tufo, M.V., 1949¢alaya Comprising the Federation of Malaya and tbelony of Singapore: A Report on the 1947 CensuBogiulation.
London: Crown Agents for the Colonies. pp.132-1Be error on calculation in the census has beerec®d. Note: Percentage with * is column percentag
without * is row percentage. See also Wong (20@): 2
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Reference

. Malays constitute 50% or over of the total population
Chmese constitute 50% or over of the total population
Chinese and Indians constitute 50% or over of the total population

Map 3.4: Distribution of Race Population in Britistalaya during 1947.

! Source: Del Tufo, M.V., 1949ylalaya Comprising the Federation of Malaya and tBelony of
Singapore: A Report on the 1947 Census of Populationdon: Crown Agents for the Colonies.
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E

Malays constitute 50% or over of the total population

Chinese constitute 3% or over of the total population

Chimese and Indians constitute 50% or over of the total population
Il Tin mining area

Map 3.5: Distribution of Race Population, Tin Migimnd Rubber Industry in British

==

Malaya®

! Combine from maps 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4.

134



3.4.2 Population and Distribution: “Chinese Tribes”

This segment will demonstrate the distribution atle “Chinese tribe” in British
Malaya during 1921 and 1931. As mentioned in lagt thapters, the classification
on “Chinese” as form of “tribe” was officially fitdaken in the census of Federated
Malay States 1911, which based on a British offiéiaM. Pountney’s suggestion on
the linguistic criterior!, in which included “Hokkien”, “Cantonese”, “TiecHiu
“Hailam”, “Kheh”, “Hok Chiu”, “Hok Chia”, “Hin Hoa”, “Kwongsai”, “Northern
Provinces”, and “Other Tribes”. In the census of219the tribal divisions of
“Chinese” in each state and settlement were divdigthg tabulation as at the census
1911, as table 3.10. In table 3.10, the largesuladipn of Chinese tribe in British
Malaya was “Hokkien” by 32 percent. “Hokkien” inettStraits Settlements, Johor
and Kelantan are the most numerous of the tribasinbthe Federated Malay States
they are outnumbered by the “Cantonese” and “Khaht] in Kedah by “Tie Chiu”.
According to Nathan (1922), “Hokkien” in the Steabettlements, Federated Malay
States and Unfederated Malay States during 192& maveased in generally when
compared to the census of 1911 (Nathan 1922: 79).

The “Hokkien” population of the Straits Settlemeist:iearly double that of the
Federated Malay States, but with the “Cantonese? flosition is reversed.
“Cantonese” as the second largest Chinese tribBritish Malaya with number
332043 or 28 percent of the total population; tlaeg numerically the strongest
Chinese tribe in the Federated Malay States, outeudmg the “Kheh” by 26020 and
the “Hokkien” by 72773. According to Nathan (193®), Cantonese in the Federated
Malay States not only have formed a high proporbérthe mining population, but
they were also extensively engaged in planting. tMdsthe Cantonese in Kelantan,
and Terengganu were agricultural coolies employedubber estates (see Nathan
1922: 81). Furthermore, Nathan stated “Cantonesaewsupplied the bulk of labor
on the tin mines in the Federated Malay Statetov@d by “Kheh” and “Hokkien”.
During 1921, the second largest Chinese populatiofederated Malay States was

! Refer to chapter 1.4 (pp. 47) and chapter 2.203&M-82).
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“Kheh”, which followed after the “Cantonese”. Howay Nathan stated that the
population of “Kheh” in tin mines areas, such astiand Kuala Lumpur have been
elapsed; Nathan explained, “probably as many Klaedsiow engaged in agriculture
as in mining, and they are more evenly distributleeugh the various districts”
(Nathan 1922: 81). On the other hand, “Kheh” wasegrated on the estates of Johor
and Kedah in 192%1.In Perlis, “Kheh” has formed 40 percent of the r@isie
population there. In addition, in the Straits Settents, “Khehs” are less numerous
and represented only 7 percent of the Chinese ptipal However, there was higher
proportion of “Kheh” in Malacca and Penang by 18 d1 percent. Nathan pointed

there were numerous Kheh in Balik Pulau and Bulattsfam:

In Balik Pulau and Bukit Martajam most of the Iglanters, who formerly grew
cloves and nutmegs and now plant rubber in theceglare Khehs, and these two
districts contain the largest Kheh populations idet¢he town of Singapore.
Many of them are Roman Catholics (Nathan 1922: 82).

The “Tie Chiu” was the forth largest Chinese tripe1921, representing 11
percent of the Chinese population of British Malapanong the whole states and
settlements in British Malaya, Singapore was coetdimore than two-fifth of the
total “Tie Chiu” population of British Malaya. Ohe other hand, there was 6 percent
of the total Chinese population of British Malayali921 was “Hailams”. There were
two-third of “Hailam” was found in the three murpalities of Straits Settlements;
while Terengganu, Malacca, Negeri Sembilan and rJeleye the places in which
most agriculturalists of “Hailam” were foufdNathan pointed that “Hailam” in
towns were mainly engaged in domestic service, €nout of ten servants in
European house belonging to this tribe, or in skepkng, but large numbers in the
rural districts are engaged in planting rubbeBesides, “Hok Chiu” and “Hok Chia”
were enumerated in the Straits Settlements by S839%npercent of the each tribe
population. Nathan stated these tribes were branch&Hokkien” while most of the

rickshaw pullers were recruited from these two esib For “Hin Hoa” and

! See Nathan (1922: 82).

2 Ibid.

® Ibid.

* See Nathan (1922: 84). See also Warren (2003).
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“Kwongsai”, all “Hin Hoa” was enumerated in Singappwhile there was 88 percent
of “Kwongsai” was resided in Federated Malay Statéksinese whom came from
Shanghai, Beijing and Northern parts of China wtaeulated under “Northern

Provinces” in the census of 1921 of British Malalyg,nhumbered 2671 in population,
but 52 percent were resided in Straits Settlememksle 37 and 12 percent were
resided in Federated Malay States and UnfederatddyMbtates. Nathan pointed the
Chinese from “Northern Provinces” were chiefly ¢ad, washermen, and dealers in
silk and in sking. For the Chinese in the tribal division of “Otheit’,consisted of

21829 of cases in which the race and language emtered as “Chinese” but no
dialect specified in the census of 192Following was the conclusion by the

superintendent of census 1921.:

As compared with 1911, there are few striking clesnghe most noticeable
being the decrease in the proportion of Khehs ial&l.umpur and the increase
in Seremban. In each of the three large towns ef $traits Settlements,
Cantonese form a higher proportion than in 1911jlewthe percentage of

Hokkiens has fallen in Singapore and Penang. Hokldee, however, the

strongest tribe numerically in all the Straits Betents towns, in Klang and
Telok Anson in the Federated Malay States, andlitha Unfederated Malay

States towns except Johore Bahru. In Kuala Lumipah), Taiping, Seremban

and Kampar they are outnumbered by the CantoneaejpHr returning 7

Cantonese to 1 Hokkien. Johore Bharu is the oniintm which Tie Chius are

the most numerous tribe, while the proportion ofi&tas has decreased in 8 out
of 12 towns; it is highest in Malacca, Johore Bhand Terengganu (Nathan
1922: 85).

In the census of British Malaya in 1931, classtima of “Chinese tribes” has
been revised in the census of 1931, which “Hin Haad “Northern Provinces” have
been eliminated from the census’ tabulation, amddésignations like “Kheh”, “Tie
Chiu” and “Hok Chia” in the census of 1921 haverbsebstituted by “Hakka”, “Tiu
Chiu” and “Hok Chhia” in the census of 193Therefore, there were nine tribal
divisions in the census of 1931, included “HokkiefiCantonese”, “Tiu Chiu”,
“Hailam”, “Hakka”, “Hok Chiu”, “Hok Chhia”, “Kwongsi”, and “Other”, show as
table 3.11.

! See Nathan (1922: 84).
2 |bid.
% See Vlieland (1932: 78).
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Table 3.10: The Population of Chinese Tribes (Ria&roups) in British Malaya, 1921.

Administrative Unit Hokkien Cantonese Tie Chiu taail Kheh
Straits Settlements 218619(58)* (44) 115707(35)* (23) 75004(58)* (15) 28455(42)* (6) 37277(17)* (7)
Singapore 136823(36)* (43) 78959(24)* (25) 53428(41)* (17) 14547(21)* (5) 14572(7)* (5)
Penang 64085(17)* (47) 30846(9)* (23) 19236(15)* (14) 3883(6)* (3) 14293(7)* (11)
Malacca 17783(5)* (39) 5902(2)* (13) 2340(2)* (5) 10025(15)* (22) 8412(4)* (18)
Federated

Malay States 105435(28)* (21) 178208(54)* (36) 20458(16)* (4) 22558(33)* (5) 152188(70)* (31)
Perak 41997(11)* (19) 93878(28)* (42) 9470(7)* (4) 4861(7)* (2) 66939(31)* (30)
Selangor 45242(12)* (27) 49861(15)* (29) 8512(7)* (5) 6449(9)* (4) 56022(26)* (33)
Negeri Sembilan 11549(3)* (18) 19188(6)* (29) 1589(1)* (2) 8884(13)* (14) 20757(10)* (32)
Pahang 6647(2)* (19) 15281(5)* (45) 887(1)* (3) 2364(3)* (7) 8470(4)* (25)
Unfederated Malay

States 55869(14)*(31) 38128(11)*(21) 34660(27)*(19) 17295(25)*(10) 28385(13)%(16)
Johor 31112(8)*(32) 20938(6)*(22) 17915(14)*(18) 11809(17)*(12) 12112(5)*(12)
Kedah 15491(4)*(26) 11647(4)*(20) 16065(12)*(27) 2768(4)*(5) 12455(6)*(21)
Perlis 1161(0)*(32) 683(0)*(19) 182(0)*(5) 132(0)*(4) 1439(1)*(40)
Kelantan 6113(2)*(48) 2707(1)*(21) 262(0)*(2) 607(1)*(5) 1699(1)*(13)
Terengganu 1992(1)*(27) 2153(1)*(30) 236(0)*(3) 1979(3)*(27) 680(0)*(9)
Total 379923(100)*(32) 332043(100)*(28) 130122(100)*(11) 68308(100)*(6) 217850(100)*(19)

! source: Nathan, J.E., 192lhe Census of British Malaya: The Straits Settlamdrederated Malay States and Protected Statdetuire, Kedah, Perlis,
Kelantan, Trengganu and Brunéiondon: Waterlow and Son Limited. pp. 77-84, 186e error on calculation in the census has beaecad.
Note: Percentage with * is column percentage, wittds row percentage. See al5&Zji - ?Tl U&= (2009: 17-18).
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Table 3.10: The Population of Chinese Tribes (Riaroups) in British Malaya, 1924—continued

Northern

Region Hok Chiu Hok Chia Hin Hoa Kwongsai Provinces Othef Total
Straits
Settlements 7315(53)* (1)|  3845(95)* (1)| 1659(100)* (0) 87(9)* (0) 1386(52)*(0) 9121(42)*(2)| 498475(42)* (100
Singapore 5583(40)* (2)|  3845(95)* (1)| 1659(100)* (1) 33(3)* (0) - 6865(31)*(2)| 316314(27)* (100
Penang 1326(10)* (1) - - 14(1)* (0) - 1464(7)*(1)| 135147(12)* (100
Malacca 406(3)* (1) - - 40(4)* (0) - 792(4)*(2)|  45700(4)* (100)
Federated -
Malay States 4858(35)* (1) 40(1)* (0) 879(88)* (0) 977(37)*(0) 8947(41)*(2)| 494548(42)* (100
Perak 3417(25)* (2) 40(1)* (0) - 702(70)* (0) - 2573(12)*(1)| 223877(19)* (100
Selangor 937(7)* (1) - - 6(1)* (0) - 3429(16)*(2)| 170458(15)* (100
Negeri Sembilan 294(2)* (0) - - 99(10)* (0) - 2782(13)*(4)|  65142(6)* (100)
Pahang 210(2)* (1) - - 72(7)* (0) - 163(1)*(0)|  34094(3)* (100)
Unfederated
Malay States 1648(12)*(1) 173(4)*(0) - 32(3)*(0) 308(12)*(0) 3761(17)*(2)| 180259(15)* (100
Johor 864(6)*(1) 173(4)*(0) - 32(3)*(0) - 2086(10)*(2)|  97041(8)* (100)
Kedah 646(5)*(1) - - - - 275(1)*(©0)|  59347(5)* (100)
Perlis 5(0)*(0) - - - - - 3602(0)* (100)
Kelantan 101(1)*(1) - - - - 1226(6)*(10)|  12715(1)* (100)
Terengganu 32(0)*(0) - - - - 174(1)*(2) 7246(1)* (100)

1173282

Total 13821(100)*(1)] 4058(100)*(0)|  1659(100)*(0) 998(100)*(0) 2671(100)*()| 21829(100)*(2) (100)*(100)

! SourceNathan, J.E., 192Zhe Census of British Malaya: The Straits Settldsdrederated Malay States and Protected Stat@studre, Kedah, Perlis,
Kelantan, Trengganu and Brundiondon: Waterlow and Son Limited. pp. 77-84, 186e error on calculation in the census has beaeced.

E =

Note: Percentage with * is column percentage, withds row percentage. See a@?ﬁ;ﬁf C FIAER

2 Including “Others and Not Returned”.
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Table 3.11: The Population of Chinese Tribes (Riaroups) in British Malaya, 1931.

Administrative Unit Hokkien Cantonese Tiu Chiu Hail Hakka (Kheh)
Straits Settlements 287125(53)*(43) 141975(34)%(21) 115123(55)*(17) 35679(37)*(5) 52369(16)*(8)
Singapore 181287(34)*(43) 95114(23)%(23) 82516(40)*(20) 20040(21)*(5) 19716(6)*(5)
Penang 79546(15)*(45) 40041(10)*(23) 28920(14)*(16) 5359(5)*(3) 17704(5)*(10)
Malacca 26292(5)*(40) 6820(2)*(10) 3687(2)*(6) 10280(11)*(16) 14949(5)*(23)
Federated
Malay States 143429(27)*(20) 226181(54)*(32) 33040(16)*(5) 30107(31)%(4) 211906(67)*(30)
Perak 53471(10)*(16) 121401(29)*(37) 19060(9)*(6) 7145(7)*%(2) 87885(28)*(27)
Selangor 64311(12)*(27) 63191(15)*(26) 10464(5)*(4) 10097(10)*(4) 80167(25)%(33)
Negeri Sembilan 15554(3)*(17) 26750(6)*(29) 1762(1)%(2) 8468(9)*(9) 30115(9)*(33)
Pahang 10093(2)*(19) 14839(4)*(28) 1754(1)*(3) 4397(5)*(8) 13739(4)*(26)
Unfederated Malay
States 109345(20)*(33) 49325(12)*(15) 60607(29)*(18) 31870(33)%(10) 53459(17)%(16)
Johor 73270(14)*(34) 29585(7)*(14) 35935(17)%(17) 23539(24)*(11) 33588(11)*(16)
Kedah 21984(4)%(28) 13079(3)*(17) 23045(11)%(29) 2761(3)*(3) 13718(4)*(17)
Kelantan 8949(2)*(51) 1975(0)*(11) 452(0)%(3) 917(1)*(5) 3052(1)*(17)
Terengganu 3242(1)*(24) 2998(1)*(23) 472(0)*(4) 4449(5)%(34) 1264(0)*(10)
Perlis 1900(0)*(29) 1688(0)*(26) 703(0)*(11) 204(0)*(3) 1837(1)%(28)
Total 539899(100)*(32) 417481(100)*(24) 208770(100)*(12) 97656(100)*(6) 317734(100)*(19)

! Source: Vlieland, C.A., 1938ritish Malaya: A Report on the 1931 Census andCentain Problems of Vital StatisticEngland: Office of the Crown Agents
for the Colonies. pp. 180. The error on calculatiothe census has been corrected. See also W008:(24-35) J=igj 4 - ?ﬁ%% (2009: 19-20).
Note: Percentage with * is column percentage, withds row percentage.
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Table 3.11: The Population of Chinese Tribes (iaroups) in British Malaya, 1931-continued

Region Hok Chiu Hok Chhia Kwongsai Othef Total
Straits Settlements 8958(28)*(1) 9796(64)*(1) 1469(3)*(0) 11024(35)*(2) 663518(39)*(100
Singapore 6548(21)*(2) 8842(58)*(2) 949(2)*(0) 6809(22)*(2) 421821(25)*(100
Penang 1887(6)*(1) 704(5)*(0) 412(1)*(0) 1945(6)*(1) 176518(10)*(100
Malacca 523(2)*(1) 250(2)*(0) 108(0)*(0) 2270(7)*(3) 65179(4)*(100)
Federated
Malay States 17962(56)*(3) 3189(21)*(0) 35021(76)*(5) 10705(34)*(2) 711540(42)*(100
Perak 13650(43)*(4) 1869(12)*(0) 16963(37)*(5) 4083(13)*(1) 325527(19)*(100
Selangor 3094(10)*(1) 657(4)*(0) 5658(12)*(2) 3712(12)%(2) 241351(14)*(100
Negeri Sembilan 920(3)%(1) 506(3)*(1) 5894(13)*(6) 2402(8)*(3) 92371(5)*(100)
Pahang 298(1)*(1) 157(1)*(0) 6506(14)*(12) 508(2)*(1) 52291(3)*(100)
Unfederated Malay
States 4993(16)*(2) 2318(15)*(1) 9609(21)*(3) 9331(30)*(3) 330857(19)*(100
Johor 3540(11)%(2) 1856(12)*(1) 7519(16)*(3) 6244(20)*(3) 215076(13)*(100
Kedah 1284(4)%(2) 335(2)*(0) 1075(2)*(1) 1134(4)%(1) 78415(5)*(100)
Kelantan 54(0)*(0) 89(1)*(1) 541(1)*(3) 1583(5)*(9) 17612(1)*(100)
Terengganu 57(0)*(0) 38(0)*(0) 385(1)*(3) 349(1)*(3) 13254(1)*(100)
Perlis 58(0)*(1) - 89(0)*(1) 21(0)*(0) 6500(0)*(100)
Total 31913(100)*(2) 15303(100)*(1) 46099(100)%(3) 31060(100)*(2)| 1705915(100)*(100

! Source: Vlieland, C.A., 193British Malaya: A Report on the 1931 Census andCentain Problems of Vital StatisticEngland: Office of the Crown Agents

for the Colonies. pp. 180. The error on calculatiothe census has been corrected. See also W008:(24-35) 3= - ?3&%% (2009: 19-20).
Note: Percentage with * is column percentage, withds row percentage.
2 Including others and indeterminate.
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Table 3.11 shows that the largest Chinese populatidritish Malaya during
1931 was “Hokkien”. In the Straits Settlements, thiekkien” was 43 percent (in
row percentage) which was more than twice as nunseas any other tribe in British
Malaya. In Johore and Kelantan, “Hokkien” also skdva predominance position as
similar as that in the Straits Settlements. Ovdf bhthe Chinese population in
Kelantan was composed by “Hokkien”. However, “HakKi population was far
surpassed by “Cantonese” and “Hakka” in the Feddralay States. “Cantonese”
was the largest Chinese population in Federatechyi8tates by 32 percent; while
followed by the second largest Chinese populationFederated Malay States,
“Hakka” by 30 percent. According to Vlieland (1932Hokkien” was extensively
engaged in the agricultural pursuits and formed bhdk of the trading and
shopkeeping classes; while the “Cantonese” hasddra high proportion of the

mining population, and they were extensively enddgeplanting

“Hakka” was the second biggest Chinese populatioReiderated Malay States.
However, Vlieland stated “Hakka” were charactecaiy more rural than urban in
their residential tastésTherefore, the large towns in the Federated M&kayes were
strongly represented by the “Cantonese”; whilehe Straits Settlements, “Hakka”
was only 8 percent, which was less than one-fistm@amerous as either “Hokkien” or
“Cantonese”. Whereas the “Hakka” population werk stimerous in the states like
Johor, Malacca and Kedah. Despite it is worthydterihat the “Hakka” has formed a
larger proportion than other tribe in Perlis andadéan, however, their number were
naturally small. Nevertheless, the presence of #dakn Federated Malay States was

mainly due to minind.

