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Preface

Tis book is a thematic study, an examination of the process of political
evolution which gave birth first to Malaya and then to Malaysia and the
major problem that had to be faced by those directly involved in guiding
the destiny of the country, namely, communalism. Malaysia might not
have gone through a phase of violent struggle to achieve independence
but the way to nationhood was nonctheless thorny because of the plural
nature of the society.
Undout

Ii d 1

y. was the fi problem of
nation-building in Malaysia during the period under study. Communal
groups, such as the various political parties, ranging from the
UMNO-MCA-MIC Alliance, the PAP, the PMIP, to the ‘SUPP,
BARJASA, UPKO, USNO and others, sought representation during
the period of nation-building from the Malayan Union of 1946 to the
formation of Malaysia in 1963. Every major effort to establish a nation
highlighted communalism in the country; but the same problem of
communalism also determined at*length the nature of politics and
political system which the Malaysians adopted.

It is pertinent to mention here that what is attempted is a broad
historical view of the cfforts made by the Malayan/Malaysian leadership
to weld together disparate parts so that there would emerge 2 general
sense of national consciousness. It is not a study of the psychological and

iological aspect of i Malaysia's peculiar communal
problems have been studied by many scholars belonging to various
disciplines. Very few indeed have been inclined to look at the problem
from the perspective of those who have been entrusted with the serious
responsibility of running the government of the country.

Although at the time when [ first began this academic study my own
experience was limited to that of a former civil servant, I was subse-
quently placed in a situation where I had first-hand experience of the kind
of problems which the Malayan/Malaysian leadership had to grapple
with in dealing with a very heterogencous socicty. If there is an easy
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solution to the very acute problem of communalism, 1 am certain it
would have been adopted a long time ago.

The sources used here have been as varied as possible. In addition to
published official and unofficial documents, 1 have been fortunate in
being able to interview and have d s with Malaysian, Singa-
porean and British leaders and personalities who played significant roles
in the events of the period under study.

I would like to record my appreciation and deep gratitude to the

dividual that have helped me in the course
of prepaning this work which was originally written as a Ph.D, dissert-
anon. Among these must be d Professor S. A who
midially supervised the rescarch. As the second and greatly involved
#pervisor, Royal Professor Ungku A. Aziz, sacrificed a lot of his busy
time as Vice-Chancellor to the benefit of the present writer. Among
many other academics who gave the benefit of their varied and valuable
viewpoints on the issucs and problems of nation-building in Malaysia
were Professors K. ). Ratnam, Wang Gungwu, Khoo Kay Kim, J. M.
Chandran, Zainal Abidin bin Abdul Wahid, (the late) Wong Lin Ken,
Nicholas Tarling and Damador Prasad Singhal,

Through the assistance of the University of Malaya, I was able to go to
Bricain to consult records on Malaya, Sarawak and Sabah, particularly at
the Public Record Office and the State Papers Room of the British
Muscum. Professor C. D. Cowan of the School of Oriental and African
Studics helped greatly with suggestions as to where to locate various
rescarch materials in London.

In Malaysia itself, the Arkib Negara (National Archives) proved help-
ful and useful. Both the Sarawak Muscum and Archives and the Sabah
Central Archives assisted me in obtaining sources which helped to fill in
gaps in the histories of the two Bornco states. The saffs of these
nstitutions were very obliging indeed.

Had it not been for the fourteen months which | was invited to spend
at the Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, Singapore, the dissertation
would not have been completed so soon. The Director, Professor Kernial
Singh Sandhu, and his staff were immensely helpful, while Peggy Lee
Giok Huay, Celina Heng Sang Noi and Ong Beng Thye patiently typed
the dissertation.

Department of History JAMES P. ONGKILI
University of Malaya

Kuala Lumpur

1982
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1
Background

IN order to be able to examine the course of nation-building and the
problem of communalism in Malaysia properly it is important, first and
foremost, to understand the background of the people who make up
Malaysian socicty. That society was of multiracial origin and cach ethnic
group had its distinctive place and predilection before the Second World
War. Indced by 1946 it was this multiracial background which dictated
the nature and course of the political development that began the process
of nation-building in Malaysia.

Malay Society

The Malays were the first politically-organized indigenous people of the
Peninsula in that the carliest political states were founded by them. It has
been apdly remarked that:

The Malays owed allegiance territorially to their sultans. Culturally their
allegiance was to Islam, and most specifically to the maritime branch of it
speaking Malaysian linguages and having 2 common tradition of culture, trade
and intermarnage among the royal familics, extending along the coasts of
Malaya, Sumatra and Bomeo and parts of Java and other islands.!

Migration from island South-East Asia to the Peninsula was a common
phenomenon in the days before Britain and Holland introduced some
measure of control in the twentieth century. The rise of the Malacca
Sultanate led to migration from Sumatra to the Peninsula, The process of

igration continued throughout the ding centurics. Most of the
Malay migrants from the neighbouring islands were easily absorbed or
assimilated into the existing Malay population of the Peninsula, No
doubt this was facilitated by their cultural similarities, Their linguisticand
religious affinities in particular fostered cultural adaptation and the
process was accentuated from the nineteenth century onwards as their
common rural pattern of life contrasted more and more with that of the
non-Malay immigrants.




2 NATION-BUILDIN

N MALAYSIA

The traditional sultanates were often riverine centres which were
largely sclf-sufficient and 1solated from their neighbours. Indeed it was
often only in times of war or disputes about succession that one sultanate
had much to do with another.? It was this self-sufficiency and the
compact nature of the sultanates which to some extent engendered a spirit
of contentedness among many Malays unal recently. Most Malays lived a
simple kampong life. Despite the lush primeval jungle which always
threatencd to invade their kampongs, these indigenous peaple were
blessed by Nature with a chmate and habitat which readily produced
food and other basic necessities of life. It was this case with which life
could be tolerably sustained that gave not only the Malays but also the
Dayaks, Mclanaus, Kadazans, Bajaus and other indigenous communities

#time for lessure as well as hard work.?

[t 15 to be noted that the use of leisure was often misunderstood or
purposcfully characterized as laziness by some members of the ruling
Britsh group and the non-Malay communicies. This accusation became
more p d in the world of tin and
fubber cxploitation in the tweritiéth centiiry so thit the Malays and athiee

indigenous communities were branded as unreliable, erratic workers;
they supposedly looked upon wag g often as a merely temporary

means of occupying themselves, especially if they were farmers who

usually preferred to return to their kampongs for their more permanent
occupations. In point of fact, there were hundreds of thousands of Malays
who proved their diligence by staying steadfastly and faichfully in their
jobs and spending longer hours than others as civil servants, teachers,
dnivers, engine operators and farmers in their kampongs.*

It 1s nteresting to note the words of a Malay who claimed to be the
first to analyse the psychology of his own race; he wrote in 1928:

of their farlings and weaknesscs, the worse that has been said against them is that
they are lazy and improvident. Even in these, onc is tempted to refute the charge,
since those that have made this observation had probably formed their opinion
from the minority who live in towns and work generally as servants to Europeans
and others. But these Malays are as a rule the degencrate examples of the race who
are swpefied by the glare of the luxurious life of avilisation and are casily
victimised by the temptations that abound in towns. The majority that live in the
country escape the notice of the ordinary European obscrver, and though they
made bad coolies as compared to other raccs, it cannot be doubted that they work
sufficiently hard on their small holdings to cnable them to get all their wants
which, 2s country people arc naturally few and limited *

The use of non-indigenous labour in the years of the expansion of the un
and rubber industries was often prompted by very simple practical
considerations. In the case of the tin industry, it has been said that:
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Except for the work of clearing the forests and bushes on the land, which was
given to the Malays or the Sakais who were more dexterous in the use of the
parang, all the work n the mines was done by the Chinese. Difference in race,
eeligion, temperament, languages, customs, and mining superstitions, obvious
economic self-interest, and the social requirements of living together in 2 mine
precluded Chinese employers from cmploying non-Chinese labourers.®

As a result even Indian labour, cheaper than Chinese labour, was not
considered for the mining industry.

In the casc of rubber the position of indigenous labour has been
explained in the following manner:

The usc of local people for regular tasks on the rubber estates was mainly confined
to the states of Johore, Kedah and Kelantan; here fewer immigrant workers were
available. Elsewhere Malays were employed chiefly for the clearing of land under
contract, for their seasaonal preoccupation with activitics on their own farms
usually made them unsuitable as members of a regular labour force. By 1917 the
total number of indigenous Malay workers on estates in the Peninsula is likely to
have reached around 20,000 including the csimated 8,900 in the FMS. ... The
drop in numbers thercafier probably coincided both with worsening cconomic
conditions and with the coming to maturity of rubber trees planted on the
workers' own holdings.”

Certainly the conditions under which, at least in the carly years of the
industries, the labourers hved, uprooted from normal family life and
practically fenced in with limited physical mobility, could hardly attract
the indigenous population who, cven if they were poor, were not
contractually tied to anyone and thercfore not forced to work to a rigid
timetable. Drastic and lerable socio—c d in China
and India compelled large numbers of people to emigrate from time to
ume, hoping to improve their lot before returning to their homeland.
Similar conditions did not exist in Malaya to induce the Malays to aban-
don thewr existing occupations. Landlessness was not a problem for the
Malays i the nineteenth century; increasingly, it became so in the twen-
ueth centary which has therefore witnessed a gradual drift of Malay
population to the urban arcas.

The Indigenous Society of Sarawak and Sabah

While Melaka was the focus of the Malay world in the Malay Peninsula,
Brunci emerged as a similar focus further to the east of the Straits of
Meclaka. Both Sarawak and Sabah were parts of the Brunei Sultanate
before coming under foreign administration in the course of the
mincteenth century.®

The Brunci Sultanate shared many similaritics with those in the
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Peninsula. The Sultan was the apex of political authority and below him
there was a hicrarchy of chiefs: four wazir, cight cheteria and sixteen
menteri.® Except that the titles were different, Kedah, Pahang and Perak
also subscribed to the multiple-four system of chiefs.

Owing to physical vastness and the absence of an efficient system of
transport and communication, there was also a wide dispersal of political
power in the Brunci political system and various major chiefs wiclded
significant power in specific territorics. This was accentuated by the
decline of the Sultanate after the prosperous and notable reign of Sultan
Bulkiah in the early sixteenth century.

The indigenous people of Sarawak and Sabah are more heterogencous
than those of the Peninsula and—an important point—many of them are
not Muslims. The indigenous communitics of Sarawak include the Ibans
or Sea Dayaks, the Bidayuhs or Land Dayaks, the Kayans, the Kenyahs
and the Kelabits, all of whom are non-Muslim. The Muslim groups are
the Kedayans, the Bisayas and a good proportion of the Melanaus. In the
case of Sabah, the largest indigenous groups arc the Muruts and the
Kadazans (formerly known as Dusuns). These arc largely non-Muslim.
There are also numerous groups of people who are physically and
culturally akin to the Malays of the Peninsula and are Muslim, namely the
Bajaus, the Bruncis, the Sulus, the Tllanuns, the Kedayans and other
smaller groups.'®

Although Brunei was also an important trading centre, the kingdom
was relatively remote from the commonly-used trade route between East
and West Asia whereas the Peninsula was the méeting point for traders
from these two regions. More frequent contacts with the external world
required a higher degree of adaptation of the indigenous people. For
example, there was  greater intellectual-literary  ferment in  the
Peninsula-Sumatra region than in Brunci. The development of Malay
literature in the Peninsula-Sumatra region owed much to the coming of
Islam. Evidence of this is the existence of a number of works known to
posterity such as the Hikayat Raja-Raja Pasai, Sulalatus-Salatin (more
popularly known as the Sejarah Melayw), Hikayat Muhammad Hanafich,
and Hikayat Amir Hamzah. Intellectual-literary leadership, not sur-
prisingly, was provided by the ulama (religious scholars) from outside
the region such as Sheikh Nuruddin Al-Raniri or by locals such as
Shamsuddin Pasai, Hamzah Fansuri, and Abdul Rauf Singkel.!* Brunei
too came under lslamic influence but, perhaps again because of its geo-
graphical position, it did not draw as many Islamic scholars from West
Asia. Furthermore, there is no cvidence that Brunei ever produced any
scholar of the standing of Hamzah Fansuri or Abdul Rauf Singkel.

Similarly, in the nincteenth century, although Sarawak, Sabah and the
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Peninsula all came under official or unofficial British administrative
control, technological developments in the Malay Peninsula occurred ata
far faster rate owing largely to the growth of the tin-mining industry.
The transformation which occurred in the Peninsula beginning in the last
quarter of the ninceenth century had a decp impact on the Malays, so that
increasingly Malay thinking was preoccupied with the necessity to check
the spread of non-Malay influence. The indigenous society in Sarawak
and Sabah, being less exposed, did not have to cope with the challenge
faced by the Peminsular Malays in the carly decades of the twenticth
century.

The Growth of Immigrant Communities

The Chinese and Indians had been visiting the Malaysian region as early as
the begmming of the Christian era but it was only after the establishment
of British control in the region that they began to come in large numbers
and stayed.

The Chinese who ventured to Malaysia in the carly days were mostly
traders who frequented Mclaka, Pulau Pinang and then Singapore as
these entrepots developed. Not a fow decided to settle permanently and
became the forefathers of the present ‘Baba Chinese, especially in Mclaka
and Pulau Pinang.!2 The number of Chinese immigrants increased
rapidly in the second half of the ninetcenth century as they were attracted
to the lucrative exploitation of tin-bearing districts in Perak and
Selangor.'* Simultancously the Chinese moved into Johor from
Singapore 1o open up large gambicr and pepper plantations.
Temenggong Ibrahim's famous kangchu system ensured a modicum of
stability which did not prevail in the mining arcas of Larut and Kelang 14

From the later nineteenth century to 1934 indentured Chinese Ja-
bourers were brought to Malaya in ever increasing numbers through the
sin-kheh method of recruitment.*® Even during the Depression years the
number of arrivals often exceeded the number who returned to China. In
Sarawak. Rajah Charles Brooke employed a basically similar method of
engaging Chinese contractors to obtain Chinese labourers at the turn
of the century: while in Sabah the Chartered Company made many at-
tempts to get Chinese peasants and refugees from the 1911 Chinese
revolution and 1937 Sino-Japanese War for the rubber plantations and
public works of the territory. !¢ By the time restrictions were imposed
on Chinese immigration to Malaya in 1933, the community comprised a
very significant proportion of the total population of the Peninsula,
namely well over one-third.*? Far more Chinese eventually settled in
Malaya than in Sarawak and Sabah.# Conscquently the political impact
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of the Chinese tended to be more heavily felt in the Peninsula than in
northern Bornco.

From their traditional role as traders in sailing junks, the Chinese
expanded their economic activities so that by the beginning of the twen-
ticth century they had become the principal owners of commercial tin-
mining in Malaya. It was only at the beginning of the 1930s, with the
increasing use of mining technology, that the European share of the
capital outlay overtook theirs.!® Chinesc ownership of the other major
export carner of Malaya, rubber, also became increasingly important,
amounting to 12.§ per cent of all the estates (excluding those less than 100
acres which were classificd as small-holdings) in the Straits Settlements
and the Federated Malay States. The importance of the Chinese in the
Malayan cconomy by the time of the Sccond World War (1941) is
perhaps best summed up by Purcell:

Chinese ownership of tin-mines and rubber estates is no real indication of their
share of the wealth of the country. Chinese had, for instance, large holdings in
European rubber companies. Malaya's important and growing sccondary
mdustries were very largely in Chinese hands. The pincapple industry, the
creation of the last two decades, 1 entirely 2 Chinese enterprise. Canned
pincapples in 1938 accounted for 1.2 per cent of Malaya's entire export trade. In
Singapore, Penang, Kuala Lumpur, Klang, Ipoh and clsewhere the Chnese
owned oil mills, biscutt factorics, rubber works for the manufacture of shoes, tyres
&c., won foundries, sawmills, and sauce factories; there were Chinese shipping
companies; they ran motor agencies and repair shops; the bulk of the retail trade
everywhere was in their hands. One indication of the wealth of the community i
the fact that in 1941 the Malayan Chinese remitted to China over $110,000,000
(L12.833,000).20

It 1s instructive to note that the Chinese were not only divided into
different clans with their distinctive dialects but that their business
actvitics were conducted largely along exclusive clan—dialect lines. The
discipline within cach clan group was often so cffective that it could
undercut and rum the economic position of a rival group when it chose to
do so. The majority of pre-war Chinese in Malaysia retained some links
with the homeland, although such ties loosened in the course of time. By
the 19305 many of thosc born in China had begotten children in Malaya,
but many regarded this as the of revolution,
avil war and the Sino-Japancse conflict in their homeland.

Although Indians*! came to Malaya in noticeable numbers as carly as
the Briush acquisition of Pulau Pinang in 1786, it was only around the
beginming of the twenticth century that they began to arnive at a steadily
increasing rate. The growth of the rubber industry after 1910 and the
development of railways and roads in Malaya necessitated a greatly
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increased labour force which the Indian immigrants helped to supply. By
1907 the g of the Straits Settl and the Federated Malay
States had set up an Indian Immigration Committee to take charge of and
promote the immigration of Indian labour. The Committee ran an
Indian Immigration Fund which defrayed the passage, accommodation
and other expenses of Indian labourers attracted to Malaya, especially
under the kangany method of recruitment.22

The kangany system drew mainly persons from South India so that
although Punjabis, Bengalis and other North Indians also came to
Malaya, the Tamils, Mal and Telegus pred d among the
immigrants. Eventually, four-fifths of the Indians who came to Malaya
were Tamils. The largest number of Indians who came before the Japan-
ese Occupation found their way into the rubber plantations, the railways
and public works of Malaya.?* An Agent of the Indian Government was
appointed in 1923, with the consent of the Labour Department of
Malaya, to supervise the employment conditions of Indian labourers, He
was given the legal right to visit any estate during working hours and
make enquirics among labourers. He sent annual reports to India:

These reports were as much directed at officialdom in India, as at Indian public
opinion. They served to transform the nature of the Indian emigeant problem. It
changed from onc of exclusive concern with the mechanics and procedurcs of
emigration and recruitment to a concern for the living and working conditions,
and the welfare and prospects of the large numbers of Indians who had come to
live n Malaya. The Indian Government now began to look closely into the
wages, cost of hving, and housing and health facilities experienced by their
nationals in Malaya,

It has also been pointed out that ‘the presence of the agent of the
Government of another country as a protector of labourers' interests
naturally aroused some political feelings and helped to keep the Indian
labourer conscious of the mfluence of Indian nationalism, even though
the Agent wasnot a political officer'. 23 The average Indian worker stayed
only for a few years in Malaya and following the Depression years of the
carly 19308 nationalist public opinion made the Indian Government
impose a total ban on all forms of assisted emigration of labour to Malaya
n 1938.2¢

It might have been thought that this curtailment of labour supply
would have encouraged those who were already in Malaya to remain in
their new home. But it has been said that ‘demographically the suspension
of the flow of migrants was one of the causes of the comparative failure of
Indians to setdle, and of the decline in importance, both absolutely and
relatively, of the Indian component in Malaya's population.” The
Indians comprised 15.1 per cent n 1931 and 10.8 per cent in 1047 of the
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total population of Malaya, not including Singapore.2®

Few Indians migrated to northern Bornco. Even by 1960, when
immigration to Sarawak and Sabah had become severely restricted,
Indians comprised less than 1 per cent of the population of Sarawak and
less than 4 per cent of that of Sabah. Efforts by the Brooke and Chartered
Company Governments to attract Indian immigrants had a singular
history of failure, one which was repeated during the colonial period
from 1946 to 1963.2°

The Development of Foreign Administration
(a) Malaya

Briush rule in Malaya was launched when the English East India
Company, in its effort to foster and protect its lucrative trade route
between India and China, obtained Pulau Pinang from Sultan Abdullah
of Kedah in 1786: 1n 1819 Stamford Raffles hoisted the Union Jack over
Singapore. The Anglo-Dutch Treaty of 1824 gave the British complete
control over the Straits of Melaka.*® The three outposts of Pulau Pinang,
Singapore and Melaka became the Straits Settlements in 1826 and formed
the stepping-stones to subsequent British intervention in the Malay
Peninsula. Stll the process of British penctration of the Peninsula took
long time. Even when the Straits Settlements began to prove a drain on
the coffers of the East India Company after the company lost its
monopoly of the China trade in the 18305, the British Government made
no move to take over responsibility for these outposts despite persistent

P of diss f; with Indian ad by the h
of the Straits Settlements. It was only in 1867 that the Settlements were
transferred to the Colonial Office and collectively became a Crown
Colony.®* The Settlements remained 2 Colony until the Japanese
invasion in 1941

The Transfer of 1867 in a sense laid the foundation for the subsequent
forward movement. It has been shown that the British movement into
the Peninsula cannot be easily attributed to any single factor. 2 Still

Emerson’s observation 15 not without validity:

The British forward movement in the Malay Peninsula coinaded very closcly in
time with that of the Duteh across the Straits of Malacca after the treaty of 1871
had removed the earlier treaty restrictions on Dutch action in Achin, but there
scems o reason to suspect that the slightly later date of the British advance can be
attributed 10 any fear of an expansion of Dutch ambitions to include the Peninsula
as well as Sumatra. Both were symptomatic of the new imperialist spiit which
was beginning 1o be felt at the time, as was the continued French advance in Indo-
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China. There can be no doubt that imitation is a real factor in the stimulation of
the imperialist sentiment, and it may well be that the Dutch declaration of war on
the Achincse d the d of the merchants and officials to put
an end o the continual disturbances in the Malay States, but this determination
was of far carhier burth. The British action was clearly determined by local
considcrations rather than by any forcign pressures, although it might have been
delayed cven longer if neighbouring regions had continued their half-century of
calm.»

Although at the time he wrote Emerson had no access to confidential
documents, his reference to local considerations as the prime factor
determining the British action rested on a firmer foundation than he
reabized. By the carly 1870 the Scraits merchants had successfully
cstablished their influence in London itself. Their persistent lobbying at
the Colonial Office could hardly have been an insignificant factor in Lord
Kimberley's decision to consider the possibility of interfering actively in
the Malay States.** It i1s now well known that Sir Andrew Clarke acted
beyond the instructions given to him but the Pangkor Engagement of
1874 was nonetheless ratificd. Setting the pattern of British intervention,
the sixth article of the Engagement stated, “That the Sultan receive and
provide a suitable residence for a British Officer to be called Resident,
who shall be accredited to his Court, and whose advice must be asked and
acted upon on all questions other than those touching Malay Religion
and Customs.”* It has been well said that during the twenty years
following the intervention in Perak ‘a colonial government, ruling its
own population through colonial departments and recognizing no native
authority as an executive instrument, had brought into being a system of
rule in which the native authority was sovereign, native hierarchies pre-
served, and native institutions used as agencies of government'.%® To
carry out the paraphernalia of indirect rule, Britain's colonial officials,
headed by the Governor of the Straits Settlements, proceeded to make
arrangements which witnessed Selangor coming under British protection
n 1§74, Pahang accepting a British Resident in 1888, and Negeri
Sembilan requesting in 1889 and recciving in 1895 a British Resident.??
These three states, together with Perak, were grouped to form the
Federated Malay States (FMS) in 1896. The FMS arrangement remained
until the Japanese Occupation.

The expansion of British intervention led to further extension of
indirect rule when in 1909 the Anglo-Siamese Treaty stated that ‘The
Samese Goverment transfers to the British Government all rights and

Y. protection, ad; ion, and control whatsoever which
they possess over the States of Kelantan, Trigganu, Kedah, Perlis and
adjacent islands.¥* Thus Britain acquired the four northern Malay states.




10 NATION-BUILDING IN MALAYSIA

Each of the four states accepted the appointment of a British Adviser with
powers similar to those of the British Resident in each of the FMS.
Meanuwhile Johor in the south, having lost its nominal suzerainty over
Pahang and Terengganu, also gradually gravitated into British influence
and control. A British promise of protection came in 1885, and in 19142
treaty provided for the appointment of a British General Adviser whose
powers were again broadly similar to those of the Residents and the other
four Advisers** However Kelantan, Terengganu, Kedah, Perlis and
Johor remained outside the FMS and were collectively known as the
Unfederated Malay States (UFMS). The administrative arrangements of
the FMS and the UFMS continued to be the forms by which Bnitain
sought to implement its policies in the Peninsula until the Second World
War. As one British student of Malayan affairs putit, ‘From the borders
of Siam down to Singapore all the Malay States had accepted British
advice and Britain had sccured a zone of influence against trespass by any
other European power’.40

Asa Crown Colony from 1867 onwards the Straits Settlements had an
Exccutive Council and a Legislative Council composed of official and
unofficial members. The FMS had a Federal Council which was estab-
lished in 1909 and was empowered to legislate on matters of federal im-
portance. A British officer styled Resident-General (later renamed Chicf
Secretary and then Federal Secretary) coordinated the administrauve
affairs of the FMS. Each of the ninc Malay states had a State Counail
presided over by the Ruler and responsible for legislating on matters
pertaining to the individual states. As in Sarawak and Sabah in the pre-
war period, no umversal suffrage was ever cmployed to clect members of
these legislative and state councils in Malaya. The unofficial members
were nominated, not elected, to their seats by the British authoritics.