On the other hand, the population of “Tiu Chiu"Bntish Malaya was far more
numerous in Singapore (40%), Johor (17%), PenaAgp)land Kedah (11%) than
elsewhere. In Johor, “Tiu Chiu” was second larg&shese population while slightly

more than “Hakka” and “Cantonese”. Besides, theufadn of “Hailam” was more

! See Vlieland (1932: 80-81).
2 See Vlieland (1932: 81).
® Ibid.
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numerous in the Straits Settlements (37%), whikdexl averagely in Federated
Malay States (31%) and Unfederated Malay State%0]3®& addition, “Kwongsai”
was principally found in the Federated Malay Stq#&%) and Johor (16%). The
population of “Hok Chiu” was more numerous in thedErated Malay States than the
Straits Settlements; while the “Hok Chhia” was msed. However, it is noteworthy
that the population of “Hok Chiu” was in twice matfgan the population of “Hok
Chhia”. The superintendent of 1931 census, C. Aelathd stated any individual who
did not recognize himself or herself as definitblglonging to one of the tribal
division would be thrown into the division of “Ottie’ Following was the conclusion

by the superintendent of census 1931:

It seems likely that the particularly large appaiearease in Tiu Chius, and the
relatively small apparent increase in Cantonesmitly due to a number of Tiu

Chiu being included in Cantonese in 1921. It i glsobable that Kwongsais
were largely classed as Cantonese in 1921. Theylaaarent increases in Hok
Chiu and Hok Chhia Chinese also suggest more caengitferentiation of these

tribes at the 1931 census, probably at the expehske Hokkien count. The

rather heavy apparent increase in the Hakka elemmgmbbably to some extent
illusory also, as the lack of a specific geograghiacation of this tribe in China

is apt to result in a Hokkien being assigned byaddyan enumerator to the tribe
associated with the location from which he hapgersome. This tendency was,
it is hoped, minimized by the special measuresrmdlabove, and, if it was, we
should obviously expect an increase in the numbétakkas (Khehs) recorded
(Vlieland 1932: 79).

It can be observed from above conclusion that #tidlhas eventually figured
out the naming problem in the classification of i@se by “tribes” as “illustrations of

the admittedly arbitrary nature of the classifioatand nomenclature”:

The terms “Hokkien,” “Cantonese” and “Kwongsai” sita strictly include all
the inhabitants of Kwangtung, Fukien (or Hokkieniia&wongsai provinces, but,
in the case of “Hokkien” and “Cantonese,” the telamns, in local usage, applied
to the inhabitants of certains areas only of the provinces. Tiu Chiu, again, is
a prefecture of Kwangtung Province, but its inheriis speak a language of their
own and always refer to themselves as Tiu Chius. Hbk Chius come from an
area around Fuchow (Hok Chiu in the local languathed capital of the Fukien
Province, and the Hok Chhias and Hin Hoas are fdistricts of Fukien. The
Khehs or Hakkas are a race apart in China; theydeteibuted over several
provinces but retain their own language and charitics. The Hailams come

! See Vlieland (1932: 79).

143



from the island of Hainan, which is part of the #nge of Kwangtung; they too
speak a language very different from Cantonese, laane characteristics
definitely distinguishing them from the other trib@/lieland 1932: 78).

However, census’s superintendent did not take adytien in solving the
problems for the classification of “Chinese tribewhich completely relegated the
issues of “place of origin” as mentioned above; ket remained the same divisions
in the classification of “Chinese tribes” by thaterion of “dialect difference” in
census reports. It was mainly due to the outbréake “May Forth Movement”in
China during 1915 to 1921 has leading British ca@ltsnto foresee the linguistic

assimilation of Chinese dialects, as following estagnt:

There is, in fact, no oral medium of communicatimetween two Chinese of
different “tribe,” if each speaks only the languagfehis own “tribe.” Since the
revolution, an attempt has been made to get ovewifficulty by standardizing
“Mandarin” as the medium of instruction in schod#andarin is the language of
the old official classes, and is spoken in varyiogns in places as far apart as
Peking and Yunnan, and the official “national laage” of China is a
compromise between the northern and southern foftiis.movement is having
an increasing measure of success, though the prizemturally slow, and the
mass of the Chinese people has yet to be affebtaddarin is the medium of
instruction in nearly all Chinese schools in Malaghwhich there are about six
hundred representing between fifty and sixty thadsgupils. It may be
anticipated that, as this movement becomes incrgigseffective, the special
problems confronting the census authority in theecaf the Chinese population
of Malaya will progressively diminish, but it remaito be seen in what manner
and degree linguistic assimilation will affect tliéscrimination between the
“tribes” and necessitate a different “racial” clifisation.

From both census reports of 1921 and 1931 as alttoeworthy to note that
the classification for the “Chinese tribes” weresibally based on the criterion of
“dialect difference”; while the “place of origin’nal other cultural factor was totally
irrelevant in British colonial’s mentality, thoughe issues of “place of origin” of
Chinese had first noticed by Vlieland in the censu$931. In other words, under the
classification by British colonial government, whet “Kheh” in the census of 1911
and 1921 or “Hakka” emerged in the 1931 censusgtiotassifications were basically

denoted to a social group who spoke the same |gegoadialect of “Hakka”. The

! Also known as the “New Culture Movement (3 E).
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reasons for British colonial government to clas€ityinese based on the criterion of

“dialect difference” will be discovered in detailednext chapter.

3.5 Epilogue

After reviewed the formation of colonized “Britidilalaya” and the census
reports of 1921 and 1931, it is worthy to note ttit racial and tribal division of
“Chinese” for tabulation purposes in the censusnspof British Malaya are virtually
an instituted process by British colonization. @oeenmon interpretation towards the
people classification under the waves of colontatnight interrelate with following
issues, included “racism” and “prejudice’For example, Mafeje (1971) considered
“tribes” as a colonial invention and “tribalism” asmere “false consciousness”. On
the other hand, generally, anthropologists wouldindd *“tribal societies” as
politically autonomous societies characterized Blgigh degree of self-sufficiency at
a near-subsistence level”, “simple techonology” ddibtinctive language, culture
and sense of identity”, which were derived from wights of “prejudice” (see
Southall 1970: 28). In addition, Tibi (1991: 1363@stated the European historians
usually refer to the social groupings in pre-modgeniods of their own history as
ethniesbut refer to similar entities in non-European drigtdisparagingly as “tribes”;
thus the emergence of “tribe” seen as an attachmoetiie social groups of “non-
European”. Clearly, then, the formation of “BritisMalaya” and people’s
classification in “race” and “tribe” were colonigroducts which formed by the
colonized mentality. However, | shall note that abassues is secondary importance
in the thesis. The primary concern of this thesiwidiscover the process and reason
for British colonials to classify Chinese basedtloa criterion of “dialect difference”

in the census reports.

As mentioned in last two chapters, due to discélverconnotation of “Hakka”

in Malaya, the classification process of ChineseBhish colonial officials through

! “prejudice” is a negative attitude based on thergeneralizations about the appearance, behavior, o
other characteristics of all members of a categehjle “racism” is the belief that some racial gpsu
are superior while others are inferior.
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the establishment of colonial regulations and tagstns during the 1870s is
significant and will be discovered in next chapti@rough the first hand historical
colonial office files. The reason for the Britislol@nial government to classified
“Chinese” based on the criterion of “dialect diface” will be probed in the process

for the establishment of British colonial regulatscand institutions during the 1870s.
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4. THE PROCESS OF CHINESE CLASSIFICATION IN BRITISH MALAYA

The process of Chinese classification by Britishoo@l's regulations and
institutions since the 1870s considered as the talivprocess to dig out the
connotation of “Hakka” in British Malaya. Thereforthe information of relevant
colonial office files-Straits Settlements Original Correspondeimteeries CO 273-
will be connected as the thread from beginninghe &nd of this chapter. The
classification of “Chinese” based on the criterimn“dialect difference” by British

colonial government also will be discovered in tthgpter.

4.1 Chinese Riots and Problems during the 1870s

There were a numbers of Chinese riots and fightinthreak in the Straits
Settlements during the 1870s. Furthermore, thigeitment of Chinese coolies such
as kidnapping and overloaded shipment of newlyvedri Chinese coolies or
“sinkhehs” had outraged the local Chinese communithe Straits Settlements. Two
petitions had been sent by groups of Singaporedskimerchants and traders to the
British colonial government during 1871 and 1878ere the curtain rises for the
implementation of British colonial’s regulations darnstitutions to suppress the

Chinese secret societies.

4.1.1 Chinese Riots and Problems in Straits Settleants

In 23° May of 1871, there was a translation of the ptitivhich signed by
seventy Chinese merchants and citizens has beernos#re Legislative Council of
the Straits Settlementsin this petition, the clandestinely trade of nevelgrived
Chinese coolies by a group of vagabonds has beemlamed by the petitioners.
According to the petitioners, there were lots ofvlyearrived Chinese coolies or

“sinkhehs” have been cheated by such vagabondgharmbolie will disappeared and

! See appendix 3 and 4.
2.C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Stréstlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
See also appendix 3.
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often cannot be traced after the bargain betweethiecand vagabond have been
made! Therefore, such petitioners have urged the Britistonial government to
establish a system of superintendence in orderupersise all the new Chinese

arrivals?

There was a serious Chinese riot occurred in thva tof Singapore during 23
October of 1871; while almost two-third of Chingsepulation in Singapore were
involved in the riot, and the anxiety had beenddsfor 36 hours in the towh.
According to the colonial office file of CO273/5e fuse of this riot was caused by
the incident of “pocket-picking” at the Chineseatex in Philip Street of Singapore.
Such account on this Chinese disturbance couldtedfin the colonial office file, as

follow:

...the pocket-picking at the Chinese wayang was tmiyreadily seized upon as
pretext to let loose clan rancour of long standiggd to carry out a more or less
prearranged system of attack and retaliation. e ¢lans at war with one
another- the Hokiens and the Teo Chews- are by@ Wy the largest in the
Island- indeed, they include between them probabty thirds of our Chinese
population...We do not think the Secret Societiesshtiemselves instigated this
rising; and as it is an open raid of clan upon cthe manner of successfully
dealing with it is more obvious...There is no questf any menace to the
European population in anything that has gone ofagobut we all know the
effects of lengthened indulgence in pillage andrige upon an excitable people;
how soon it begets an indiscriminating phrenzy Wwistrikes alike at everything
opposing it; and no effort should therefore bexethuntil every smouldering
ember of the feud has died out or been extinguishikdgether; the last 36 hours
have been a period of anxiety and exertion to mang-of natural alarm to not a
few...We regret to find that these have again braketlis morning and that the
favorable expectations entertained when the ab@gewvitten are very far from
being realized; it is also much to be feared tihat $ecret societies are now
involved... The quarrel, so far, is limited between the Hokam Teo Chew
Chinese, and though the feud is of long standihg, ¢dause of the present
outbreak is very trivial...the police from the B. f&@a having come to head them
off, the crowd dispersed in all directions. Thisid dnot end the
disturbances...They went home, each to plot schefmesngeance, and an hour
or two later gangs of Teo Chew coolies entereddwthree Hokien shops in the
Chinese part of the town, and after assaultingrtheates completely ransacked

1 C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Straistlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
See also appendix 3.

2 Ibid.

% Refer to CO273/50, Riots Between Hokkien and TewglStraits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 27/10/1871.
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the places, carrying away everything they found-lod rices, pepper, and
produce of every description...Fighting and plundererav going on
everywhere...One hundred men of th&' t8giment were called out, to assist the
police in maintaining order; guards were statiomtdhe bridged, to prevent
suspicious looking characters from crossing,-csoliere invariably turned back
whenever they attempted to go over; but meantins Work of pillage
proceeded...On the appearance of the Sepoys andolice,ghe plunder was
stayed for a time...where a gang had been committmgssault and robbery,
and while they were away, the crowd grew bold ehaiagattack the police and
remaining Sepoys, pelting them with stones andstiand driving them off. The
Sepoys, perhaps having no orders, could not fireh@rge bayonets on the
crowd...A great many European constables, the Aumgill&Sepoys, Volunteer
Corps, and regular police force, as also a numbktatays armed, were on duty
in the town and at Rochore...At nine o’clock this miag, the confusion was
frightful; furious fighting was going on in almostery street, from the Tanjong
Pagar road to Rochore, and it became evident tlaatynof the kongsees had
joined in the riots.

From above statement, it can be seen that the &himets outbreak in
Singapore towns was triggered by two differeahg “Hokien” and “Teo Chew’-
despite the man who recorded this incident hacddhem as “clan”. Subsequently,
eachbang had grabbed the aid and supports from the seométees which they
belonged. Therefore, the furious fighting amongnéke had become more frightful
after the involvements of secret societies. It @thw to note from above quotation
that the secret societies as the root to instidti@ese disturbances; the incident of
“pocket-picking” was only a pretext to let thdmang to fight for the dominant
political influence in the town.

During the 1870s, the ill treatment and overloadedsels of Chinese coolies
was outbreak in the Straits Settlements. There avgmragraph extracted from a
newspaper “China Mail” on"7 February of 1873, in relating to the coolie trafii
the Straits Settlements:

A large importation of Chinese coolies is, says $tmits Timesgoing on at

Singapore vessels arriving almost daily from Amag &watow, laden, or more
properly speaking, overladen with them. They atsoablesome cargo in some
instances, being packed so densely on board asptedie the working of the ship.
On board of one vessel that recently arrived, thegee no less than 1,400, the

! Quote from CO273/50, Riots Between Hokkien and chew, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 27/10/1871.
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ships tonnage being between 800 and 900 tons. dddke ships thus freighted
anchor as far outside as possible, to render ttegesf their passengers a matter
of difficulty. Despite this precaution, whetherdeade payment of their passage-
money or the clutches of their consignees, orithpatience seizes the celestial
mind at sight of the promised land, or that theadoe on board appears
particularly vile, one knows not, but numbers darthjump overboard, risking a
briny grave in attempting to reach some of the mooe sampans that are
constantly dodging about these ships, and thusjgjekly ashore. A few nights
ago, seven escaped in this manner from one shifstwh board another, one of
the crew, having interfered with the fixings of @otie, received a stab from the
latter’s knife®

Beside the problems of vessels were overcrowdingCbiese coolies in the
coolies trade, there was another petition had Isean to the Legislative Council of
the Straits Settlements during®3une of 1873.This petition was comprising 200
chops which signed by a group of Chinese merchamésaly by the merchants from
the Gambier and Pepper Society and many otherseolebding Chinese merchants
and firms in Singapore- regarding on the bad treatnand kidnapping of newly
arrived Chinese coolies at the ports of Penangyepore and Malacca. Therefore, the
petitioners were urged the British colonial goveeminto pass an Ordinance to
establish a “Depot” at each port in the StraitstiSetents, and to register all the
Chinese new comers who onboard and to prohibikidheapping of Chinese coolie in

the Straits Settlements.

In the mean time, the third Larut War had outbreakhe early of 1873. The
Governor of Straits Settlements, Sir Harry St. @eoOrd had mentioned his
observations on this war in the meeting of LegigatCouncil, which held on"®
September of 1873:

1 C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Straistlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
2.C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Straitlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
See also appendix 4.

® Ibid.

* St George Ord became the Governor of the CrowrGobf the Straits Settlements from 16 March
1867 until 4 November 1873. During that time, Majgeneral Archibald Edward Harbord Anson was
the Lieutenant-Governor of Penang from 1867 to 18#kon Road in Penang and Singapore, and the
now disappeared Anson Bridge in Penang were narfied lam. Also during Anson's first term as
Lieutenant-Governor, the Penang Riots of 1867 edipFrom 1871-1872, Arthur Nonus Birch was
acting Lieutenant Governor of Penang while from 28873, Sir George William Robert Campbell,
who was also Inspector General from 1866-1891,tha#\cting Lieutenang Governor of Penang. See
Tye, Timothy. (2008-2009). British Governors of tB&aits Settlement. Websitettp://www.penang-
traveltips.com/governors-of-the-straits-settlemdmits. Check on 30/10/2009.
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On arriving at Penang, | found the apprehension tte Lieutenant Governor
entertained that the disturbances going on in ltamight lead to riots in Penang
were well founded. Of the two parties of Chineseowhere fighting for the
mastery in Laroot, one, blockading the interioitted country, finding that those
in the interior were receiving supplies through #gency of a ventral body of
Chinese on one of the rivers, threatened theseeGéithat they would attack and
destroy them if they did not cease giving aid teirttenemies. The Chinese in
question, who were Hokiens, having a large bodyriehds in Penang, their
friends announced publicly that if any attack werade on those in Laroot, they
would take life for life from the friends of thetatking party in Penang; and |
entertain but little doubt that?..

Incidents such as Chinese riots and disturbancethen Straits Settlements, ill
treatment and kidnapping of newly arriving Chinesmlies, and Larut wars had
forced British colonial government head on to thkin€se problems in British
Malaya. Considerations in relating to these Chingsblems have been discussed in
the meeting of Legislative Council of the Straitstt®ments during 1873. Their

considerations will be demonstrated, as follow.

4.1.2 Considerations of British Colonial Officialsto Regulate Chinese in British

Malaya

During 9" September of 1873, a Legislative Council meetirag weld for the
second reading for the Bill to provide better petittn of Chinese immigrants in
Malaya (first reading time for the Bill was held @1i® August of 1873). The
attendees of this Legislative Council meeting wiaotuded the Governor (Sir Harry
St. George Ord), the Colonial Secretary (Mr. Bircti)e Attorney-General (Mr.
Braddell), the Treasurer (Mr. Willans), the AudgegBeneral (Major McNair, R. A.),
and British colonial officials (Mr. Thomas ScottrMA. K. Whampoa, Dr. Little, and
Mr. W. R. Scottf The Governor has begun the meeting for the seceading of the
Bill from the report of “Report of the Riot Commigs”. The commissioners had
sketched an outline for the measure to deal wighdaboring Chinese on arrival in the

Straits Settlements. According to the commissigribere were an immense number

1 C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Straistlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
2 .
Ibid.
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of coolies came to the Straits Settlements evergr,ydowever, neither the
Government nor the Police had any knowledge ohtbeements or any control over
the Chinese coolies. The commissioners statedtlieaChinese coolies knew there
was no authority upon them in British Malaya, aheytwere closely affiliated to the
“secret societies”- the unit of those had authotipon them or employed them.
Therefore, the commissioners suggested to Legislafiouncil that a system of
“Registration of Chinese Immigrants” should be utaleen: “each coolie ship should
be boarded by a Registering Officer, who shoulc taKist of all the coolies, their
names, place of embarkation, and occupation; tHestet coolie should be landed and
kept until occupations was found for them; and thast of persons requiring coolies
should be kept at the Registrar's Office”. The GQoee was agreed with
commissioner’s suggestion for the Bill due to théngple for the objection of
slavery within Chinese coolies in Straits Settletapaven though he has foresee that
such an interference with the coolie trade wouldehthe effect of increasing the
price of labor, “Remember (said His Excellency)sitour proud boast that the sun
never sets on the British dominions, and that @s¢hdominions no slave can live”. In
addition, Governor also mentioned in the meetiraj tie believed the kidnapping of

“sinkheh” which existed during 1870 has been fadayain the Straits Settlements.

Nevertheless, in the point of view of Mr. W. R. 8cbe was disagreed with the
Governor and further objected to the principleha$ Bill. In his opinion, registration
of all Chinese coolies was not necessarily sineectiolies were under controlled by

Chinaman:

There was really no slavery. The Chinaman took oérkis coolies, fed them
well, and got good work out of them. The passemnigdfic from here to China
was a patent proof that the Chinese coolie who chere was able to save
money and be in a position to return China. Andraftaving done that, and spent
his money, what did he do? He came back here. ttedfthat this was not such a
very bad placé.

Mr. W. R. Scott suggested the British colonial goweent should let the Ch'ing

government to protect their own men; but if the i@’government allowed their

1 C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Straistlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
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men to come as they like, Mr. W. R. Scott pointédion’t see what right we have to
interfere”! However, the Governor has objected the mannerissegard Chinese
matter in the colonial order. He pointed, “Whettiex Chinese Government performs
its duties or not is another matter. No colony, azonmunity, no individual, can
abrogate his duties and we have our duties towtdrel®, and | must beg leave to

differ from the hon’ble member who spoke to thetcany effect”?

Likewise, Mr. Thomas Scott also did not agree with Governor’'s charge that
the Straits Settlements was the place of slavery.TMomas Scott stated the number
of immigrants was very great in Malaya, “probabiythe season sometimes seven or
eight thousand in a week”; while the Chinese imatign was falling in the hands of
the secret societies. Therefore, he suggestedetedbncil that the secret societies
should be banned by Colonial Government. On therdtand, he was also hesitated
about the mode of working the protection Bill iktlsecret societies did not stop by
the Colonial Government. Dr. Little, too, had hatt to the efficiency of the Bill to
provide better protection for the Chinese coolEs;ause the operation of the coolie

trade and acquirement of Chinese coolies wereistiie hands of secret societfes.

The Colonial Secretary, Mr. Birch was supportedrtieasure to provide better
protection for the Chinese coolies. However, hefoid this measure was only one-
sided because the Bill only imposed restrictionrugite importer, but none on the
coolies whom controlled by the secret societiesthiis meeting, Mr. Birch has
revealed the operation of secret societies in dwie trade based on his informers,

the Inspector-General of Police, Mr. Plunket:

Mr. Plunket, the then Inspector-General of Poligep knew a great deal about it
that in the year of 1871, he believed it was, theas such an organization. He
heard of that on his return to the Colony from Engl, and received some
complaints from the Consuls at Swatow and Foocteowd, on making inquiries

among the Chinese, and consulting Mr. Plunket enstiibject, he was told that
they believed the statements to be true. The CsrsulSwatow sent him a

Z C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Str@attlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
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translation of a printed placard which was put nphie street of Swatow and
Foochow by certain Chinese persons in the habieofiding Chinese laborers
here, stating that the Sin-khehs were puckerowedariaval here and sent to Deli
and other places, and had no objection...That a mystésted by which these
people were nominally bound to the persons who iepdahem, and who kept a
watch upon them, he had not the slightest doubtisex he had found, in
employing Chinese labor, that if he objected torttendore, or stopped his pay
for any reason, the coolies left at once, the readeen being that they owed for
their passage-money and had to work it but.

Mr. Birch’s statement has aptly pinpointed the majmit to control the
emigration of Chinese coolies from China to Malayas “secret societie$".
Therefore, Mr. Birch was agreed with Mr. T. Scot§gggestion for the Colonial
Government to suppress the secret societies gntimelugh an official regulation. Mr.
Birch pointed all Chinese coolies should be pr&@drom the activities of secret
societies and further stated “the Sin-khehs shbal@grevented from going into them,
and there was no other way but by registering toentanding™ In order to make
good the deficiencies of the Bill, Mr. Birch hagygested to the council to undertake
the Bill by imposing some charge and moderate fag for the registration, or
appointed a Protector of Chinese Immigrants forrdggstration; just like the cases in
Hong Kong, Saigon, Dutch possession, Burmah, Masriand Ceylon. The
Attorney-General, Mr. Braddell has responded tostinggestion to collect charges for
the registration. Mr. Braddell emphasized thatBkis not intended to interfere with
the supply of labor to the British colonies, butsecure the Chinese coolies to land
Malaya within the feeling of authority. Mr. Bradtibas concerned the interference of
coolies and charge upon Chinese coolies may atfextprice of labor market,

particularly to the labor supply for the Straitst®enents’

Before the Governor made his conclusion, the Caloingineer, Major
McNair R. A. pointed that one reality of Coloniab@rnment was lack of knowledge
to acquaint the unanimous movement of the Chinasthe colony, although the

majority of British colonial officials were long selent in Singapore or other colonies

1 C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Straistlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
2 See also chapter 2.2.1, pp. 62-69.
% C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Stréstlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
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in Malaya! He had mentioned that Sir Stamford Raffles waditeeperson who had
considered with the reference to Chinese immigrdrawever, these references were
not supported by any data of registration. Theeefbtajor McNair R. A. pointed that
the system of registration was necessarily antioukl be undertaken in the Straits
Settlements. He further mentioned, the systemgisti@tion not only would provide
information to the Government about all events din€se coolies in Malaya, but
also can let the Chinese coolies themselves to latmwt where and whom to go for
the better protection in Malaya. Moreover, he painthe measure to register the
Chinese coolies also might be a good thing for Germmurposes. Therefore, Major
McNair R. A. mentioned that he did not think thia¢ tmeasure of registration would

have the negative effect of interfering with thedamarket

At the end of this meeting, the Governor has madecbnclusion for British
Colonial Government to undertake the system ofsteggion for Chinese coolies, as

following statement:

I will therefore say that being made aware thatlieoare brought in under
arrangements of the nature of which they are igniprdhat they are often, in
consequences, taken and compelled to labour agdiestinclination, or not
knowing where they are going to, and in some cteesn out of the Colony to
labour in places where they objected to go,- tHe@ocess that an immigrant
labourer or coolie landing here for the first timand you must bear in mind that
there is a special provision that it shall only lgpp their first arrival and only
extend to the first two years of their residenceehafter which they are
considered capable of protecting themselvdshe is under engagement, to
labour, cognizance will be taken of it, and it viakk recorded, but simply for the
object of knowing where he goes; and if any merfanad missing we have then
the means of tracing them...The Colony has nothindctevith being a party to
their contracts for labour...it has only to see whkethey have contracts...l hope
you will understand that if the coolie come herdatmour on his own account we
do not care anything about him except to know twais a free man, but if he
comes under a contract, there is as we know, seas®n for fearing that he may
not be fairly dealt with and we want to be ableptotect him; and after the
expiration of two years the employer must bringkbtie ticket and state what
has become of him, and after that, we have nodurtbncern with him...There
is one point that | should explain, as to maintaind man at the expense of his
employer. It is quite possible that men might cdmaee under a certain species of
engagement hardly known to them, and the employesdfting a watch over

1 C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Straistlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873
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them, might let them register as freemen, and tb@me and say they are
engaged, and take them away; and therefore, ifoaeyclaims a man, he must
come for him, and if delaying doing this | propdkat he shall be kept for a day
or two, and the expense of keeping him shall behdigged by the man who
comes and says he is engaged to him. That is tlyeempense that working the
measure.

Above conclusion has annotated the basic rulesrequlations for the Bill of
better protection of Chinese immigrants. This Bilso further contributed to the
establishment of “Chinese Immigrant Ordinance, 187Bhe Ordinance was
committed on 18 September 1873 in the Legislative Council meetiigje reported
with amendments was held on nQZSeptember of 1878.The Governor have
personally superintended the working of this Ordee and further appointed the
Registrar of immigrants to occupy this measufée Bill was read a third time and
passed in the Legislative Council meeting ofi Oztober of 1873.

However, on 2% October of 1873, British Colonial Officer, Dr. tl# has
personally sent an official correspondence to tbeg@or to call upon the immediate
attentions of colonial government to register teerst societies, and it was necessary
for colonial government to overlook the “passageneyd and “labor contract” of
Chinese coolies in relating with the operation oblie trade by secret societies.
According to Dr. Little, the clause of registratian the “Chinese Immigrant
Ordinance, 1873” might not effective enough in pating Chinese coolies from the
control of secret societies:

To give us cheap labour, we must have a cheapofgtassage for the Coolies
from China. In former years, say 20 to 30 years #ugy all arrived in Junks, so
crowded, that the vessel looked like a moving nmsédiving beings, and from
their crowded state many who were weak when thastest from China never
reached this, and those who did were in a veryl\sistate. Then, the passage
money, say from Amoy, was $6, and coolies’ wagesevi per monsoon here.
Now the same class of coolies come down in saViessels and steamers, and
pay for their passage $10 to $14, but their wage® lincreased from $3 to $4

1 C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Stréstlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
2. C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Stréi&tlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
See also appendix 5.
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and $6 per monsoon, while the natural deductidpetdrawn from this is, that if
difficulties are thrown in the way of the Cooly Irigration, the passage money
will be increased, and the employers of labor & $traits must pay still more for
that labor. To allow of owners of vessels bringofmvn coolies at the present
cheap rate, they must select the time of the yémnvthey can make the quickest
run, that is in the North East monsoon, and atstirae time be allowed to carry
as many as their vessel can, with safety, andatdesromfort to the passengers
(who expect to rough it); it is therefore not unenam for a vessel of 1,000 tons
to bring down 12 to 1,4000 men, which can be domslye and comfortably
compared to what the junks should do in former dayken this is done, the
Master or owner has nothing to do with the passageey paid by each cooly,
but he receives a lump sum for carrying so manyiesowho are generally
bundled on board the day before or the day theeVéssppointed to sail...The
modified Ordinance simply states that it is “exgedito make better provision
for the protection of the Chinese Immigration.” Busw can it protect the Cooly?
He may learn for the first time what his engagememé. If he has a contract, he
must simply acquiesce, for this Ordinance givepower to anuul contracts; but
what will that benefit him? He is registered, hcket is given to his master for
the time being, who may be an employer, or an agenta Secret
Societies...Mere Registration will not better the y®ocondition, for the must
adhere to his agreement with the party who brohghthere from China, for the
registration does not annul that, and if therediswnitten agreement, then he must
accept the best offer the contractor can make ifointerests, whether agreeable
to the coolly or not...It cannot procure him higheages, for that will depend
upon the law of supply and demand, which is notcéd by the Registration;
nor better his treatment, as that depends on theacter of the Master, who
cannot tyrannize much, as the cooly will abscomatf most certainly it will not
keep him out of the hands of the secret societibg, will have him a member
whether registered or not; nor will be know Goveemtnuntil he is arrested by
the police, nor our law till he is thrown into g contrary to the opinions of
the Commissioners on the late riots, who considehed Registration would
initiatively open his eyes to the benefits of tlmg Government as exemplified
in the Straits, and keep him from breaking lawsbeer heard of...Neither can
registration trace a cooly more surely than candbee now. A cooly once
registered may be seen through the books to hase faé&en to his employer’s
plantation or massed with other coolies. If allnigule, he will be found there;
but if his employer has made away with him by segdiim elsewhere against
his will, he could return his ticket to the Registrsaying he died, or had
absented himself. ---and the Registering Offices ha authority, and will have
as little inclination, to test the correctness isfstory. At present, so clannish are
the Chinese, that any Chinaman of the same tribealvgays find out where one
of his own “Say,” or tribe, has gone to by enqugriof his companions. If her has
been unlawfully made away, with, the police in bo#tses will be expected to
unlay the mystery...And for that, two substantiveesubre alone required. The
first is that no Chinese Coolies numbering morentfize should be allowed to
leave any of the Settlements without a written @aoitwith the party employing
them, which contract must be in the language ofabely and must be read over
to him, the purport of which he must be made toewsihnd, and this must be
done before a Magistrate or Inspector General dit&owho must attach his
signature to the name; except Coolies returninghtr native countries or
proceeding to one or other of the Straits Settléspemhen no contract will be
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required. 2nd. For this, the sum of $3 to $5 farheeoolly will have to e paid by
the employef.

Mr. Little’s appeals as above had took account th® clauses of “Chinese
Immigrant Ordinance, 1873” which would not effeetienough to provided better
protection to Chinese immigrants, if the mattersecret societies, coolies’ passage
money and labor contract are relegated in the @mtief Subsequently, on 31
October of 1873, Sir Harry St. George Ord has regothe details for the official
measures of the Straits Settlements during 1878 dee to control over the Chinese
riots and secret societies in the Colony in theuahreport of the Straits Settlements,
1874

The measures of legal reform which have been paastbdthose still under
consideration of the Council will effect a complegeonstitution of our Judicial
System and great improvement in the administradfodustice. It was sought to
obtain some control over the Chinese and othereB&ucieties whose rivalry
had been the occasion of outrages and disturbarfices of a very grave nature.
Although these disturbances have not altogethgrpstd they have been less
frequent in number, and less serious in charaatet,since 1867 there has been
but one outbreak of any moment at Penang and oSegapore. The measures
which Government has passed and the arrangemerde maer them have
moreover given it a power of controlling the Soeigtwith which they originate,
which it is confidently anticipated will eventualllead to them complete
cessation. Even now with the means at its dispbsahdministration ought to be
able to prevent any disturbance from assuming @wseicharacter, if it is not
possible altogether to prevent its breaking®ut.

To sum up from above considerations of British o@b officials, the main
concern of British colonial government to contreeothe Chinese were the effects in
interfere the supply of Chinese coolies by secoeieties, and the change for the
price of labor supply to the Colony. However, thhir@se riots and the secrecy
movements of the secret societies in coolie traalee Hforced the British colonial
government to suppress the secret societies aredtagk the control of Chinese

coolies from the hands of secret societies, sineestfect of lengthened indulgence of

1 C0273/70, The Chinese Immigration Bill, Straitst®enents Original Correspondence, 20/10/1873.
2 See C0O273/69, Protection of Chinese ImmigrangiSt6ettlements Original Correspondence,
30/9/1873. See also appendix 5.

% SeeReport on the administration of Straits Settleménts874regarding on “Population” (Jarman
1998: Vol.2), pp. 206-207.
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secret societies were destructive to the econontarast and development of the

Straits Settlements.
4.2 Implementation of Regulation and Institution

There were a series of British colonial regulatiamsl institutions have been
established due to control over the Chinese seom¢ties during and after the 1870s,
included “Chinese Immigrant Ordinance”, British @oilal precaution in quelling the
Chinese riots, the establishment of “Chinese Ptotate”, scheme for Chinese
Interpreters, the establishment of Government Eratiin Depots, and “Societies

Ordinance”.
4.2.1 Implementation of “Chinese Immigrant Ordinane”

The Bill of “Chinese Immigrant Ordinance, 187A8as passed in the Legislative
Council meeting on 7 October of 1873.There were 25 clauses which categorized
under eight subjects in the Ordinance, includedefpretation”, “appointment of
officers and rules”, “arrival of immigrants”, “regiry of immigrants”, “immigrants’
tickets”, “landing of immigrants”, “agreements tabbr’, and “penalties and
procedures® Under the subject of “interpretation”, there wéve clauses have been
formulated, while the “Chinese coolies” who had rbesalled as “sinkheh” or
“singkek” in vulgar has been defined as “immigraim”the Ordinance. The clause 6
and clause 7 which categorized under the subjecambhointment of officers and
rules” were related with the responsible of Britisblonial official as a “Registrar”
for the Ordinance; while the clause 8 and 9 wetegmized under the subject of
“arrival of immigrants”. The clause 10 and 11 undee subject of “registry of
immigrants” have stated the related items will kgistered under the registration
procedures for Chinese immigrants, such as nanegypation, port of embarkation,

purpose of coming to Malaya, nature of the agre¢roktabor, and so forth. On the

1 C0273/70, The Chinese Immigration Bill, Straitst®enents Original Correspondence, 20/10/1873.
2.C0273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigrant, Stréstlements Original Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
See also appendix 5.
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other hand, the clausel2 to 17 were related tsubgect of “immigrants’ tickets” and

“landing of immigrants”. The clause 18 to 22 wereler the subject of “agreements
to labor”, which have stated the limitation of peliand place of employment for
each Chinese immigrant in the Colony; while claR3d0 25 have demonstrated the

penalties to each Chinese immigrant who may ag#iesDrdinancé.

Annual report of the Straits Settlements during7L8@s recorded the result of
the “Chinese Immigrant Ordinance, 1873” in Britiglalaya. Chinese immigrants in
the Straits Settlements have gradually relied upenGovernment to look for better

protection instead of secret societies:

The respectable portion of the Chinese communitye haxpressed much
satisfaction at the measures adopted by Governtoenfford protection and
assistance to their poor and simple countrymensd neeasures, which appear to
be also greatly appreciated by the coolies theraselwho have already
manifested great confidence in the Protector, awe fin several instances in the
marked manner adopted his advice in preferenchabdf their headmen, will,
doubtless, eventually have the effect of induchey €hinese who come to reside
in this Colony to look to the Government, insteddootheir Congsees or secret
societies, for assistance and protection, and wilile the influence of the latter
is being weakened, cause them to hold the formestimation and respett.

Based on the recommendations of Chinese ProtehtoQrdinance of “Chinese
Immigrant Ordinance, 1873” has been amended, repeaid re-enacted for several
times subsequently in 1880, 1891, 1900, 1902, &i®3 However, the basic gists
for the Ordinance were maintained. Neverthelesss iimportant to note that an
Ordinance to amend the “Chinese Immigrant Ordinah880” during 1900 has been

! The detailed clauses for the “Chinese Immigramti@mce, 1873” are demonstrated in appendix 5.
2 SeeAnnual Reports of the Strait Settlements, Penad@itYregarding on “Chinese Immigration and
Emigration” (Jarman 1998: Vol.2), pp. 348.

3 See C0273/258, Ordinance 15 of 1900 Chinese InamigrAmend, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 1//9/1900; CO273/280, Chinese Inamig Ordinance, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 29/10/1902; CO273/357, Ordinark®18/ Chinese Immigrants Amend, Straits
Settlements Original Correspondence, 19/4/1910,G0&d73/358, Emigration Ordinance, Straits
Settlements Original Correspondence, 23/8/1910.
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passed in order to remove any doubt as what to tnisatine expression of the word

“China” in the “Chinese Immigrant Ordinance, 1880".

According to the colonial office file of CO 273/258he word “China” was
made by the purposes of the “Chinese Immigrant r@rtie, 1880” to include Hong
Kong, Macau and all such territory as formed pdrthe Chinese Empire at the
beginning of the year 1840. However, during®igust of 1900, the Attorney
General of the Straits Settlements, W. R. Collyas Buggested to the Legislative
Council of British Malaya that the word “China” mégcome rather a geographical
than a political expression, and many places esdlgrnithinese are no longer integral

parts of the Chinese Empife.
4.2.2 British Colonial Precaution in Quelling the Qiinese Riots

After the implementation of “Chinese Immigrant Qrance” in 1873, Chinese
riots and disturbances were outbreak in the Stgstsements. In 25September of
1876, a memorandum with the subject title of “meanolum on the precautions
necessary to prevent, and the measures to be ddoptgielling, Riots amongst the
Chinese in the Straits Settlements” has been dr&fyethe Colonial Secretary, John
Douglas® Thirty clauses which drafted in the memorandumeneterrelated with the
issues like the character of Chinese riots (clduse11); and measures to be adopted
in quelling the riots (clause 12 to 30). Accordinglohn Douglas, Chinese riots in the
Straits Settlements were caused by their resissattcéhe measures of the Colonial
Government. By the way, he stated it was necegdarilthe Colonial Government to
distinguish the cases of riot amongst the Chineghe Straits Settlements, whether
one having it origin in quarrels between rival Glga secret societies; or between

rival clans or tribes, such as Hokkien and CantenB®uglas pointed, “In all these

1 C0273/258, Ordinance 15 of 1900 Chinese ImmigrAmend, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 1//9/1900.

2C0273/258, Ordinance 15 of 1900 Chinese Immigraniend, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 1//9/1900.

% C0273/84, Riots Amongst the Chinese in Strait#i&eents, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 26/9/1876. pp. 1-4.
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cases, the character of the disturbances would uih ralike: crowds will collect;
stones and broken bottles would, in the first inséa be freely used; then the Chinese
fighting men, armed with long sharpened poles, @aukn out and endeavour to
clear the streets of their opponents. Looting isimrariable accompaniment of
Chinese rioting”. In addition, Douglas further s@itthat there might be a possibility
to prevent the outbreak of certain Chinese riotGdvernment measures can be

translated and posted up in Chinese language:

With proper watchfulness, opposition to a Governimaeasure need never be
allowed to culminate in a riot. Such opposition hasariably arisen from
ignorance of the intentions of the Government, anith the assistance of
intelligent Chinese, the Chief Police Officer carasiéy remove any
misunderstanding or prejudice from the minds of ¢less affected. Before any
Government measure affecting the Chinese is pubiice, the greatest care
should be taken to make it widely known and noticethe Chinese language
should be prepared and posted up in conspicuogsglat least a month before
it is intended to enforce such meastre.

On the other hand, Douglas also demonstrated Isisredtions to the distinction

of Chinese riots among the quarrels between ssooitties, and tribes:

Quarrels between Secret Societies are usually htalgput by the Headmen on
one side or the other, who are able to raise sighisers and make a profit out of
the disturbances. These Headmen encourage the é8ggisor bad characters)
under them, wantonly to assault and rob persormbilg to the opposite party.
This, as a matter of course, leads to counter lissand robberies, until, after a
few days, the two parties in town and country ara state of open warfare.

Sometimes, however, especially in the case of glsabetween two tribes, or
between Hokiens and Cantonese, little or no warmingiven, and a single
affront offered to a man of one tribe, or of onetloé two provinces, may be
regarded as a party matter, and be sufficientitgtabout a general quarfel.

Above quotation pinpoints two factors contributity the Chinese riots: quarrels
between secret societies are often commanded dgdters of secret societies, while
their riots were assaulted in planning; quarrelsvben two tribes who came from
different provinces were often assaulted spontasigoin other words, the mode of

former quarrels was bigger than the latter. Theegf®@ouglas emphasized in the

1 C0273/84, Riots Amongst the Chinese in Strait&sents, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 26/9/1876. pp. 1.
2 .