The Governor of the Straits Scttlements was also High Commissioner
to the Malay States and, from 1888, the Bornco territorics of Sarawak,
Brunei and North Borneo (Sabah). He presided over both the Settlement
Exccutive and Legislative Councils and the Federal Counal, thus ensur-
ing the coordination of British dircct and indirect rule in the Colony and
the ninc Malay states. As the highest-ranking British official in Malaya,
the Governor cum High Commissioner, with the aid of his usually
energetic Residents and Advisers, was able not only to represent the
views of Whitchall but also to promote the growth of a British Malaya in
which, from the days of intervention in the Jate nineteenth century until
the Japanese invasion in 1941, his advice had to be ‘asked and acted upon
on all questions other than those touching Malay Religion and Customs’.
The Malay Rulers, though nominally still sovereign, had come under the
effective dominance of the British officials.
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Nevertheless, although it is clear that Britain imposed an effective
administrative control over Malaya between 1874 and the Second World
War, it is important to bear in mind that not the whole of the Peninsula
was directly colonized. While the Straits Settlements were a Crown
Colony from 1867, the nine Malay states remained legally autonomous.
Each state had its own civil service, albeit heavily influenced by the
British Resident or Adviser, and the Kerajaan (Government) functioned
in the name of the Ruler. Wide-ranging though the British control over
Malaya was in the pre-war period, the indirect rule over the Malay states
allowed the survival of a lingering impression and belief among the
Malay Rulers that they still held the patrimony of their states and that the
British were in their midst as friends and protectors who therefore should
be treated with Malay traditional courtesy and afforded the dignity duc
to any well-meaning ally.

Briaain in fact grew increasingly conscious of her lack of direct
control, especially over the UFMS. It was largely for this reason that in
the 19205 and 19305 High C i Sir Lawrence Guill
(1920-7) and Sir Cecil Clementi (1930-3) advocated Decentralization (of
powers) in the FMS in order to foster administrative uniformity with the
UFMS.#! But the Malays, in particular, suspected that if the idea was to
loosen the FMS in order to tie up the UFMS with it in one all-embracing
British ad loop the [ li proposal would be
detrimental to Malay interests. The Malay Rulers of the UFMS therefore
generally opposed the idea. On the whole, however, the British

d few probl in the mail of their domil over
pre-war Malaya. The Settlement, FMS and UFMS legislatures func-
tioned in the manner of typical colonial legislatures, with their members
having to take an oath of allegiance to the British Crown. Without the
introduction of the electoral process, no popular representation was
possible and the different communities of Malaya lived in a plural society
with little political or national towards
Malaya.

(b) Sarawak

In the late 18305 rebellion broke out in Siniawan, Sarawak, against a local
chicf, the Pangiran Mahkota. The Sultan of Brunci was unable to
suppress the uprising and eventually James Brooke, an Englishman,
entered the scene and helped to quell the rebellion. The result was that the
Sultan of Brunei formally recognized James Brooke as the Rajah of
Sarawak in 1841.42

The ensuing century saw the devel p of a highly i
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and pacernalistic rule which left littlc room for political initiative among
the communitics of Sarawak.*3 The Brookes treated the indigenous
people of their kingdom with a Victorian humanitarianism which,
among other things, sought to insulate them from harsh treatment of the
sort meted out to colonized peoples clsewhere. James Brooke pro-
pounded:

I have, both by precepe and example, shown what can be done; but it s for the
[ritsh] Government to judige what means, i any, they will place at my disposal
My intention, my wish, v w exurpate piracy by attacking and breaking up the
prrate towns; not only pirates direct, but pirates indurect. Here sgain the Govern-
ment must judge. | wish to correct the native character, to gain and hold an
influcnce in Boreo proper, to introduce gradually 3 better system of govern-
ment, o open the interior, to encourage the poor natives, to remove the clogs on
trade, to develop new sources 44

As did the British in the Peminsula, the Brookes in Sarawak paid
considerable attention to the Malays. Their leaders were awarded
honorific titles akin to those of aristocratic Brunei, such as Datu Patinggi,
Datu Bandar and Datu Imam,** and so accustomed had the Malays be-
come to Brooke paternal treatment that in 1946, when the Rajah decided
to deliver his once romantic kingdom to the British Crown, there were
anti-cession protests from sections of the Malay community (as well as
others).

The Brookes devoted their attention also to protecting the Dayaks and
kindred non-Malay indigenous peoples of Sarawak. In particular, the
second Rajah, Charles Brooke, spent long years as an administrator
among the Ibans and firmly belicved that nothing could be more unjust
than to exposc his peace-loving native wards to the predatory activities of
Jomt-stock companies, privateers and imperialists. He drew examples
from the Dutch policy of native subjugation in which the Javanese were
reduced to *a very abused and oppressed people, being forced both to
provide labour for the Government, as well as to comply with the de-
mands of their own native chiefs’ .4 The Brookes made use of tradition-
al native chiefs as much as the Dutch did in the Netherlands East Indics
but being more simply and less cc ly motivated than
the Dutch, the Rajahs, in principle if not in practice, continually cmpha-
sized the welfare of the Sarawak indigenous leaders and their people.

When he succeeded James Brooke in 1868, Charles Brooke continued
the protective policy of his uncle. While he was still the chief adminis-
trator under his uncle, Charles Brooke initiated a forum in which the
local leaders of Sarawak could know one another and exchange views by
cstablishing a General Council in 1867.47 Despite the expansion of the
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admimistration and the associative role of this Council, Sarawak remained
politically backward. Towards the end of his long reign, Charles Brooke
indircctly attempted to vindicate the nature of his own rule in Sarawak
when he brooded philosophically over the future of Asia and wrote in
1907, ‘My own opinion is that before we reach the middle of this century
all nations now holding large Colonial possessions will have met with
very severe reverses, and that the tens of millions of Europeans will not be
able to hold their own against the hundreds of millions of Easterns who
are daily gaining substantial power."4® In an age when almost all the states
of Asia were helplessly under Western dominance*® and the dawn of
Astan nationahsm was a mere glimmer,%® Charles Brooke certainly
descrves some credit for his prophetic overview of Western imperialism
n Asia.

But despite this perceptiveness about the course of Asian political
changes, it 15 to be noted that i his own Sarawak Charles Brooke, and
also his successor, fell far short of fulfilling their declared intention to
prepare their subjects for eventual scli-government. The third and last
Rajah, Charles Vyner Brooke, who succeeded his father in 1917, ruled
very much in the tradition of his predecessors; and during the centenary
of Brooke rule he publicly admitted in the preamble to the 1941 Sarawak
Constitution that the ime had only then come for ‘terminating for ever
the Era of Autocratic Rule which has so far characterised our Govern-
ment”.*! The 1941 Sarawak Constitution itself appeared prima facie to be
a liberal document which provided for a new state council, the Council
Negri, and an executive council, the Supreme Council. Yet fourteen of
the twenty-five Council Negri members were official members while all
the cleven unofficial members were appointed by the Rajah-in-Council.
The majority of the members of the Supreme Council, likewise, were
‘members of the Sarawak Civil Service . .. a majority of whom shall be
members of the Council Negri'.$2

In practice, the 1941 Sarawak Constitution mercly transferred the
personal rule of the Rajah into the hands of his own burcaucrats, It merely
glossed the *Autocratic Rule’ the Rajah was so conscious of; there was no
substantive political change, inasmuch as the members of the two
Counails were clearly the faithful servants of the Rajah himself. No less
significant, especially in terms of the political evolution of a modern state,
the 1941 Sarawak Constitution was silent on any system of adult suffrage
which would have introduced the people to democratic processes of
government. In the event, the new Council Negri had only a short
existence before the Japanese overran Sarawak in December 1941.

The Sarawak administration grew and cxpanded with the faithful
service of British civil servants who were recruited almost entirely from
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Britain. In commemorating the centenary of Brooke rule, the nine
“Cardinal Principles of the Rule of the English Rajahs' were reaffirmed,
The cighth Principle is of particular interest: *That the goal of self-
government shall always be kept in mind, that the people of Sarawak
shall be entrusted in due course with the governance of themsclves, and
that continuous efforts shall be made to hasten the reaching of this goal by
educating them in the obl . the responsibilities and the privileg
of atizenship."s> In some ways, therefore, the sccond and third Rajahs
anticipated the time when their personal rule would become untenable
and their successors would have to give way to demands for self-rule
from the people. But partly because education was neglected by the
Brookes, who entrusted this important matter to rival Christian missions,
Chinesc school boards and a few Malay pedagogic centres,® civic and
political understanding likewise saw only a very inconsequential advance
in the pre-war years. This was especially true among the largest cthnic
grouping, namely the non-Malay indigenous peoples.

That Brooke rule insulated the indigenous peoples of Sarawak from
abuse and colonial exploitation can hardly be denicd. The Malay and
non-Malay peoples of Sarawak were certainly more humanely treated
under their English Rajahs than were the Javanese under the Dutch
“culture system’” or the Vietnamese under the so-called ‘assimilation’ and
‘association” programmes of the French.®* But it can be said that the
benevolent Rajahs over-protected the indigenous peaples of Sarawak: in
4 manner of speaking, the indigenous peoples were like birds in a golden
cage. pampered and unruffled by winds of change; but when the cage
door was opened, first by the Japanese in 1941 and then by the British
Government in 1946, it was found that the birds had lost the art of flying.
The different communities of Sarawak were largely unharmed but they
were also politically innocent under Brooke rule, Clearly, the time of
nationalist awareness was yet to come.

(c) Sabah

The beginning of the end of Brunci rule in Sabah occurred in December
1877 when some sections of Sabah were ceded to Baron von Overbeck
who was acting on behalf of the British firm of Dent Brothers. In
subsequent years more territory was ceded piccemeal. A limited Pro-
visional Association was formed to exploit Sabah and several stations
were cstablished by employees of the Association. By 1881 the Associa-
tion was able to persuade the British Government to grant a charter of
corporation and Sabah came under the administration of the British
North Bornco (Chartered) Company 38




BACKGROUND 15

At a ume when joint-stock p were clearly idered

anachronistic instruments of government, the granting of the Royal
Charter to the North Borneo Company by the British Government wasa
demonstration of the backwardness of the territory.? Nevertheless, the
Charter laid down the political and administrative bases upon which the
Company Court of Directors in London and their Governor and officers
in Sabah should manage an arca of over 29,000 square miles. The Charter,
which was closely adhered to by the Company until the Japanese invasion
in 1941, required inter alia that the Company should by degrees abolish
slavery, refrain from interfering with the religion of any clan or people of
the termtory, develop the area, make and maintain public works, pro-
motc immigration, grant lands to investors, afford free access to British
shipping, and impose no monopoly of trade in the territory.5®

The Chartered Company, like the Brooke Rajahs, was preoccupied
with the establishment of a bureaucracy in Sabah. In this respect the most
significant provision of the Charter, in so far as the peoples of the territory
were involved, was Article 9 which required that:

In the administration of justice by the Company to the people of Borneo, or to
any of the inhabitants thercof, carcful regard shall always be had to the customs
and laws of the class or tribe or nation to which the partics respectively belong,
especially with respect to the holding possession transfer and disposition of lands
and goods, and testate or intestate succession thereto, and marriage, divorce, and
legitimacy, and other rights of property and personal rights.®®

Here at least is evidence that the territory was constituted into a political
entity, scparatc from the Brunei Sultanate, at a period in British history
when some regard for the well-being of the subject peoples, albeit pater-
nalistic, was manifest. As the Rajahs of Sarawak were imbued with
Victorian h ianism, so the p f the Chartered Company
were cnjoined (o protect the welfare of the indigenous and other
communities of Sabah from 1881 onwards. Notwithstanding that, it
must be pointed out that a stable government was of paramount import-
ance to the Company itself in its overriding effort to open up the
terntory and thereby attract investors, planters and speculators to
Sabah.*® The chief aim was to establish good government in order to
ensure the success of a business concern which had been launched with the
blessing of the British Government.®*

An Advisory Council was set up in 1883 with the aim of providing to
the Governor and his officers a channel of communication with the
various communities in the territory. But in practice this Council hardly
promoted political understanding among the people. Its members were
composed of the higher officers of the Company, representatives of the
European planters and Chinese merchant groups.¢2 Not only were all the
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members nominated by the Governor, but it is also significant to note
that the indigenous peoples of the territory were not represented on this
Counal. Despite the Charter provision is-d-vis the welfare of the

d . their ion on the Advisory
Council clearly demonstrates the fact that the Company was far more
interested n the cconomic than in the political advancement of the
territory.

Late in the nineteenth century the Company's rule in Sabah faced a
major challenge. Beginning in 1894, intermiteent disturbances erupted on
the cast and west coasts as well as in the interior of Sabah. The problem for
the Company centred on a man of mixed Bajau and Sulu parentage called
Mat (Muhammad) Sallch, He was marricd to 2 relative of the Sultan of
Suluand lived as the chief of a small village up the Sugut River on the cast
coast.®> Under the ancien régime he would have remained an influential
headman but the presence of the Company changed that. It has been re-
marked thata discerning government would have incorporated him into
the administration; instead it began to harass him. 64

There 1s no evidence that Mat Sallch was implicated in the initial
trouble in late 1894 which involved the killing of two Dayak traders who
had penctrated to the headwaters of the Sugut. Mat Salleh was prepared
fo come to terms with the Company but none of the British adminis-

trators looked upon him as the legitimate indigenous leader which he
was. They insisted on submission and further required that he should
allow himself to be banished. Lacer a promise made to him that he and his
followers would be forgiven and that the Company would delegate its
authority over the people in the Tambunan Valley to him was not ful-
filled. And so Mat Sallch resisted the Company until he was killed in
January 1900. This was not the end of the resistance; other recalcitrant
groups rose from time to time though without ever really threatening to
break the hold the Company had over Sabah ¢

Onits part, the Company fought determinedly to ensurc the stability
which it perennially sought in order to make Sabah an attractive area for
investment. In 1912 a Legishtive Council was established to replace the
Advisory Council. All nominated, the members of the new Council
comprised official members, of the E
mnterests and a representative of the Chinese community. While the
Chinese representation was later increased to two members, the Council
agan included no representative of the indigenous peoples of the
ternitory.®® In any event, despite the change in its name, the new
Legislauve Council remaincd largely advisory in practice. It functioncd as
asource of information on the economic temperament and development
ofthe territory for the Governor and the Court of Dircctors rather than as
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a traming ground for local leaders in an eventually self-governing Sabah.
The Legislative Council existed uneventfully and apolitically until the
Japancse invasion in late 1041.

An interesting experiment in local government was attempted in
1936. A local authority was formed by combining villages in the Bingkor
area of the Interior Residency for administrative purposes. The
Committee formed to run the day-to-day affairs of the Authority was led
by O. K. K. Sedomon bin Gunsanad. At first the Authority functioned
promisingly; but lack of financial support and experience beset its native
leaders, who were expected to rely almost entirely upon the meagre
revenue of the poor Bingkor area for the implementation of their projects
and local authonity services. The local authority received some financial
assistance from the and Medical Dep but this made
no difference to the increasing budgetary needs of the authority.s7
Ultimately the experiment failed, thereby demonstrating the impossi-
bility of intiating even political edt fully without
the long-term assistance of a governing Company disposed towards the
granting of eventual self-government to Sabah.®®

Whereas the Brooke Rajahs at least repeatedly stated that it was their
intention to lead the people of Sarawak to self-rule and attempted to
substantiate their pledge by grantung the 1941 Constitution to their
subjects on a silver platter,*® the Chartered Company never in its sixty-
year rule indicated such a wish for the people of Sabah, Undisturbed by
other imperial powers, thanks to the Brtish protectorate of 1888, the
Company portrayed itself by 1941 as a management concern which to all
mtents and purposes was happy to continue to husband Sabah as its ccon-
omic domain well into an indeterminate future.

Political Activity in Malaya prior to 1941

Unul recently there has been little rescarch into the subject of political
actvity in Malaya before the Second World War. Yet there has been a
widespread impression that, compared to other countries in South-East
Asia, there was a conspicuous absence of political activity in Malaya until
after 1945. While itis undeniable that political activity here never reached
the degree of turbulence observable, for example, in Burma or Indonesia,
Malaya and Singapore were by no means politically dormant. Singapore,
in fact, was the headquarters of Kuomintang (KMT) activity?® as well as
the nerve centre of the Chinese communist movement in the Nanyang
(the Chinese term for South-East Asia).”! During the Second World
War, it was the base of the Indian Indcpendence Movement led by Subhas
Chandra Bose.72
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But Malaya's politics before 1945 were highly cosmopolitan in nature,
reflecting the multiracial character of the population. Any political
development in China and India found an smmediate response here,
though not always on a large scale—the extent of each response was
determined by the size of the particular ethnic or sub-cthnic group
mvolved. Hence political activitics involving the Chinese always tended
to be more difficult for the British Government to control.7?

The Malays were comparatively less turbulent and in fact, between
1900 and 1941, there was less internal turmonl and unrest in Malay socicty
than in Chinese society (in China) or in Indian society (in Indi). Ad-
mittedly, Malay society was exposed to developments in the Middle East
as well as to those in Indonesia.”™ The Kaum Muda Islamic reformist
movement, which emerged in the early twenticth century and neither
progressed nor retrogressed within a period of about forty years, is one
example.”s The Kesatuan Melayu Muda (KMM), an anti-establishment
polhitical party founded in 1938, was indirectly influenced to some extent
by the rad then prevailing in Indonesia.”® There were also some
Malays from ume to time involved in the Malayan Communist Party
(MCP). which was founded around 1930-1.7 But, by and large, the
Malays did not respond to external political sumuli. Numerically, the
acavists and the radicals were 2 small minority. They made litele signi-
ficant impact on Malay society. Although, since the 1920s, there had
emerged 3 literate and vocal group which consistently aired Malay
gricvances and anxicties about the future of the Malays in their own
country, the pattern of leadership in Malay socicty remained relatively
unchanged.”® Political associations which were not led by the traditional
ruling class found it difficult to make any impression on the common
people

However, on the eve of the Second World War the poliucal situation
in Malaya and Singapore could, by no stretch of the imagination, be
considered calm. Owing to the Sino-Japancse War, the Chinese—both the
K g and the c actuvely mvolved i anti-
Japanese campaigns. The communists, for once, found massive support
among Chinese workers. They fomented strikes throughout Malaya and
Sngapore.” The Indians, cgged on by developments in India and
Nehru's visit in 1937, formed the Central Indian Association of Malaya
(CIAM) whose leaders were to be among the most important supporters
of Subhas Chandra Bosc.*©

The Malays were obviously alarmed by the activities of the non-
Malays and began to orgamize themselves more claborately. Malay state
assoiations emerged in Perak, Sclangor, Kelantan, Pahang and Negeri
Sembilan.*! That pan-Malayan Malay consciousness grew at this time is
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shown by the organization of the first ‘national’ Malay congress in Kuala
Lumpur in 1937. This was followed by a second congress in Singapore in
1938; a third was held in Kuala Lumpur in 1939 and a fourth in Singapore
in 1940. A fifth congress scheduled to be held in Ipoh in 1941 did not
materialize because of the war.®2

Butin all these political activities, there was clearly no cohesion among
the various cthnic groups. The idea of a future Malayan nation was
perhaps already in the minds of some of the more radical Malay leaders
but its shape and dimensions were not very clear. In the ensuing years,
many of the radical leaders aimed for political union with Indonesia.*®
The traditional leaders, at this stage, did not think of independence. The
non-Malays were too preoccupied with China and India, except for a
handful of the local-born. The principal representative of this small group
was Tan Cheng Lock who, when he wasin the Straits Legislative Council
until his n1934-5, C: ly for the ad
of Malayans into the Civil Service, for the abandonment of the official
majonity in the Legislanve Council, for the introduction of clections and
for the inclusion of non-Europeans in the Executive Council;# he can be
said to have at least foreseen the dawn of self-government in the not too
distant future. What further developments would have taken place sub-
sequent to 1941 had the war not broken out is open to speculation. Suffice
it to say that when the Japanese ousted the British from Malaya, the door
was opened to developments which few could have anticipated before
1941,

The Impact of the Japanese Occupation

Because there had been little political awakening among the indigenous
communitics of Sarawak and Sabah when the Japanese invaded the terri-
tories in December 1941, the occupying power encountered little of no
opposition and found it relatively casy to mduce many of these who
worked in the Brooke and Chartered Company administrations, with the
exception of the Europeans, to serve the new regime.*s In Malaya®e
leaders of the KMM who had been arrested by the British on the eve of
the war were released by the Japanese following the fall of Singapore on
15 February 1942,

Owing to the carlier contact between KMM leaders and the Fujiwara
Kikan (a fifth column organization based in Bangkok), KMM members
Bave cvery assistance to the conquening Japanese army. While their lea-
der, Ibrahim Yaacob, was still detained in Singapore, some members of
the KMM in Ipoh under the leadership of Mustapha Haji Hussein (Vice-
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President of KMM) and Onan bin Haji Siraj (brother-in-law of Ibrahim
Yaacob) formed the Barisan Pemuda Kesatuan Melayu Muda whose
immediate objective was to ensurc the safety of KMM members detaincd
in Singapore upon the Japancse conquest of the island. It scems likely that
the Barisan Pemuda was needed because KMM teself was in disarray owing
to the imprisonment of the majority of its leaders 37
After the release of Ibrahim Yaacob and his close associates, there was
sull hittle that KMM could do i the ensuing months to achieve its
political objective of working towards cventual independence for
Malaya, KMM had no clear idea as to Japanese future pohcy for Malaya:
aboveall, its intial concern was to render protection to the Malays i the
wake of atroctties committed by the conquering Japanese soldiers.*
The Japanese, on their part, were quite clear what Malaya meant to
them. The available war documents now reveal that:
In the draft plan for military government under the command of the Southern
Expeditionary Forces (.. Nampo Sogun), Sogun military administrators con-
ceived Malaya to be *Japan's cconomic and military base” in order to establish an
ccanomic seli-sufficiency in the South’. For this end, n another document, they
brushed aside any consideration for granting independence to Malaya and
planned to mcorporate the territory into ‘permancnt” Japanese possessions. Tokyo
had consistently mamntamned through the war years unal July 1945 this policy of
granting no independence to the Malays 9
After the Japancse had completed their conquest of Malaya in February
1942 and that of Java and Sumatra a month later, KMM could sense that it
had outlived its usefulness. In an endeavour to keep the spint of its
struggle alive, leaders of the KMM such as Ishak Haji Muhammad,
Hassan Manan, Abdul Karnim Rashid, Onan bin Hap Siraj, Ahmad
Boestamam, Taharuddin Ahmad, Jaafar Sidek, Pachik Ahmad and
Ibrahim Yaacob himself, visited various states on the west coast and
Pahang on the cast to consolidate KMM bases. This was, possibly, the
diate cause which prompted the Japanese ad in June
1942, to direct Ibrahim Yaacob to disband the KMM.% The ban was
imposed on KMM because the Japancse feared that if KMM was allowed
to expand its activitics, other groups might ask for similar privileges.!
KMM leaders, however, were absorbed mnto the Japanese estab-
lishment. Ibrahim Yaacob became the adviser on Malay affairs to
Watanabe, the Director-General of the Japanese Military Adminis-
tration, while Ishak Haji Muhammad, Abdullah Kamel, Taharuddin
Ahmad and Moh d Zallehuddin were employed on the Berita Malai
and other publications brought out by the Propaganda Department.??
The Japanese dealt another serious blow to KMM's ambition of
achieving independence for Malaya by formally transterring, on 18
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October 1943, the four northern Malay states of Perlis, Kedah, Kelantan
and Terengganu to Thailand. To comfort Ibrahim Yaacob further, the
Japanese chose him to cstablish the Giyu Gun (Volunteer Army) and Giyu
Tai (Volunteer Corps) in Malaya. Giyu Gun was a fighting force whereas
Gy Tai was more specifically concerned with the preservation of public
peace and order. In Indonesia, the Giyu Gun was mare popularly known
as the Pembela Tanah Air (PETA). Both units were to comprise Malay
youths and they contributed substantially to the growth of political
consciousness and nationalism. By the middle of 1944, some 2,000 Malay
youths were said to have been recruited into the Giyu Gun with a central
training eamp and barracks in Johor Bahru. In July 1944 the Giyu Gun
was used in anti-gucrrilla operations and clashes with the MPAJA
occurred in the jungle of Kota Tinggi, Johor. But the Japanese kepa tight
control over the Giyu Gun allowing lttle room for the unit to develop
into a truly independent army.*?