Ibid.
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memorandum that the “headmen” of the secret sesiethould be summoned and
detained at the Head Station once the disturbabgethe secret societies is arise.
According to Douglas, the detention of secret dmse“headmen”, who were
respectable and influential among Chinese commasiivas beneficial to the
Colonial Government in quelling the Chinese rigtgyrticularly in the cases of

qguarrels between tribes:

The Headmen should then at once be summoned, savamSpecial Constables,
and detained at the Head Station, with a view mufreaffording them an
opportunity of coming to some agreement, and priavgrthem from making
mischief outside, than for actual duty as Conswlaéhough, when they shew a
disposition to come to terms, their services maynbele most useful.

In the case of quarrels between tribes, or betv@mrtonese and Hokiens, more
circumspection is required in swearing in Speciahg€ables, as the Headmen are
often some of the most respectable Chinese, whe tlmselves an interest in
preserving the peace of the Settlements, and waaddnt as an affront being
sworn in as Special Constables.

In such cases the Inspector-General or Superintérst@uld leave it to them to
furnish a list of the most dangerous men on eade, sivhom it would be
desirable to summon as Special Constables, and smvaa such, with a view to
preventing their taking part in the disturbances...

The Headmen, if detained as Special Constabledpreehold out longer than a
week or ten days, and the moment they shew signsisifing to come to a
settlement, the good offices of the Chinese Justifehe Peace are most useful
in arranging terms.

When a settlement is being arranged, some of thedfden may with great
advantage be put on duty in the streets in whielg ttave most influence, and, in
order to prevent unnecessary excitement, a Headimauld always be attached
to any party of Police employed in executing Watsan the country districts
where the persons to be arrested recognize hisriyth

As soon as a settlement has been arrived at, itms @&f it should be drawn out in
Chinese and signed by as many of the Headmen asbf@sand a sufficient
number of copies should be lithographed and pasted town and country.

It can be observed from above quotations that fleadmen” of secret societies
have been imposed by the British colonial officias‘espial” in quelling the Chinese
riots during the detention; however, ample rewawdse given to the “headmen” in
return by British colonial government. Despite tteeoperation from the “headmen”
might useful in preventing and quelling the Chines¢s in the Straits Settlements;

nevertheless, Douglas stated the Superior Offisamild not relax their efforts to

1 C0273/84, Riots Amongst the Chinese in Strait&sents, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 26/9/1876. pp. 2-4.
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remove the turmoil causes of the Chinese riots.I&the riot arising, sufficient force
would be steadily directed by the Colonial Governmdue to put down the riot.
Following are the forces and measures stated imtemorandum in quelling the

Chinese riots:

On the first sign of the use of sticks or stonesuyfdicient force of Police should
be brought together, not only to clear the straet drive the rioters into their
houses, but also to apprehend some of them, asdnseso apprehend should be
dealt with summarily and severely by the Magissawhile the riot is confined
to single street, it will be best dealt with by wktding from 15 to 20 men
simultaneously from each end of it, and a few mieoukl act as a reserve, at
either end, to prevent the mob breaking out; the parties, each headed by a
European Officer should, on a signal agreed upgnytiistle or bugle, change
down the street, making free use of their truncheamtil they meet in the
middle; the mob will, by this time, be pretty wélloken up, and the Police will
probably have no difficulty in securing a few ofthioters, whom they were
escort back to the end of the street, and givénarge to the reserve. Advantage
should be taken of a house or room close by, irthvtiiese prisoners can be kept
tied, under one or two of the reserve, until it@venient to send them under a
proper escort to the Court; by this means the nbaidy will be left free to
continue their proceedings against the mob...

Should it be found that the rioting cannot be pwd without having recourse to
stronger measures, it may be found necessarilyeta ®ut parties of Police
armed with rifles to take up particular stations &eep back the rioters.

No armed party should consist of less than ten amehone Non-Commissioned
Officer, and should be accompanied by a JustickePeace, and if possible by
a number of special and ordinary Police Constalfitesthe purpose of making
arrests.

The main body of the Police, however, should bgllarmed with batons, or side-
arms, as with rifles in their hands they are unablmake arrests and to perform
ordinary Police duty.

Should a body of armed Police at any time durirggrtbts receive orders from a
Justice of the Peace to fire, they must not onaatpunt do so except by regular
word of command from the senior Police Officer mnGtable present; and the
Officer or Constable must not give the word “Fingiless distinctly ordered to
do so by the Justice of the Peace under whoseritythe is acting.

In the same way, when a Justicedd present, they must not fire except by order
of the senior Police Officer or Constable presant then only in self defence, or
to prevent the commissioner of some serious crittemded with violence...

In no case should the Police fire over the headshef mob, and when the
necessity for firing arises, it ought to be direlcemainst the leaders of the riot,
and if possible with effect.

1 C0273/84, Riots Amongst the Chinese in Strait&sents, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 26/9/1876. pp. 2-4.
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In other words, despite the memorandum was adapiedg 1876 in quelling
the Chinese riots and disturbances in the Stratde®hents, however, it is worthy to
note from the content of memorandum that there t@adency for British Colonial

Government to suppress the secret societies inydaaring 1889.

4.2.3 Establishment of “Chinese Protectorate”

The system of “Chinese Protectorate” was first isthed in the Straits
Settlements in 1877 According to the colonial office file of CO 273/98Villiam
Pickering was the first Chinese Protector in Bhitislalaya® The first office of
Chinese Protectorate was opened in Singapore du#ig; while the Penang office
and Malacca office were opened in 1881 and Tothlthe Federated Malay States,
the first office of Chinese Protectorate was opeineBerak, Taiping in 1883; but it
was moved to Ipoh during 1893. The Selangor offies opened at Kuala Lumpur in
1890 and its jurisdiction was subsequently exteriddehhang. On the other hand, the
office of Chinese Protectorate in Negeri Sembilas wpened at Seremban in 1914.
Besides the based in the Straits Settlements,ftite®of Chinese Protectorate were

mainly located within the tin mining areas in thedErated Malay States.

Duties of Chinese Protector were mentioned in thlergal office file of CO
273/373 in March 1911.Duties of Chinese Protector were in connectionhwit
following issues, such as inspection and regismatif Chinese immigrants, dealing
with the secret societies, protection of women ginld, suppression of gambling, and
other matters affecting the Chinese community inegelly® In this colonial office

file, a British colonial official, John Anderson $iasuggested to the Legislative

1 C0273/613, Restriction of Chinese Immigrationalsr Settlements Original Correspondence, 1935.
2.C0O 273/ 93, Mr. Pickering, Protector of Chinesteai Settlements Original Correspondence,
3/1/1878.
3 C0273/613, Restriction of Chinese Immigrationalér Settlements Original Correspondence, 1935.
4 .

Ibid.
® C0273/373, Procedures for Introduction of Labaant India and China, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 28/3/1911.
® C0273/373, Procedures for Introduction of Labaant India and China, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 28/3/1911.
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Council that the cost of Chinese Protectorate shtwal shared between Federated
Malay States and the Straits Settlements, dueetctiinese labors were widespread
in both Straits Settlements and Federated MalagSt®n the other hand, off duly

of 1914, Mr. R. J. Wilkinson as Administering Ofic has recommended three
alterations in relating to Chinese Protectorateistp to the Colonial Governmeht.
Mr. Wilkinson has suggested to the Colonial Governtithat the post of Secretary
for Chinese Affairs should be turned into as Regisbf Companies and Official
Assignee; the post of Assistant Protectorate oh€de, Penang, should be reduced
from Class lll to Class IV; while the post of Sedofssistant Protectorate of Chinese,
Penang, should be abolished. These proposals wprewed by Mr. Harcourt during
31 September, 191%4.0n the other hand, three more alterations for €n
Protectorate’s posts were recommended in the aloffice files of CO 273/483 in
19192 First, the Protector of Chinese of the Straitgl&sients should be raised from
Class Il to Class Il. Second, the Assistant Ptotecf Chinese of Penang should be
raised from Class IV to Class Ill. Third, two adolital Assistant Protector of Chinese
Class IV should be provided one in Singapore, aneeénand.lt is important to note
that those “two additional Assistant Protector dfir@se Class IV” is pertaining to
Chinese merchants, who were respectable and itifdieém the Straits Settlements. It
can be observed from the statements in the colofiige files of CO 273/483 that
Chinese Protectorate in British Malaya needed $iseseance from Chinese merchants,

as follow:

...routine work of the Protectorate has shown a lamgeease during the past five
years and with the introduction of the draft Lab@ade will increase still further.

It is not advisable that the senior officer at Sipgre and Penang should have a
considerable portion of his time occupied with thesatters. He should have
more time to devote to the general supervisiorhef@hinese population and to
enquire into the special problems which Chinesaiaffin this Colony are likely
to present in the future. Further the Chinese naarichlass is an influential and
prosperous section of the community with whom thetéetorate’s duties often
bring him into touch. These merchants undoubteditach considerable

1 C0273/483, Staff of Chinese Protectorate, St@dtslements, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 4/7/1919.
2 C0273/483, Staff of Chinese Protectorate, St&gtlements, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 4/7/1919.
3 .
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importance to the status of the Officer in commatian with them and for this
reason alone it will be wise measure to raise Esof the two senior posts.

In other words, Chinese merchants have been indobed possessed posts as

Assistant Protector of Chinese in the departmeohese Protectorate since 1919.

In 1934, two appointments of Secretary for Chingairs, Straits Settlements
and Secretary for Chinese Affairs, Federated M&tates were combined under the
department title of “Secretary for Chinese Affaitdalaya”? The holder of this
appointment is stationed at Singapore, togetheh whe Assistant Secretary for
Chinese Affairs and the Chinese Assistant to therédary for Chinese Affairs of
Malaya, and the headquarters subordinate staffsellofficers are paid, half by the
Straits Settlements and half by the Federated Matages All senior appointments
in the Department of Secretary for Chinese AffaMslaya are listed as table 4.1.
The Secretary for Chinese Affairs of Malaya alswises the Unfederated Malay
States on Chinese matters but has no executiverpoWee Protectorate staff in these
states consists of a Protectorate and an Assifaotectorate in Johor and a
Protectorate in KedahAccording to colonial office file of CO 273/613 epartment
of “Secretary for Chinese Affairs, Malaya” wouldrnauhisters following ordinances
and enactments, such as Societies Ordinance andtnigrd; Ordinance and
Enactment for the Protection of Women and GirlydraOrdinance and Labor Code
(so far as Chinese employees are concerned); anBa¥wnbrokers Enactment in the
Federated Malay StatdsFurthermore, Chinese Protectorate officers alse ar

Registrar, Deputy Registrars or Assistant RegistodrSocieties for their respective

1 C0273/483, Staff of Chinese Protectorate, St@dtslements, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 4/7/1919.
2 C0273/613, Restriction of Chinese Immigrationalér Settlements Original Correspondence, 1935.
?r’)p..l.

Ibid.
4 C0273/613, Restriction of Chinese Immigrationaér Settlements Original Correspondence, 1935.
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settlements or states in British Maldyahe detailed for registration of secret
societies by Chinese Protectorate will be illugidah chapter 4.2.5.

Table 4.1: Senior Appointments in Department afr8&ry for Chinese Affairs, Malaya.

Administrative Unit Senior Appointments in Departme
Straits Settlements
Singapore 1. Assistant Protector of Chinese

2. Second Assistant Protector of Chinese
3. Extra Assistant Protector of Chinese
4. Lady Assistant Protector of Chinese

Penang 1. Protector of Chinese
2. Assistant Protector of Chinese
Malacca 1.Assistant Protector of Chinese

Federated Malay States

1. Protector of Chinese

Ipoh 2. Assistant Protector of Chinese, Perak

Kuala Lumpur 1. Protector of Chinese, Selangor and Pahang
2. Assistant Protector of Chinese, Selangor and
Pahang

Seremban 1. Protector of Chinese, Negeri Sambil

4.2.4 Scheme for Chinese Interpreters

During 1877, the Secretary of State for the Str@g#tlements had approved a
scheme for supplying a qualified body of Chineseerjoreters for the Straits
Settlements. All Chinese interpreters employedhsy €olonial Government will be
arranged in the department of “Secretary for Clan&Bairs” under the supervision
of the Protector of Chinese. The qualifications tlee admission and promotion of
Chinese interpreters will be categorized into thgezdes with different salaries, as
table 4.2. No Chinese interpreter will be employsdpromoted except after the
official examinatiort

1 C0273/613, Restriction of Chinese Immigrationalér Settlements Original Correspondence, 1935.
pp. 2.

2 Source: CO273/613, Restriction of Chinese ImmigratStraits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 1935. pp. 1.

3 CO 273/ 93, Mr. Pickering, Protector of Chinesteai®& Settlements Original Correspondence,
3/1/1878. (CO 273/ 93 was extracted from GovernnBarette in 17/10/1879). See also CO273/326,
Salaries of Chinese Interpreter, Straits Settlem@niginal Correspondence, 14/2/1907.
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Table 4.2: Qualification of Chinese Interpreters

Grade Qualifications Salary ($)
1. English, spoken and written.
' 2. Three dialects of Chinese. ($ 1,500 after 5$ 1e’::frosoa roved service.)
3. Chinese written language. ' y PP I

Malay, spoken and written.
1. English, spoken, and fair
2 knowledge of writing.
. Two dialects of Chinese.
. Chinese written language.
Malay, spoken.
1. English, spoken. $420
3 2. Two dialects of Chinese. ($ 540 after 5 years approved service|)
3. Malay, spoken.

$ 780
($ 900 after 5 years approved service|)

w N

Table 4.3: Classes, Qualifications and SalarigShifese Interpreters in 1906

Class| Designation| Qualifications Salary (%)

1. English, spoken and written. $2 160

2. Any two of following dialects: (annual increm’ent $ 120 until th
Senior Hokkien or Tiechiu; Cantones¢ | has d $ 2 400
Interpreters|  Kheh. salary has drawn $ 2,400).
3. Chinese written character.

112

$720
(annual increment $ 60 until the
salary has drawn $ 1,200; $ 120
until the salary has drawn

$ 1,560).

. English, spoken and written.
Certificated| 2. Any two of following dialects:
Interpreters|  Hokkien or Tiechiu; Cantones
Kheh.

N =

1%

$ 420

[l Interpreters None. (No increment).

A new scheme for Chinese Interpreters preparechéySecretary for Chinese
Affairs has been approved in the Legislative Colunci 26" February of 1908.
Subjects like “qualifications”, “appointments”, “pa “examination”, “letter of

appointment”, “register of interpreters”, “trans&r“student interpreters” have been

! Source: CO 273/ 93, Mr. Pickering, Protector ofr@ke. Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 3/1/1878. (CO 273/ 93 was extrdded Government Gazette in 17/10/1879). See
also Wong (2009: 20).

2 See “Scheme for Chinese Interpreters” in CO273/S2faries of Chinese Interpreter, Straits
Settlements Original Correspondence, 14/2/1907.

3 C0273/326, Salaries of Chinese Interpreter, St@stttlements Original Correspondence, 14/2/1907.
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formulated in this scheme. According to the newesoé for Chinese Interpreters, all
Chinese Interpreters shall be divided into threxsses with different qualifications

and salaries, as table 4.3.

Certificated Interpreter will be eligible to receiypensionable increases to the
annual salary drawn by him by passing examinatinrthe additional qualifications
set out by the scheme as table 4.4. It can be wixsdrom the table 4.4 that the
pensionable increments of Chinese Certificatedrpmnéters in dialects of Chinese
minority i.e. “Hailam”, “Hokchiu” or “Hinghua” werehigher than the Chinese
majority, such as “Hokkien”, “Cantonese”, “Tiechiahd “Kheh”. Furthermore, these
gualifications also pinpoint the Chinese commusitfeave been classified by the
Secretary for Chinese Affairs based on the criteab“dialect differences”.

Table 4.4: Qualifications of Pensionable IncrenfenChinese Certificated Interpretérs.

Qualifications Salary ($)
Written in Chinese character 240
Spoken dialect of Hailam; or Hokchiu; or Hinghua 018
Spoken dialect of Kheh; or Cantonese 120
Spoken dialect of Hokkien or TiecHiu 120
English spoken and written 180
In any other language or dialect. 180

A Certificated Interpreter presenting himself foramination for pensionable
increments in Chinese character will be requirepass the following standards: first,
ability to translate into clear and accurate Eigliketters, petitions, notices, etc;
second, ability to translate into Chinese in cdrfean drafts of letters, notices, etc;
third, ability to read running hand of fair diffity; and forth, ability to draw up a

statement of accounts from a set of Chinese bobke exceptional intricacy.

! See “Scheme for Chinese Interpreters” in CO273/S2faries of Chinese Interpreter, Straits
Settlements Original Correspondence, 14/2/1907.

2 Involvement included “for either dialect in thesezof an Interpreter who did not present the other
dialect as a qualifying subject or who has notiregka special increase for it; in the case of othe
Interpreters”. See “Scheme for Chinese Interpréiar€0273/326, Salaries of Chinese Interpreter,
Straits Settlements Original Correspondence, 1871

% See “Scheme for Chinese Interpreters” in CO273/S26aries of Chinese Interpreter, Straits
Settlements Original Correspondence, 14/2/1907.
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Table 4.5: Qualification Standards of Certificatetérpreter and Senior Interprefer

Quialification Standards

Certificated Interpreter

Senior Interpreter

Dialect

1. Ability to interpret
accurately between the
Board and Chinese ignoran
of any dialect.

2. Ability to translate
idiomatic passages from
Hopkins’ “Guide to Kuan
Hua” or from any similar
book.

3. Ability to translate with
readiness and accuracy
passages read out from
depositions, etc.

4. A fair, accent, vocabulary

and idiom.

1. A high degree of
proficiency in the

t qualifications of a
Certificated Interpreter.
Consideration will be
given to candidates with
knowledge of three or
more dialects.

English

1. Ability to converse
readily, intelligibly and
intelligently upon all
ordinary topics.

2. Ability to write down in
good English a narrative
orally detailed and explaine
in Chinese.

1. The possession of a
command of English both
spoken and written fully
adequate for all
interpretation and
translation.

[N

Chinese Character

1. Ability to write down in
good English a narrative
orally detailed and explaine
in Chinese.

1. Translation into English
of letters, petitions, etc.,
dwritten in Chinese that in
use in ordinary document
2. Translation into sound
and idiomatic Chinese of
drafts of letter, notices an
notification and of extract
from Ordinances.

3. Ability to read fluently
running hand of
considerable difficulty.

4. Ability to draw up a
statement of accounts
from a set of Chinese
books of considerably
intricacy.

1Y

Uy

! See “Scheme for Chinese Interpreters” in CO273/S2faries of Chinese Interpreter, Straits
Settlements Original Correspondence, 14/2/1907.
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Members of the Examining Boards will be formed bg Secretary of Chinese
Affairs. The examinations to seek qualify Seniotetpreter will be conducted in
individually. Standards for the qualifications oérftor Interpreter and Certificated

Interpreter set out by the scheme are listed ile tlb.

The Local Head of the Educational Department vaflist in the examination in
English. Besides, the Board of Examiners will in ehses report the result of
examination of Senior Interpreters and Certificataeterpreters to the Colonial
Secretary; while the percentage marks by the cateidobtained in each subject will

be stated and forwarded to the Colonial SecretaBniglish*

According to the “Scheme for Chinese Interpretémns1906, Senior Interpreter
and Certificated Interpreter will be appointed uniddlowing conditions: first, he has
served as an Interpreter for twelve months; sectwedhas been examined and
reported upon by a Board composed of at least of persons appointed by the
Secretary for Chinese Affairs with the approvaltleé Colonial Secretary; third, a
report upon his ability as Interpreter, his chaaa@nd general conduct has been
received from the Head of his Department. Durin§6l3here were 30 appointments
for Certificated Interpreters and 4 appointmentsSenior Interpreters in the Straits
Settlements, which held by Chinese Protectoratpre®oe Court, Official Assignee’s
Office, Police Court, Court of Requests, Inspe@emneral of Police Office, Registry
of Deeds, Coroner's Office, Stamp Office, Distriaffices i.e. in Christmas Island,
Dindings, Balik Pulau, Butterworth, Bukit Martajaand Nibong Tebd.

In addition, “Student Interpreters” also will bepainted from time to time upon
the recommendation of the Secretary for Chinesaiisif According to the scheme,
such student must have a fair knowledge of Engdisti either of two dialects of

Chinese or in the alternative of one dialect of @enese written character. Student

! See “Scheme for Chinese Interpreters” in CO273/S2faries of Chinese Interpreter, Straits
Settlements Original Correspondence, 14/2/1907.
2 .