Even while the Japanese admunistration was keeping a vigilant watch
over the acuvities of the ex-KMM leaders and their followers, the politi-
cal situation was changing rapidly. Japan's defeat in the war appeared
ncreasingly imminent. Hence Indonesia had been promised indepen-
dence in September 1944 and the decision was soon made to grant it to
Malaya also. In mid-1945 Ibrahim Yaacob and his associates were called
upon to form Kesatuan Raayat Indonesia Semenanjong or KRIS (All-out
Effort of the People) to prepare for independence. In the words of Yoichi
Itagaki, the specialist 1n Malay affairs sympathetic to Ibrahim Yaacob's
cause:

The plan of the KRIS movement directly resulted from the Second Singapore
Conference of Sccretary-Generals [sic] of the Military Administrations of Java,
Sumatra, Celebes and Malaya on July 2y, 1945. The aim of the Conference was to
discuss the problem of ‘Quick Independence of Indonesia® and related issues.
Military Administration of Malaya had to take a necessary step for the unavoid-
able political of d upon the Malays in
Malaya, 1n view of the fact that they highly rejoiced when Malaya and Sumatra
were treated as 3 unit area of Military Administration immediately after the
Japanese occupation. Furthermore, on the occasion of the declaration of futurc
independence for Indonesia made by Prime Minister Koiso on September 7, 1944,
the Malays of Singapore attempted to hold celebration meetings and to form
Indonesian. Association, which, however, was not permitted by the Japancse
Authority.

What was more important might have been the fact that the desperate
decreasc in Malay population after the cession of four northern Malay States
(Perlis, Kedah, Kelantan and Trengganu) to Thailand ...the increasing
dfficulties 1n living conditions due to the nsing prices, and the accumulation of
discontent and disappotment in the Japancse Military Administration, were
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causing it o lose the support of Malays. In such conditions, therefore, it was very
natural that the idea was taken up to encourage their political awskening by
tecoguizing their long-cherished ‘Indonesia Raya® and also by inspiring them
who have the language, culture, religion, customs, and racc in common with
Indoncsians. 4

Ibrahim Yaacob lost no time in attempting to revive the former
branches of KMM all over the country as the branches of KRIS. His plan
was for Malaya to be granted independence as an integral part of Indon-
si2.%* While he was still in Taiping engaged in negotiations with his
Japanese adviscrs on 13 August 1945, he met a returning delegation of
Indonesian nationalists at the Taiping airstrip. The Indonesian group, led
by Sock. and Moh d Hatea, was ing its return journey to
Indonesia afeer independence negotiations with the Japanese at Saigon ¢
16 was at this meeting in Taiping that Sockarno reportedly shook hands
with Ibrahim Yaacob and said, *Let us form one single Motherland for all
the sons of Indonesia.’ Ibrahim Yaacob answered, ‘“We, the Malays in
Malaya, are with loyalty in full support of the idea of a single Motherland,
with Malaya a5 a part of Free Indoncsia. " Twa days lacer, Japan
announced her surrender; Sockarno and Hatta prochimed the Republic
of Indonesia on 17 August 194, without Malaya and British Bornco: and
the KRIS had no option but to resolve to continue an obviously down-
hearted struggle for the independence of the Peninsula

The Malays in general were not as anti-Japanese as the Chinese, but
this was not so much because “loyalty to their Sultans was in their blood"
or because the Chinese boycott of cheap Japancse goods prompted
Malays to “align themselves with the Japanese rather than with the
Chinese’.** (The proportion of Malays who were adverscly affected by
such boycotts was small, in view of the fact that the great majority of
them, despite a general shortage of consumer goods, remained tolerably
self-sufficient in their kampongs.) In the first place, the Japancse needed
the cooperation of the Malays against the British. Secondly, the Japanese
shelved their initial plan to abolish the status of the Sultans and reverted to
4 policy in many ways similar to that of British paternalism in pre-war
days by reinstating all the trappings of Malay royalty by January 1943.9
Thirdly, as the Japanese professed to assist nationalist movements in
the lands which they occupied, they obviously regarded the Malays as
the logical inheritors of the British political legacy in Malaya. Thus the
Japanese adopted a comparatively lenient attitude towards the Malays,
which contrasted markedly with the harsh treatment meted out to the
Chinese and which engendered among the Malays themselves a feeling—
albeit far from universal—of tolerance towards the occupying regime.

The bitterness of the Chinese towards the Japancse had been increasing
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since the latter's invasion of Manchuria in 1931. In the hearts of most
Chinese in Malaya and northern Borneo, the Japanese Occupation was
simply an extension of the war in the homeland where even the rival
KMT and Communists had managed to form a united front, although
an uneasy one, to fight the Japanese in 1937. The more conservative
and westernized Chinese here organized a small volunteer force—
DALFORCE-and, together with a few hundred known communists,
fought the Japancse in the northern outskirts of Singapore. Following
the fall of that Island, the Japanese rounded up and exccuted many of the
Chinese, especially thase whom they suspected to be communists, ‘the
total number perishing in this way exceeding five thousand'.1°° This
further incensed the Chinese and deepened their grudge against the
Japanese.

A significant develop was the ding reached between
the retreating British Military officers and MCP leaders to organize a
resistance. movement in the Peninsula. Guernllas were trained in
Singaporc and sent out in separate Independent Forces which became the
components of the Malayan People’s Anti-Japancse Army (MPAJA).
The MPAJA guernllas were mostly Chinese and they proclaimed as their
objectives the liberation of Malaya from the Japanesc and the setting up of
an independent Malayan People's Republic. 9! For all practical and ideo-
logical purposcs, the MPAJA was 2 communist organization. Although
only a small number of Malays joined the MPAJA, it had an understand-
g with the Malay radicals. In point of fact they all wished to end
Japanese rule and establish power bases for themselves in Malaya. To this
end, the MPAJA, in particular, agreed with the returning British to plana
Jomntoperation against the Japanese but the dropping of atomic bombs on
Hiroshima and Nagasaki and the resulting abrupt proclamation of
Japanesc surrender made the exccution of the planned operation unncc-
essary. 102

It is significant that while collaborating with the MPA]JA, the British
made little attempt to mobilize the Malays as allies against the Japanese.
There were thousands of Malays who were in various departments and
sections of the civil service and police force who could have been far
better organized than actually happened in the months before the fall of
British Malaya. Indeed, in Johor alone Malay volunteer forces numbered
overa thousand but they were hardly encouraged by the British authori-
ties to fight with them against the invading Japanese. Similarly, the
Pahang Wataniah (Pahang Volunteers) functioned almost entircly on
their own nationalistic initiative. As one Malay, who was trained as a
radio operator before the Japanese Occupation, posed the matter, ‘Why
were not the Malays told to form resistance groups, as the MPAJA were,
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by the British? Thousands of technically-trained Malays were not put to
the jungle. Could it be that if the British had done so a Malay 3-Star
guerrilla movement would have emerged in Malaya?'193 (The 3-Star was
the MPAJA emblem.) At any rate, the overall impression is that there
were ample signs of Malay political and nationalist fervour as demon-
strated by the activities of the Malay Unions and the KMM in the 19308
and that Britain's anxicty not to promote such nationalist Malay aspira-
tions so long as Whitchall wished to maintain its dominance in Malaya
was to a considerable degree responsible for the lack of mobilization of
the Malays duning the Japanese Occupation, 194

In northern Borneo, the Allies parachuted advanced reconnaissance
patrols into the interior of Sarawak and these eventually made contact
with local anti-Japanese resistance groups. Heavy fighting between these
guerrillas and the Japanese took place, espedially along the lower and
middle reaches of the Batang Rajang in the Third Division of the terri-
tory.!% By and large however, the indigenous communitics—with the
exception of small numbers in Kuching, Sibu and Miri-lived much as the
majority of Malays did in the Peninsula. Comparatively few were singled
out for oppression by the Japanese, notwithstanding the fact that most
laboured under the fear that the occupying regime might actually ravage
their kampongs and longhouses. !¢ As in Malaya, too, the Chinesc in
Sarawak and Sabah bore the brunt of Japanese machinations and high-
handedness, and for basically the same reasons as in Malaya. Apart from
the Japanese being their traditional enemy, the Chinese forming the
highest income group of all the non-European communities attracted
the attention of the Japanesc. This became increasingly so as the
occupation wore on and as, among other debilitating things, the value of
the Japanese paper currency-supposed to be at par with the Straits
dollar—depreciated to almost nothing. 17 Chinese and European pro-
perty became irresistible sources of revenue for the insolvent occupation
government. The Japanesc cvoked the wrath of the Chinese further by
inhumanly rounding up Chinese women and girls and forcing them into
prostitution or plain rape orgies.10%

While the Chinese in Malaya and Singapore organized their anti-
Japanese activities almost ind d of the other i in
Sarawak and Sabah they often worked closely with the indigenous
communities to sabotage their common cnemy. In Sabah, a multiracial
resistance movement known as the Kinabalu Guerrillas, was organized in
1942. Led by Albert Kwok Fen Nam, Musa, Korom and others, these
guerrillas established liaison with the American-backed resistance move-
ment in the southern Philippines.!®® A plan was drawn up whereby a
general uprising against the Japanese in Sabah with assistance from Sulu
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would be organized. However, a serious breakdown in communications
occurred between the guerrilla headquarters in Sabah and their much
needed allics in Sulu and when the armed struggle, known as the Double
Tenth Uprising, was launched on 10 October 1943, the guerrillas gained
an initial advantage but were soon subdued by the Japanese who poured
reinforcements into the affected areas in Jesselton, Inanam, Menggatal,
Tuaran and Tamparuli.*® The anti-Japanese guerrillas in Sarawak were
not as well organized as those in Sabah, but multiracial groups of local
people fought the Japanese with determination in the coastal urban
centres. The Muruts of Pensiangan and Tenom in the interior of Sabah
and many of the Ibans and kindred indigenous groups of Sarawak re-
cnacted their half-forgotten cultural habit of head-hunting; scores of
heads of retreating Japanese were taken by these independent-minded
peoples as they helped the Allies in the manner they thought best to beat
out Japanese still hiding in the Bornco jungle in 1945.13%

As Sarawak and Sabah did not have large numbers of Indians, it was
not there but in Malaya, where they accounted for over 10 per cent of
the population, that this community played a rather conspicuous role
in the war. In many ways, the Japanese attitude towards the Indians was
similar to that which they adopted towards the Malays. Indians were cn-
couraged to free themselves and their motherland (India) from the
clutches of the British and to work for national independence as part of
Japan's ‘Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere” with the ‘Great Spirit of
Cosmocracy’ as its guiding principle.!*? The Indian revolutionary
nationalist, Rash Behari Bose, was chosen by the Japanese to lead the
Indian Independence League (IIL) which had been formed in Thailand,
before the outbreak of the war in Malaya, as the political arm of a
movement by Indian leaders in South-East Asia to liberate India. The
military arm of the movement, the Indian National Army (INA), was
formed in December 1941 and was led by Capt. Mohan Singh of the
British Indian Army stationed in Malaya (which had surrendered to the
Japanese). Broad agreement had been reached and conferences were held
in Tokyo and Bangkok but the Indian leaders were suspicious of Japanese
intentions and were inclined to heed more the nationalist voice of the
Indian National Congress. ‘There werc tensions between the Japanese and
the Independence League, and between the League and the: Indian
National Army. Because of these disputes no concrete progress was
achieved.”* ! Rash Behari Bose, who had long lived in Japan ‘proved
unpopular and unsuccessful. He was too obviously a Japanese puppet, and
itissaid in Malaya that his Japanesc cap did more than any other one thing
to alicnate Indian support.” 14 Six months after its formation, the INA
had attracted about 16,000 volunteers but Mohan Singh, who had been
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made a Major, subsequently resigned because inter alia he reasoned that
there were insufficient soldiers for the INA to take action independently
of the Japanese who were hovering around watching closcly the activities
of the Indian nationalist movement.

The Indian independ received wids d Indian
support only after the arrival of Subhas Chandra Bose in Singaporc in
July 1943. A former president of the Indian National Congress, he had
been in Germany wherc he attempted to secure assistance for the Indian
nationalist cause from Hitler. Transported to Singapore in a German
submarine, Bosc took steps to rejuvenate the INA which ‘became under
his leadership a united, disciplined body trained in the use of arms; and he
attracted a large personal following that was fanatically devoted to
him".!** He toured Malaya and attracted not only new volunteers for the
INA but also members for the IIL, branches of which were opened in
every main town and even in the estates.!!® The seriousness and deter-
mination of the Indian nationalists at this time were demonstrated by the

blish of their provisional g in exile, the Azad Hind
G , proclimed in Singapore in October 1943 with Chandra
Bose as its Prime Minister and Malayan Indian leaders occupying some of
its other offices.!!” The provisional Government received much moral
and financial support from wealthy and educated Indians in Malaya but
its fortunes declined with those of the Japancse regime as the Second
World War wore on.

Chandra Bosc, as one opinion put it, ‘was distinctly authoritarian, not
only because he had studied German political and social philosophy, but
also because the mental constitution of a middle-class Bengali is likely to
harbour a perceptible bias in favour of dictatorial regimes’.!'* Hig
powerful personality instilled life into the movement but the INA and the
Azad Hind Government failed to achicve the goal of liberating India
because these ions had inad means to work y
of the Japancse. The support of the Indians in Malaya and Singapore failed
to rectify this shortcoming. The INA had its only real campaign in
Burma at the beginning of 1945 and in this, despite Japanese aid, it
suffered reverses and a number of its men deserted to the British.11?

Itis cvident that the Japanese Occupation produced varying effects
upon the different cthnic communitics of Malaysia. Because of the
comparatively lenient attitude of the Japanese towards the Malaysand the
indigenous communities of northern Borneo, relatively fewer of them
suffered death or extreme deprivation. This accounted partly for the
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lesser participation of these communities in the war effort. (There was
also, of course, the British decision not to train many Malay guerrillas, as
mentioned carlicr.) It scems likely that if the Japanese had treated them
more brutally, the Malays, Ibans, Meclanaus, Kadazans, Bajaus and
kindred indigenous groups might have mustered far stronger resistance to
the occupymg regime. However, Japanese treatment of the Chinese and

Ily the rest of the population was so brutal that it led to sabotage
and various forms of chmnery, extortion and double-dealing. Such
laxities were embarked upon somctimes as forms of reprisal against the *
Japanese or those who collaborated with them but often they were simply
ways of life in diti of ic and social chaos.
Inevitably large fortunes were made, especially by those who had little or
no scruples about legality or conventional behaviour.

It would be untruc to suggest that only the Chinese fell into the social
malaise dered by the chaotic conditions of the years. In
varying degrees all the ies found it ientand y, for
the sake of sustaining life, to succumb from time to time to the pattern of
behaviour cogently described in a discussion of the effects of the Japanese
Occupation on the Chinese: *Bribery of individual Japanese, black
market deals, smuggling and racketcering in various degrees, became the
keys to success and prosperity. . .. But the habits of law and order were
largely lost in the business sector.'*20

To some extent, the Indians were on the horns of a dilemma. The
Japanese courted them ostensibly to struggle for the independence of
their motherland. But it soon became obvious to the Indian nationalists in
Malaya that it was not the intention of the occupying regime to hand over
real power to their protégeés in the foreseeable future. Consequently, an
atmosphere of dismaying political stalemate prevailed in Indian-Japanese
relations. Partnership with the Japanese also had its divisive cffects upon
the Indian community. While the INA sometimes used coercion, backed
by the Japanese kempeitai, to gain financial help from wealthy Indians,
there were those among the wealthy who chose to use their material
contribution as insurance agamst the brutal arm of the Japanese police
state but, especially as the INA demands grew, ‘the wealthy Indians felt
harassed, and avoided payment by various means’.}2!

Yet, like other political upheavals clsewhere, the Japanese invasion and
subsequent rulc of three years and cight months proved catalytic in
several important respects to the various communitics of Malaysia. The
Japanese O produced changes, especially in Malaya and Singa-
pore, which were hardly anticipated by the British. While Britain
remained ‘Great’ in Sarawak and Sabah where she took over from the
semi-private Brookes and Chartered Company and turned the two terri-
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tories into Crown Colonics in 1946, the developments during the occu-
pation years led the population of Malaya to question the right of Britain
to re-imposc her pre-war hegemony. The more conservative and usually
well-to-do Chinese continucd to support the KMT. Their nationalist
feeling continucd to be chicfly directed towards helping in Generalissimo
Chiang Kai-shek's struggle against the Communists in the homeland.
Many Chinese in Malaya remained politically apathetic, while other
Chinese (and other Asians) who werc treated as cquals in Japanese
internment camps were disappointed to find their former British POW
mates treating them as subject people again in 1946. Of more pregnant
the Chinese who had formed their MCP in
.prc-wzr days had now well-nigh perfected their guerrilla tactics; not long
after the end of the Japanese Occupation, they were to employ the same
tactics against the British.

While Jawaharlal Nehru had characterized the Indians in Malaya as
living in a *political backwater’ in 1937,122 he himself must have been
amazed at the turn of events which not only awakened many Indians
poliically but also turned that *political backwater into the scedbed of a
movement which sought to liberate his own motherland by forming the
IIL, the INA and the provisional Azad Hind Government. The Malayan
Indians invalved n the independence movement were to found the
Malayan Indian Congress (MIC) in 1946.

Two strands of political mobilization were evident among the Malays.
The formation of the Kesatuan Mclayu Singapura (KMS) in 1926 in
many ways marked the real beginning of 2 modern Malay polmczl
movement. It inspired the of similar political
bodies during the following decade and especially from 1937 onwards,
when the various Malay Unions in the Peninsula fostered political
mobilization by holding the four congresses and enlivening the columns
of the literary socictics and p:mphl::s At the same ume, it cannot be
denied that Ind had infl d another group of
Peninsular Malays who formed the KMM and pursued a more radical
approach to political progress for their people. While many of the more
pliant and conservative Malays were induced to enter the Japanese
administration, the KMM stole the political limelight by outwardly co-
operating with the Japanese but actively plotting to discredit Japanese
rule and win independence for the Peninsula. fronically, both the con-
servative and the radical Malay Inl:ulgmlna were much mﬂucnc:d by
Japanesc anti-colonialism and leadership of Asian
wrote in anticipation of the return of xh: pre-war colonial power, ‘The
British will find that the people of this new Malaya ase vitalised by a new
political outlook, so that they should not be surprised if they do not find
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the former docility and limp submissiveness to authority’.*23 It was thus
hardly surprising that the politicall kened Malays challenged the
British when the latter d to impose a highly ized form of
government under the guise of the Malayan Union in 1946. This brings
us to a very crucial point within the context of this study of race relations
in Malaysia.

As has been shown above, a conglomeration of developments, outside
and within Malaya, resulted in a sharp division between the Malays and
the Chinese during the Japanese Occupation. The same situation did not +
arisc in Sarawak and Sabah mainly because there was no indigenous
political movement with an anti-British stance and prepared to co-
operate with the Japanese in pursuing independence and because, ac-
cordingly, the Japanesc did not find the situation suitable for whipping up
the spirit of indi list feeling. and by no means
less important, owing to the comparative lack of cconomic develop-
ment, Sabah and Sarawak never became important centres of overseas
Chinese nationalism. Therefore, while in Sarawak and Sabah the in-
digenous population and the Chinese were able to make common cause
against the Japanese, in Malaya the intensity of anti-Japanese fecling
among the Chinese and the official pro-Malay policy of the Japanese
together tended to stir up hostility between the two major racial groups
which had already had a mild confrontation, confined to the press and
debates in legislative councils, in the 19205 and 1930s regarding questions.
of citizenship and privileges.!24

The growing strength of the Chinese-dominated MPAJA, as the war
drew to an end, served only to accentuate Malay fears and the situation
was aggravated during the bricef interregnum after the Japanese surren-
dered and before the British returned to assume control of Malaya. One
writer comments, ‘For the first few weeks [after the Japanese surrender) as
the only power in Malaya, the MPAJA virtually held complete control of
the peninsula, especially the more remote inland regions’.!2* They indis-
criminately carried out a campaign of vendetta against those they

idered Japanese collab including a large number of Malays.
All at once, it appeared to the Malays that the possibility of Chinese
political control in Malaya had become a probability. With some
instigation from the Japanese, the Malays retaliated. From late 1945 to
carly 1946 several parts of the country were tom by racial clashes, the
most serious of which probably occurred in the Batu Pahat-Muar area
and Sungai Manik near Teluk Anson.'2® A great deal of Malaya's
politics, in the carly post-war years, can be understood only against this
background. The clashes of 1945-6 have influenced the growth of
communalism in Malaysia's politics'?” more than most people realize.
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The total effects of the Japanese Occupation period, not only in
Malaya but also in South-East Asia as a whole, have been succinctly
summed up by a scholar of Harvard University:

The war...did accentuate nationalist sentiments and the determination to
achieve independence. First, Japan granted at least the illusion of independence to
[some South-East Asian countries]; and at the time of capitulation sanctioned the
formation of the Republic of Indonesia and Victnam in Indochina. During the
war a second source of encouragement to independence was the Atlantic Charter
and the formation of a United Nations Organization in San Francisco. To South-
cast Asians news of these two pledges were heard over short-wave radio sets at the
risk of reprisal. Promiscs concerning the autonomy of dependent peoples were
accepted with deep trust and literalness.
In addition to ism the immed of V-] day

another tendency present before the war in Southcast Asia. It was a tendency
which the rapid capitulation of Western powers in the winter of 194143 had re-
inforced, namely, loss of prestige for Europeans. Before the war the European
colonials may not have been held in high esteem, but at least their assumption of
power went unquestioncd by the man i the strect and field. During and
immediately after the war, neither power nor prestige were available to bolster
European colonial claims in Southeast Asia.'28

It will be apparent that if, in any onc of the comparatively morc
homogencous socictics of South-East Asia, the war effected a major trans-
formation in almost every aspect of life, in Malaya the consequences were
far greater. The two largest communitics in the country—the Malays and
the Chinese—emerged from the war with high expectations, belicving
that the colonial powers would, sooner rather than later, embark on a
policy of decolonization. The need to prepare for imminent independ-
ence was strongly felt especially among the younger generation whose
traumatic experience during the war cnabled them to reach political
maturity more rapidly than the older gencration. Unfortunately, the two
major communitics did not share the same vision of Malaya's political
future. The Chinese either continued to look to China as the principal
object of their political loyalty or spoke in terms of a single Malayan
citizenship which should confer equal rights on all inhabitants who chose
to make Malaya their home. The Malays, on the other hand, cither
Jjealously asserted their claim of ‘Malaya for the Malays' or cherished the
hope of carly independence within ‘Greater Indonesia’. The stage was
therefore set for a period of political bargaining or attempts by one group
to outmanocuvre the other. But it was the British administration which
made the first move on the political chess board.
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2
The Unification of
the Malay Peninsula, 1946-1948

Desprre her complete defeat by the Japanese with the fall of Singapore on
15 February 1942, Britain, for cconomic, imperial and strategic reasons,
worked conscicntiously for her return to Malaya. As carly as July 1943 the
Colonial Office set up 3 Malayan Planning Unit (MPU) composed
mainly of British officials with Malayan experience and charged with the
responsibility of working out future British policy for Malaya and
Singapore.

The MacMichael Mission

The outcome of the planning and preparation by the MPU was
summarized by the Secrctary of State for the Colonies in answering a
question i the House of Commons on 10 October 1945:

His Majesty’s Government have given carcful consideration to the future
of Malaya and the need to promote the scnsc of unity and common citizenship
which will develop the country’s strength and capacity in duc course for sclf-
government within the British Commonwealth.

Qur policy will call for Union of Malaya and for
of a Malayan atizenship which will give cqual citizenship rights to thosc who can
claim Malaya to be their homeland. For these purposes fresh agreement will necd
to be arranged with the Malay State Rulers and fresh constitutional measures for
the Straits Scrclements.

The Malayan Union will consist of the nin States in the Malay Peninsula and
of the two Briih Setements of Penang and Malacea. The Seulement of
Singapore at this stage requires sep and in view of its
special cconomic and other imressprovition will bemade foris o be consituied
15 3 separate Colony.*

It was recognized that in order to implement the new proposals, it would
be necessary to obtain the consent of the nine Malay states with which
Britain had signed treaties enabling her to exercise indirect rule in Malaya
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before the Japanese Occupation. For this purpose, Sir Harold Mac-
Michacl was despatched to Malaya with the made
in the House of Commons.

Since it was the British policy for post-war Malaya which highlighted
Malay loyalist and patriotic sentiments at the time, it is instructive to see
how MacMichael proceeded to secure the signatures of the Malay Rulers
to the new Agreements. MacMichael's terms of reference directed him to
‘invite cach Malay Ruler's co-operation in the establishing of a fresh
constitutional organisation of Malaya which has been approved by His
Majesty's Government and communicated to’ him. More revealingly,
MacMichael was ‘authorised as Special Representative of His Majesty's
Government to conclude with each Ruler on behalf of His Majesty's
Government a formal Agreement by which he will cede full juris-
diction to His Majesty in his State’.2 Clearly, the British intention was to
gain much wider control over the Malay Rulers than they had had in pre-
war days.

MacMichael toured all the nine states of the Peninsula. He claimed that
he had observed propricty and duc respect in his meetings with the
Rulers. His Majesty's Special Representative vouched that before every
Ruler:

Lopencd the procecdings in all cases by explaining the object of my mission and
my terms of reference and thereafer, in general terms, but always with com-
plete frankness, the salient features and justification of the policy which had been
adopted by His Majesty’s Government and which it was proposed to carry out
affct the grant of jurisdiction, namely, the creation of a Malayan Union and the grant
of common citizenship to all who had made Malaya their real home.?
During his stay ofughxy»lwu dzyx in Malzyz frum 11 October 1945 to 1
January 1946, MacMi d in g the si of the
nine Malay Rulers to the new Agreements. Brium 's wish to possess and
exercise full jurisdiction over the internal and external affairs of Malaya
was realized in'so far as the Rulers signed the British-drafted Agreements
before the Special Representative. It is difficult to deny, however, that
the Special Representative went about his mission not only with a strong
clement of haste but also with undisguised arrogance; the Malay Rulcrs
and their subjects soon rep d the p dings as a di and
opportunistic attempt on the part of Bnuin to colonize directly the
Malay states which were no more than British protectorates in pre-war
days. This attempt was a clear breach of promise: the pre-war British
promise to uphold the sovereignty of each of the nine Malay states. But,
beside the impression of a British conspiracy, it was the astounding
provisions of the Malayan Union proposals of 1946 which really aroused
Malay sentiments.
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The Malayan Union: Proposals

Pursuing her post-war policy for Malaya in a planned manner, Britain
published two White Papers—on 22 January and 4 March 1946-which
clearly showed a drastic change in attitude and approach towards the
Malay states. Undoubtedly, the sccond White Paper contained the clear-
est and most precise definition of the Malayan Union proposals and it
demonstrated the fact that Britain was sct in her policy of dividing her
Malayan dependencics into two distinct entities, namely, the Malayan
Union and Singapore.
Briefly, the Malayan Union, comprising the ninc Malay states and
# Pulau Pinang and Melaka as carlier announced, would have a central
Legislative Council with up to twenty-two official and twenty-one
nominated unofficial members presided over by the Governor of the
Malayan Union. The Governor would have a veto power over bills
passed by the Council. There would be a central Executive Council with
six official and five unofficial members, the latter to be appointed by the
Governor. Clearly, these central government bodies were almost
identical with those usually found in British crown colonies. There was
no intention of introducing the clectoral process in the Malayan Union;
the people’s voice was obviously regarded as a thing of the distant future.
In so far as consideration had to be given to the position of the Malay
Rulers whose sovercignty in their respective states Britain had recogniz-
cd and maintained throughout the pre-war period, provision was made
for the setting up of a Council of Sultans which was to consist of the
Governor as President and the Rulers, the Chief Secretary, the Attor-
ney-General and the Financial Secretary of the Malayan Union as mem-
bers. More systematic than the periodic durbar of the pre-war era, this
Council would meet twice a year.* The Council’s functions were ‘to
consider legislation, relating solely to matters of Muhammadan relig-
ion, which the Malay Advisory Council in any State has approved for
enactment; and to advisc the Governor on any matter which he may refer
to the Council for discussion, or on any matter which, with his prior
consent, any Sultan may proposc for discussion”.* In short, even Muslim
religious affairs were to be c lled by the British auth
There was to be a State Council in cach of the Malay states :nd Settle-
ment Councils in Pulau Pinang and Melaka. ‘Each such Council will
consist of the Resident Commissioner of the State or Settlement as
Chznm;m and of such ex-officio Members, Nominated Official Mem-
inated Unofficial bers and Elected bers as may be
pu-scnbcd by law or regulation”.® The State and Settlement Councils
were empowered to make laws on any subject which was declared by the
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Governor-in-Council to be of a purcly local nature or in respect of which
powers of legislation had been ‘delegated to them by the Legislative
Council, but any such law may be altered or repealed by the Union
Legislature znd will be vond if repugnant to Union legislation.” The
lly the Malayan Union Govern-
ment’s responsibility for initiating a m-ong central government in Kuala
Lumpur, one which would rectify the failure of the pre-war
decentralization.

Also at state level, the Malay Advisory Council in each state would, as
mentioned carlier, consist of the Ruler and other Malays he might
appoint. This Advisory Council was given the function, as the title im-
plies, of advising the Ruler on all matters affecting Islam in the state or
which might ‘be referred to the Council at the request of the Resident
Commissioner with the Governor’s approval, and on the making of laws
which relate solely to Muhammadan religion and do not involve taxation
or tithes".® Thus, at state level, too, Islamic affairs which were expressly
the domain of the Rulers in pre-war days were to come under the
enormous, all-embracing powers of (hc Malayan Union Governor and
his L the Resident C

The provisions on citizenship in the Malayan Union proposals must
be clearly understood, not only because they accounted to a consider-
able extent for the heightening of Malay sennmcnn but also because they
bore signi in relation to suk 1 on the matter.
The second White Paper laid down “that the Order-in-Council on the
matter would provide that the following persons would be Malayan
Union citizens:

(3) Any person born in the Malayan Union or Singapore before the date when
the Order comes into force, who is ordinarily resident in the Malayan Union or
Singapore on that date.

(b) Any person of cighteen years of age or over ordinarily resident in the
Malayan Union or Singapore on the date when the Order comes into force, who
has resided in the Malayan Union ot Si aperiod of ten during the
fiftcen years preceding the 15th of February, 1942, and who swears or affirms or
takes the oath of allegiance (i.c. to be faithful and loyal to the Government of the
Malayan Union).

(¢) Any person born in the Malayan Union or Singapore on or after the date
when the Order comes into force.

(d) Any person born outside the Malayan Union and Singapore on or after the
date when the Order comes into force, whose father is a Malayan Union citizen at
the time of that person's birth and cither was bom in the Malayan Union or
Singapore or was a Malayan Union citizen under (b) above or had obtained 2
certificate of naturalization. The minor children (viz: children under eighteen) of
persons in categorics (a) and (b) will also be Malayan Union citizens.”
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At the discretion of the Governor, and subject to certain residential and
character quali certi of lization as Malayan Union
citizens could be granted; but *a Malayan Union citizen who becomes
naturalized in a foreign state will cease to be a Malayan Union citizen'.?®

At least three significant points can be seen in the provisions on
attizenship above. First, despite the decision to separate Singapore from
the rest of Malaya in 1946, the British kept the door open for those in
Singapore to become Malayan Union citizens if they qualified and chose
to do so. Secondly, for the first time in its history the Peninsula was to be
unified under one form of citizenship. Th-rdly. ctegory (c) meant that

us soli citizenship was ad d for all ‘Malay pective of race,
‘u]our or creed. It was this third point on citizenship which the Malays
found th and ing to their ity. But,

this particular aspect apart, the Malayan Union proposals as a whole bore
testimony to the British wish to return to Malaya in a position of
administrative strength and political prestige. Britain brought with her a
neat bundle of colonial proposals which the Malays found astonishing
and deeply disappointing when pared to the t lent British
indirect rule of the pre-war period. The Malays thereupon reacted against
the Malayan Union scheme.

Malay Reactions

i

Because of the prevailing unsettled in the Peninsula resulting
from the Japanese Occupation, it was not surprising that the majority of
the Rulers tended to welcome the returning British who had been far
more benevolent in pre-war days than the high-handed and harsh
Japanesc during the occupation years. It was in this relatively pro-British
atmosphere that MacMichael pressed on with his efforts to acquire the
Rulers' signatures. Yet it is significant that the carliest adverse reactions of
Malays to the Malayan Union proposals were those of the Rulers
themselves. Before signing the new Agreement on 14 November 1945,
the Yang di-Pertuan Besar of Negeri Sembilan, Tuanku Abdul Rahman,
is reported to have been given very little time to consider the proposals.
Speaking also on behalf of the four Undang (territorial chicftains) whose
concurrence was necessary before his signing the British document, the
Ruler maintained that ‘During the two days which was all the time Sir
Harold MacMichael and his party could give us there was the veiled
implication that what we had been compelled to do might be held against
us and furthermore we were told that as Johore, Sclangor and Pahang
had already signed it was pointless our not doing so’.!' There was a
much stronger reaction in Kedah where the question of sovereignty was
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decply involved. Article 3 of the Anglo-Kedah Agreement of 1923
stated that ‘His Britannic Majesty will not transfer or otherwise dispose
of his rights of suzerainty over the State of Kedah to another power and
will not merge or combine the State of Kedah or her territories with any
other State or with the Colony of the Straits Scttlements without the
written consent of his Highness the Sultan in Council.”*? Indeed, it was
in the case of Kedah that haste and the use of threat on the part of the
British Representative were clear. Sultan Badlishah later wrote to Sir
Frank Swettenham: :

1 was presented with a verbal ultimatum with a time limit, and in the event of my
refusing to sign the new agreement, which 1 call the Instrument of Surrender, a
successor, who would sign it, would be appointed Sultan. Members of the State
Council were compelled to sign an undertaking that they would advise me to sign
it. 1 was told that this matter was personal and confidential, and was not allowed
to tell my people what had taken place.!

Itis also recorded that while maintaining his politeness until his guest had
left, Sultan Badlishah later ‘called for his yellow Rolls-Royce and rode
down to Alor Setar post office to send, that very evening, a telegram en
clair to the Secretary of State declaring that as he had signed under duress
the treaty was null and void”.!*

Asin the cases of Negeri Sembilan and Kedah, MacMichael gave little
more than twenty-four hours' notice to the Sultan of Perak to consider
and sign the Agreement. While the Yang di-Pertuan Besar of Negeri
Sembilan and the Sultan of Kedah were refused any opportunity to
consult other Malay leaders in their states about the proposals in the
Agreements, Sultan Abdul Aziz of Perak was allowed to do so and found
that all the major Perak chiefs had serious reservations and doubts about
the proposals. Sultan Abdul Aziz deplored the severely short notice given
and subsequently emphasized:

The transaction savours of haste. Onc cannot but regret the necessity for extreme
speed in deciding the destiny of a natian when a little delay would have been
conducive to wider counsel. In signifying my assent to the Agreement against my
better judgement, 1 did so because I was caught in the atmosphere of haste and
because | was engrossing my unshaken loyalty to the British Crown with full
confidence that my rights and the rights of my people would not be disturbed.!®

In Selangor, the signature-collecting mission displayed the same abrupt
and high-handed manner. The British Special Representative imperi-
ously told Sultan Hisamuddin Alamshah, *The object of the Union is to
ensure peace and progress for Malaya. It would be best for you to surrender
your powers to the King. The Sultan of Johore has signed and surrendered his
powers. 1 ask Your Highness and the other Rulers to give your consent
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and not to be recalcitrant.’*® The amazing aspect of the whole cpisode
was that while Britain realized she was onc of the victorious 'big powers'
at the end of the Sccond World War, Whitchall feared that any delay in
the implementation of a British post-war policy for Malaya would lead to
fissiparous tendencies, uncertainties and objections from the Malay
Rulers and their people. The haste and arrogance with which that policy
was carried out must have recalled the adage ‘might is right’ to the
generally well-informed Malay Rulers.

From the above excerpts of statements by the Rulers, it is undeniable
that the traditional Malay leaders had forebodings about the new
Agreements from the beginning. Even the Sultan of Johor, who had long
taken a liking to many aspects of British institutions and socicty in his
lengthy life, soon felt that there was something definitely untoward in the
Agreement which Britain, his long-time ally, had edged him into
signing. In fact Sultan Ibrahim of Johor displayed more than anyone clsc
the unfolding disappointment of the Malays towards the British in 1946.
He was Anglophile and even incurred the anger of some of his subjects
over the British proposals. But once he had fully comprehended the
import of the new Agreement, Sultan Ibrahim, who was regarded as the
doyen of the Malay Rulers at the time, was prompt in stating his views in
what can only be described as diplomatic language of a high order:

I was not in any way coerced or stampeded by Sir Harold MacMichael into
signing the agrecment he placed before me. I signed it quite willingly, firstly,
because | was so happy and relieved at the liberation of Malaya from the Japanese
occupation, and secondly, because 1 felt confident that | would not be asked to
sign anything that was not in the interests of the Malays. . .. But after thinking the
matter over carefully and lengthily, I came to the conclusion that I had signed the
agreement without scrutinizing it 2s loscly 2s | should have done and that | had,

not realised its f3 hi I ingly wrote to
the Sccretary of State for the Colonics on F:hruuy 15 (1946). telling him this and
informing him that- in the circumstances 1 could no longer maintain the
unqualified approval I had originally given.'?

In his letter of 15 February 1946, Sultan Ibrahim explained that as a result
of the publication of the first White Paper there had been very serious
reactions to the Malayan Union proposals from the Malays. The Malay
Rulers were obviously becoming aware not only of the importance of
maintaining their dignity as traditional leaders and foci of loyalty and
patriotism in Malay society but also of the political dangers confronting
the Malays as a whole. The 73-ycar-old Johor Ruler mirrored this
awareness in his letter to the Colonial Office:

This ion h inced me, after long and carcful i thatit
would be wrong of me if I were to adhere to the unqualified approval | gave
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originally to the scheme. ... 1 am sure you will agree that itis my first duty to do
everything in my power to safeguard the legitimate interests of the Malays not
only in my own State but in Malaya generally.'s

Sultan lhnhlm s decision to withdraw his signature to the new
i ly i d by the opposition to the Malayan
Union proposals from pmmlnml]ohor leaders at the time. On 3 January
1946, a group headed by Onn bin Jaafar,'® who was then the district
officer of Batu Pahat, formed the Pergerakan Melayu Semenanjung (or
Peninsular Malay Movement) with the principal aim of uniting all
Malays in an effort to underminc the Malayan Union proposals. In Johor
Bahru, opposition was so intense that it was subscquently referred to as
the Johor ‘conspiracy’. After Sultan Ibrahim had signed the MacMichacl
Agreement and left for London, some of the Johor leaders who had had
altercations with the Ruler before or during the Japanese Occupation,
held a protest mecting at the Abu Bakar mosque, Johor Bahru, on 2
February 1946. At the head of this opposition group was Dato Abdul
Rahman bin Mohd. Yasin, the pre-war State Treasurer and 2 member of
the Johor Councils of Ministers and State. The meeting was sponsored by
the Persatuan Melayu Johor (based in Johor Bahru) whose President was
Dato Abdul Rahman bin Mohd. Yasin.20
Clause 15 of the Johore Constitution (1891) prohibited the Ruler from
dividing or handing over the state and territorics of Johor to any foreign
power without the consent of the State Council. Though Britain never
formally recognized the Constitution, it was signi for the internal
affairs of Johor. It was Sultan Ibrahim'’s failure to consult the Council
which roused the leaders of the Persatuan to unprecedented action. In
wild speeches, they called for Ibrahim'’s replacement by a ruler worthicr
of the throne. The mecting was punctuated by cries of ‘Down with the
Sultan” and 'Get the old man down'. Dato Onn, who unexpectedly
arrived from Batu Pahat during the course of the meeting, opposed the
aall for the ruler's abdication and managed to stem the extremism.?
The British Government acted swiftly. On 19 February 1946, with the
concurrence of the Regent, the ringleaders (seven of them) were
pended from their g i However, it did not
alter their antagonism mwards the Rulzr Sultan Ibrahim's subsequent
volte-face only provoked fresh outbursts and a telegram was sent to him
on 9 March 1946 which read, ‘Your own confusion now proves your
disloyalty and breach of trust to the Johore Malays stop We can fight
our battle stop No nced for you any more God's help and protection
sufficient for us.’3? Dato Onn himself was bitterly criticized for his
allegedly ‘equivocal role' during the ‘conspiracy’. Members of the
Persatuan Melayu Johor maintained that Onn at first wholeheartedly

A
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PP d the abdicati but later sought to dampen the
vehemence of the demonstration at the Abu Bakar mosque.

Sultan Ibrahim’s action undermined his own popul
More important still, it created fertile soil for the mbuqucm growth of
radical politics resulting in conflict within the Malay nationalist move-
ment. (The Kesatuan Melayu Johor (based in Muar), led by Dr Hamzah
bin Haji Taib (whose anti-British remarks in 1939 had almost led to his
imprisonment) and Ungku Abdullah (a disaffected Johor prince),
worked in unison with the Malay Nationalist Party (MNP)?? against
Dato Onn and the United Malays National Organization (UMNO)
when this was formed. Hizbul Muslimin (greatly feared by Dato Onn),
the first Islamic political party to be established in Malaya, was founded in
Gunong Semanggol on 14 March 1948 and set up its first branch in Johor
Bahru on 14 April 1948. One of the leaders of the branch was Dr Ismail
bin Dato Abdul Rahman; many years later Dr Ismail became the Deputy
Prime Minister of Malaysia.?4)

Despite the instability of his own position in Johor, Sultan Ibrahim
played a prominent part in the coordination of Malay reactions to the
Malayan Union proposals. While he and his advisers were in London
during the first half of 1946—the period when the proposals were being
widely and seriously debated, questioned and evaluated in both Britain
and Malaya—Sultan Ibrahim was the liaison man between Britons who
opposed the proposals®® and the Malays who increasingly organized
themselves in 2 united opposition to the British scheme. One by one, the
Rulers declared that their signatures on the new Agreements had been
affixed under duress and were therefore null and void. But there was a
more profound reason for this about-turn.

The Malay states had long been in existence, most of them fm
centuries, and they had Joped their own soci 1,
and political norms. Loyalty and patriotism within these states had
become ingrained characteristics of the public life of their people.2®
Many of the Rulers by 1946 were descended from long lines of ancestry
which imposed upon them a duty to be true to the traditions set by their
forebears: above all they had always to uphold the safety, integrity and
sovercignty of their states. Granted that they were largely feudal
aristocrats; but there is not a shadow of doubt that the Malay Rulers of
1946 understood decply that in their persons rested the ultimate
responsibility for the survival and well-being of their states. Their
statements after being asked in haste to sign the new British-drafted
Agreements in 1946 proved this beyond doubt. But in addition, the
existence of well-established nationalist concepts of loyalty and patriot-
ism within the nine states was thrown into bold relief when the Malaysin
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general and from different strata of their socicty rallied and united to
opposc the British p Is and defend the ignty of their Rulers
and states.

In point of fact, even during his visit, MacMichael had encountered a
peaceful demonstration by about 10,000 Malays in Kelantan on 15
December 1945. These people declared that they were not so much anti-
British as anti-Malayan Union. The demonstrations, organized by the
Persatuan Melayu Kelantan, marched to the Sultan’s palace in Kotg
Bharu to meet the British Special Representative with placards which
read: *Malaya Belongs to the Malays. We do not want the other races to
be given the rights and privileges of the Malays'.?” These slogans
cpitomize the vehement reaction towards the Malayan Union. The
events occurring shortly afterwards in Johor, at the other corner of the
country have already been described, among them being the formation
of Dato Onn's P kan Mclayu jung or Peninsular Malay

b p of the M rose rapidly to 120,000 while
in the other states the prc—wn Malay unions and other new associations
came to life.2® In May 1946 two British MPs, Captain L. D. Gammans
and D. R. Rees-Williams, ‘toured Malaya in order to sound out national
sentiment. In every hamlet, village and town that we visited we were met
by what appeared to be the whole of the-population. For the first time in
their history, the Malays had become politically conscious'.2®

The lar press took a p i role in the to rally
Malay opinion. The leading Malay daily, Utusan Melayu, warned, ‘At
this moment our future is in danger. The new [British] plan is a big
question that will affect us and our grandchildren. If we are inactive and
lazy our grandchildren will curse us.”>® A month later the Warta Negara
urged that a central organization should be established by the various
Malay associations that had sprung up.®! Malay Peninsula-widc unity
was in cffect being urged for political and cultural reasons. Another daily,
Majlis, urged at the beginning of 1946, ‘join and take part in associations
as soon as possible if you love your grandchildren. Look at your people—
what will befall them—they will be left far behind. There is no other
remedy than to organise yourselves into associations through which we
unite to face the danger.*? For the first time in their history the Malays
throughout the Peninsula were avidly thinking and mobilizing as a
community in which the state boundaries mattered far less than the
overriding need to act in concert against a common threat.

The call to join various associations and unite reached a dramatic point
when no less than thirty-nine Malay bodies held a congress in Kuala
Lumpur from 1 to 4 March 1946.3% Dato Onn was elected chairman, and
among those who attended the congress were Zainal Abidin bin Ahmad

P
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(Za'ba), Sardon bin Jubir, Senu bin Abdul Rahman, Dato Panglima
Bukit Gantang and Dr Burhanuddin Alhilmy. One by one, the
associations rejected the Malayan Union scheme. There was profuse
evidence of disapp at the very manner in which
MacMichael obtained the signatures of the Rulers. The delegates stressed
that the new Agreements were signed by the Rulers not only under
duress but also without the knowledge of Their Highnesses' subjects. The
Agreements thus violated the tradition, customs and usage of the Malays.

The Selangor Malay Association had prepared a letter of protest which
it hoped would be adopted by the congress. The letter demonstrated the
political awareness of the Association: among other things, it declared
that any new agreement between Britain and the Malay states must be
only with full consultation with the Malay people; citizenship must be
given only to those who truly merited it; Malay must progressively
replace English as the official language; the armed forces were to be made
up entirely of Malays; Malay Land Reservations must be maintained and
increased; and the Malays must be given opportunities and financial help
to enable them to carry out trade, industry and agriculture.** The
congress felt, however, that it was unable to make the letter the final
document of protest as it had not been circulated beforchand for study by
the other associations.

The Perak Malay Alliance declared that the doings of MacMichael
were illegal; and the Kedah Malay Association reiterated the charge that
the MacMichacl treatics were ultra vires because they allowed Britain to
capture sovereignty from the Malay Rulers without the consent of the
Malay people as a whole.3® Debating important aspects of the Malayan
Union proposals, the Singapore Malay Union argued:

-

Dalam Malayan Union itu majlis penasihat ugama terletak di-bawah Governor
Malayan Union. Sa-bagai kaum Muslimin orang2 Melayu tidak akan sabar
bahawa hal chwal Ugama mercka di-gangguz dimikian ini, dan akan menjadi
bahaya membangkitkan perang Ugama yang akan bergema ka-seluroh dunia
Muslimin. Pada masa ini sa-bahagian daripada kaum China sedang mengachau
keamanan dan ketenteraman niegeri ini dan dukachita-lah jika kera'ayatan di-beri
kepada mescka. Dan olch scbab itu scluroh umat Melayu dalam negeri yang di-
chintai ini sa-bagaimana yang di-wakili olch Pertubohan Kebangsaan Melayu
Bersatu dengan kuat-nya kang scmua sakali chad Malayan
Union yang di-dalam Kertas Putch itu. Dan perjanjian yang di-buat olch Great
Britain dengan Rajaz Mclayu memberi kuasa membuat undang? kepada baginda
King itu batal dan tidah sah.3

The Saberkas party, made up mostly of peasants and the ordinary
Malays of Kedah, asserted that if the MacMichael treaties were
recognized the Malay race would become a colonized race forever;
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Britain would be free to scll or pawn the Malay states to other
governments: ‘Kerana Malayan Union ini menghanchorkan nasib
Melayu maka hendak-lah Malayan Union itu kita leborkan, biar-lah kita
rugi dalam suatu keturunan asalkan sa-ribu keturunan akan datang
selamat’.3?