Ibid.
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Interpreters will pursue a course of study under direction of the Secretary for
Chinese Affairs. Student Interpreter who on appoerit will receive a salary of
$ 360 and rising to $ 420 after one year’'s appreeagdice. A Student Interpreter who
has passed in the qualification of a Certificatetérdpreter as set out in the scheme
will be eligible to draw pay at the rate of $ 6Q@dawill continue to draw such pay

until he is appointed a Qualified Interpreter.

4.2.5 Registration of Secret Societies and Implemition of “Societies

Ordinance”

During 14" December of 1874, a petition which signed by gsoapEuropean
merchants, bankers, traders, planters and residei@sgapore has been sent to the
Legislative Council of the Straits Settlements doeexpress their opinions to the
Colonial Government about the limitations of “Criedmmigrant Ordinancé” This
petition has pointed that the origin of serioustsi@and disturbances was secret
societies; which often outbreak through the fiexompetitions among different secret
societies in coolie trade. Therefore, “Chinese Igmamt Ordinance” might not

effective enough to provide better protection fhir@se coolies:

...it is true that some years ago, and even now toresiderable extent, the
influence of the Secret Societies is brought ta lbeare oppressively upon men
arriving ignorant of our laws and customs thanah de upon those to whom
some residence in the place has taught their rayidsprivileges. But the evident
cure for this is to abolish and do away forevethvtitese Societies, which have
been the origin and support of every serious distuce which has broken out in
the Settlement. Once landed in Singapore, and dpart this influence, the
competition for labor is so great as to obtain tfog newly arrived Immigrant
perfect security from extortion or unfair labor ains. The only danger which
assails him is that he may be, either before landinafter, hurried and cajoled
into engagements to work in countries outside a$ tBettlement, and in
ignorance shipped away beyond the influence antbgtion of our laws; and to
meet this an emigration and not an immigration meass required. Your
Petitioners are of opinion that the Harbour andideohuthorities should be
authorized to board all vessels arriving with Cesliand to see that none of them

! See “Scheme for Chinese Interpreters” in CO273/S2faries of Chinese Interpreter, Straits
Settlements Original Correspondence, 14/2/1907.
2C0273/80, Ordinance 10/1873 Protection of Chinesaigrant, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 29/4/1875. See also appendix 9.
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are shipped off without landing unless they tholdugomprehend and assent to
their engagements; moreover, that the Harbour atidePauthorities should see
that no vessels leave the Port with Coolies foviseroutside the Colony, unless
the engagements of such Coolies are explainedtbassented to, by them.

It can be observed from above quotation that theessociety is a good servant
but a bad master. Secret societies were contrtfiedsources of coolie supply, in
which include the processes of coolies’ acquiremigam China and coolies’
distribution to Malaya during nineteenth centuryt kat the same time , secret
societies also threatened the public peace andosdondevelopment of British
Malaya. Therefore, the petitioners in colonial f0® 273/80 did not suggest to the
British colonial government to suppress those seweieties in black and white, but
kept emphasized that the maintenance of “absoteeldbm Immigration” in Malaya
was rather important than the suppression of sso@éties because the progress and
prosperity of British Malaya were dependent upanlébor supply.From this, it can
be perceived that the hesitation of British colbg@vernment to suppress the secret

societies in the 1870s is mainly causing by theosupf Chinese coolies to Malaya.

Nevertheless, according to the annual reportseftinaits Settlements of 1878,
“registration of secret societies” has been coretlidty Chinese Protectorate in co-

operation with police officers since 1877:

35. The Protector of Chinese reports a continualicag 1878 of the quite and
orderly conduct of the Chinese inhabitants of tlsdo@y. The re-registration of
the secret societies was completed in January #amst, the total number of
members now on the books is 17,906, of which numBg&62 have joined
during the past year. During the period under rgwige headmen of the various
Hoeys have, almost without exceptions, affordedrnmtoand efficient assistance
when called upon by the Inspector-General of Palicthe Protector of Chinese;
and they have shown a marked and growing dispasttorefer their disputes
and quarrels to the Government, instead of, astdfere, fighting on every
possible occasion. The best disciplined societpiimgapore is the Ghee Hok,
which now contains 3,294 registered members, yet whole amount of
subscriptions (nominally $1 per head) received rduri878 only amounted to

1 C0273/80, Ordinance 10/1873 Protection of Chinesaigrant, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 29/4/1875. See also appendix 9.
2.C0273/80, Ordinance 10/1873 Protection of Chinesaigrant, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 29/4/1875. See also appendix 9.
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$2,363. The members, but is at present in a distggd state, and the
subscriptions only amount to about $1,800.

From above quotation, it can be observed that th&ent assistance of “headmen”
of secret societies was closely related with theidBr precautions in quelling the
Chinese riots during 1876. The “headmen” of sesoeieties have been imposed by
British colonial officials as “espial” in quellindpe Chinese riots during the detention;
but ample rewards were given to the *headmen” iturre by British colonial
government. Therefore, the “headmen” of various secret sassetiere willing to
afford prompt and efficient assistance when callpdn by the Inspector-General of

Police or the Protector of Chinese during 1877.

However, the Governor of Singapore, Sir FredericddWvas doubted about the
abilities of police officers and Protectors of Gése to immune the secret societies
from riots> On 2£' October of 1880, Sir Frederick Weld has mentioinetthe annual
report of Straits Settlements, 1879 that all sesoeteties in British Malaya should be
suppressed by legislation since the number of ssoeties’ members were greatly

increased:

41. The registration of the secret societies hasleced in some measure to the
satisfactory state of things now existing, but ¢hean be little doubt that to the
present influence of the chief police officers aRrbtectorate of Chinese is
mainly due the good order and immunity from riotsieln the Colony has for
some time enjoyed.

42. The power of the dangerous societies has heatlyweakened, though one
or two of them, owing to the want of influence eised by their headmen,
require constant supervision. The Protector of €sgnand the Inspector General
of Police are of opinion that the Governor shouléh power to suspend or
cancel the registration of any society, in ordeattthe Executive might be
enabled to have better check on such as are darsgahe public peace, or
even (if found advisable) to suppress the wholiheifn in this Colony.

43. | shall, after | have gained more local experie be in a position to advise
your Lordship as to the necessity of introducing fiash legislation dealing with
this subject.

! SeeAnnual Report on the administration of Straits [8etents in 1878egarding on “Chinese
Protectorate, Singapore” (Jarman 1998: Vol.2) 383-384.

2 See chapter 4.2.2.

% SeeAnnual Report on the administration of Straits IBetents in 1878garding on “Chinese
Protectorate” (Jarman 1998: Vol.2), pp. 410-411.
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44. During 1879, the number of members on the tegisooks of the secret
societies amounted to 23,588, as against 17,9@6eiprevious year, while the
number of actual subscribers was 15,888, as agg$306 in 1878. In Penang
the registered members amounted to 391627.

Table 4.6: Societies Excepted under “Societies r@mtie 18897

Name of Society Date of Registratior
Singapore Club 3/4/1890
Tanglin Club 3/4/1890
Jenlonia Club 3/4/1890
Masonie Club 3/4/1890
Singapore Crickets Club 3/4/1890
Singapore Pawning Club 3/4/1890
Ladies Loan Tennis Club 3/4/1890
Singapore Cycling Club 3/4/1890
Engineer Association 3/4/1890
Singapore Photographer Society 3/4/1890
Singapore Rice Association 3/4/1890
The Swiss Shooting Club 3/4/1890
Straits Chinese Recreation Club 3/4/1890
E Lam Teng 3/4/1890
Peng Ann Koer Club 3/4/1890
Chao Heng Phoh Club 3/4/1890
Chinese Christian Association 3/4/1890
Singapore Recreation Club 18/4/1890
Singapore Sporting Club 9/5/1890
Straits Medieval Association 9/5/1890
Chew Nah Lim 9/5/1890
Lim Baw Choon Club 23/5/1890
Wan Cheng Kok Club 30/5/1890
Ban Choon Hwee Club 30/5/1890
Yong Ann Bangolow 30/5/1890
Mutual Improvement Society 20/6/1890
Raffles School Crickets Club 20/6/1890
Kwan Chiu Hin Club 20/6/1890
Ban Chye Ho Club 20/6/1890
Ban Hock Choon Club 20/6/1890
Hao Chai Biow Temple 11/7/1890
Hong Sin Hol Hwa Society 11/7/1890
Poh Chew Kiong Temple 11/7/1890
Kwa Lin Tong Hooi Che Temple 11/7/1890

! SeeAnnual Report on the administration of Straits [8etents in 187%egarding on “Chinese
Protectorate” (Jarman 1998: Vol.2), pp. 410-411.

Source: CO 273/168, Suppression of Chinese Seaveteties, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 6/10/1890. pp. 61. There were h8sanissing in this official recordsee also
Wong (2009: 22).
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According to the colonial office file of CO 273/16&8ritish Colonial
Government has implemented a legislative rule fpsess the widespread of secret
societies: “Societies Ordinance, 1889The list of societies which excepted from the

Registration under the “Societies Ordinance, 188%5ted in table 4.6.

Acting Protector of Chinese, Mr. Wray has sent pore to the Governor
regarding to the existence of a secret societyimya®ore “Gi Tiong Heng” on"
March of 1892 An order of banishment is made against seven Ghiméo named
Tan Lim, Kho Ju Chia, Tiun Pek Lin, Lek Chun Pedgn Pha, Kho Eng Loe and
Ang Toa Surf. After enquiries, the Legislative Council have came following

decisions:

It is finally decided that Kho Ju Chia shall beeaded on condition that he
leaves the Colony within three days and does rtatiéo Singapore for one
year, and that on his return he will give securtty,be approved by the
Government, for his good behaviour.

It is further decided that the orders of banishnagdinst Tan Lim, Lek Chun
Peng, and Kho Eng Loe shall be carried out at oand, they are informed
accordingly, and warned that if they return thell & imprisoned for life. An
order of banishment is made against Ngo Yeow Clith & view to his being
arrested and brought before the Coufcil.

From above quotation, it can be observed that terchination of British
Colonial Government to suppress the secret sosieti&ingapore was strong. By the
way, the enquiries by Mr. Wray towards these se@éimese have been recorded
word by word in English in the colonial office filf CO 273/180. It is important to
state that the statements made by those Chinessdaiing to secret society of “Gi
Tiong Heng” during the enquiries are commonly cstesl by following issues:
prefectures or provinces where they came from, noany year they have been

stayed in Singapore, occupations, wages and wokkipgriences in British Malaya,

1 C0273/168, Suppression of Secret Societies, Stgaittlements Original Correspondence, 6/10/1890.

pp. 45-54.

§C0273/180, Chinese Society Gi Tiong Heng, Stigdlements Original Correspondence, 16/4/1892.
Ibid.

* Ibid.
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and their connection with secret societies i.eralating with their recruitment of
coolies as “sin-keh” and “Lau-keh”, and money hdeaen paid for the worship

subscription of secret societies.

During the 1890s, British Colonial Government hagppmessed all secret
societies in the Straits Settlements under thersigsen of Chinese Protectorate. In
1891, Sir C. C. Smith has sent an official letteeBultan Johor- Sultan Abu Bakar- on
behalf of Colonial Government due to seek for theoperation from Johor
Government to suppress all secret societies thauigthe Federated Malay States,
Johor and KedahOn 23" July of 1891, Sultan Abu Bakar has replied to GirC.
Smith that he was refusing to British’s requestuppress the secret societies in Johor.
He claimed that there was only one “secret soaétihich recognized by the Johor

Government in Johor; while the operation of thisreesociety was beneficent:

There is only one so called Secret Society in Jahand this Society, as
explained to you by the Dato Henri during my abseimcEurope has been in
existence from the time when the Chinese first cawes to plant Gambier and
Pepper. This Society, the “Ngi Hin Kongsi”, is a&ognised institution and |

may almost say an institution established undeipatyonage, in as much as it
owed its raison d’étre to the fact-

(a) that | allowed it on the clear understandirg tho other Chinese society of
the kind would ever again be permitted to be estabtl in Johore;

(b) that it should be a declared friendly Society;

(c) that the officers of the Society would be resgible for the good behaviour
of the members, individually and collectively;

(e) that all Captains China and Kang Chus (Headiweifs) must be or become
members of the Society;

and such other conditions as were thought necessanyable my Government
to have a thorough control over the Society, fog gafeguard of public

peace...it is not “Societies” but one Society onlgd ahis one Society as a
friendly Society has been of vast use and berefity Chinese populatich.

There were resistances and disapprovals of Chicmsenunity outbreak in the
Straits Settlements in regard to the suppressioseofet societies. Orf"@Varch of
1893, Resident Councilor of Penang Settlement, A. Skinner has sent a

memorandum to the Colonial Secretary in regarchéoGhinese resistances towards

1 C0273/180, Chinese Society Gi Tiong Heng, Stiétlements Original Correspondence, 16/4/1892.
2C0273/250, Chinese Triad Societies, Straits Seétes Original Correspondence, 20/1/1899.
? Ibid.
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Colonial Government’s suppression of secret sa@setiThis memorandum was
translated and composed by Acting Assistant ProtexftChinese, G. T. Hare; while
this memorandum was composed by the petitions wkighed by two Penang
Chinese parties in 1893According to Mr. Hare, two of these Penang Chirnesties
were leaded by Li Phi Yau and Koh Seang Tat, wheeween with substance and
position in Penang; while a large number of Chinekese fortunes financially are
more or less in their hands. Mr. Hare stated tfs¢ #ind second Chinese petition were
indeed “a covert attempt to block the way to thepaaptment of a Royal
Commission”, because these petitions have implicateut not express their
disapproval to Sir Cecil Smith’s policy for the guession of secret societies in

Penang:

...the real gist of the matter is that they wish xpress their disapproval of the
first Chinese petition in favour of Sir Cecil Smgtpolicy re the suppression of
the Societies and his retention in office. Theyndb dare to openly to censure
the Secret Societiy polity of Sir Cecil Smith biy, tacking on to the petition
their views about Penang grievances, they haveediemanage to hint, while
talking about a Royal Commission for Penang, thatytdisagree with the
former Chinese petition which dealt almost exclakiwith the Governor's
policy in regard to the suppression of the Secretiedies...This second
petition does not dare to say that Sir Cecil Smifolicy of suppression was
wrong, because the authors know well that many €dgirwho have signed the
petition believing it to be are asking for a Rogammission would not have
dare so if they had known that the petition was toneensure the policy of the
Government in suppressing the Secret Sociéties.

Mr. Hare has suspected about the split of Penarnge€é into two parties in such
petitions. The first and second petition was dpjitthe followers of Li Phi Yau and
Koh Seang Tat. Mr. Hare pointed most of their fa#os were China-born Chinese
traders, the Opium and Spirit Farmers, and théénéls in such connections. Mr.
Hare also compared these Penang Chinese petitithdhese Chinese petitions in
Singapore, and he has founded that many Chinesegopets who signed in the
Penang petitions were similar to that in SingapBselooking through the signatures,
he also founded that ten petitioners are thosexdieadmen or members of the

suppressed secret societies, such as “Kien Tek™@hde Hin”. Consequently, Mr.

1 C0273/186, Petition of Chinese in Penang, StBetlements Original Correspondence, 14/3/1893.
2C0273/186, Petition of Chinese in Penang, StBgtslements Original Correspondence, 14/3/1893.
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Hare has expressed his personally opinion to thearme Governor in this

memorandum, as follow:

| am of opinion that the representation of thisosek petition is largely due
first to animus on the part of the two chief proaret Mr. Li Phi Yau and Mr.
Koh Seang Tat, who thought themselves slightechbyattion of the other part
of the Chinese community in regard to the firsitjmet, and secondly to the ill-
will undoubtedly felt by a large number of the @d-Heng and other Triad
headmen towards the Governor as the destroyer af therished Triad
Institutions. | do not think it is a fair petitioon the question of the grievances
of Penang and the demand for a Royal Commissidndaire into them. Its
real object is to protest against and express disagent with the first petition
sent in and this is done by making the questioRexfang grievances a means
by which the petitioners can indirectly attack fiirst petition, which dealt
almost exclusively with the question of the suppi@s of the Secret Societiés.

It can be observed from above petitions that then€se communities in
Penang and Singapore were basically controllechbge Chinese merchant or leader
who had closely affiliated with secret societieespite they have dealt with the
British Colonial’'s suppression of the secret soegthowever, those leaders were
helpless in resisting towards British colonial fegions since the remnant of the
suppressed secret societies were scattered inratiffeolaces of British Malaya.
Furthermore, it is hardly to construct a protestiast British Colonial Government
among suppressed secret societies, since thess secreties have been competed
among each other for a long time during nineteerghtury in British Malaya.

Eventually, secret societies have completely sigg@e by the colonial government.

The annual report of “Secretary for Chinese Affaikéalaya” of 1935 has
provided the numbers of registered societies aminpxed societies under “Chinese
Protectorate” until the end of 1934, as table Brém table 2.4, 2.5 and table 4.7, it
can be observed that Chinese Protectorate’s dffidiel not applied the term “secret
societies” but “registered societies” in their offifiles and documentsErom table
4.7, it can be seen that there were 1577 secréttmschave been registered and

controlled under the supervision of Chinese Protet¢. Furthermore, it is also

1 C0273/186, Petition of Chinese in Penang, StBetlements Original Correspondence, 14/3/1893.
2 See also Sourcé&nnual Report of the Straits Settlements, Malaagind 1881 regarding on
“Chinese and Malay Societies” (Jarman 1998: Vohp),556-557.
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clearly to see that before the suppression of sesweieties by British Colonial
Government, state or settlement used to face fiemmpetition among secret

societies were Singapore, Perak, Penang and Selango

Table 4.7: Registered and Exempted Societies aftStgettlements and
Federated Malay Statés.

Administrative Unit Registered Societies Exempted Societies
Straits Settlements 841 750
Singapore 379 498
Penang 340 139
Malacca 117 109
Labuan 5 4
Federated Malay States 736 497
Perak 355 193
Selangor 264 185
Negeri Sembilan 74 82
Pahang 43 37
Total 1577 1247

4.2.6 The Establishment of Government Examination Bpots

According to the annual report of the Straits $ett#nts, Penang in 1877,
“Chinese Protector” and staffs were appointed ircoetance with the new
establishment of Ordinance 2 and 3 of 1877 for petection of Chinese
immigrants? All Chinese immigrants arriving in the Straits tB#hents must receive
their labor engagement in the presence of the GhifReotector, in order to provide
assistance and information to the Chinese immigradh the other hand, eight
respectable depots have been established undesupervision of the Chinese
Protector as lodging house for Chinese immigranas, well as for Chinese to
emigrate and who are awaiting means of transpait there were 20 respectable

Chinese have been licensed as “recruiters of cgolimder the supervision of

1 C0273/613, Restriction of Chinese Immigrationaér Settliements Original Correspondence, 1935.
2 SeeAnnual Reports of the Strait Settlements, Penad@Yregarding on “Chinese Immigration and

Emigration” (Jarman 1998: Vol.2), pp. 348.
% SeeAnnual Reports of the Strait Settlements, Penad@itYregarding on “Chinese Immigration and

Emigration” (Jarman 1998: Vol.2), pp. 348.
* Ibid.
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Chinese Protector. There were 6076 Chinese imntigemd 5107 Chinese emigrants
have been registered under the Ordinance 2 andi& wbmmenced on®1October
of 1877* Those Chinese immigrants who were registered baea recorded in the
annual report of the Straits Settlement, 1874 itdteworthy that the registration was

merely concerned on the “places” where the Chimasggrants came from:

Of the immigrants, 2,930 were Tew Chews, 1,791 Ebews, 297 Kyan Chews,
268 Cantonese, 377 Hokiens, and 24 Hylams...Of thioseemigrated, 2,880
were Tew Chews, 1,635 Foo Chews, 257 Kyan Chew, Q&Btonese, 69
Hylams, 97 Hokiens, and one was K'see. 3,688 wer8umatra, viz., 2,342 to
Deli, 919 to Langkat, 274 to Sirdang, 138 to Edieg 15 to Achin, 18 went to
the Native States of the Peninsula, and 1,401 exhiato engagements in Penang
and Province Wellesléey.

On 29" April of 1897, a Bill imposing a surtax of one twlon every Chinese
adult male immigrant landed in the Straits Settlet®evas introduced and read a first
time in the Legislative Council meeting, due tolthuthe Government Examination
Depots for Chinese immigrants in Singapore and mgh#his Bill has been cited as
“The Immigrants Depot Ordinance 1897According to this Ordinance, for a period
of two years from the commencement of “The Immiggabepot Ordinance 1897”,
every Chinese immigrant landed in the Straits Setints shall be paid the surtax for
one dollar’ Such surtax was collected by the Protector of €enand to be paid to
the Colonial Treasurer by the owner, agent or mastéhe ship bringing immigrants
into the Straits SettlemerftsThe money accruing from the surtax will kept i th

joint account of the Colonial Treasurer and thetéutor of Chinese, due to constitute

! SeeAnnual Reports of the Strait Settlements, Penari@#Yregarding on “Chinese Immigration and
Emigration” (Jarman 1998: Vol.2), pp. 348.