The Malay Nationalist Party (MNP—also known as Partai Kebang-
saan Melayu or PKMM) had been formed in Ipoh in October 1945. A
radical, leftist party, it was undoubtedly one of the most important
groups which attended the March congress. The MNP charged that the
British had attempted to bring about a similar form of Malayan Union in
the 1920, but the Malay Rulers were secure enough to have been able to
reject the pre-war British proposals outright. The MNP explained thatin
the unsettled political climate of the immediate post-war period, when
the people had just freed themsclves from the clutches of the Japanese
'(zscms rhe British look advantage of the situation by despatching a

ichael, to take over the powers of the
Malay Rulers of the Ftﬂ\mul: Itis notable that, although the MNP later
characterized the Rulers and Malay aristocracics as reactionary and
feudal, at this stage it evinced the impression of 2 patriotic party that was
as loyal to the traditional Rulers as the other Malay groups. The MNP,
with vehemence and flourish, declared:

P.K.MM. bersedia mencrangkan jikalau sa-benar-nya akuan kita sekarang ini
bahawa surat zkuan Sultanz Melayu itu tidak sah, maka tidak-lah akan undur
daripada melawan terus, dan terus membangkang Kertas Putch itu dengan chara
diplomacy yang halus. Dia sudah tipu kita. Kita sudah di-ajar chara menipu dalam
politik dan jika demikian tidak-kah terlcbeh baik kita tidak mahu sama sa-kali
dengan Kereas Putch itu melainkan kita duk Malaya jadi
satu dengan tuntutan Malaya Merdeka? Malaya di-perentah oleh Melayu sendiri
untuk umat Mclayu. Lagi sa-kali P.K.M.M. menjclaskan kita menuntut terus
merdchcka-habis perkara. Ini-lah balasan menipu kita, dan kita mest
berjaya-Insha Allah.3*

It reminded the delegates that Britain, as a signatory to the San Francisco
United Nations Charter, had the obligation to help promote the political
advancement of Malaya towards self-g and ind

Instead, she was colonizing Malaya.

Almost to a man the participants from the other states of Malaya
deplored the high-handed manncr in which the Rulers' signatures to the
MacMichacl treaties had been obtained and rejected the Malayan Union
scheme. They declared that it was a tight, colonial administrative set-up
designed not only to strip the Malay Rulers of their traditional powers
but also to deprive the Malays of their birthright in the Peninsula. That
the Malayan Union proposals acted as a stimulus which enabled Malay
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nationalism to develop and find its proper place in 1946 is scen in the
following highly patriotic and nationalist passage from a memorandum
submitted at the end of the March congress:
Itis submitted that with all the failings of the Malay race in the past the leayi of
the Atomic Age do not consider present to by «
their birthright with others and to accept dictation from others as to what ronn of
govemnment they should adopt. They believe that they are also entitled to sclf-
determination as other peaples in the rest of the world, and it would be wise to
leave it to them to decide as to when and in what form they wanted a change of
their government. If they were at one time Independent and Sovereign in their
own State, there is no reason why they should not be so at some future time,
which should and would be decided by themselves. It is submitted that Great
Britain has no right, morally and otherwise, in this matter. And, therefore, the
whole Malay population in this beloved country of theirs, as represented by the
United Malays National Organisation, exercising the Malay national will, do
declare that the Agreements made by Great Britain with the Malay Rulers giving
full jurisdiction to H.M. the King, is null and void, and at the same time do
strongly oppose and entirely reject the Malayan Union proposal as set out in the
White Paper.3
This is reminiscent of the United States Declaration of Independence of
1776. The pro-Malay bias was undeniably there. But what was far more
striking, especially when contrasted with the largely uncoordinated
patriotic Malay efforts in pre-war days, was the firm grasp the Malay
leaders had of the political situation of 1946. They comprehended very
well one cardinal aspect of the problem: sovereignty and the possible loss
of it through the threat of outright British colonization by the
implementation of the Malayan Union proposals. Thus in their carefully
discussed telegram to the British Government at the conclusion of the
four-day congress, the delegates declared ‘Bahawa chadangan Kerajaan
Baginda King hendak menjalankan kuasa penoh di-dalam negeriz
Melayu yang tersebut dan menidakkan kuasa Duli Yang Maha Mulia
Sultan2 berma'ana di-rampas sama sckali negeri2 Meclayu dan ia-itu
berl. dengan dan kehendak Atlantik Charter.'+®

The congress devoted much time and scrious attention to the
citizenship provisions of the Malayan Union proposals. The delegates
found, above all, the British proposal ‘to promote a broad-based
citizenship which will include, without discrimination of race or creed,
all who can establish a claim, by reason of birth or a suitable period of
residence, to belong to the country™? 2 portentous threat to the political
future of the nine Malay states and one which would lead to ‘the wiping
from existence of the Malay race along with their land and Rulers'.4?

The strength of Malay patriotism at the time was graphically shown
when the Malay leaders succeeded in dissuading their Rulers from
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attending the installation ceremony of the first and last Governor of the
Malayan Union, Sir Edward Gent, on 1 April 1946. The Malays, largely
through the efforts of Dato Onn bin Jaafar, continued to demonstrate
their loyalty to their Rulers; but they also warned them that by attending
the installation, which the Malay leaders averred amounted to ‘the
funeral rites of their birthright and liberty',* the Rulers would have
forfeited their mandate to rule over their states and their subjects would
have had no further obligation to remain loyal to them.#4 The blending
of loyalty to the Rulers with patriotism towards their Semenanjung
Tanah Melayu (the Peninsular Malay Land, meaning Malaya) was
cvident in the campaign of the Malays to prevent the implementation of
the Malayan Union scheme.

On the whole, the Rulers tended to come to terms with the wishes of
the Malay population and its leaders. Indeed, by April 1946 the Rulers
contemplated going to London together to plead their case against the
Malayan Union before His Majesty King George VI. Although the-
position of the Rulers was duly stressed in the opposition to the Malayan
Umon it was the question of the loss ofM;lzy sov:xugmy as well as the

ion of the jus soli citi p of the !

whlch the Malays were most concerned with. Among other things, jus
soli citizenship would have enabled the flood of new non-Malay citizens
not only to acquire equal political rights with the Malays but also to gain
other concessions such as positions in the public services which had been
traditionally restricted to the Malays, wider opportunities in the
commercial sector and possibly even casier means of acquiring landed
property.*3 These have become the perennial problems of Malaysian
politics.

The United Malays National Organization was mooted during the
1-4 March 1946 Pan»Mahym Malay Congn:ss at Kuala Lumpur when a
select ¢ the foll Malay leaders was elected by
the rep ives of some thirty-ni jons to prepare the
constitutional and administrative bases of the new central organization:
Dato Panglima Bukit Gantang of Perak, Dato Setia Raya Kelantan, Dato
Orang Kaya Menteri Selangor, Tuan Zainal Abidin bin Ahmad (Za'ba),
and Dato Onn bin Jaafar.*¢ At a subscquent congress in Johor Bahru,
UMNO was proclaimed a full-fledged political party on 11 May 1946
with a constitution which provided for the opening of branches
lhmughout Malaya.#7 Dato Onn was its first President. From its

ption until the i ion of the Federation of Malaya on 1
February 1948, it can be said that UMNO undertook a ‘struggle for the
of Malay ignty'.4® The i ion of UMNO was

followed by another d of Malay solidarity when the
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community and its Rulers t d the installation of the G -
General of the Malayan Union and Singapore (Malcolm MacDonald) on
22 May 1946. The combined front effected by the Malay leaders and their
Rulers since the installation of Gent on 1 April had turned out to be sucha
formidable closing of ranks that it prompted British officials to seck some
peaceful way of avoiding a dircct confrontation with the Rulers (if they
did arrive in London to plead their case) and with the increasingly
d Malays th hout the Peninsula. The Malay leaders, princi-
pally those in UMNO who, in truth, commanded the largest following
from the community as soon as the party was established, declared that
they would agree to negotiations with the British representatives only on
condition that the new Agreement were first revoked. The Malay leaders
were quite obdurate on this point and there were increasing indications
that some sections of the community were beginning to lose patience. A
spirit of non-cooperation with the British was becoming evident while a
number of Malay resignations from the police force boded ill for Anglo-
Malay relations.
Faced with a solidly united Malay opposition, Gent had virtually no
| ive but to seek a P ise as best he could. After an informal
meeting between them at Kuala Kangsar from 2 to 4 May 1946, Gentand
the Rulers came out in support of the establishment of a federation in
place of the Malayan Union. It was an arrangement which the five
Unfederated Malay States (UFMS) had refused to entertain in the pre-
war period. In the meantime, UMNO had also demanded that any fresh
negotiations must be only beeween the British on the one hand and the
Rulersand UMNO representatives on the other. This exclusive approach
was to have its repercussions in the subsequent course of Malaya's political
history. Nonetheless, exhaustive and friendly negotiations again took
place at Kuala Kangsar from 28 to 30 May, this time attended by
MacDonald, Gent, the Rulers and UMNO representatives led by Dato
Onn. Major problems on the political future of Malaya were obviously
discussed. D. R. Rees-Williams was in Malaya at this time, as mentioned
above. He had been asked by the British Government to stop by after a
visit to Sarawak and to observe and report privately to London what was
happening in the Peninsula. He attended the sccond Kuala Kangsar
meeting and said of it years later, ‘At the Kuala Kangsar meeting, the
Malays did not present proposals for the political future of Malaya; we
got it out of them. These were important matters and they became the
basis for the arrang that led to the ion of the Federation of
Malaya in 1948."4° From the second Kuala Kangsar meeting onwards the
demise of the Malayan Union proposals®® and the acceptance of the
federal arrangement in its place proceeded almost as a matter of course.
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The Federation of 1948

Although the Malayan Union scheme had been attempted and found
unacceptable to the community that mattered most, namely the Malays,
Britain had no intention of relinguishing Malaya forthwith. The only
feasible alternative was to placate the nationalistic Malays by agreeing to
modify the original British proposals as much as necessary to suit the
circumstances of the time. Without fully or obviously capitulating,
Britain put forward her modified Is in the form of a federation. Tt
was a calculated move and for a good reason.

Historically the pre-war FMS, notwithstanding the indirect rule of the
British, did preserve substantially some local autonomy and the fagade of
sovereignty of cach of the Malay states. Another post-war federation
could not be as inimical to Malay political and cultural survival as the
unfortunate Malayan Union which would have been a crown colony.
Morcover, the Malayan Union proposals had been incubated in the
confidential rooms of Whitchall solely by British officials only a minority
of whom had an adequate knowledge of Malayan problems and needs
whereas Britain positively encouraged the Malays to participate in the
negotiations to replace the Malayan Union with a federation. The pointis
that with politeness and courtesy the Malays, as a rule, were seldom
difficult to persuade; and with such an affable approach from Gent and
MacDonald, the Rulers and UMNO leaders relaxed their opposition and
began cooperating with their British *protectors’ to formulate the new
Federation proposals during the second half of 1946.

The first clear ion in favour of a federation to replace the
Malayan Union may have come from a former British diplomat, John G.
Foster, M.P., Q.C. (later Sir John Foster), whom the Rulers had engaged
jointly as their legal adviser. From London, on 26 March 1946 ‘Foster
cabled all the Rulers advising them to withdraw their signatures from the
MacMichael Treaties and to offer to re-open negotiations, after time for
consultation with their people, on the basis of a federation.’! Sir John
later attested:

I was not very involved in the affairs of Malaya, except that 1 advised the Rulers at
a critical point in 1946..... The Union was virtually imposed on the Rulers.
Alleged collaboration with the Japanese was used as a powerful lever. As [
remember it you arc correct in saying the idea of Federation came from
Whitchall. I went with H.H. the Sultan of Johore to the Colonial Office. The
Rulers were protesting at the deprivation of their sovereignty. This was altered as
the result of their very strong objections. 32

If the Malayan Union proposals were the bitter beginnings, the
federation proposals which followed formed the bases of constitutional
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developments which were to lead to the birth of first the Malayan and
then the Malaysian states. A closc look at the main and relevant provisions
of the federation proposals is therefore pertinent. After a series of
meetings between MacDonald and Gent on the one hand and the Rulers
and UMNO leaders on the other, dunng which both sides submitted new
draft proposals, a Working C isting of six British officials,
four Rulers and two UMNO leaders was appointed on 25 July 1946 to
bring up matters for both sides to examinc and criticize. The trend of
future constitutional developments was clearly set by the following
principles or terms of reference which the Working Committee adopted
as the basis for its discussion:

(a) that there should be a strong central government to ensure economical and
effective i of all matters of i to the welfare and progress
of the country as 2 whole;

(b) that the individuality of cach of the Malay States and of the Scttlements
should be clearly expressed and maintained;

(c) that the new arrangements should, on a long view, offer the means and
prospects of development in the dircction of ultimate sclf-government;

(d) that, with a view to the of broad-based institutions necessary
for principle (¢) to become cffective, 3 common form of citizenship should be
introduced which would cnable political rights to be extended to all those who
regard Malaya as their real home and as the object of their loyalty;

(c) that, as these States arc Malay States ruled by Your Highnesses, the subjects
of Your High have no al Il or other country which they
can regard as their homeland, and they occupy a special position and possess rights
which must be safeguarded.s

It is evident from the above terms of reference that the Working
Committee had achieved a good position of compromise in relation to
Malayan Union proposals and Malay nationali: Matters of
state and issues ot nationalism were involved and dccldcd upon: while
Britain managed to maintain what she regarded as her ‘own fundamental
objectives of essential cohesion and a basis for common loyalty'*# in (a)
and (d), the Rul:rs UMNO and the Malays in general were accorded

very sub in the of the ignty of their
individual states, the ultimate goal of self-government for their Peninsula
and the pholding of their birthright in (b), (c) and (¢).

Indeed, it can be seen with hindsight that the spirit of compromise so
prominent in future stages of Malaysian political development, in efforts
to work out solutions to problems of state, was set as a precedent by the
Working Committee of 1946.

The Report of the Working Committee, containing the draft

Is for a federati was published on 24 December 1946. But
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because the new proposals had been formulated between British and
Malay representatives alone, it was ‘declared that there can be no question
of their reaching any final decision on any matters involved until all the
interested communities in Malaya have had full and free opponum:y of

expressing their views."* Accordingly in December 1946 2 Consul
c d mainly of i of the non-
Malay communities was appointed to nudy— g opuuon from interested

individuals, communitics, bodics and groups’.*® The Consultatiye
Committee, whose Report was published on 31 March 1947, endorsed
the retention of the main structure of the federation proposals; and after
reconvening on 17 April, the Working Committee produced the final
drafts of the federation and state agreements.

The final drafts for a federation discarded the Malayan Union and in its
place aimed to ‘establish under the protection of Great Britain a
Federation, to be called the Federation of Malaya, and in Malay,
Persckutuan Tanah Melayu, which will consist of the nine Malay States
and of the Settlements of Penang and Malacca.3? Some of the major
changes from the Malayan Union may now be pointed out. Instead of 2
Governor there was a British High Commissioner as requested by some
of the Malay leaders. The legislative arrangements, however, still
smacked of the usual British colonial ethos: the British High Commis-
sioner would preside over both the new Federal Executive Council and
Federal Legislative Council; the i bers in both Councils
were appointed by the High Cu issi and, initially, all the official
members were Europeans.®®

There was, however, one particular undertaking which augured
well-at any rate on paper—for the future political development of
Malaya:

The Federal Agreement will record that it is the desire of His Majesty and of Their
Highnesses the Raulers that progress should be made towards eventual self-
government, and asa first step to that end, that His Majesty and Their Highnesses
the Rulers have agreed that as soon as circumstances and local conditions will
permit, legislation will be introduced for the election of members to the several
legislatures which will be established under the agreement.5®

The electoral process was promised for the first time by these words.
Instead of the Council of Sultans under the strict control of the
Governor of the Malayan Union, the Federation would have a
Conference of Rulers consisting of the nine Malay Rulers who would
meet whenever necessary, not under the chairmanship of the High
Commissioner but under that of one of the Rulers whom the Conference
would select. It is of interest to note that the system of a Conference of
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Rulers was subsequently retained as a unique aspect of constitutional
government in Malaysia, being included in both the 1957 Federation of
Malaya Constitution and the 1963 Malaysia Federal Constitution. As
against the veto power of the Malayan Union Govemor, bills passed by
the Federal Legislative Council required the assent of the High Com-
missioner and that of the Rulcn cxpnsscd by a Standing Committee
consisting of two Rulers. Si ly, in terms of the ion of the
Rulers’ sovercignty, the prerogative of pardon over cases occurring in
any of the Malay states was to be exercised by the Ruler of the State
concerned in Council. Again, this provision was to remain as an aspect of
constitutional government in Malaysia until the present.

There was to be a State Council in each of the nine Malay states and a
Settlement Council in cach of the two Settlements. In each Malay state
there would also be a state Executive Council which would aid and advise
the Ruler in the excrcise of his functions. The chicf executive officer in
cach state, nevertheless, was the Menteri Besar (Chief Minister). This new
development too was to become the basis of constitutional practice at
state level in the remaining period under study. Each state was to have
written constitution. Even though there was to be a British Adviser in
cach state (Resident Commissioner in the case of a Settlement), there was
a change in that bills passed by the State Council would require the assent
of the Ruler and not of the British authorities. The State Council was
empowered to legislate on matters relating to Islam and Malay customs: a
significant change from the Malayan Union, under which even the
Council of Sultans and the state Malay Advisory Councils could not
legislate on those matters without the sanction of the Governor or his

the Resident C: jssi ¢ In these several import-
ant aspects the federation proposals formed the bases of future constitu-
tional developments in Malaya.

As citizenship is one of the i bl in nation-building in
Malaysia, it is pertinent to look into v.hc provmom rcgzrdlng this matter
in the federation proposals. The most imp was that

the acquisition of citizenship was rendered more difficult. This was
obviously undertaken in order to meet the demands of the patriotic and
nationalist Malays who feared the loss of their birthright should jus soli
or liberal citizenship provisions be upheld as the Malayan Union had
intended. Citizenship would be automatic (Lhu is, by Y. operation of | law) or
acquired by application. Again, the citi p of the fed

proposals formed the bases of determining who were to be made the
nationals of Malaysia in future years; for this reason also it is appropriate
to deal more closcly with those provisions. Under the federation
proposals, the following persons would be automatically federal citizens:




THE UNIFICATION OF THE MALAY PENINSULA 57

(2) Any subject, whenever born, of His Highness the Ruler of any State;
(b) Any British subject born at any time in cither of the Settlements, who was
permanently resident (that is to say had completed a continuous period of fifteen
years residence) anywhere in the territorics to be comprised in the Federation.
(c) Any British subject born at any time in any of the territorics to be
comprised in the federation whose father, cither
(i) was himself bom in any of the territories;

or
(ii) had resided therein for a continuous period of not less than fifteen yedrs.

(d) Any person born at any time in any of the territorics to be comprised in the
Federation, who habitually spoke the Malay language and conformed to Malay
customs.

(c) Any other person born in any of the territorics at any time, both of whose
parents were bom in any of such territories and had been resident in them for 2
continuous period of not less than fifteen years.

() Any person whose father was, at the date of that person's birth, a Federal
citizen.®!

The provisions regarding acquisiion of citzcuship by aplicton equired
the person who applied to satisfy the High Commissioner:
(2) That cither

(i) he was born in any of the territories to be comprised in the Federation
and has been resident in any one or more of such territories for not less
than cight out of the twelve years preceding his application; or
(ii) he had been resident in any one or more of those territorics for not less
than fifteen out of the twenty years immediately preceding his application.

It was further required that:

(b) The applicant must satisfy the High Commissioner that he was of good
character, possessed an adequate knowledge of the Malay or English language,
had madead of in the ibed form and, if his
application was approved, that he was willing to take the citizenship oath. An
applicant for citizenship must be of the age of cighteen years or over.

It is to be noted that, unlike the Malayan Union proposals, the
federation proposals excluded birth and residence in Singapore as

lifi for citizenship in the Federation. This exclusion tended to
emphasize the separate political development of Malaya and Singapore
from 1948 onwards.

A number of other cogent developments can be scen in those
provisions. Provisions (a) and (d) regarding automatic citizenship clearly
amounted to the granting of a prior right to Malays to become citizens of
the Federation. This development assuaged the fear of the patriotic
Malays of the Peninsula that jus soli citizenship would have swamped
their ity. Furth this i in fact ion of
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p ly-p d Malay righ i d by the strict provi-
sions for acquisition of citizenship by non-Malays, as can be scen in (b),
(9). (c) and in the entire provisions for acquisition of citizenship through
pplication. The provision for citizenship by birth alone, or jus soli, which

became one of the very controversial points about the Malayan Union
proposals, was cffectively negated by the citizenship provisions of the
federation proposals. Furthermore, an applicant for citizenship had to
fulfil a language requirement: ‘an adequate knowledge of the Malay or
English language’. This requirement, modified as time went on, was to
become a central aspect of sut itizensh in
Malaysia.

When it is recognized that the main point of consideration during the
carly years after the Sccond World War was the birthright of the Malays
as well as their claim to be the indigenous people of the Peninsula, it
becomes und dable that the fedcration proposals of 1948 sought to
meet the demands of the Rulers and UMNO for tight controls over the
acquisition of citizenship in Malaya by the non-Malays. In addition to
this, the Malays were in fact given the power to control future
immigration to Malaya. The High Commissioner was required ‘to
consult the Conference of Rulers from time to time upon the
immigration policy of the G * 62 This was a significant change
when viewed against the background of the Malayan Union in which the
Governor had, in effect, absolute power over citizenship and immigra-
tion (especially under the gencral escape clause, *Nothing in the order will
affect the power of His Majesty in Council to make laws from time to
time for the peace, order and good government of the Union').%?
Furth if the High Commissioner and the Rulers disagreed on any
major change in immigration policy, the matter would be referred to the
Federal Legislative Council which would, by resolution, confirm or
reject it. On such a 1l only the could vote.
Because there was a preponderance of Malays over non-Malays in the
Council (thirty-onc out of fifty), in the last resort it was possible for the
Malay members, if they voted together, to defeat any major change in
immigration policy when they and the majority of the Rulers considered
it necessary to do so.%4

By and large, it can be said that the Federation proposals succeeded in
meeting the demands of the leaders of UMNO, who challenged the
imposition of the colonial Malayan Union scheme, but not those of the
MNP leaders who were opposed to any scheme which did not provide
for the least immediate self-government. The United Malays National
Organization, as the largest Malay ization, accepted the fed
proposals and on 21 January 1948 the Rulers and Sir Edward Gent, on

Ficial b
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behalf of Britain, signed the federation and state agreements in Kuala
Lumpur. On 1 February 1948, the Federation of Malaya began its
separate cxistence as a combined entity—a nation in the making, guided
and protected yet by Britain. The basic political and constitutional
framework of Malaya had been established and it was left to the people, in
the years to come, to provide the sinews which would transform that
framework into the reality of nationhood.