2 SeeAnnual Reports of the Strait Settlements, Penad@itYregarding on “Chinese Immigration and
Emigration” (Jarman 1998: Vol.2), pp. 348-349.

3 C0273/224, Chinese Immigrants. Examination Def@tisits Settlements Original Correspondence,
20/1/1897; CO273/225, Chinese Immigrants and Dieteftots, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 25/5/1897.

4 C0273/224, Chinese Immigrants. Examination Deftisits Settlements Original Correspondence,
20/1/1897.

® C0273/224, Chinese Immigrants. Examination Def@tisits Settlements Original Correspondence,
20/1/1897.

® C0273/224, Chinese Immigrants. Examination Deftisits Settlements Original Correspondence,
20/1/1897; CO273/225, Chinese Immigrants and Dieteftots, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 25/5/1897.
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the “Immigrant Depot Fund” for the purpose of consting the examination depots

under “The Chinese Immigrant Ordinance 1880".

On 7" January of 1897, Attorney-General of the StraistiSments, W. R.
Collyer has objected to this Ordinance. He poirttedOrdinance should not raise a
fund for the purpose of building depots for the rak@tion of Chinese immigrants
under the provisions of Ordinance IV of 188Blowever, a British colonial officer,
Mr. Joseph Chamberlain was disagreed with Mr. @oll¥on 28 of January 1897,
Mr. Chamberlain had proposed to the Colonial Govemnt for the purpose to
provide funds for building examination depots fonit®se immigrants.Likewise,
before the proposal of Mr. Chamberlin, the Actingsitant of Chinese Protector, Mr.
G. T. Hare has been suggested to the Colonial @Gt to build a Government
Examination Depot and Wharf during 8th April of B3fbr two reasons. First, to
prevent all abuses of Chinese Immigration in theift Settlements; second, to
ensure all the Chinese immigrants can be dealt saflety and effectually by the
examination depot and wharf. Mr. Hare pointed,éhgere concrete cases shown that
the majority of Chinese immigrant vessels may adiafter the sunset, when the
Protectorate has closed; or in the early morningthitk weather, before the
Protectorate Office can board the ship. Thereftire,establishment of Government
Examination Depot and Wharf was the only solutiorsblve the problems for the

abuse of Chinese Immigration in the Straits Setlatst

According to the suggestion of Mr. Hare, the co$t epection for the
examination depot can easily be repaid by asking @hinese Immigration
Steamships to pay a fee of 50 cents or 25 centsvieny deck passenger of Chinese
nationality whom landed and examined at the newegawent jetty. Mr. Hare

estimated these fees can be collected in two ywarsless time and it will then cease

1 C0273/224, Chinese Immigrants. Examination Def@tisits Settlements Original Correspondence,
20/1/1897.

2 Ibid.

® Ibid.

* See C0O273/224, Chinese Immigrants. ExaminatioroBeStraits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 20/1/1897.

183



to be charged; after all, there will be no cost@mvernment to collect new charges.
Mr. Hare further stated that the establishment of€&enment Wharf and Examination
Depot in the Straits Settlements; while hereaftéghinbe established in Amoy,
Swatow, Hong Kong and Hoi How, would created anteefits to the Colony in
importing cheap Chinese labors in the futtiithe recapitulation of the fees regarding
on the Detention Depot were demonstrated in thendal official correspondence CO
273/224, included entrance fee on every creditetickimigrant when entering the
depot, 50 cents (charged on the employer of lall@ppt-keeper’s license, 25 dollar
(issued annually, which normally charged on the legy®gy of labor); licenses
recruiter, 5 dollar (charged on each coolly); monttent for detention depot, 18
dollar (each depot consist of 30 cubicles to con& coolies, while water for bath
and cleaning latrines were provided); photograpboafiies, 50 cents (charged on the
employer of labor) and medical examination fee aflies, 50 cents (charged on the
employer of labor). In 1895, the number of Chiniesmigrants conveyed from China
and Hong Kong to Singapore were 11488%hile the revenue received from the
Government Detention Depot in Singapore during 1885 swell to $ 19,320 (not
include the fee of photographing and medical exation of cooliesy. In other
words, the Colonial Government have fully contrdllend examined Chinese
immigrants and its labor supply by the measuresofficial regulations and
institutions. Eventually, the secret societies asemns in acquiring Chinese coolies

from China have been eliminated.
4.3 Impacts of British Colonial Regulation and Insitution

Chinese riots and problems created by the seccettss during the 1860s and
1870s in Malaya have raised the curtains for aseaf British colonial’s regulations
and institutions to be implemented due to supptieesChinese secret societies, in
which included the implementation of “Chinese Imraigt Ordinance” and “Societies

! See CO273/224, Chinese Immigrants. ExaminatioroBefStraits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 20/1/1897.

2 See appendix 8.

% See C0O273/224, Chinese Immigrants. ExaminatioroBeStraits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 20/1/1897.
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Ordinance”, establishment of “Chinese Protectoraed Government Examination
Depots, registration of secret societies, and nreaswf scheme for Chinese
Interpreters, and British Colonial Precaution ineing the Chinese Riots. Despite
each of these British colonial institutions was lempented for particular objective to
regulate Chinese in Malaya, but in basic, thesétiti®ns were derived from the

determinations of British colonial government t@gress secret societies.

Secret society is a good servant but a bad m&Sesret societies have been
controlled the sources of coolie supply, in whidcluded the coolies’ acquirement
from China and coolies’ distribution to Malaya dwginineteenth century; but at the
same time, secret societies also threatened thdicppleace and economic
development of British Malaya. Though British cakdrgovernment was hesitated to
suppress the secret societies in the early of 87@4 since they have been concerned
such regulations might affected the labor supplg parices of Chinese coolies to
Malaya, however, the secrecy movements and indoégenf the secret societies in
coolie trade have further forced the British cosmjovernment to suppress the secret
societies; while take back the control of Chineselies from the hands of secret
societies. Eventually, the secret societies as anm@ supplying Chinese coolies to

British Malaya have been eliminated in the latestéenth century.

The elimination of secret societies as a controhmsefor Chinese coolies’
supply has further contributed to the change ofiasostructure for Chinese
communities. Before British colonial regulationsdainstitutions to be undertaken,
Chinese were controlled and divided by differerdreesocieties. Due to the barrier
of dialect differences among Chinese, there wefierdnt Chinesebang closely
affiliated with each secret societies. Chinbaagor gangs of each secret society will
be involved in the fighting and quarrels due tongler and maintain their economic
interests and influences for their own societigotaethe 1870s in Malaya. When the
implementations of British colonial regulations aswhstitutions have taken over the
secret societies as the major unit to rule Chimesemunities, those territories which

have been dominated by such secret societies iaydalere collapsed. The major
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unit to lead the Chinese community in Malaya haeadformed from former secret
societies’ “headmen” to British Colonial Governmeitevertheless, except from
suppressed those indulgent secret societies, Brifislonial Government did not
dispose any new social structure for Chinese conitsnuAll Chinese have been
classified in their colonial regulations in accarda with the existed Chinebangor
gangsdivisions in former secret societies. In other vgprdfter the take over by
British Colonial Government, all Chinese who usedstatter in different gangs
which attached under different secret societiedlalaya have been regrouped by
British Colonial Government into several “Chineséds” according with their

dialect differences by the implementation of “Clied’rotectorate” during 1877.

Before 1934, “Chinese Protectorate” which dealinghvsecret societies, the
inspection and registration of Chinese immigraptatection of women and girls,
suppression of gambling, and other matters affgctiee Chinese community of
Malaya in the Straits Settlements and Federatechy&tates were separated under
different divisions: Secretary for Chinese AffanfsStraits Settlements; and Secretary
for Chinese Affairs of Federated Malay States. Hmvetwo of these divisions have
been combined under the department title of “Sacydbr Chinese Affairs, Malaya”
which based at Singapore, together with the “AanisEecretary for Chinese Affairs”
and the “Chinese Assistant to the Secretary fon€de Affairs of Malaya”, and the
headquarters subordinate staff during 1934. All iserappointments in the
Department of Secretary for Chinese Affairs, Malaya listed as table 4.1. The
Secretary for Chinese Affairs of Malaya also advitee Unfederated Malay States on
Chinese matters by a Protectorate and an Assiftastectorate in Johor and a
Protectorate in Kedah, but they have no executoxgeps in the Unfederated Malay

States.

In addition, the administering powers of the deperit of “Secretary for
Chinese Affairs, Malaya” are to implement and exedollowing ordinances and
enactments, such as Societies Ordinance and Endctelinance and Enactment

for the Protection of Women and Girls; Labor Ordioa and Labor Code (so far as
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Chinese employees are concerned); and the PawmbrBkactment in the Federated
Malay States. Furthermore, Chinese Protectoraieeosf also are Registrar, Deputy
Registrars or Assistant Registrars of SocietiegHeir respective settlements or states
in British Malaya. It can be observed from the soheof Chinese Interpreters and the
duties of Chinese Protectorate in such British walo institutions, the dialect
differences in the domestic life of Chinese hawadgally transformed to the political
institution and classification by “Chinese tribesuch as “Hokkien”, “Tiechiu”,
“Cantonese”, “Kheh”, “Hailam”, “Hokchiu” and “Hingla” which attached under the
table 4.3 and 4.4- while such as these politicatitutions have been gradually
combined directly under one British Colonial Goweent from three different
administrative units. Hence, here we find the df@sdion of Malayan Chinese by
British Colonial Government based on the dialediedon as “Chinese tribes” are

basically an instituted process with political cotations.
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5. CONCLUSION: THE CONNOTATION OF “HAKKA” IN BRITIS H
MALAYA

Last four chapters have explained the “Hakka” aaddonnotation” in British
Malaya were formed through an instituted classifoca process in relating to the
formation of British colonial regulations and instions due to suppress the secret
societies. It is vital to note that the term “cotatmn” in this dissertation is basically
denoting the implications and meanings which imienéd together with the term
“Kheh” or “Hakka” under different social backgroundhile the connotations of
“Kheh” or “Hakka” were gradually transformed intocaherent social unit from the
nineteenth century to the early twentieth centyasticularly before and after the
1870s, during 1911, and the 1930s. In fact, thafiotation” of “Kheh” and “Hakka”
were gradually formed through a practical processhie classification process of
Chinese and all people in the colonial regulatiohBritish Malaya since the 1870s.
However, before proceeding to the emergence of tdren “Hakka” in the
governmental institutions of British Malaya offilia “Kheh”- the former term of
“Hakka” in British Malaya before the 1870s- will fiestly discussed.

As mentioned in the chapter one and two, the majoit of Chinese
communities of Malaya before the implementatioBofish colonial regulations and
institutions in the 1870s has been asserted asetret societies. This assertion was
match with the evidences which | found in ti8#raits Settlements Original
Correspondences (CO 273yhich proven that the major unit to determineldlibe
terms and conditions of occupation, labor contractd salary for one Chinese
immigrant before the intervention of British ColahGovernment in the 1870s, was
virtually secret societies. Although these secmstieties have created their own
organization during the nineteenth century, fotanses, Ghee Hin, Hai San and Gi
Tiong Heng, however, since the operations of sugjarozations regarding on the
importation, distributions and working conditions@hinese coolies in Malaya were
conducted in a secrecy and non-transparent waseftre, here we find the reason

why these organizations have been called as “Sesoeieties, no matter by the
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Chinese communities itself, or by the British CaédrGovernment. Apart from this,
as mentioned in the chapter two, due to the iliggaind the unwillingness of the
British colonial government in Malaya to be invalvdirectly in the Chinese coolie
trade, it had further provided ample opportunifies the secret societies to pursue
profits in the Chinese coolie trade particularly tm mining purpose. Before the
1870s, the importation, distributions and workimanditions of Chinese coolies into
Malaya were scattered and competed by differenessocieties. Moreover, British
colonial officials have been appointed the leadsrChinese secret societies, or
Chinese kapitans to operate and control Chinesdiesotn such mining areas.
However, such policies have been created an urdatenonsequence for the secret
societies within Chinese communities in Malaya. Du@erpetuate and extend their
economic portion in Malaya, a great number of Cégneoolies were imported by the
secret societies from the different provinces aces of southern China. The drastic
economic competitions among different secret smSetave further caused a series
of riots, wars and fighting in the mining areasFafderated Malay States, and also
Straits Settlements in the 1860s. In the mean tiime,dialect differences among
Chinese coolies have been automatically separhted into different gangs drang

in each secret society. Apparently, this might axd the reason why there were
Chinese gangs speaking same dialect, i.e. Khehakkadlanguage were involved in
the Larut Wars during the 1860s. Therefore, it barinferred that the major unit to
control of Chinese communities before the implemgon of British colonial
regulations was secret societies, while the Chigaseys speaking different dialects
were attached under such secret societies, anergchin different places of British
Malaya. In short, “Kheh” before the 1870s was cdadas a Chinese ganglmng
which is scattered and attached as an incoherenml aanit under different secret

society.

The historical document oftraits Settlements Original Correspondences
(C0O273/613) have shown that there were 1577 secret societistalaya have been
suppressed under the supervision of Chinese Poos&etuntil 1934. Furthermore, the

historical documents of CO 273 also provided amgdielences that the main cause
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for the British Colonial Government to regulate tBleinese communities in Malaya
during the 1870s was the secret societies, paatigivhen the secret societies have
created a series of social riots in Straits Se#tl@mand Federated Malay States. Here
we find the turning point for the connotation oftf&h” in Malaya from a gang or
bang to a coherent social unit within the Chinese camitres, particularly after they
had gone through the practical process by a sefieslonial regulations, institutions
and people classifications of British Colonial Goweent. It is vital to note that the
intervention by the British Colonial Government such colonial regulations,
institutions and people classifications during t#70s also has represented the
turning point for the colonial pattern of British Malaya. Or more precisely, such
interventions have been implicated that Britishoo@l’s mindset to colonize Malaya
has been changed.

The essence for the mindset of British colonizatiorthe British Malaya was
virtually to rule and control the people on thedawy their colonial model, which
mainly aimed for the opening of new markets forptus production in Asia during
the beginning of the nineteenth century. In 1826tidh colonial officials has firstly
amalgamated three important ports, Penang, Malaowd,Singapore as the Straits
Settlements, in order to look after their econopigfits in Asian trade businesses.
Apparently, it can be observed that the mindseBritish colonial officials during
that time was primarily aiming for the economic fgra the industries of tin mines,
rubber and other commercial agricultures, whileti8mni colonial officials were
practiced a minimum or “non-intervention” policywards the Malay States in the
Malay peninsular before the 1870s. Secret societgrs used as the main mechanism
to control over the Chinese coolies who mainlydediin the Straits Settlements and
the Federated Malay States; Indian laborers wedemgontrolled by the system
kangani; while the Malay Sultanate system to ruerdhe Malays was maintained in
the Unfederated Malay States. However, while tredemce period of the British
colonial officials were longer, and the British @olal officials were more localize,
the more obligations they had to face to. Furtheenthere were social incidents

occurred in the 1860s, for instances, Larut Wamd arnseries of social riots, had
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further forced the British Colonial Government timgnated the policy of “non-
intervention” towards Malaya. Therefore, during treginning of the 1870s, after the
British Colonial Government have noticed the maason for the outbreak of the
social riots and fighting in British Malaya wereusad by the secret societies, the
“‘Chinese Immigrant Ordinance, 1873” and “Chineseté&utorate” were firstly
implemented, due to regulate the inspection angtragion of Chinese immigrants,
and to control and dealing with the secret soaetla other words, the official
intervention of British Colonial Government in Mgéa was started in the 1870s,

particularly in relating with the suppression o tecret societies.

There were a series of British colonial’'s regulatiand institutions have been
conducted during and after the 1870s, including ithplementation of “Chinese
Immigrant Ordinance, 1873”, “Chinese Protectorat¢Scheme for Chinese
Interpreter”, establishment of the Governmental riixation Depots, “Societies
Ordinance, 1889” and so forth. The social inciddmtyut Wars, which had been
disrupted British’s tin trade in Malaya during th&60s also further led to the British
intervention into Malay States by signing the tyeaf “Pangkor Treaty of 1874".
Later in 1895 and 1909, Federated Malay Statesidderated Malay States have
been formed, in accordance with the Straits Se#itemn as three different
administrative units as “British Malaya”. The forimm of British Malaya in
accordance with the British intervention has legdhme British Colonial Government
to deal with the people classification in Malaydiondiverse in their places of origin,
races, cultures, and languages. The earliest padgdsification of British Malaya
that | found in the historical materials was claedi by the skin’s color, which
recorded in the annual reports of the Straits &athts for Malacca in 1867 and 1870.
On the other hand, the earliest census reporteeotraits Settlements in 1871 and
1881, and the earliest census reports of the Fedkelalay States in 1891 and 1901,
have used the term “nationality” to classify allopke in Malaya into six main
divisions for the census’s tabulation purpose, udetl “European”, “Eurasian”,
“Chinese”, “Indian”, “Malays”, and “Other”. It isniportant to state that the meaning

of the term “nationality” in these earliest censeports were connoted to the
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“geographical location”, and it is completely najuevalent to what we understand
about the term “nationality” today. However, whike British colonial officials have
gained more experiences through the daily intesastivith miscellaneous matters in
the three different administrative units within t&in Malaya, they have perceived
more characteristics about the people likes “Eumope “Eurasian”, “Chinese”,
“Indian”, “Malays”, and “Other”. In 1911, the terfimationality” which using for the
people classification in census report has beestsguted by the term “race” in the
third census report of the Federated Malay Statek9il1, and the term “tribe” has
been used for the sub-divisions of each “race”;levthe divisions of “races” were
maintained in six divisions as “European”, “Eurasja “Chinese”, “Indian”,
“Malays”, and “Other”. The first and the earliesational census report of British
Malaya were taken in 1921, and the census’s tabuldbr the population and its
classifications were referred to the census repbFRederated Malay States in 1911.
The first layer of the populations’ classificatiarere divided into six main “races”,
included “European”, “Eurasian”, “Chinese”, “IndiariMalays”, and “Other”; while
the sub-division of “races” were classified asbi&s”, included “European tribes”,
“Eurasian tribes”, “Chinese tribes”, “Indian triies'Malays tribes”, and “Other
tribes”. The “Chinese tribes” in 1921 census oftiBh Malaya consisted of eleven
tribes, including “Hokkien”, “Cantonese”, “Tie CHiu“Hailam”, “Kheh”, “Hok
Chiu”, “Hok Chia”, “Hin Hoa”, “Kwongsai”, “NorthernProvinces”, and “Other
Tribes”. In other words, the “Kheh” and other “Case tribes” in Malaya that used to
scatter and attached under different secret sesiais different gangs have been
regrouped by the British colonial institution inetthate nineteenth century and the
early twentieth century as a coherent social unitGhinese tribes”- after the
suppression of the secret societies.

However, in the national census report of Britiskaldya in 1931, there was
some revise for the designations in “Chinese tfibasluded the “Tie Chiu”, “Kheh”,
“Hok Chia” and “Other Tribes” have been substitubgd“Tiu Chiu”, “Hakka” “Hok
Chhia” and “Other”; while the “Hin Hoa” and “Northe Provinces” have been

eliminated from the classification of “Chinese &#3. In other words, the people
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classification for the racial division and “Chindsies” of British Malaya have been
finalize in the census report of 1931, while thasslfication of “Chinese tribes”
consisted of nine divisions, included “Hokkien”,&@tonese”, “Tiu Chiu”, “Hailam”,
“Hakka”, “Hok Chiu”, “Hok Chhia”, “Kwongsai”,, andOther”. On the other hand, it
is also worthy to note that the term “Hakka” hagrbefficially emerged in Malaya
during 1931. Nevertheless, before proceeding tctistitution of the term “Hakka”
from “Kheh”, the connotations of “Kheh” will be &t discussed. The terms which
were commonly using by the Chinese within the Cééneommunities in Malaya
before the 1870s were “Kek”, “Keh” or “Kheh”; whilehe British colonial
government have adopted the term “Kheh” in thetjoali institutions in the census
reports of British Malaya since 1911. In my poihvew, even though the term using
by Chinese communities itself and the British C@briGovernment was same as
“Kheh”, however, the meaning of “Kheh” was conngtito the different meaning.
Within the Chinese communities, “Kheh” was basicaibnnoting to a group of
Chinese people who speaking same kind of “Kheh’ledta while the “Kheh”
classified by the British Colonial Government wamigoting to a more coherent

social unit among the Chinese population in Malaya.

Apart from this, the emergence for the word of “Kheduring nineteenth
century, and the term of “Hakka” during 1931 in kg was interrelated with
particular metatheory behind the scene. In my pofntiew, the terms like “Kek”,

“Keh” or “Kheh” were equivalent to the Chinese wdikk (%)” in Hokkien dialect

from southern Fujian province. Therefore, thesensewere believed first emerged
and commonly used in Malaya in accordance withetiidiest and majority settlers of
Chinese in the Straits Settlements- “Hokkien” peppthile the “Hokkien” have first
identified the distinguishable group of later comby using their own dialect. In the
mean time, British colonial officials in Malaya veeclosely related to these Hokkien
merchants and traders in their daily social intéoacwithin Chinese communities
during early nineteenth century. Therefore, it wezasonable to see the terms of
“Kek”, “Keh” or “Kheh” which connoting to a groupfaChinese people speaking

“Kheh” dialect were recorded in the colonial wrgghduring nineteenth century, such
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as Vaughan (1854, 1971) and Pickering (1876). Hewewithin the interior of
“Kheh” community before the 1870s, “Kheh” were d&ng to their spoken dialect
and primordial affiliations in different divisionsf “place of origin” (ﬁ:’%‘ﬁ) at the
same time, in which included “Kheh” of Tingzhou, ngaling, Jiaying, Xingning,
Dabu, Hepo, Fengshun, HuiZhou, Zengcheng, Longmersa forth, which listed as
table 1.2. On the other hand, classifications ofiéK’ had first revised to the term
“Hakka” in the census of British Malaya during 193@ne striking fact for the
substitution from “Kheh” to “Hakka” was the chanfjem Hokkien dialect to the

dialect of Cantonese. When pronouncing the Chimesen ‘kejia (% %)” to the
transliteration of Cantonese dialect, the Chinemertke (%)” and ‘jia (3)” marked

out as “Hak” and “Ka” in Cantonese. The metatheanjerrelated with the
substitution of “Kheh” to “Hakka” in British Malayauring 1931 was believed in
accordance with following element: the internatidggaof social interactions among
British colonial officials in Hong Kong and MalayAs mentioned in the chapter two,
Hong Kong Island was ceded to British by China uride “Treaty Nanking of 1842”
during 1842; while Hong Kong became the importasibiy base for British Empire
in Asia. Therefore, it is noteworthy to state ttia¢ British colonial officers were
deeply influenced by Cantonese dialect comparedh wiher dialects, since the
majority of the populations in Hong Kong were onigiing from Canton province (or
present Guangdong province) who spoken Cantonedectiin their daily social
communication. Hong Kong Island considered as tl@nnentrance for Western
colonial officials and foreigners to interact witithe Chinese after middle of
nineteenth century. The foreigners’ experiencesrdesl from the social interactions
with Chinese who spoken Cantonese in Hong Kong gileatly affected the Chinese
noun ‘kejia (% )" had first emerged in the English-language puwtlans as
“Hakka” during the 1870. As mentioned in the fiaige in this thesis, the term
“Hakka” had first emerged mostly in the publicasdoy foreigners around the 1870s
in China; while the doubts of “Hakka” might not laetrue Han Chinese among
foreign writers have led to the scholarly contreyeand subsequently took up by Luo
Xiang Lin in the 1930s due to redefine the origiyabf “Hakka” as the descendants

of Han Chinese. It can be inferred from such asedtseholarly controversies during
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the 1930s have caused the substitution from “Kheh'Hakka” in the 1931 census
report of British Malaya through the experiencemed from the internationality of

social interaction among British colonial officialsHong Kong and Malaya.

As conclusion, it has thus become clearer thastippression of secret societies
and the classification process of Chinese in thigsBrColonial Government during
the 1870s have been further conditioned the cotinot of “Hakka” in Malaya.
Several features outlined above can be summarizedfolows. Firstly, the
transformation of British colonial’'s mindset in Mah pertaining to people
classification and implementation of British colainiegulations and institutions were
occurred dialectically in accordance with the |omtion of British colonial
experiences in Malaya, and the internationalityso€ial interactions among British
colonial officials in Hong Kong and Malaya. The &sh colonial culture in Malaya
have been formed through an instituted processdnrdance with their localization
in Malaya, and the internationality of social irsetions among British colonial
officials in Hong Kong and Malaya. Secondly, théstitution of “Kheh” by the term
of “Hakka” in British Malaya during the 1930s wectsely intertwined with the
international colonial experiences and the impleaigon of political institutions of
British Colonial Empire during nineteenth centunycluding the experiences they
gained from Hong Kong and the localization of Biiticolonization in Malaya.
Thirdly, the connotation of the term “Hakka” in Ganese dialect was substituted
from the term “Kheh” in Hokkien dialect in the natial census report of British
Malaya during 1931. The term “Kheh” in British Mgéawas belief first called by the
earliest and majority settlers Chinese comers ¢ Straits Settlements- “Hokkien”
people; while the “Hokkien” have first identifield “Hakka” people as later comers
by using their own dialect. Before the implememtatof British colonial regulations
towards Chinese communities in 1870s, within theriar of Chinese communities,
“Kheh” were basically connoting as the Chinese gahg spoken same dialect and
affiliated to the same “place of origin”, in whidhcluded “Kheh” of Tingzhou,
Yongding, Jiaying, Xingning, Dabu, Hepo, FengshuduiZhou, Zengcheng,

Longmen and so forth. However, after gone through instituted classification
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process of “Chinese” in relating to the formatidnBuoitish colonial regulations and
institutions in suppressing the secret societiésr @fie 1870s, “Kheh” which used to
attach and scattered under different secret sesidiave been regrouped by the
British Colonial Government to a more coherent aloahit as one of the “Chinese
tribes”. Forth, the emergence of both terms of “Khand “Hakka” in British Malaya
were labeled by the social “others”. “Kheh” wasdbdd by the “Hokkien” people by
their Hokkien dialect; while the term “Hakka” wafficially substituted for the term
“Kheh” by British colonial decision, after the Bsgh colonial officials have learnt and
heard about the popularity of “Hakka” from Hong Kpand China during the 1930s.
The term calling by the “Hakka” people themselvestill missing in the historical

records.

Fifthly, the social structure for the formation“@&ritish Malaya” and its people
classification by “race” and *“tribe” were producdyy the mindset of colonial
mentality. The people classifications within theiti8h Colonial Government in
Malaya were more dependent on the social divisibfrace” rather than the sub-
division of “tribe”. It is aptly to state that thgeople classification in British Malaya
by “race” under the British colonization were basedthe generalizations about the
exterior appearances, behaviors and charactergdtalé actors of the category; while
the sub-division, “tribes”, were still dependent tie premise of “race”, such as the
variety of “Chinese tribes”, “Malays tribes”, andntlian tribes” in the nineteenth
century of British Malaya, and such as these “gibeategorization were based on
their linguistic criterions. Therefore, it is woytlio note that the social structure of
British Malaya was concentrated on the social dwis of “race”, while the sub-
divisions of “tribe” were largely neglected in tipelitical institutions, except their
linguistic or dialect differences. Likewise, suchk these phenomena also could be
found in present Malaysia and Singapore; the sosfialctures of Malaysia and
Singapore are constituted by three major “ethnaugs’- “Malays”, “Chinese” and
“Indians”- which seems substituted from former ‘@at In the mean time, the sub-
divisions of “Chinese”- “dialect groups”- in presedalaysia are composed by the

different categories of Chinese who spoke diffeckalects. In other words, the social
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structures of former British Malaya which createatridg the British colonization
period almost two centuries ago have been perpgetuantil today. Finally, it is
important to note that the classification processGhinese” and the emergence of
“Hakka” in British Malaya during the nineteenth tery does not presume and

preclude the formation of others in the region ofitheast Asia at the same level.

Even though there were ample publications fromeddiit fields have provided
us with certain insight pertaining to “Chinese” ath@ settlements in Malaya since
fifteenth to twentieth century; and pertaining te tMalaysian Chinese in present
world, this dissertation has, nevertheless, shdven the factors and circumstances
which contributed to the emergence of the term ‘tihand “Hakka” in British
Malaya during nineteenth century were extensive aadhplex. Apparently, the
“Chinese” society of Southeast Asia is diversehairt dialect groups’ identity and
culture, and these diversities should not have bgless over by the scholars.
Therefore, there is a need for concerned scholiSoatheast Asian Studies and
Overseas Chinese Studies to make more findingsaaatyses widely in order to
perpetuate the diversity of Chinese society of Beast Asia. It might be just a small
step for one scholar, but it might be also a greattribution for the future

generations of Chinese in Southeast Asia.
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The Earliest Chinese Voluntary Association in Mala}801-1870.

No | Name of Organization Place Bang Place of Origin Year of establish

1 Chia Ying Association of Pena Penang Hakka Chia Ying prefecture, Kwangtur 1801

2 Kwangtur'lg & Tengchov Penang Cantonese Kwangtung & Tengchow prefectur | 1801
Association of Penang Fukien.
FE IS AT Ve B N AT Y

3 Chung Shan Association of Pen | penang Cantonese | Chung Shanistrict, Kwangtung 1805
TS H I ¢ B Bl

4 Hui Zhou'Association of Malac Malacca Hakka Hui Zhou prefecture, Kwangtur 1805
B PRI g8 BNEVE

5 Tengchow Association of Penc Penang Hokkien Tengchow prefecture, Fuki 1819
RIS VBB fEE T

6 Wu Fu T’ang Kwagchou of Penar Penang Cantonese Kwangchou prefecture, Kwangtul 1819
P = g e B BN TR

7 Ch'a Yang Association of Malac | Malacca | Hakka Ta P'u district, Kwangtung 1820
B PR TR B

8 Ying Ho Association of Malact Malacca Hakka Chis Ying prefecture 1821
fvt P UEFIE 8F Kwangtung.?ﬂ\[‘gg,’i%\"‘l‘[

9 Hui Chou Association of Pena Penang Hakka Hui Chou prefectur 1822
FEBS LU 67 B Kwangtung# i /]

10 Ch’ao Chou Association of Malac Penang Teochew Ch'ao Chou'prefecture, Kwangtu 1822
Fot PN R B

11 Ning Yang Association of Singapc | Singapore | Cantonese Tai Shan district, Kwangtun 1822
FrAL T BT [

12 | Ying Fo Fui Kun of Singapo Singapore | Hakka Chia Ying prefecture, Kwangtur 1823
P 6 A e

13 Nan Hai Association of Pena Penang Cantonese Nan Hai district, Kwangtun 1828
S P T

14 Ning Yang Association of Malac Malacca Cantonese | Tai Shan district, Kwangtun 1828

R [T ¢ AR
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15 Ning Yang Association of Pena Penang Cantonese Tai Shan district, Kwangtig. 1833
A BT 7 B B [
16 Chung Shan Association Singapore | Cantonese Chung Shan district Kwangtui
SingaporeFr [ [ 1] 11 BN 1838
17 Shun Teh Association of Pena Penang Cantonese | Shun Teh district Kwangtur 1838
i i B P
18 Hokkien Associaon of Singapot Singapore | Hokkien Fukien provinc 1839
Pt E ¢ B i
Nan Shun Association of Singap Nan Hai and Shun Teh distri
19 %"{lﬂﬂ"ﬁiﬁvﬂiﬁéﬁ Singapore | Cantonese | Kwangtung.
Fh PR 1839
Hsin Hui, Kai Ping, Yern Ping, T:
20 Kang Chou Association of Singapor@ingapore Cantonese Shan, Ho Shan & Chih HSi districts,
B ] M ) Kwangtung?aﬁ@@?ﬁ“ R 1843
F * o i R EA S 'E"
21 Hokkien Association of Malac Malacca Hokkien Fukien provmce 1843(to be confirm
ot PR G 8 fEH &
22 | Tseng Long Associatiorf Penan Penang Hakka Tseng Ch’eng & Lung Meng distri | 1849
i ST Kwangtung. fibs 5]
Kwangtung and Tengcho Kwangtung & Tengchow prefectur
23 | Association of Kedah Kedah Cantonese Fukien province.
PR A W A and Hokkien | [N 7@ v 1850
24 | Ch'a'Yan(Association of Singapo | Singapore | Hakka Ta Pu district, Kwangtun 1857
R [ B A
25 | Hokkien Association of Taiping Taiping, Hokkien Fukien provinc 1859
Perakgss 7 fEi ‘Iﬁﬁﬁ Perak fEaE
26 Chao Ch'ing Association of Penang Penang Cantonese | Chao Ch'ing prefecture Kwangtung| 1860 (to be
1 ﬁ%?@*fﬁ BE BT confirm)
27 | Tseng Lung Association of Malacca Malacca Hakka Tseng Ch’eng & Lung Meng district| 1860s

B PUFHEE 8

219

Kwangtung.# f 5% a1




28 Ch’ao Chou (Teochew) Associatii | Penang Teochew Chao Chou (Teochew) prefectt 1864
of Penang#s5 i) | 1 8F Kwangtung. # ju ||

29 Hui Chou Association of Selanc Kuala Hakka Hui Chou prefecture, Kwangtur 1864
SHH RV Lumpur R

30 Yung Ch’un Association ¢ Singapore | Hokkien Yung Ch’un district Fukien provinc | 1867
SingaporeFr iy (7 B T

31 | Kheng Chow Association of Malac | Malacca Hainanese | Hainan'Island, Kwangtui 1869
Ft PP BT

32 Kheng Chew Association of Taipi Taiping, Hainanese Hainan Island, Kwangtu 1869
i N PG e Perak I

33 | Kheng Chew Association of Pena Penang Hainanese | Hainan Island, Kwangtui 1870
%ﬁ‘?f@”‘l‘[ﬁ‘éﬁ SR F

Source: i > 1980 Eﬂéﬁ“[ﬂhﬁ" TR B LIPS o Frop %‘v‘?"{lﬂzﬁ\lpkjgh’liﬂzitﬁ’?; Yen, Ching Hwang, 1986A Social History of the
Chinese in Singapore and Malaya 1800-19ihgapore: Oxford University Pressheng, Lim Keak. (1995). Patterns of social
alignment: a case study of Hakka associations mgagiore.Southeast Asian Studje32(4), 477- 494. See also Wong
(2009: 36-39).
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Colonial Secretary’s Office,

12" November1868

GOVERNMENT NOTIFICATION-No. 199.
The Following is published for general information.

By His Excelty’'s Command,
R. MACPHERSONMNijeut.ColonelR.A.,

Colonial Secretary.

By Virtue of the powers vested by Section 3 of Qattice XV of 1868, His Excellency of the Governmleas been pleased to
declare that the following shall be the duratiovayages of Passenger Ships to the Ports or pllaeesin named, that is to say,-

Hainan Macau Canton Hong Kong ‘ Swatow ‘ Amoy ‘ Shanghai ‘ Chefu
During South-West Monsoon between the months of April and September
From Singapore to 13 days 17 days 18 days 17 days 22 days 24 days  day29 40 days
From Malacca to 16 days 20 days 21 days 20 days 25 days 27 days 32 days 43 days
From Penang to 21 days 25 days 26 days 25 days ay’0 d 32 days 37 days 48 days
During North-East Monsoon between the months of October and March
From Singapore to 38 days 54 days 56 days 54 daysg 64 days 72days day®3 | 107 days
From Malacca to 41 days 57 days 59 days 57 days dags 75 days 86 days 110 days
From Penang to 46 days 62 days 64 days 62 days ays2 d 80 days 91 days 115 days

Source: CO 273/ 70, Chinese Passenger, Straiter8etits Original Correspondence, 12/11/1868. Sse\dbng (2009: 13).
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APPENDIX 3

STRAITS SETTLEMENTS.

To His Excellency COLONEY A. E. H. ANSON, Adminiator, and The Hon’ble
Members of the Legislative Council of the Straittlements.

May it please Your Honourable Council,---

As the English Laws are impartially just, everygaaor country, therefore,
governed by them is crowded like clouds with menthaand inhabitants, and the
traffic in human beings never happens; such bédiagéase, vessels from the four seas
or quarters resort hither, and the footsteps of mattiply as ants, because they can
live there in tranquility.

Now-a-days we hear of ill-disposed people (vagabbtitat often make it their
trade of the “Singkeks” or new comers, who, on rthi@ist landing here, not
happening to be acquainted with any one in theeplace by these vagabonds
invariably deceived and cheated, or these vagabaintisies board the fresh arrivals
and clandestinely trade in these “Singkeks” withomhto enrich themselves. When
the bargain is secured the “Singkeks” disappedentmes never to be traced, and
neither is it possible for the living or the deaddivine. Such practices, besides being
detrimental to the place, is a lamentable detetetite “Singkeks,” unless means be
devised to inform them of the place where to lothggr complaints.

Now, in order to avoid this evil and cause the ¢guto flourish, it is desirable
to establish a system of superintendence, viz.hawee a trustworthy officer to
superintend all the new arrivals, and ascertaimftioe “Singkeks” themselves where
they intend to go, those of them wishing to stapécapprised that they are at liberty
to act as free agents, that these vagabonds mayametthe opportunity of deluding
these “Singkeks,” and that a stop may be put tb snd the like abuses.

That, after mature deliberation, a scheme be pthnubereby the Sinkeks may
be protected, and obtain endless security and ibeneid
Your Petitioners, as in duty bound,
will ever pray.
Jeventy Signaturéds.
Singapore 17" May, 1871.

Source: CO273/69, Protection of Chinese ImmigraBtraits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
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APPENDIX 4

STRAITS SETTLEMENTS.

Papers laid before the Legislative Council by comdnaf His Excellency the
Governor.

Petition from Chinese Merchants relative to the tratment of Chinese
Immigrants.

The Petition of the undersigned British Subjectsl @hinese Merchants, to His
Excellency the Governor and the Legislative Couatithese Settlements, praying that they
will of their benevolence, make arrangements togmebad characters from kidnapping the
newly-arrived immigrants (Sin-Khehs).

When Your Petitioners reflect on the myriads of élse arriving yearly at
Singapore, Penang, and Malacca, they see thaathe 6f the benevolent Government
of Your Excellency and the Council, and the patkpnatection which the people receive,
make them in such numbers brave the stormy oceduthanfierce waves, to come here
to seek a livelihood,---They know that in this fioeuntry they will find a peaceful home
where the whole population, are so prosperougtiegtsing for joy.

Your Petitioners some time since sent in a Memamathe subjects of kidnapping
and the trade in Sin-khehs, but as yet nothingoeas done in the matter; we now again
approach Your Excellency and the Council, humblgdieg that an Ordinance may be
passed prohibiting the disgraceful kidnapping af-8iehs, and that a Depot may be
established (under the control of a regularly apfgoi Government Officer:, where the
newly-arrived immigrants may be placed, fed, angirtmames, &c., registered. Any
person requiring labourers should go to the Depnt there enter into a registered
contract with the men before taking them away.

We would also suggest that Your Excellency andGlencil appoint Officers to
visit and inspect the Sin-khehs at intervals affteir engagement, to see that they are
comfortable and that they do not suffer from opgis

Your Petitioners humbly pray that the benevolenteYaur Excellency and the
Council may be Exerted to grant our request.

Singapore 30" May, 1873.
Signed by
Tan Kim Cheng.
Hoo-ah-kee.
Seah-eu-Chin.
Tan-Seng-po.
Cheang-hong-lim.
Gambier and Pepper Society containing 200ps), and 42 others of the leading
Chinese Merchants and Firms in Singapore.

Source: CO273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigr&maits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
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APPENDIX 5

Read f'time 2% August 1873.
Read 2%time d' September 1873.
Committed 16 September 1873.
Reported with Amendments WSeptember 1873.

A Bill to provide for the better protection of Cleige Immigrants.
Whereas it is expedient to make better provisiotalyfor the protection of Chinese
Immigrants:

It is hereby enacted by His Excellency the Govewfathe Straits Settlements, with
the advice and consent of the Legislative Couheiteof, as follows:--

Interpretation.

1. The word “Immigrant” as used in this Ordinance kHz held to apply to
inhabitants of China coming to the Colony for thstftime to work as labourers,
whether in the Towns or Country Districts, at oaigms not requiring skilled
labour.

2. The expression “Immigration Officer” shall includlee Registrar of Immigrants,
and any Officers authorized by him to act in thegtaxity.