Opposition to the Federation Proposals

The first half of 1946 was conspicuous for both the strength of Malay
opposition and the lack of non-Malay reaction to the Malayan Union
scheme. A number of reasons accounted for this relative quiet on the part
of the other big communities of Malaya, that is to say, the Chinese and the
Indians. In so far as the Chinese were concerned, the traumatic
destruction caused by the Japanese Occupation, of which they bore the
brunt, kept the community preoccupied with the basic needs of survival
and the speedy resumption of their business activities. The Indians were
similarly in a quandary, lacking not only basic human necessities but also
organization and leadership.®® The post-war skirmishing between the
Kuomintang (KMT) and the increasingly stronger Mao-led communist
armies in China, as well as the Indian Congress demands for independ-
ence for the sub-continent from the British also tended to continue to
draw the political and nationalist aspirations of the Chinesc and Indians in
Malaya away towards their motherland rather than inwards within
Malaya as their new permanent home.%¢

A political group led by English-cducated and Westernized Chinese,
Eurasians and Indians namely, the Malayan Democratic Union (MDU),
was formed in December 1945 inter alia to work for the self-government
of Malaya, including Singapore, on the basis of universal suffrage, a
freely-clected legislature, complete freedom of speech and social justice.
News cditor, Gerald de Cruz, and lawyer, John Eber-both Eur-
asians—later became active in the MDU, but it was Philip Hoalim Senior,
Lim Hong Bee, Lim Kean Chye and Wu Tian Wang who initiated the
formation of the party.” The MDU criticized the Malayan Union
scheme on the grounds that it excluded Singapore, restricted civil lib-
crties and provided no universal suffrage. One of the founders of the
MDU later said in reminiscence:

I have always believed in Singapore regaining its unity with the mainland; but |
havealso b inced that itisa difficult and complex operation which cannot
be bulldozed into existence. | therefore, together with my party the MDU, was
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srongly opposed to the constitution emanating from the British Government
aficr the war, if only because it scparated Singapore from the mainland.**

But the MDU was an isolated political group and at first tended to devote
its encrgy to the island sctting of Singapore. In general, it was only at the
end of 1946, many months after the Malay Rulers and UMNO had
mobilized themselves politically, that groups of non-Malays rallied
to present a coordinated standpoint regarding the future of Malaya.
This coordination took the form of the All-Malaya Council of Joint
Action (AMCJA) which was inaugurated on 22 December 1946. Its for-
mation is belicved to have been inspited by the MCP and prompted
largely by the sctting up of the Working Committee and the formula-
tion of the federation proposals. Leaders of the MDU played a promi-
nent role in its creation.

The body was first called the Council of Joint Action, then it was
renamed the Pan-Malayan Council of Joint Action (PMCJA): and later
the All-Malaya Council of Joint Action (AMCJA): ‘The Pan-Malayan
Council of Joint Action was formed on December 22, 1946, two days
before the proposals of the Working Committee of Government, Sultans
and U.M.N.O. werc published.'® The initial membership of the
AMCJA comprised the Malayan Democratic Union (MDU), the Singa-
pore Federation of Trade Unions (SFTU), the Clerical Union, the Straits
Chinese  British  Association (SCBA), the Malayan Indian Con-
grus (MIC), the Indian Chamber of Commeree, and the Ceylon Tamil

i Later, in Sep ber 1947, the following were listed as
AMCjA affiliates: the Pan-Malayan Federation of Trade Unions
(PMFTU) the Malayan People’s Anti-Japancse Army (MPAJA), Ex-
Service Comrades’ Association, the Malayan New Democratic Youth
League, and twelve Women's Federations from Malaya. The AMCJA
claimed a membership of 400,000 in August 1947.

With Tan Cheng Lock?°~a fourth ion Malayan Chi its
Chairman, the AMCJA argued that ncgotiations pertaining to the
revision of the Malayan Union scheme should not be undertaken solely
by the British, the Malay Rulers and the UMNO leaders. The AMCJA
maintained that it was the only body representing all sectors of the
population of Malaya and it therefore should be consulted by the British
on the proposal to form a federation. As a body ing the
growing political awareness of the non-Malays in the post-war period,
the AMCJA demonstrated the Westernized, liberal outlook generally
found among similar South-East Asian movements towards self-rule.
This outlook was eloquently summed up by Tan Cheng Lock himselfin a
memorandum he wrote on the federation proposals:
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The entire plan should by donanew basis by a body, such
as a Royal Ci which will the whole Constituti issue

affccting Malaya, and which after examining and discussing any proposals for
constitutional reform and consulting with various interests and all sections of
Malayan opinion concerned with the subject of constitutional reform, will
proceed to evolve a Constitution for this country which, while offering ample
scope for the development of responsible self-g in a United Malaya,
| inclusive of Singapore, in which cquality of status and rights will be ensured to all
who make Malaya their real home and the object of their loyalty, will bring abut
the best feclings of friendship and spiri of co-operation and brotherhood among
the different racial elements making up its composite population, 5o that such a
Consitution may prove to be a foundation upon which may ultimately be built a
future Malaya in the enjoyment of full dominion status as an integral part of the
Biki Sovss, thc liinies il SB A 2
being the fusion of Empirc and Commonwealth.”*

| The passage clearly shows the awareness of the need for a Malayan nation;
| but it more starkly demonstrated the influence of Western concepts of
liberal rule. The eulogistic part about the British Commonwealth was
‘ probably more perfunctory than sincere, inasmuch as any nationalist
political group in Malaya at the time had to maintain some working
relationship with the British authorities if it hoped to achieve self-rule in a
J peaceful, democratic manner.
| At about the same time that the AMCJA was agitating for a liberal
| constitutional arrangement, a section of the Malays who had disagreed
| with those in UMNO concentrated their political efforts in the MNP
which, as already mentioned, had been formed in Ipoh in October 1945.
Led by radical and often leftist Malays who included former leaders of the
erstwhile KMM, PETA and KRIS such as Ahmad Boestamam, Ishak
Haji Muhammad and Dr Burhanuddin Alhilmy, the MNP had attended
the 1-4 March 1946 Malay Congress in Kuala Lumpur. However, it
[ thereafter withdrew from the UMNO-led groups on the grounds that
UMNO was too conservative and that the MNP was not getting an
adequate voice in it:

Kalau kita b hendak b d: politik UMNO ini dari
dalam saya tidak perchaya kita akan berjaya melakukannya sebab pemberian undi
didalamnya sangat tidak adil-tidak demokratik. Badan yang kechil diberi dua
suara dan badan yang besar sapert kita ini pun di-beri dua suara juga. Mustahil
dengan undi dua suara itu kita akan dapat mengubah pandangan politik kira2 so
buah badan lain yang bererti hampir2 100 suara semuanya, sedang badanz itu
badanz kanan belaka. Hanya kita satu saja yang merupakan badan kiri didalam
golongan mereka.7?
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Although the MNP had members and supporters from different parts of
the Peninsula, its following was clearly much smaller than that enjoyed
by UMNO. In February 1946, the MNP had issued a manifesto on the
Malayan Union proposals in which the party agreed that the cumber-
some pre-war administrative arrangements in Malaya should be reform-
ed. But the MNP manifesto bared its pro-Indonesian tendency when it
stated that ‘National Birthrights are reserved only for the native Malays in
Malaya having blood relationship with those living in the other parts of the
Malay Archipelago’.” The MNP joined the 1-4 March Pan-Malayan
Malay Congress to denounce the MacMichacl treatics and the Malayan
Union proposals which it argued must ‘be amended subject to the
approval of the Malay people’.? In April, the MNP reiterated its
opposition to the British proposals and again demonstrated its pro-
Indonesia bias when it declared, *Malaya is a part o Indonesia 72

Because of its d with and ion from
UMNO, the MNP bcgan to look around for new alhcs ‘When the British
refused it participation in the Working Committee negotiations, the
MNP teamed up with non-Malay bodics and almost joined the PMCJA.
Nevertheless, disagreement over the choice of chairman for the coalition
led the MNP to hold back and to concludc rightly that it would be in a
better bargaining position if it could rally the support of the Malays who
had not followed UMNO. Thus in February 1947 the Pusat Tenaga
Raayat (PUTERA) was established, composed of leftist and radical
Malay groups which, by and large, shared the anti-colonial platform of
the MNP. The groups were the MNP itself, the Angkatan Pemuda Insaf
(API), the Peasants’ Union, the Angkatan Wanita Sedar, and eighty other
smaller bodies. PUTERA claimed a total membership of more than
150,000. By March 1947, PUTER A was again working with the PMCJA
to try to form a coalition for airing their views and demands for the self-
government and constitutional future of Malaya.

It is not often realized that the PUTER A-PMCJA combination was
the first i alliance of any in the post-war
period. The PMCJA, as a largely non-Malay body, clearly showed its
Westernized democratic orientation as well as some grasp of Malay needs
in the following six principles which it adopted:7¢

1. A United Malay, inclusive of Singapore.

2. A fully-clected central legislature for the whole of Malaya.

3. Equal political rights for all who regarded Malaya as their real home and as
the object of their royalty.

4. The Malay Raulers to assume the position of fully sovereign and constitu-
tional rulers, accepting the advice, not of British ‘advisers' but of the people
through democratic institutions.
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5. Matters of the Muslim religion and Malay custom to be under the sole
control of the Malays.
6. Special attention to be paid to the advancement of the Malays.

The above principles were drawn up in close consultation with the leaders
of the MNP. When the MNP spearhcaded the formation of the
PUTERA, the latter in turn had ten principles, the first six being identical
with those of the PMCJA. The remaining four PUTERA principles
were:77 ‘

1. that Malay should be the official language of the country;

2. that forcign affairs and defence of the country should be the joint
responsibility of the government of Malaya and His Majesty's Government;

3. that the term “Melayu’ should be the title of any citizenship or national status
in Malaya; and

4. that the national flag of the country should incorporate the red and white
colours of the Indonesian national flag.

It was on the basis of the above ten principles that the PUTER A~
AMCJA?® manifested the nationalist content of their response to the
Anglo-Malay Working C and federati posals. Clearly,
the PUTERA-AMCJA wanted a nation based on W:s:zm democratic
lines; but they also bore in mind the need to incorporate the Malay cthos
into the national community they wished to realize. The seriousness of
the grand coalition in its effort to translate into reality its nationalist
aspirations and political framework for the future of Malaya is best seen in
the historical document which it jointly discussed for months, drafted and
presented in November 1947 under the title The People’s Constitutional
Proposals for Malaya.

In addition to presenting the ten principles, the PUTERA-AMCJA
constitutional proposals carried a lengthy analysis of the Working Com-
mittee’s federation proposals. The PUTERA-AMCJA declared that it
“could not accept the Proposals drawn up by the Working Committee, in
view of the undemocratic manner in which these Proposals had been

| drawn up in secret consultation with members of the Malay aristoc-
racy; and in view of the failure of the Working Committee Proposals to
embody those provisions which are essential to any stable constitution for
{ Malaya’.”” In a rather poignant vein, the PUTER A-AMCJA said of the
Working Committee’s federation proposals:

| Itis sufficient to say here that they will perpetuate Malaya as a real colony with all
| legislative and exccutive power in the hands of His Majesty’s Government
through the Secretary of State for the Colonics and the High Commissioner; and
that they propose an empty and dangerous type of citizenship, which would
prevent the stable development of national unity and democracy in Malaya.?
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It can be seen that the leaders of the PUTER A-AMCJA were as aware of
the need to create a nation-state in Malaya as the nationalist Malays in
UMNO. Their visions of nationhood were equally clear; they differed
mainly on what was adjudged fundamental to the viability of that fu-
ture Malayan national community.

The PUTERA-AMCJA questioned the repeated pledge of the Brit-
ish authorities that ‘there was no question of a final decision being taken
until all the interested communities in Malaya had been given a full and
free opportunity of expressing their views'.3! The PUTERA-AMCJA
had expected only those who regarded Malaya as their real home and as
the object of their loyalty to be given the opportunity to express their
views; and that such expressions of views or Itations would be re-
ceived directly by the Malayan Union Government. When that Govern-
ment itself delegated the task of receiving the views of ‘the interest-
ed communities in Malaya' to the Consultative Committee, the
PUTERA-AMCJA deplored the action because the Committee was
‘headed by a Government official [the Director of Education, H. R.
Cheeseman] whose members had not the shadow of a claim to repre-
sent those who regarded Malaya as their real home and as the object of
(hmr loyalty'.#2 There was no opportunity for direct contact, Icl alone

ion, with the Gi . The Consultative C was
characterized as a mere collecting agency for the views of interested in-
dividuals, communities and groups who in many cases were not ‘repre-
sentatives of those and only those who regard Malaya as their real home
and as the object of their loyalty'.$> The PUTERA-AMCJA thercfore
decided to boycott the Consultative Committee. Because the Consulta-
tive Committee recommended the retention of the main structure of
the Working Ci ittee's  federati Is, the PUTERA-
AMCJA continued to project and pubhcw: its own political beliefs and
nationalist demands for a future sclf-governing Malaya.

The response of the PUTER A-AMCJA to the political developments
of the period can be seen more explicitly through many of the clauses of
its constitutional proposals. In addition to or in amplification of the ten
principles, the PUTERA-AMCJA stated that eligibility for citizenship
should make no distinction between Malays and non-Malays; and all
citizens were to ‘enjoy equal fund I rights and opp itics in the
political, economic, educational and cultural spheres, regardless of race,
creed, colour or sex’.** Safeguards for the Malay community were
reflected in the provision whereby, during the first three assemblics, 55
per cent of the seats in the proposed Legislative Assembly were to be
reserved for Malays, and in the provision that every citizen was to be
referred to as *Melayu', while Malay was to be the official language. 5 It
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may be argued that while the Anglo-Malay Working Committee
produced a set of fed Is which took i of and
supported the primacy of the Malays in the political evolution and
development of Malaya, the PUTER A~AMCJA showed itself to be not
averse to mecting the demands of the Malays to some extent but at the
same time it insisted on a liberal-d i litari ituti
arrangement for the proposed united Malaya.

Attempts to eradicate communalism by the PUTERA-AMCJA ¢an
be further obscrved in other clauses of its constitutional proposals. There
was to be a Council of Races consisting of two members from each of the
following communitics: Malay, Chinese, Indian, Eurasian, Ceylonese,
Aborigine, Arab, European, Jew and ‘Others'. Every bill passed by the
proposed Legislative Assembly was to be sent to the Council which
would consider whether or not it was discriminatory. A discriminatory
bill was ‘any Bill which, cither asa whole, or in any particular provision,
is discriminatory on racial or religious grounds’.#¢ The socialist orienta-
tion of many of the bodies affiliated to the PUTERA-AMCJA was

| P d in the provi for a wage; at least two weeks’

| vacation leave with full pay annually for every worker; guarantee for
the ‘right to strike'; ‘the right to maintenance in old age and also in the
case of sickness or loss of capacity to work’; two months’ maternity leave
with full pay for women workers; and the right to leisure.$”

The socialist provisions of the People’s Constitution brings to mind
the popular belief that the PUTER A~AMCJA was a formal organization
of the Malayan Communist Party (MCP).®® A recent writer summed up
thus: ‘the PUTERA-AMCJA was the principal vehicle of the MCP
policy of constitutional struggle. To this was subordinated the labour
struggle from 1947 to carly 1948, much to the disadvantage of the MCP-
controlled labour movement in particular and of the MCP policy in
general’.®® There is ample evidence to show that the MCP sought to
infiltrate as much as possible the various bodies which became. affiliated to
the PUTERA-AMCJA; and both the MDU and the MNP which
spearheaded the combination of the two coalitions definitely had li-
aisons with the MCP.%° But that is not necessarily to say that the MCP
dominated PUTER A-AMCJA. What is clear is that the radical leaders of
the PUTERA-AMCJA, in their endeavour to gain as wide a hearing as
possible, sought to rally the support of the trade and labour unions which,
on the other hand, were mainly dominated by the MCP:

This suggests that the A.M.CJ.A. and PUTERA conferences and negotiations
suited Communist plans very well. It certainly docs not prove that they were
mainly the result of Communist planning. There are clauses here and there in the
People’s Constitution that appear to have been inserted by Communists, but it is
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impossible to read it closely and believe it a mainly Communist document.
Probably the efforts of the Malayan Communist Party were mainly devoted to
preventing any effective negotiation on the basis of this Constitution; and in this
sk they fully succeeded.”!

Atall events, the PUTERA-AMCJA also received substantial support
from the various chambers of commerce, especially the Associated
Chinese Chambers of Commerce through the cfforts of Tan Cheng
Lock, who was active in both the AMCJA and the Chambers.

While John Eber actively promoted the cstablishment of the grand
coalition, de Cruz, the Secretary-General, ‘virtually controlled the daily
administration of the PMCJA-PUTERA, supervised the anti-Federation
activities of the member bodies, and had the authority to convene
extraordinary meetings of the coalition. In this way the MDU projected
itsclf in the forefront of the movement’.*2 To publicize the political
beliefs of the PUTERA-AMCJA and to rally support, its leaders
travelled to the main towns of the Peninsula. They demanded immediate
sclf-government for Malaya. When it appeared increasingly clear that the
British were not only intent upon staying on to rule Malaya but were also
showing a marked preference for the relatively conservative Malay
Rulers and UMNO, the PUTERA-AMCJA strove to intensify its op-
position to the Anglo-Malay federation proposals. Apparently mooted
by Tan Cheng Lock as a result of his war-time sojourn in India, hartal, a
form of passive resistance, whereby the PUTERA-AMCJA urged its
supporters to stop work for a specific period with the intention of
disrupting public and commercial life, wasemployed. The first hartal was
a one-day affair in Malaya on 9 September 1947. Encouraged by 2 good
response, Tan Cheng Lock, as the main organizer, obtained the

P of the Associated Chinese Chamb: fC to mount
an all-Malaya hartal with the specific aim of highlighting what the
PUTERA-AMCJA had argued were major defects of the federation
proposals. The all-Malaya hartal, staged on 20 October 1947, received the
support of the MCP and had its effects in Kuala Lumpur and other main
towns on the west coast of Malaya. The costs incurred by closure of
business and organizing the hartal ‘caused an estimated loss of £4
million'.? Despite the protests of the PUTER A~AMCJA, however, the
British authorities continued to give their support to the greater number
of Malay leaders in UMNO rather than to the leftist ones in PUTER A
and their coalition parters in the AMCJA. When Britain announced in
January 1948 that the Federation of Malaya was to be brought into being
soon, and the Malay Rulers and UMNO supported the British in the
matter, the PUTERA-AMCJA saw the impossibility of implementing
its People’s Constitution. By April 1948 the grand coalition had split up.
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Overview

The first step towards providing a constitution and thereby laying the
foundation for the development of a Malayan nation was taken by the
colonial government. The initial cffort—the promulgation of the
Malayan Union—ended in failure; the subsequent attempt—the feder-
ation proposals—led to the birth of the Federation of Malayain 1948 and it
was the 1948 constitution which provided the bases for the development
of a Malayan, and later, a Malaysian nation. ¥
But in the process of implementing both the Malayan Union and the

ion schemes, problems of a clearly c I nature arose. There
was only one major reason why Malay opposition to the Malayan Union
was 50 vehement—it would enable a large number of non-Malays to
secure equal political status with the Malays and this, the Malays believed,
would lead eventually to their complete subjugation in Malaya. Since
before the war the Malays had been conscious of the economic
superiority of the non-Malays, especially the Chincse. The. brief period of
intimidatory ‘rule’ by the Chi dominated MPAJA i diately
after the Japancse Occupation convinced the Malays that they could not
posibly share political power with the immigrant communities if they
wished to survive. Out of the movement against the Malayan Union,
UMNO was born and adopted as its slogan ‘Hidup Melayu’ (Long Live
the Malays). The Malay attitude at that juncture was that Malaya was for
the Malays.

The demise of the Malayan Union and the implementation of the
Federation proposals, which had been arrived at as a result of consultation
with Malay leaders, to a large extent placated Malay fears. But this
change, in turn, produced resentment among sections of the non-Malay
population comprising mainly the English-cducated, radicals and leftists
(including the communists) who had a better grasp of British constitu-
tional procedures. They formed themselves into the AMCJA which also
included the MNP. But the MNP's participation in the AMCJA was
more by accident than by design. The Malay Nationalist Party had
opposed the Malayan Union for the same reason as those who founded
UMNO. But because its members were inclined to oppose rather than
support the traditional structure of Malay socicty, it was viewed with
suspicion, if not hostility, by the more conservative Malays. Fecling left
out, it hastily looked for new allies and found the AMC]JA a convenient
bandwagon to jump on. But it soon withdrew and only re-allied with
| AMCJA on a more autonomous basis after it had formed a grand
coalition of Malay radical partics—the PUTERA.

Although there was scemingly close understanding between AMCJA
and PUTER A on 2 number of issues regarding the future constitution of

fed
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a Malayan nation, PUTER A’s pro-Indonesian tendencies could not have
been acceptable to the AMCJA.%* Morcover, it has to be borne in mind
that non-Malay support for AMCJA came largely from those who had
leftist leanings and were therefore more willingly to accommodate Malay
demands for the sake of achicving independence from colonial rule. The
large majority of Chinesc and Indians, at this juncture, had not yct begun
to think seriously about their political future in Malaya. For the Chinesc,
the turning point was 1949 when China came under the control of the
Communist Party. It was in that same year that the Malayan Chinese
Association (MCA) was founded. For the Indians, the emphasis on
communal politics began after the Malayan Indian Congress (MIC) was
no longer dominated by leaders who were more concerned with the
politics of anti-colonialism.%*

It was therefore largely through indifference on the part of the
majority of the non-Malay population that there was no serious political
confrontation in cither 1946 or 1948. But it was nonctheless clear that
Malay thinking about the future political constitution of Malaya differed
sharply from that of the non-Malays. This was the primary reason why
the colonial government found it difficult to design a constitution which
was acceptable to all. Finding that the Malays werc able to harness greater
political force, the British Government was quick to change its puhcy
thereby avoiding a morc violent d ion of Malay
The legitimization of Malay political demands in the process of forming
the 1948 Federation established precedents in such a way that certain
nationalist Malay political and socio-cconomic privileges were incorpor-
ated into the constitutional machinery of the country. These included the
adoption of Malay as the national language; a special position for Malays
in recruitment to the public services, in the granting of state scholarships
and in the granting of commercial licences; and the reservation of land for
Malays.®® It would not be far-fetched to say that the problems which
cmerged during the period 1946 to 1948 within the context of re-
lations between Malays and non-Malays were to recur repeatedly in the
course of the development of the Malaysian nation.
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3
In Quest of Racial Unity

THE racial clashes of 19456, t.h: impassioned Mahy opposmon to v.ht
Malayan Union which pted to grant citizensh

non-Malays, and the rather vocal expression of discontent by sections of
the non-Malay population because of the pro-Malay tendencies of the
federation proposals, altogether resulted in very severe damage to the
relationship between Malays and non-Malays. Time might yet have
allowed the mutual suspicion and animosity to abate. But Malayans were
not given that time. Hardly six months after the inauguration of the
Federation of Malaya, a state of emergency was declared by the
government in an attempt to crush the activities of the Malayan
Communist Party.

The Emergency and Race Relations

As already mentioned the MCP was founded some time between 1930
and 1931.* By the mid-1930s it had made significant headway notwith-
standing setbacks duc to vigilant police action. It was later able to benefit
considerably from the anti-Japancse feclings of the Chinese population in
Malaya. When the Japanesc invaded the country, it managed to come to
terms with cven the British Government. In order to build up a resis-
tance force against the Japanese the British agreed to provide for the
military training of younger members of the MCP. Soon four ‘regi-
ments’ of varying strength and size passed through a Special Training
School (designated 101 STS); these were the founding troops of what
came to be known as the MPAJA.2

The MCP emerged from the war a hardened and well-organized
force. However, despite being allowed legal room to move about, it
found itself gradually inhibited and forced to comply with the re-
gulations of the British Military Administration (BMA). Still it was able
to promote industrial and urban unrest as well as cconomic duloauon
The Malayan Union G ded to the i
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of the labour unions by raiding their offices and detaining union leaders.
It became clear at this juncture that with the consolidation of British rule
after the war, the MCP would not be allowed to function openly for
long.

A scrics of increasingly violent incidents occurred, including the
killing of opponents of the MCP by Chinese gunmen and, on onc
occasion, of seven rioters by the police. In mid-June 1948, the murder of
three European planters in Sungai Siput was followed by the Govern-
ment’s declaration of a state of Emergency. The details of these events do
not concern the present study and are recounted elsewhere.® How-
ever, it may be useful to trace briefly the course of the Emergency until
about 1955, since it had a signi bearing on the Sino-Malay relation-
ship in the country.

The MCP was strong and effectively on the offensive during the first
three years of the Emergency. Planters, miners and many other Euro-
peans (including Americans) in the private sector of the Malayan econ-
omy were carmarked for killing by the MCP and its military arm, the
Malayan People’s Anti-British Army (MPABA). Some Malayan Chi-
nesc and Indians incurred the same treatment. Initially the majority of the
Malays were left alone because the MCP, in June 1948, found them to be
as insusceptible to Marxist, Leninist or Maoist indoctrination as they had
been since the communist movement began in the 1920s.