3. The word “Ship” shall include every descriptionwassel used in navigation not
exclusively propelled by oars. The term “Master”“bdtaster of the Ship” shall
include every person, except the Pilot, having camanof, or being in charge
of ,a ship.

4. Every ship arriving at any of the Ports in the @Qgldnaving on board twenty or
more Immigrants shall be deemed to be an Immidshim within the meaning of
this Ordinance.

5. Nothing in this Ordinance shall be held to applyCiainese labourers arriving in
the Colony having embarked on board a ship at Honmgkfor a Port in the
Colony.

Appointment of Officers and Rules.

6. It shall be lawful for the Governor to appoint agigtrar of Immigrants, with such
other Officers as may be necessary to carry ouptbeisions of this Ordinance.

7. It shall be lawful for the Governor in Council, frotime to time, to frame such
Rules and Orders as may be necessary for the coofitie duties of the Officers
appointed under this Ordinance, and generally éorying out the several duties
therein prescribed.

Arrival of Immigrants.

8. No Immigrants shall be landed at any place in tblery other than the three
Ports as defined in the Harbours’ Ordinance, 1872.

9. The arrival of every Immigrants Ship at any of 8ettlements shall forthwith be
reported by the Master at the Office of the Harbblaster, who shall thereom
inform the Registrar of Immigrants of the same. Reagistrar of immigrants shall,
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either personally or by an Officer of his Departtmédarthwith go on board the
Immigrant Ship.

Registry of Immigrants.

10.The master of the ship shall cause all the Immigran board to be mustered on
Deck, and the Immigration Officer shall the examthem, and shall write or
cause to be written, in a Registry Book, to be Kepthat purpose, the following
particulars relating to each Immigrants:--
the number of such Immigrant on the Registry,
his name and surname,
his calling or occupation,
the Port of embarkation on present voyage, theepbdaclestination and the
object or purpose of his coming to the Colony,
the nature of the agreement for labour, if, @mgered into by him,
and such further or other particulars as mayré® time to time directed
by
Order of the Governor in Council under Section 7.

11.The Registering Officer shall cause to be explaiteethe Immigrant the terms of
any agreement for labour entered into, or to beredtinto, by the Immigrant.

Immigrants’ Tickets.

12.0n being so registered, a ticket shall be givethiéolmmigrant, containing a copy
of the entries so as above required to be madeeifRegistry Book, or of such of
the said entries as may be required by any OrdeteeoGovernor in Council
issued under Section 7.

13.The ticket of each Immigrant shall be given by Registering Officer to his
employer, who shall hold the same during the tefranaployment with him, and
shall be bound to produce the same whenever rebudiye the Registrar of
Immigrants.

14.Every Immigrant not being under an engagement boua in the Colony, or
whose term of agreement to labour in the Colony dygsired, shall retain his
ticket until he has completed two years residencineé Colony, when is shall be
given up to the Registrar of Immigrants.

15.1f any Immigrant shall die or absent himself from Bmployment during the term
of his agreement of service, the employer shathfeith report the same to the
Registering Officer, and the Immigrant’s ticket klhe given up to the Registrar.

Landing of Immigrants.

16.The registrar of Immigrants on the application loé¢ tMaster of any Immigrant
Ship may, before registration permet the Immigraisboard such ship to be
landed and placed in convenient places near thevefar places at which such
ships may be; and there such Immigrants shall lgéstezed in the manner
prescribed by this Ordinance.

17.No such Immigrant shall be permitted to leave thip sr, if permitted to land as
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provided in Section 16, shall be permitted to lethesregistering place, until duly
registered as above required.

Agreements to labour.

18.No Immigrant shall be bound by any agreement tokvior a longer period than
two years, and if, by his agreement, he is to wanly in the Colony, he shall not
be bound to go to any place without the Colony.

19.1f any such Immigrant on arriving in the Colony Bhaove to be sick or infirm
and unable to work, or to fulfil his engagementork, the Registering Officer
may require the Master of the Ship in which sucimlgrant arrived to provide
for his removal from the Colony, or to deposit ssam of money, or to find good
and sufficient security in the Colony for the payrmef such sum of money, not
exceeding, in either case, fifty dollars for eaakchs Immigrant, as to the
Registering Officer may seem to be sufficient fbe tmaintenance of such
Immigrant during sickness or infirmity. Such sunmodney shall be applied to the
maintenance of such Immigrant during his sicknesefomity.

20.No immigrant shall be moved from the place of ergplent set out in his
agreement and entered on the Registry, until regfeall be made to the Registrar
of Immigrants, who shall enquire into the same, itige Immigrant agrees to the
change, or if the change is provided for in hiseagnent, shall enter the change
on the Register and on the ticket of the Immigrant.

21.1f any such Immigrant shall have arrived in the @y under engagement to
labour for or with any persons in the Colony, andny such Immigrant enters in
the Colony into an agreement to labour for or vaitly person in the Colony, such
person shall attend at the Registry Office, eithersonally or by agent duly
authorized thereto in writing, and shall furniskcisyarticulars as to the nature of
the agreement, place of proposed employment, wamgsd of service and
otherwise, as may be required by any Orders ofGbeernor in Council issued
under Section 7.

22.All such particulars shall be entered in the RegiBook, and shall be signed by
the Immigrant and by his employer or his agent, dnan agent appears his
authority in writing shall be filed in the recordtthe Registry Office and marked,
with the number or numbers of the Immigrant or Irants in regard to whom
he acts.

Penalties and Procedure.

23.Every person offending against any of the provisiohSection 8, 9, 10 and 17 of
this Ordinance shall be liable to a penalty noteexiing five hundred dollars, and
an additional penalty not exceeding ten dollars dgery Immigrant landed
contrary to the provisions of the Ordinance. Eveeyson offending against any
other provisions of this Ordinance or against anyeRor Order made under
Section 7, shall be liable to a penalty not exaegdine hundred dollars.

24. All offences against this Ordinance may be triechsarily before a Magistrate,
and in addition to the means prescribed by lawtha recovery of penalties
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imposed by Magistrates in their summary jurisdictiad shall be lawful for a
Magistrate, by warrant under his hand, to causeatm®unt of any penalty
imposed under this Ordinance upon the Owner or &ast any vessel for any
offence committed under this Ordinance, to be kb¥ig distress and sale of such
vessel, and the tackle, apparel, and furuitureetsferor so much thereof as shall
be necessary.

25.This Ordinance may be cited as “The Chinese ImrtigraOrdinance, 1873,” and
shall come into operation at such time as the Gmremay by Order in Council
direct.

Source: CO273/69, Protection of Chinese Immigr&iaits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 30/9/1873.
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APPENDIX 6

Collection of Colonial Office Files in series CO327

No. | Microfilm No Date Title

1 C0273/39 23/8/1870 Chinese Passenger Ship’s &@rcen1868

2 C0O273/50 27/10/1871 Riots Between Hokkien ancchew

3 C0O273/69 30/9/1873 Protection of Chinese Immigran

4 C0O273/70 20/10/1873 The Chinese Immigration Bill

5 C0O273/70 20/10/1873 | Legislative Council Bill: Steam Survey, Stamp, Giga
Immigration

6 C0O273/70 12/11/1868 Chinese Passenger

7 C0O273/80 29/4/1875 Ordinance 10/1873 Protectid®hinese Immigrant

8 C0O273/84 26/9/1876 Riots Amongst the ChinesdriaitS Settlements

9 C0273/89 3/4/1876 Proposed Chinese Coolie PSstaices

10 | CO273/89 13/10/1876 Condition of Chinese Caalithe Straits

11 | CO273/117 30/12/1882 Ordinance 1 of 1882: Labour

12 | CO273/122 20/9/1883 Qualification of Chineseipteters

13 | CO273/168 6/10/1890 Suppression of Secret Sesiet

14 | CO273/173 6/5/1891 Census 1891

15 | CO273/179 21/3/1892 Ordinance 6/1892 : Sundapla

16 | CO273/180 16/4/1892 Chinese Socf@étyliong Heng

17 | CO273/186 14/3/1893 Petition of Chinese in Pgnan

18 | CO273/186 13/3/1893 Petition from Chinese indfgn

19 | CO273/189 15/9/1893 Chinese Agent in Protectativhl States

20 | CO273/206 23/4/1901 Protection for Women and Girls

21 | CO273/225 25/5/1897 Chinese Immigrants and DieteRots

22 | CO273/224 20/1/1897 Chinese Immigrants. Exananddepots

23 | CO273/250 20/1/1899 Chinese Triad Societies

24 | CO273/250 17/2/1899 Chinese Immigrants

25 | CO273/252 14/12/1899 Chinese Immigrants

26 | CO273/258 1//9/1900 Ordinance 15 of 1900 Chih@saigrants Amend

27 | CO273/262 29/11/1900 Chinese Immigrants fromt@an

28 | CO273/263 29/11/1900 Chinese Immigration

29 | CO273/270 23/8/1901 Importation of Coolie Imraigfis

30 | CO273/272 13/4/1901 Direct Chinese Immigration

31 | CO273/272 13/4/1901 Census 1901

32 | CO273/273 22/6/1901 Census 1891

33 | CO273/275 4/11/1901 Chinese Mission To Collegtds

34 | CO273/275 14/9/1901 Chinese Immigrant Ordinance

35 | CO273/275 26/9/1901 Chinese Immigration Bill

36 | CO273/280 29/10/1902 Chinese Immigrants Ordi@anc

37 | CO273/296 18/8/1903 Free Emigration of ChinedeMS

38 | CO273/304 7/4/1904 Naturalization of ChineseMS
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39 | CO273/305 16/6/1904 Protection of Chinese ImamgOrdinance

40 | CO273/314 6/2/1905 Passports for Chinese Bi8idbjects

41 | CO273/317 17/5/1906 Indentured Coolie Labour

42 | CO273/326 14/2/1907 Salaries of Chinese Int&pre

43 | CO273/326 10/12/1910 Chinese Coolie Immigration

44 | CO273/357 19/4/1910 Ordinance 3/1910: Chineseignants Amend

45 | CO273/358 23/8/1910 Emigration Ordinance

46 | CO273/365 24/11/1910 Employment of Chinese @a0li

47 | CO273/369 24/3/1911 Immigration of Chinese Labou

48 | CO273/373 28/3/1911 Importation of Chinese @&soli

49 | CO273/373 | 28/3/1911 Procedures for Introduction of Labour from Indiaan
China

50 | CO273/374 24/8/1911 Chinese Immigration to M&awinsular

51 | CO273/377 2/2/1911 Shipments of Chinese Coolies

52 | CO273/387 30/10/1912 En. No. 6/1912: Labour Code

53 | CO273/387 9/9/1912 Chinese Riots in KL

54 | CO273/387 | 5/10/1912 Chinese Riots in KL

55 | CO273/387 28/11/1912 Chinese Riots in KL

56 | CO273/398 25/3/1913 Labour Code

57 | CO273/407 20/4/1914 Ordinance 16/1914: Labounti@ots

58 | CO273/449 21/11/1916 Chinese Coolies

59 | CO273/483 4/7/1919 Staff of Chinese Protectofiaits Settlements

60 | CO273/566 | 1930 Unemployment in Malaya: Proposed Restriction of
Chinese Immigration

61 | CO273/569 1931 Labour Conditions in Malaya

62 | CO273/571 1931 Review of Chinese Affairs: Nadidg

63 | CO273/581 | 1932 Unemployment in Malaya: Restriction of Chinese
Immigration

64 | CO273/590 1933 Restriction of Chinese Immigratio

65 | CO273/613 1935 Restriction of Chinese Immigratio

Source: Collected from the Library of National Usisity of Singapore in January

2009.
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APPENDIX 7

Ownership of European and Chinese in Malaya Tinlpcton, 1910-1938.

Year European (%) Chinese (%)
191( 22 78
1920 36 64
1921 39 61
1922 38 62
1923 44 56
1924 45 55
1925 44 56
1926 41 56
1927 49 59
1928 61 51
1929 63 39
1930 65 37
1931 66 35
1932 66 34
1933 66 34
1934 66 34
1935 66 34
1936 67 33
1937 68 32
1938 67 33

Source: Purcell, Victor, 1967mThe Chinese in Malayd.ondon: Oxford University
Press. pp.237; Masariah & Johara. (20@®jarah Tingkatan 2: Buku Teks
(Text Book of History, Form 2)Kuala Lumpur: Dewan Bahasa dan
Pustaka.pp. 137.
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APPENDIX 8

Chinese Immigrant Ships Coming Direct from Chind &long Kong to Singapore in

1895.
Name of Steamers Under what flag Number of
Chinese Name of Agents
passenger
Kwei Yanc British 445 W.Mansfield & Co
Nan Chan British 185( W.Mansfield & Co
Kweilim British 727 W.Mansfield & Co
Whamp British 25C W.Mansfield & Co
Thibet British 1817 P & O Cc
Gwaliot British 2172 P& O Co
Lombardy British 941 P&OCo
Nizanr British 107¢ P & O Co
Teheral British 81¢ P& O Co
Phra Chom Kla British 220¢ Behn Meyer & C
Kong Ben( British 1941 Behn Meyer & C
Mongkut British 384¢ Behn Meyer & C
PhraChula Chom Kla British 308¢ Behn Meyer & C
Phra Nan British 2507 Behn Meyer & C
Chow F British 254 Behn Meyer & C
Loo Sol British 147¢ Behn Meyer & C
Tai Chow British 201« Behn Meyer & C
Devawongs British 154¢ Behn Meyer & C
Arratoon Apes British 343i Sarkies & Mose
Lightinc British 4427 Sarkies & Mose
Catherine Apei British 358¢ Sarkies & Mose
Si Shai British 467¢ Guthrie & Co
Sianc British 602t Guthrie & Co
Nan Sha British A477¢ Guthrie & Co
Paksha British 4937 Guthrie & Cc.
Chelydr: British 329¢ Boustead and C
Yuen San British 80¢ Boustead and C
Tuk San British 229¢ Boustead and C
Kut San( British 462¢ Boustead and C
Woo San British 1512 Boustead and C
Choy San British 861 Boustead and C
Wing San British 387¢ Boustead and C
Ardgay British 275¢ Boustead and C
Lok Sany British 155¢ Boustead and C
Hongay British 205¢ Cromarty
Cromarty British 1641 Boustead and C
Glucksburt Germal 1247 McAlister & Ca
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Proto: Germail 724 McAlister & Cc
Deuters Germal 417 McAlister & Ca
Pollux Germail 17 McAlister & Ca
Wuotar Germail 891 Bun Hin and Cc
Kio German 1262 Bun Hin and Co.
Chine Germal 208( Tan Say L
Done Germau 1031 Tan Say L
Fedelic Germail 991 Tan Say L
Picciole Germal 110¢€ Khu Tek Ta
Independet Germal 36€ Kong Sang Lon
Elektre Austriar 18t Rautenberg Schmidt & C
Orion Austriar 50C Rautenberg Schmidt & C
Gesile Austriar 33E Rautenberg Schmidt & C
Maria Teres Austriar 48¢ Rautenberg Schmidt & C
Maria Valerie Austriar 424 Reutenberg Schmidt & C
Thishe Austriar 17¢€ Rautenberg Schmidt & C
Vindobon Austriar 44¢ Rautenberg Schmidt & C
Marquis Bacquehe Austriar 16€ Rautenberg Schmidt & C
Rantan Dutct 250¢ Boustead and C
Bornec Dutct 2857 Behn Meyer & C
Bormide Italiar 2931 Behn Meyer & C
Bisarmc Italian 1777 Behn Meyer & C
Giave Italian 83: Behn Meyer & C
Sture Italian 46E Behn Meyer & C
Nanking Norweigiar 2001 McAlister & Co.
Total - 11468 -

Source: CO 273/224, Chinese Immigrant, Examinafiepot, Straits Settlements Original
Correspondence, 20/1/1897. Recorded by the Actsgjstant of Chinese Protector, G. T.
Hare in 4" April 1985, Singapore. See also Wong (2009: 16-17)
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APPENDIX 9

STRAITS SETTLEMENTS.

Paper to be laid before the Legislative ConnciCmynmand of His Excellency the
Governor.

TO HIS EXCELLENCY COLONEL SIR ANDREW CLARKE, R.E.C.B.,
K.C.M.G.,, GOVERNOR AND COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF, AND THE
HONORABLE THE MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL, BRAITS
SETTLEMENTS

We, the Bankers, Merchants, Traders, PlantersRasitients of Singapore, &c.,
&c., having carefully perused the Draft of the Gdga Immigration Bill, which it is
Your Excellency’s intention to submit to the Legisle Council, in accordance, we
believe, with instructions from Her Majesty’s Sdarg of State for the Colonies,
would strongly urge upon Your Excellency the ineipacy of proceeding with such
a measure.

No doubt the object sought to be obtained by theswe is the protection of
newly arrived Immigrants from China against impasit upon the part of their
country-men; and it is true that some years agd, eren now to a considerable
extent, the influence of the Secret Societiesasi@int to bear more oppressively upon
men arriving ignorant of our laws and customs thiazan be upon those to whom
some residence in the place has taught their ragidsprivileges. But the evident cure
for this is to abolish and do away forever withdheSocieties, which have been the
origin and support of every serious disturbancectvhhas broken out in the
Settlement. Once landed in Singapore, and apart this influence, the competition
for labor is so great as to obtain for the newhwvad Immigrant perfect security from
extortion or unfair labor bargains. The only dangich assails him is that he may
be, either before landing or after, hurried andleaj into engagements to work in
countries outside of this Settlement, and in ignoeashipped away beyond the
influence and protection of our laws; and to md®$ tan emigration and not an
immigration measure is required. Your Petitioneesaf opinion that the Harbour and
Police authorities should be authorized to boardesdsels arriving with Coolies, and
to see that none of them are shipped off withoatilag unless they thoroughly
comprehend and assent to their engagements; moye¢baethe Harbour and Police
authorities should see that no vessels leave thewithh Coolies for service outside
the Colony, unless the engagements of such Caaleeexplained to, and assented to,
by them.

Above all things, your Petitioners would urge thaimtenance of absolute
freedom of Immigration. Rules and Regulations whigkuld offer no great obstaclo
in European countries, would prove here a mospsercheck; if, indeed, they did not
put a stop to Immigration---the oriental mind takiready alarm at every interposition
of authority. At no previous time did the prosperdnd progress of the Colony
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depend more upon an abundant supply of labor thdaes now; for such labor the
Colony has no sources of supply within itself; arfidimmigration be cut off or
discouraged, enterprises of great moment that awe developing must wither and
collapse.

And your Petitioners as in duty bound will everypréc., &c.

Gilfillan, wood & Co. Lind, Asmus & Co.
Per pro. Syme & Co., Hooglandt & Co.

Alex. Johnston. Paterson, Simons & Co.
Boustead & Co. For the Chartered Bank of India,
Scott, Witham & Co. Australia, and China,
Hamilton, Gray & Co. R. I. Harper, Manager.
Martin, Dyce & Co. A. L. Johnston & Co.
Puttfarcken, Rheinard & Co. C. Poisson & Co.

Schuster & Engel. Brennand & Co.
Rantenberg, Schmidt & Co. Brinkmann, Kumpers & Co
For the Borneo Company Limited, Staehelin, Statik& Co.

W. Mulholland, Manager. John Cameron & Co.
H. W. Geiger, Kaltenbach, Engler & Co.

Acting Agent P. & O. Co. Jose D’ Almeida.
Reme Brothers. Harrison & Co.

G. Angus.

Source: CO273/80, Ordinance 10/1873 Protectionnof€se Immigrant, Straits
Settlements Original Correspondence, 29/4/1875.
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Chinese Noun

bang
jia

ke
kejia
huaren

huagiao

huayi

huazu

Malay Noun
Bumiputera

dulang
Kangchu
kapal korek
Kapitan
Kongsi
Melayu
palong

pam kelikir

GLOSSARY

gang;#}

house &

guest; %
Hakka; % %

ethnic Chinese#' *

Overseas Chinese or Chinese citizens who tempptiael
overseas in the broad senﬁ'efﬁ

Chinese descendant; 75

ethnic group with Chinese kinshig; =

“son of the soil”; a term employed by the Malaysian
government to refer to Malays and all other indmen
groups in the country

a tray or pan used for tin and gold washing

title given to a Chinese river headmen in Johor

dredge

a Malay title for the representative of a Chineselave
Chinese business co-operative or social organizatio
Malays or Malay

flume; using for tin mining

gravel-pump; using for tin mining
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pembesar Melayu Malay officials

pikul a measure of weight, about 62.5 kilograms

Sultan a Malay title of Muslim rulers

surat sungai river document; a title deed giving authority oeetiver
district

Temenggung Malay minister in charge of defense, justice andge
affairs

wayang drama
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