In 1925, writing from Singapore after having made some attempts to
spread communism in Malaya, Tan Melaka, the leading Indonesian
communist, said:

So far not the slightest advantage is to be scen from the work of our dealers
(propagandists?) at (Singaporc) or at (Penang). You may say that they are quite
incapable, but in criticising it must not be forgotten that the proper (indigenous?)
inhabitants there, who form only a minority, are all conscrvative in their manner
of living and thinking, and are petty bourgeois. On the deparcure of Hadji Mock
from (Singapore) his kindncss was involved to make a visit to the F.M.S. The
impression which he obtained everywhere did not differ from thosc gained from
(Singapore) and (Penang). The section of the people which understands
(cconomy) and (politics) are the (Chinesc). In the harbours, in buildings, in the
trains, and above all in commeree, the (Chinesc) arc the most promient. None
the less their Federation is very weak.

You will understand that in these ci it ble for us to effecta
union. The railway personnel and those in establishments connceted with the
railway are all Klings. In their circles no beginning has been made to set up any
association. There is not a single daily paper in the Straits or F.M.S. that is read by
Malays. In brief, if one looks for a movement in the F.M.S., it is not to be sought
from the side of the Malays. It will certainly come from the Chincse and Klings,
whatever sort of movement it may be.
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Although Tan Melaka made no direct reference to the problem of race
relations, his awareness of the differences among the various racial groups
in Malaya may be construed to mean that he knew Malaya's multiracial
character constituted a major barrier to any attempt to effect political
unity.

Itis interesting to note that in the mid-1930s, when analysing the trend
of Malay politics, the Special Branch singled out the Malay attitude
towards non-Malays as the most dominant aspect of Malay political
consciousness. For example, in 1936 the Special Branch remarked, ‘Malay
“nationalism” continued to be fostered by certain of the Malay
Vemacular newspapers. An anti-foreign undercurrent chiefly anti-
Chinese and Indian, was noticeable in the Malay press during the year,
particularly in ““Warta Malaya" of Singapore and “*Saudara” of Penang."®
The communist movement in Malaya, as is now well known, was
dominated from the beginning by the Chinese. The Japanese Occupa-
tion, as i earlier, agg d Sino-Malay friction, First, many
Malays, especially those involved in the KMM movement, cooperated
with the Japanese while the communists formed the MPAJA to resist
Japanese hegemony. Then in late 1945 and carly 1946, as a result of the
‘reign of terror’ mounted by the MPAJA during the interregnum (be-
tween the surrender of the Japanese and the return of the British), Sino-
Malay fighting occurred in several parts of the country, as mentioned in
the previous chapter.

However, despite adverse conditions, the MCP was optimistic that it
could win a constitutional battle against the British in the immediate
post-war period. It made concerted efforts to assist the formation of
Malay as well as non-communal political organizations which it hoped to
dominate. Hence the formation of the Malay Nationalist Party was
initiated by Mokhtaruddin Lasso, of Sumatran origin and a member of
the MCP.S The ists were also y present in the
committees of the MDU? and played an important role in the formation
of the Pan-Malayan Council of Joint Action.® Communist represent-
atives, in the persons of Rashid Mydin, Musa Ahmad and Gerald de
Cruz, were present during the founding of Hizbul Muslimin in Gunong
Semanggol. Ifin June 1948 the MCP came to the same conclusion as Tan
Melaka in 1925, about the furility of converting the Malays, it was not for
want of trying. The cleavage between the Malays and the Chinese was
simply too wide to bridge.

When later the MPABA found that there were some 35,000 Malay
special constables working to guard estates, mines, factories and other
industrial sites, not to mention the Malay components of the Federation
army and police, numerous Malays inevitably also became targets of the
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MCP armed forces. The MCP continued to rely, for recruits, food,
medicine and other necessitics to prosccute its war, upon the Chinese
civilian population. Its forces formed veritable lifelines with—especial-
ly—the Chinese squatters who had mostly remained on the jungle fringe
after the Japanese Occupation. Even the Malayan Aborigines, timid as
many of them were and numbering some 70,000, had little option but to
accommodate the wishes of the MCP by performing the tasks of guides,
porters and spies, and supplying provisions demanded by the MPABA.1°

The same Aborigines had, of course, been told to cooperate with the
MCP clements during the Japanese Occupation and they were no doubt
somewhat confused by the sudden reversal of positions after the war,
when they were being urged to assist in suppressing the MCP. Indeed, the
Aborigines were to become the object of a struggle for influence between
the MCP and government forces in which, for some time, the MCP had
the upper hand, causing much concern to the government. It is only in
very recent times that the Aborigines have been won over through
skilfully conducted psychological warfare operations and social devel-
opment schemes.*?

The MCP attempted to conduct its campaign with care and close
attention to tactics and manocuvres against the greater military strength
of the British, npccully s rinforcements began arriving in the Peninsula

ga of on 18 June 1948; but
six months after the outbreak of the war the MCP was tenaciously
preparing itself for an extended revolutionary venture:

Our Army's objective, then, is sclf-preservation, attrition of the cnemy and, also
continued striving for expansion. We must, thercfore, refrain from hasty action
and adventurism. We will attack only when we are confident and will not attack
when we do not feel so. We want to strike hard to gain a victory in cvery action
and to ensure the annihilation of the encmy and the capture of his arms. In this war
we will train our forces, expand them and so improve their quality that the
superior position and strength of the encmy and our position of weakness and
inferiority are reversed. It follows that our Army is adopting 2 policy of a
protracied war. Armed srength in colonialrevalution must develop gradually
inad fears for such  long-term k

contrary, we subjectively welcome the strategy of a protracted war.!2

Mindful of its professed aim of fighting a people’s war and in an
attempt to artract support from all sections of the Malayan population,
the MCP renamed the MPABA the Malayan Races Liberation Army
(MRLA) in February 1949. There was no lack of armed encounters be-
tween the MCP forces and the British sccurity forces (as these mainly
United Kingdom and C Ith military i came to be
called). By the end of 1950 the number of civilians killed asa result of the
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Emergency was substantial.!® But by then the initial strength of the
MCP forces had clearly been surpassed by the burgeoning British mili-
tary paraphernalia in Malaya.

Intent upon safeguarding its strategic and cconomic interests in the

area, Britain steadily poured reinforcements into Malaya, expanded the
Federation police force and developed the Special Branch of the Cri-
minal I igation D There were t y-three bateali
of troops by 1954; the police had expanded from 9,000 to 67,000 in-
cluding some 35,000 special constables, by 1952; to defend their kam-
pongs and new villages, the Malays and Chinese had raised 350,000
part-time Home Guards by 1951; and to undercut MCP tactics and
sever the Party’s underground communication links, the Special Branch
Was reorganized, trained with the latest methods, Asianized, and ren-
dered extremely effective:
- .. the Special Branch of Malaya became onc of the finest establishments of its
kind in the world. Even countries with more sophisticated intelligence systems
sent obscrvers to a training school which had been set up in Kuala Lumpur
specially to build up a cadre whose single aim was the complete breaking up of the
military and Min Yuen organizations of the MCP, 4

What particularly brought about an increased determination on the part

of the British authorities to defeat the MCP was the killing of Sir Henry

Gumey, High Commissioner of Malaya, on 6 October 1951 as his Rolls-

Royce was climbing the winding, jungle-clad road to Fraser's Hills, The

fatal attack on Gurney, which was led by Siu Mah, commander of

the MRLA regiment in Pahang, was received with shock and dismay in

the very country which the MCP was striving to turn into a Soviet-type

socialist republic by the ‘liberation” of its 'races”. It was felt by thousands

that if even the High Commissioner was no longer safe, there was little

hope of protection and safety for the man-in-the-street in Malaya. There

were in fact numerous acts of violence, killing, torture, vengeance and

Y pei ion by the MCP fc numerous to catalogue

here—among the civilians of the country.! The people of Malaya were

like the rest of mankind and naturally found a reign of terror and

unmitigated atrocitics against their generally decent and law-abiding way

| of life intolerable. Within a few years from the outbreak of the

| Emergency, the MCP had succeeded in painting itself as a diabolical

intruder intent upon ravaging the decency, peace and future prospects of

Malaya and its people. British psychological warfare had little to do with

| the emergence of such a terrorist image of the MCP; the activities of the
Party and its MRLA were largely responsible for it.

Apart from the phenomenal increase in the strength of the British

security forces in Malaya, the adverse and disgusted reactions to its harsh
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terrorism among the Malayan population left the MCP with little choice
but to issue its well-known October 1951 Directive; in this the Politburo
ordered its state and branch committees to stop all killing among ‘the
masses’ and instead to adopt a conciliatory approach in order to try again
to get their support. The reluctant Malays, the small middle class in the
towns and the ‘running dogs’ had all to be won over rather than
terrorized. The primary duty was no longer determined by the purely
military objective of destroying the enemy but rather by the need to
expand and consolidate the organization of the masses:
To win the masses the party must (i) stop scizing identity.and ration cards; (i) stop
burning new villages and coolic lines; (iii) stop attacking post offices, rescrvoirs,
power stations, and other public services; (iv) refrain from derailing civilian trains
with high explosives; (v) stop throwing grenades and take great care, when
shooting running dogs found mixing with the masscs, to prevent stray shots from
hurting the masses; and (vi) stop burning religious buildings, sanitary trucks, Red
Cross vehicles, and ambulances.'®
These abstentions ordered by the Politburo implied what the MCP had
been wont to do before October 1951. The Directive also enjoined that
the consolidation of support among the masses was ‘to be attained by
creating a united front of all communities and classes by acquiring the
support of the bourgeoisic and capitalists and avoiding violent tactics
which have antagonized peasants and workers'.!7 The repentant vein of
the October 1951 Dircctive was an admission of failure in the armed
revolutionary approach of the MCP; on the other hand, it showed that
the Party was prepared to vary its tactics and manoeuvres in the long-
term intcrest of achieving its chicf goal of a Malayan People’s Republic.
Itis to be noted, however, that the MCP switch to conciliatory tactics
failed to arrest the Party's decline in military and political strength in
Malaya in the ensuring years. After the appointment of General Sir
Gerald Templer as Gumney’s successor in February 1952, the fortunes of
the MCP sank further with its leaders and forces finding themselves
increasingly hemmed in in the compact but mountainous centre of the
Peninsula. As carly as April 1952, the usually indomitable Chin Peng, the
Secretary and leader of the MCP, with the agreement of his colleagues in
the Central Executive Committee (CEC), made his decision to withdraw
to the comparative safety of South Thailand. By the time Templer left
Malaya in June 1954, the defeat of the MCP in its armed revolutionary
venture was manifest.'® Because of the poor prospect of winning the
armed struggle against the British and of the need to be a party to the
movement towards the political independence of Malaya, the MCP
actually took the initiative to hold negotiations with the incumbent
Malayan Government. (It has been said that “The communists” anxicty to
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discontinue the war in some way which would bring advantage to them
could well be understood; terrorism had brought them nothing, and the
impending federal elections and the approach of sclf-government,
combined with the British promise of independence, had nullified their
claim that they were fighting for freedom on behalf of the Malayan
peoples.’)19

In an attempt to solve the political problems of the Emergency, talks
were held between leaders of Malaya and Singapore on the one hand and
members of the Central Executive Committee of the MCP on the other.
Tunku Abdul Rahman, Dato Sir Tan Cheng Lock and Too Joon Hing
represented Malaya and David Marshall Singapore. The MCP dele-
gation consisted of Chin Peng, Chen Tien and Rashid Mydin. At the
talks, held at Baling in Kedah on 28 and 29 December 1955, Tunku Abdul
Rahman as Chief Minister of Malaya required that the MCP disband its
MRLA; Chin Peng agreed provided the MCP was recognized as a legal
political party in the future independent Malaya; the Tunku rejected
Chin Peng's rider and the talks failed to achieve any meaningful result.

The cffects of the Emergency on Malaya’s progress were not entirely
negative. Initially the British Government had stipulated that inde-
pendence could only be given to Malaya when the communists had been
completely defeated and the country had returned to normal, peaceful
conditions. But even as Templer was departing in 1954, local council
clections had been held and active preparations were under way for
holding the first ‘nation-wide" Malayan federal elections in 1955.
Templer later affirmed, 'It was clear that independence was to be given to
Malaya; but this could not be done unless the enemy was defeated. [ had
to start with the grass-roots level, and encourage local councils as the
beginnings of future political parties’.° The change of attitude devel-
oped, especially from 1955 onwards, when it was felt that possibly the
most effective way to uncover the real objectives of the MCP was ta
grantindependence to Malaya speedily and judge the subsequent attitude
and activities of the communists, It was reasoned that the speedy granting
of political independence to Malaya would demonstrate whether the
MCP was indeed struggling for the cmancipation of Malaya from
colonial rule or whether the Party was really primarily interested in
disseminating communism as widely as possible as the ideological basis of
government in Malaya.

Itisimportant to note that a very few days after the declaration of the
Emcrgency, Dato Onn, then President of UMNO, said:

Malays in kampongs arc in no mood to tolcrate any intimidation or violence. 1
fecl if they are involved physically they will hit back, The Malays are prepared
and ready to asist and back up the administration in restoring law and order, The
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prescnt activities of the Communist Party and other lawless elements have more
than confirmed, if confirmation is necessary, that the real background of what is
happening today is the avowed objective to create 3 Malayan Communise
republic in Malaya in which the Malays themselves will be completely
subscrvient. No Malay who loves his country will ever be prepared to allow this
to happen.2!

Indeed, the Malays readily joined the armed forces to fight the
communist guerrillas and this was a major factor in perpetuating Sino-
Malay animosity. As Anthony Short remarks:

From the beginning of the insurrcction the situation within Malaya alone was
sufficient to create a good deal of tension between the Malay and Chinese
communitics. Most apparent was the racial comporsition of the combatant forces:
armed Chinese guerillas and numerous Chinese supporters on the one side, Malay
police, soldiers and special constabulary on the other. Superficially, this could be
and often was taken as the general alignment of the two communiies: the Chinese
were supporting the insurrection, the Malays were resisting it. The fact that so
many leaders of the two communitics should call so often for others to trust them
was perhaps itself a sufficient indication of the dangerous lack of trust that
existed. ..

Short continues:

It is perhaps worth making the point that in Scptember 148 the Federation of
Malaya was only six months old. The Constitution had already been changed
once since the war and the new one seemed open to specific cmphasis and even
amendments. The cxtreme statement of Malay opinion, often expressed by
Utusan Melayu, was that Malaya belonged to the Malays: an argument which
principally though not entirely was dirccted against the Chinese. Thus it was
objected that there were 100 many Chincse consulates in Malaya—representatives,
that s, of the Chinese Nationalist Government—and it was feared that the
Chinese Government might take advantage of the cxisting state of emergency to
assert the rights of Chinese. Where Malays were counting their numbers in the
forces fighting the terrorists, the Chinese consuls, said Majlis, were busy calcu-
lating the amount of Chinese losses and the total of Chinese casualtics. 2

The British Government itsclf was well aware of the seriousness of the
problem. As carly as 1949, one of the most influential and persuasive
diplomats that Britain had ever sent to Malaya perceived the wisdom of
aiding the multiracial population of the Peninsula to achieve closer unity
for its own political benefit. This was Malcolm MacDonald who became
Governor-General of the Malayan Union and Singapore in 1946 and later
served as British Commissioner-General for South-East Asia. 2 Having
established friendly relations with Malayan leaders, especially Dato Onn
bin Jaafar, Tan Cheng Lock and E.E.C. Thuraisingham, MacDonald
intimated to them that the political future of Malaya would be better
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assured if they put their heads together and worked for the common good
of the country.2¢ A direct q of this from
MacDonald was the setting up of the Communities Liaison Committee
(CLC) in January 1949. The members were E.E.C. Thuraisingham
(chairman), Dato Onn bin Jaafar, Tan Cheng Lock, Dato Panglima Bukit
Gantang, Yong Shook Lin, Sir Roland Braddell, Dr Mustapha bin
Osman, Lee Tiang Keng, Saleh Hakim, C. C, Tan, Zainal Abidin bin
Haji Abbas, and Malcolm MacDonald (first as 'liaison officer’ and lateras
an observer).

Although it is true that Dato Onn had convencd a meeting of leaders
of the main communities in his home in December 1948 for informal
exchanges of views on the c blems of Malaya, i ly
"to discuss and study the sources of inter-racial frictions with a view to
finding ways and means of eliminating them’, it was after the CLC came
into being that concrete efforts were made in the matter.2S The CLC met
several times during the next two years and discussed such fundamental
constituti issues as citizenship, education, the i duction of elecs-
ions to local councils and the Federal Legislative Council, and ways and
means of resolving social and economic disparities between the Malays
and non-Malays. On the last point, in particular, there was a general
consensus that if the Malays were expected to share their political rights
with the non-Malays, the latter must assist the Malays to attain social and
economic parity with the non-Malays.2¢ The CLC thus promoted a
political and economic *bargain’ between the Malays and the non-Malays
in the course of deciding the political future of Malaya: ‘The Communi-
ties Liaison Committee had come to the conclusion that the Malays
would sacrifice their privileged political position only if they could be
aided in securing a greater share of their country's wealth.'27

It can be said that the work of the CLC was the first attempt by a
communally representative group of Malayan leaders to pin-point and
suggest solutions to the basic problems of their country. Tan Cheng Lock
declared emphatically:

One of the principal abjects of the Communities Lisison Committee i to bridge
the yawning gulf that now exists between the communities. If there was no such
gulf there might perhaps be no need for the Communitis Lizison Committee.
Obviously then we shall have o face squarely the causes for [sic]this gulf, one of
which, 1 take it, is the present Constitution of the Federation of Malaya2s

Indirectly, the CLC discussions on citizensh ip led to the passage of the
1952 Ordinance ding the 1948 C ituti develop in
education policy, such as the appointment of the Barnes and Fenn-Wu
Committees, to be discussed below, also owed much to the attention
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given by the CLC to curriculum and language problems. Last but not
least, the CLC initiated moves to demand from the British authoritics the
speedy introduction of party politics in the Peninsula. Of the political and
economic ‘bargain’ between the Malays and the non-Malays, Dato
E. E. C. Thuraisingham said, years later, ‘It is true. I and others believed
that the backward Malays should be given a better deal. Malays should be
assisted to ataain parity with non-Malays to forge a united Malayan
Nation of cquals'.2*

Notwithstanding the endeavours of Malcolm MacDonald and the
CLC, racial animosity continued to exist owing to a number of
developments. There was, for example, the problem of National Service.
On 15 December 1950 the High Commissioner, Sir Henry Gurney,
announced conscription measures which gave authority to the Govern-
ment to direct all males between 17 and 45 to perform military or police
service. The firse step was registration for the 18-24 age group. A total of
somc 290,000 persons were involved. The manpower regulations deeply
disturbed the Chinese and by the end of 1951 only 1,800 Chinese had been
conscripted. The majority of these were English-educated. Thousands of
Chinese youths fled from Malaya first to Singapore and then to Hong
Kong or China. The leading Chincse papers did not lend their support to
the Government's conscription measures. The Sin Chew Jit Pao felt that
students, skilled workers in agriculture, commerce and industry and
teachers should be exempted as well as the eldest son or only son in a
particular family. The Nanyang Siang Pao stressed that the Chinese should
be granted citizenship first, before they could be called upon to fight the
communists. The China Press preferred that national service should be on
avoluntary basis. Even Tan Cheng Lock, who had no strong political ties
with China, came out to defend the Chinese attitude on the ground that it
had traditionally been the case that the Chinese would accord loyalty first
to the family and locality rather than to the nation. Morcover, the
Western idea of social obhgzuon was alien to them.*® When in 1954 the

G d the National Regi: ion system
and the National Service Act, which required everyone to register for an
identity card and subjected able-bodied men between 18 and 20 to
possible compulsory military service, students of Chinese schools staged
protests and as disorder mounted the Government temporarily closed
down cight of the schools.!

The unwillingness of Chinese youths to serve in the armed forces to
fight the communist guerrillas inevitably gave the Malays the impression
that the Chinese did not ideatify themselves politically with Malaya. The
Sino-Malay situation had so detcriorated that even the popular leader of
UMNO, Dato Onn, could not persuade it to accept non-Malays into the
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party and Dato Onn's now celebrated resignation from the party in
protest did nothing to alter the resolute stand of UMNO members. Itis
pertinent to note that when, subsequently, Dato Onn proceeded to form
a non-c | political party—the Independence of Malaya Party
(IMP)~Tunku Abdul Rahman, the new President of UMNO, remarked
that by Icaving UMNO and forming the IMP, Dato Onn had sold away
the Malays' rights and heritage to other races.32

The scriousness of the racial situation may be further illustrated by a
reference to the subject of the resettlement of the Chinese rural
population (otherwise known as the Briggs Plan). Onc of the significant
results of the armed confrontation between the British and the MCP was ;-
that the phical location of a sub ial number of the Peninsula’s
inhabitants was deliberately altered. In a concerted effort to stop the
thousands of mainly Chinese squatters on the jungle fringes from
continuing to render various forms of aid to the Malayan Races
Liberation Army, the Federation Government began mapping out plans
as early as 1949, when Gurney was High Commissioner, to resettle these
squatters in so-called New Villages located in suitable and accessible parts
of the Peninsula. It was not an casy undertaking, inasmuch as the sites of
the New Villages had to have basic necessities such as habitable and arable
land, roads, water, protection from MRLA incursions and, where funds
permitted, an electricity supply.33

The first organized settdement was at Mawai, near Kota Tinggi in
Johor. Out of a score of such schemes half were abandoned for lack of
funds and coordination by the Federal and State Governments in their
implementation. “The situation required not only a comprehensive
scheme for the whole of the country and funds to finance this, but also 2
man able to galvanize the Administration into dinary action’.34
The resettlement effort had in effect become a strategic as well as a major
social problem.

Morc taxing for the planners, the majority of the sites had to be
acquired from land gazetted as Malay Reservation which, as the title
implies, could be settled and used only by Malays. In accordance with the
1948 Federation Agreement land, which had abruptly become a British
responsibility under the Malayan Union proposals, had been ‘restored’ as
a matter of jurisdiction to the Malay Rulers. It took Gurncy nearly two
years to convince the Rulers that the resettlement scheme ‘wasnot only a
question of military survival, but a vital step in promoting racial
harmony and equality, without which the date of independence might
well be delayed”.?® The Rulers agreed to release land for siting the New
Villages, and the *villagers were cligible for permanent title to this
land".36 It has been correctly said that such agreement on land use ‘would
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have been inconceivable in the days before the Emergency when the
Malays would have demanded adherence to old promises, which ac-
knowledged the complete rights of the Malays'.3”

In actual fact, by 1952 security forces, special constables, government
officials and social welfare workers had helped to resettle over 423,000
squatters into some 410 New Villages.?® It should be noted that, though
Gurney initiated it was Li G | Sir Harold
Briggs who concentrated on the plans for it during his appointment as
civilian Director of Operations from April 1950 to November 1951. No
less significant, it was Templer, with his soldierly professionalism, who
improved upon and made a notable success of the Briggs Plan as a
strategic and social programme. Many years later Templer explained,
‘Oh yes, the plan was Briggs' all right. But he had no power to implement
it effectively, until Sir Winston Churchill appointed me High Com-
missioner and Director of Operations and I swallowed the Briggs Plan,
hook, linc and sinker".%

The social and political significance of the resettlement cffort has been

summarized thus:

Ac first essentially 2 scurity measure, the resctdement programme developed
into a battle for the hearts and minds of the people. Victory in this bacdl, it was
hoped, would help to raisc a new generation of Chinese with  stake in the
country. Completion of this process would change the New Villages from
reservoirs of resentment into bastions of loyal Malayan citizenry. It was 2 dream,
but there was a chance of its coming truc.%0

The process involved the removal of about half a million people from
isolated areas of the jungle fringes to a community life in the New
Villages; these were linked by road and often also by railway to the other
population centres of Malaya, which thus cnabled the Federal and State
Governments to extend social amenitics and welfare to the Villages.

Ultimately, local government councils werc initiated and leaders from
among the villagers themselves were entrusted with the responsibility of
running their village affairs.4!

The unfortunate aspect of the Briggs Plan, however, was that most of
the New Villages were populated by Chinese. This, and the failure of a
few multiracial oncs, led to the development of what amounted to
Chinese ghettos in many areas. The Villages eventually helped to
prolong, if not accentuate, the polznuunn of voting and political
prefe along I lines, i as I bloc votes
often came from the Villages. No less important, within the context of
this study, is the fact that the resettlement schemes caused not a little
resentment among the Chinese affected. Means comments:
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C measures und by the G also tended to
intensify communal antagonisms. Rural Chinese who cultivated vegetable plots
or rubber small-holdings were uprooted from their often illegal land holdings and
sent to detention camps for *screening’ or, after 1950, to ‘new villages' where they
could be brought within cffective government control so as to prevent their
giving willing (or unwilling) support to the guerrillas. The use of collective
punishment, preventive detention and summary deportation’ were all mea-
sures employed almost exclusively to punish Chinese for proven or suspected
support of the Communist cause. Food denial measures, which under severe
carcumstances involved communal cooking of food, added to the grievances of
these rescrtled Chinese ‘squatters'. Although the government provided physical
amenitics and social services to the new villages, the total impact of government
policy frequently caused hardship and grievances among the very people whose
cooperation was cssential for defeating the Communist guerrillas.<2

Ironically enough the very same measure which the Chinese so resented
also caused dissatisfaction among the Malays—what the Chinese regarded
as ‘punishment’, the Malays regarded as ‘favour’. In the period 1951-3,
Malay leaders and the Malay press repeatedly complained that the
Gi was neglecting Malay kampongs. One Malay paper pointed
out that ‘Malays in the kampongs are left with their old lamps, wellsin a
wretched state and muddy roads. They should ask if that is what they
ought to receive in return for the loyalty they show the government,
whereas persons whose loyalty the government cannot depend upon are
given all amenities and comforts."#? In the Municipal Council of Kuala
Lumpur, Abdullah Yassin complained that in the adjoining areas of
Sentul and Setapak ‘Only one pipc is available for the people of three
kampongs and that pipe is situated right in the town of Sentul, that is half
a mile from cach kampong. At the same time, the kampongs are dirty
because pigs and cows are allowed to be reared near the kampongs.'44
The subject was also brought up in the Federal Council in 1951 and again
in 1952, on both occasions by Dato Haji Mohammed Eusoff who com-
plained that the Government was apathetic towards the development of
Malay socicty. He warned that if the situation was not remedied then ‘in
solving one cmergency, we start another which might be more
serious.. .. let us not give too much when it is too late” .45 The tone of press
reports and speeches by Malay illors and politicians throughout the
country was basically the he G was discriminating
against Malay kampongs and therefore the Malays werc losing confi-
dence in the Government.

It was a symptom of the time: every action, every development was

o ST

y seen and interp c . Racial pol. in
fact, was by no means a less serious problem than communism. What
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made the situation even more acute was the reality that communalism
and communism  were no( two separate problems. Communism and all
its lism. Yet surprisingly, the country
was able to make constitutional progress towards independence.

Constitutional Devel dun'ngrhe" rgency

P
The imposition of rigid and wids ging R ions in
June 1948 prompted most of the ecarlier pohucal groupings cither to
dissolve voluntarily or to suspend activitics; some, such as the Malayan
Communist Party (MCP) and the Angkatan Pemuda Insaf (API), were
banned.*¢ Hence, constitutional discussions on the country’s future werc
apparently placed in abeyance until the stringency and threat to stability
of the Emergency abated. But, upon closer scrutiny, it can be seen that the
stringent years of the Emergency were actually the seed-time of political
developments which accelerated Malaya's progress towards  in-
dependence.

One of these developments concerned the question of Malayan
citizenship. The Malayan Union scheme had intended to confer jus soli
citizenship (i.c., to confer citizenship on all persons born in the Union or
Singapore on or after Malayan Umon D:y) bur Malay opposmon to (hu
led to the tight up of ci hip p in the 1948 Fe
Ag In terms of p i ionhood, too, the federal
citizenship provisions of 1948 had one mi]or limitation. Citizenship, it
was explained,

... was not a nationality, neither could it develop into a nationality. It would not
affect or impair, in any respect whatever, the status of British subjects in the
Settlements or the status of subjects of Rulers in the Malay Staes. It s an addition
t0, and not a subtraction from, nationality and could be a qualification for elec-
toral rights, for membership of Councils and for employment in Government
services, and it could confer other privileges and impose obligations.+”

Because the 1948 federal citizenship was not a nationality, it failed to instil
among many non-Malays who were eligible for it that feeling of
Malayan consciousness and allegiance which was a prerequisite for
national integration. It tended to delay the realization among Chinesc and
Indians who were qualified for federal citizenship that they had much
more in common with the Malays than with their ethnic brethren in
China or India after the Second World War

Nevertheless, the 1948 citizenship provisions did have some b I
cffects. They brought about a widening interest among the people of
Malaya in the importance of citizenship per se as their country moved
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towards independence. It was estimated that the total number of federal
citizens by operation of law and by application was 3,275,000 at the end of
1950. Of this figure, 2,500,000 were Malays, 500,000 Chinese and 230,000
Indians.** With the population of Malaya atabout 5,226,500 in 1950, this
meant that in less than three years after the administrative unification
of the Peninsula, Malaya had citizens who numbered about 63 per cent
of the total population. Thus a citizenry, an essential component of
nationhood, had been created by the 1948 Federation.

The widening interest in citizenship led to the passage of the Feder-
ation -of Malaya (Amendment) Ordinance 1952 which provided two
new methods of acquiring federal citizenship. One of these was by being
a citizen of the United Kingdom and Colonics and born in the Settle-
ments (Penang and Malacca) or Federation together with certain resi-
dential qualifications.+® Secondly, a person could become a federal
citizen by first becoming a subject of one of the nine Malay Rulers.50
These provisions were meant mainly for non-Malays, as Malays auto-
matically were citizens of the Federation as well as subjects of the Rulers
in their respective states. This automatic provision for the Malays had
been established and left unaltered since the days of the Malayan Union
and its replacement by the 1948 Federation. The definition of a ‘Malay’
was, and has been until this writing, constitutionally a person who (a)
habitually speaks the Malay language; (b) professes the Islamic religion;
and (c) conforms to Malay custom.5t

The 1952 Ordi intained the provisi on language qualifi-
cations as they existed in the 1948 Federation Agreement. Among other
things, reasonable proficiency in ‘Malay or English’ was required of the

i for registration or lization as federal citizens. Like the
Malayan Union proposals, but unlike the 1948 Federation Agreement,
the 1952 Ordi disall dual citizenship that is to say it required
the renunciation of any other nationality or citizenship before a person
could become a federal citizen of Malaya.52 This prohibition of dual
citizenship acted as a strong incentive for the non-Malays to consider
seriously the practicality of taking up federal citizenship for the alter-
native would have been sooner or later to return to their countries of
origin or face life as aliens or stateless persons in the Federation,

The various ions which arose ining to citizenship from 1946
10 1952 were important signposts in Malaya's development towards
nationhood; that is, they were indicative of the growing preoccupation
with evolving a nation-state in the Peninsula, No less significant was the
direct result of the passage of the 1952 Ordinance: ‘And so from midnight
on September 14, 1952, 1,200,000 Chinese—sixty per cent of the Chinese
in Malaya-and 180,000 Indians became Malayan citizens. Many others
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were able to apply for citizenship under the new law which had
substantially relaxed the conditions.™s? Ratnam writes:

....it may be established that, at the end of 1953, approximately 4,424,650 persons
had cither already become citizens or posscssed the birth qualification necessary to
become registered as such. Sine the total population of the country at this time
was cstimated at 5,705,952, this means that only about 1,281,300 persons were not
included in any of the above categories and, significanly, 911,300 of them were in
fact born outside the country. 4

Thus, even though the 1952 Ordinance fell short of declaring a single

lity for Malaya, i as the Nationality postu-
lated no less than nine ‘different nationalities in a small country'* the
liberalization of the ci hip provisions of the 1948 Federation Agree-

ment acted as a clear stimulus to the cvolution of a Malayan people of
different cthnic origins, bound by a common citizenship and moving
together towards the goal of full self-government. Ratnam’s calcula-
tions demonstrate that Malaya was already a state and potentially a nation
with nearly 80 per cent of its total population already citizens or clearly
eligible to become citizens.

By 1953 too the sccurity situation of the Peninsula had greatly
improved so that military orders issuing from King's House, General
Templer's headquarters in Kuala Lumpur since he took over as High
Commissioner and Director of Operations in February 1952, tended
more and more to sound less stringent.*® The lessening of the threat from
the MCP forces from 1953 onwards enabled the Federation Government
to place more emphasis on political considerations for the future of the
Peninsula. The Emergency itself was to a considerable degree a war
between two conflicting ideologies, the ism of the MCP and the
liberal parliamentary tradition of the British.57 In the long run, the
British were the more successful for the Malayans at large tended to prefer
the ideals of Her majesty’s Government to the dialectics of the MCP.

A point to bear in mind is that while constitutional and political
developments occurred in the 1950s Malayans experienced the use of
some parliamentary processes of g with the g
and guidance of the British. Thus, even before party politics developed
later in the 19505, the British authorities made one significant constitu-
tional concession. This was the introduction in April 1951 of the so-
called ‘Member System’ ‘whereby in accordance with a resolution of the
Federal Legislative Council, nine of the official members were made

ponsible for various dep and functions of G S
The nine ‘portfolios’ introduced were: Member for Home Affairs;
Member for Economic Affairs; Member for Agriculture and Forestry;
Member for Health; Member for Education; Member for Industrial and




IN QUEST OF RACIAL UNITY 91

Social Relations; Member for Lands, Mines and Communications;
Member for Works and Housing; and Member for Railways and Posts.
In February 1954, after some reshuffling of ministerial responsibilities and
the addition of the portfolios of Member for Local Government,
Housing and Town Planning; Member for Posts and Telecommuni-
cations; Member for Transport; and Member for Natural Resources,
seven of the portfolios were held by Malayan ‘non-official members of
the legislature’. These were Dato Sir Onn bin Jaafar (Home Affairs),
Tunku Yaacob ibni Al-Marhum Sultan Abdul Hamid Halim Shah
(Natural Resources), Dr Lee Tiang Keng (Health), Dato E.E.C.
Thuraisingham (Education), H. . Lee (Transport), Dato Nik Ahmad
Kamil bin Haji Mahmood (Local Government, Housing and Town
Planning) and Dato Mahmud bin Mat (Posts and Telecommuni-
cations).5%

The Member System turned out to be the precursor of the cabinet
system of government in Malaya; but its introduction and wse also
represented an important stage in the growth of inter-communal
cooperation in the country, albeit only at the leadership level. The
Member System evidently afforded leaders of the different races
opportunities to excrcise i inisteri P ilities while
working in common for the achicvement of independence. It also tended
to create a precedent whereby in the future Malayan nation the central
cabinet would be multiracial,

The Growth of Party Politics

Party politics had begun with the formation of the Malay Nationalist
Party (MNP) in September 1945 as the Ppost-war successor of the KMM,
PETA and KRIS; the formation of the Malayan Democratic Union
(MDU) in December 1945; the formal establishment of UMNO in May
1946; the quict formation of the Malayan Indian Congress (MIC) in
August 1946 and the establishment of the PUTERA-AMCJA grand
coalition. There was, however, little scope for the development of pan-
Malayan popular appeal among the political parties until the electoral
process was introduced. This was done during the later years of the
Emergency, partly in an endeavour to convince the people of Malaya
that, unlike the authoritarian MCP, the British believed in giving them
the right to choose the type of government and political system they
preferred and partly as a corollary of the British pledge contained in the
Directive to Templer “that Malaya should in due course become 2 fully
self-governing nation’. Thus, party politics developed in the 1950s as an
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agency by which the struggle for political emancipation and the ultimate
goal of Malayan nationhood could be widely debated and decided upon
in an inter-communal manner by the people of Malaya themselves.
The political partics which functioned during the reactions to and
discussions on the Malayan Union and the 1948 Federation proposals
took up issucs largely from the standpoints of pressure groups agitating
for the redress of immediate grievances, such as UMNO's fight for the
restoration of traditional Malay political rights and the PUTERA-
AMCJA's advocacy of liberal social democracy for Malaya but the party
politics which developed in the 19508 evinced more clearly the pattern of
a consistent and increasingly steadfast struggle to gain self-rule for
Malaya.#® The introduction of municipal and town council clections
between 1951 and 1955 promoted this pattern;®* and the formation ofthe
Alliance, between UMNO and the MCA, to contest the 1952 Kuala

Lumpur icipal clections underlined the of the leaders of
the two parties that, in politics as in every other major aspect of public life,
there must be inter- | amity and ion if the long:

goal of attaining independence was to be seriously pursued and realized.
The CLC had carlier established the pattern of inter-communal
bargaining for the future well-being of Malaya. Dato Onn indeed
attempted to convince other UMNO leaders that the Malays ‘must get
into action and wholeheartedly co-operate with the other communities in
order that the aims of UMNO-one nationality speaking onc lang-
uage—can be achieved'.52 He succeeded in getting UMNO to accept non-
Malays as associate members who had no voting right; but, as
mentioned earlier, when he pressed for the admission of non-Malay
federal citizens as full members of UMNO, he not only faced strong
opposition but ended up having to resign and form his own Indcpend-
ence of Malaya Party (IMP) in Scptember 1951.%
The IMP was a non-communal party which strove to unite the various
ities to work for sclf-g within ten years; democratic
clections to local government by 1953 and to the central legislature based
on adult suffrage by 195s; frec and compulsory clementary education for
all between the ages of 6 and 12 years by 1955; Malayanization of the
public service and creation of a Malayan service as opposed to the colonial
service; improved social services in the rural areas in particular; subsidies
and guaranteed prices to cultivators; the granting of the full fruits of their
industry to workers; and reform of the feudal system in the Malay
states.® In many ways it is fair to say that the IMP ‘represented a poli-
tical crystallization of the co-operative aspirations of the C iti
Liaison Committee’.¢3 But the IMP failed to gain the support of both
Malays and non-Malays which was vital to its programme. The Malays
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almost entirely opposed the IMP and the Chinese and Indians felt reluct-
ant to support a party which could not even get the confidence of the
community its leader hailed from. Essentially, the failure of the IMP
demonsmud that, notwnhsundmg the energetic efforts to foster inter-

and ion, Malayan politics were still
heavily charged with cummumhsm at the time. The Malays continued to
unite solidly behind UMNO under its new lcader, Tunku Abdul
Rahman,®¢ while the Chinese were to concentrate their political efforts
in the MCA for ycars to come.

The MCA was founded in February 1949, originally as a welfare
association to assist in the implementation of the Briggs Plan of resettling
squatters into New Villages.®” While the British managed to exercise
better control of the Chinesc through it, the MCA also enabled wealthy
Chinese to develop a counter-organization to the MCP and moreover
helped in ori ing the Chinese ity towards a Malayan out-
look.®® At the inaugural meeting of the MCA in February 1949 Tan
Cheng Lock highlighted what may be described 2 the pre-occupation of
the period, namely the desire for inter- ding in order
to attain independence. He said:

The people of Malaya can only constitute a Nationality if the different
Communities making up its mixed ion are united among themselves by
common sympathics and fellow-fecling and reconcile themselves to living
ogether in peace and harmony under equal rights and laws.

Henceitisa matter of supreme si ! ity thata
basic purpose of this organization must be the attaining of inter-communal
understanding and friendship, particularly, between the Malays and the Chinese,
the two major races which form between them about 88% of the population of
Malaya. ...

The Chinesc in Malaya have come to stay and Must Wake up and Unite not only
among themselves but also with the Malays and other Communities to make this
land, which feeds, nourishes and sustains us, one country and onc nation and the
abject of their loyalty, love and devotion.¢®

It may be said that the MCA was the first political party to attempt to
unify the Chinese in Malaya as a community and in a communal manner
for inter-communal purposes. It was the first wide-ranging attempt to
make the Chinese in Malaya realize that their social, economic and
political welfare were far more deeply involved in the future of Malaya
than in that of their traditional homeland. There was a growing
awareness, particularly because that homeland appeared to be succumb-
ing to Mao Tse-tung and the Chinese Communist Party, that the number
of political options. for the mainly capitalist-oriented Malayan Chinese
was diminishing; and that onc of these was the choice of Malaya as their
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real home and the object of their loyalty in common with the other
communities of the Peninsula.

The wish to cooperate with other communities bore its first fruit when
UMNO and the MCA entcred an alliance to contest the Kuala Lumpur
municipal elections in 1952.7° Apart from the UMNO-MCA alliance,
the IMP was the main contender in the elections. Out of the 12 seats
contested the Alliance won 9 and the IMP 2, while the last scat went to an
Independent. In the course of 1952 and 1953, the Alliance won 94 out of
124 seats in municipal and town council elections.”* Mindful of future
developments and with much political acumen, the successes were ac-
knowledged in these terms:

The Alliance is grateful to the peoples of the Federation for giving practically 100
percent of the clected seats in the Town, Municipal, State and Settlement
Councils to Alliance candidates in elections held so far, and hopes that the people
will continue to give its candidates the same measure of support in the Federal
elections, to enable it to carry out its policies and programmes for the

of the peoples 0 a self ing and then an
independent nation.”?

Their electoral successes encouraged the UMNO and MCA to consider
the possibility of making their alliance more permanent, both for future
political purposes and to foster a combined leadership in the struggle for
Malayan independence. This solidarity between the two largest com-
munitics, the Malays and Chinese, who formed ‘between them about
88% of the population of Malaya’, mcrmmgly became the sine qua non of
the nationalist move towards ind The inter- 1leader-
ship of the Alliance was i ing the most lin
the popular quest for self-rule. Indccd this leadership achicved a further
triumph in the 1955 federal elections.

The 1955 Elections: the Dawn of Nationhood

While the clectoral process was being introduced in the various local
councils, senom thinking was taking p]acc about :x!mdmg it to
‘national’, insul: delevel. A was inted in July 1953
‘to examine lhc question of elections to the chcral l.cguhuvc Council
and constitutional changes in the Federal Government arising there-

from".”® The Elections C d d the establi ofa
ly-clected and partly d uni legislature, and gave the
) vitally d with nationalism that:

While clearly recognising that the ultimate objective must be a fully elected-
legislature which would be truly represcntative of all major elements in the
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Federation, i that devel h y havenot
yet rndu.-d the stage when all aspects of the political and economic life of the

would be through the electoral process.”
Special representation for racial mmomus in the legislature was

idered, but it *was felt that sep ion would be undesirabl

insofar as it might delay the realization of a united Malayan nation where
the separate racial groups would be integrated and would find their
political voice through bodies organised on non-racial lines’.?® Similarly,
but clearly of more crucial importance to the political future of Malaya,
the Elections Committee rejected any ion of a 1 voting
system:

The Committec is of the opinion that to adopt such a system would not be in
keeping with the agreed object of promoting national unity amongst the peoples
of Malaya and might arrest the process of assimilation and co-operation which is
50 essential if the country is to have a single united people. We, therefore, agreed
hat el should not take place basis, but thatall

should participate together in voting on a common basis and that candidates
should be elected by individual territorial constituencies and not by individual
communities.”®

The voting age was to be 21 years and over. Out of the total population of
Malaya of 5.7 million, ‘the number of persons who are or could become
citizens would be of the order of 4.4 million of whom approximately
onc-half are over 21 years of age’.”” Voting was not made compulsory.

It was eventually agreed that 52 out of 98 members of the Federal
chuhnvc Council would be elected. A Conmm:ncy Dcl.\nnuun

ission divided the Federation into 52 singl

cies. A system of ‘weightage’ for sparsely-populated states, such as
Kelantan and Trengganu, was employed, *having regard to the greater
d]fﬁ(ully of contacting voters in the country districts and other

di ges facing rural i ".7% The administrative arrange-
ments necessary for holding the elections were meticulously carried out.
These included the registration of voters, the i and training of

returning officers and polling station staff, the work of the information

services in publicizing the elections and explaining the purposes and value

of the electoral process to the public, and the security provisions needed to
ensure the safety of the campaign and voting.

Itseems clear that the people of Malaya went to their first national poll

on :7 ]uly 1955 wn.h an awan.-nw that their country was not only

lop and the i ionalization of

party politics but also moving on the road to independence. The 1955

elections were after all a partial fulfilment of the promise, in the Colonial

Office Directive quoted earlier, that the people of Malaya could ‘count
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on the powerful and inui i of HM. G notonly
in the immediate task of defeating the terrorists but in the longer-term
objective of forging a united Malayan nation”. At all events, the 1955 poll
was keenly contested as will be seen below.

Of the 46 nominated seats in the Federal Legislative Council, 3 were
for representatives of the Ceylonese, Eurasian and Aboriginal minorities;
22 went to ‘scheduled interests’ (6 for Commerce, 6 for Planting, 4 for
Mining, 2 for Agriculture and Husbandry, and 4 for Trade Unions); 7
were ‘nominated reserved seats’; 11 were taken up by the State and
Settlement members; and 3 were for representatives of the Ceylonese,
Eurasian and Aboriginal minorities (despite the rejection of communal
representation by the Elections Commission) because the British Govern-
ment felt that the interests of these groups should not be submerged. The
remaining 3 seats were retained for ex-officio members. In addition,
there was to be a Speaker of the legislature.?® In short, the composition
of the new legislaturc reflected a compromise between direct democracy,
in the sense of a fully-clected house, and the demands of immediate
Malayan consensus, in that the local social, economic and political
realitics had to be provided for. But the fundamental spirit and intent of
the exercise remained, namely that with the implementation of the
electoral process at national level the scope for the people of Malaya to
think further and decide upon the national future of their country would
be considerably broadened.

Briefly, the parties which contested the 1955 clections were the
Alliance, Party Negara, the Labour Party of Malaya, the National
Association of Perak (NAP), the Perak Malay League, the Perak
Progressive Party (PPP), the Pan-Malayan Islamic Party (PMIP), and 18
Indcpendents.®® (The Alliance now included the MIC which joined it just
before the elections.) The First Election Report summed up the results of
the poll in clear language:

The UMNO/MCA/MIC Alliance won fifty-one of the fifty-two seats for elected

Members in the new Legislative Council. The only seat lost by the Alliance was
the Krian Constituency of Perak, which was the scene of a three-cornered  fighe

with the Pan-Malayan 1 y candidate just ahead of the Al
18,685 t0 8,235 votes] and with the National Association of Perak candidate 3
rather poor third. The Alliance 80 per cent. of

the total votes cast, and in cach of the 51 constitucncics in which the Alliance was
successful, their candidate obtained more than twice 25 many votes as any of his
rivals.*t

The clectoral and thercfore political ascendancy of the Alliance was

evident from the 1955 poll onwards.®? Its electoral success also enabled
the Alliance to claim that it had the mandate to lead Malaya to
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independence; this accounts for the fact that the negotiations towards
Merdeka (Freedom) during the following two years were largely
undertaken by the Alliance vis-d-vis the British.

The 1955 clections demonstrated some special features in the demo-
cratic process in Malaya. Apart from the adoption of different plat-
forms, the various parties also evinced in varying degrees communal
preferences in their campaigns. The NAP, which was formed in 1953 and
led by the Dato Panglima Bukit Gantang, the Menteri Besar of Perak
from 1948 to 1957, had support from mainly conservative and aristocratic
Malays even though it professed to be non-communal. In the clections it
reached an understanding with Party Negara not to contest the same
constituencies. The Perak Malay League, which had existed since 1946,
was by 1955 composed of splinter groups from UMNO and the NAP,
and supported Independents in addition to fielding its own candidates.
The League adopted a communal as well as religious linc in its campaign.
The Labour Party of Malaya was the re-grouping of several ‘labour
partics’ formed in the carly 1950s; it supported trade union demands and
advocated socialist policies which included public ownership of basic
industries.*> The PPP likewisc was the renamed faction of a ‘labour
party’ in Ipoh and propounded aims similar to thosc of the Labour Party.
The Labour Party and the PPP were the early instances of political groups
formed along class as distinct from communal divisions, although both
tended to draw their support mainly from the non-Malays.

Party Negara was the successor to the IMP and came into being in
February 1954 under the leadership of Dato Onn, who was then Member
for Home Affairs in the Federation Government. Unlike the largely non-
communal IMP, Party Negara was openly pro-Malay. It was partly due
to Dato Onn’s identification with the British Malayan administration at
the time that Party Negara, in spite of its communal pro-Malay platform,
did poorly in the 1955 clections. (Of the total number of registered voters
in the elections 84.2 per cent were Malays.)* In a valedictory vein, one
commentator summed up:

As for the Party Negara, its overwhelming defeat may be regretted in that many

considered it the only party capable of offering any effective opposition in the

new Council to the Alliance steam-roller. And the defeat of its leaders, Dato Onn,

in his home town of Johore Bahru was a sad ending to the carcer of one who has

played such a prominent part in Malayan public life. His downfall must be

attributed to scrious errors of judgement and to a profound inability to
derstand the psychology of colonial nationalism.*5

The PMIP (later known as Parti Islam Se Tanah Melayu or PAS) was an
off-shoot of UMNO and was another communally-based party.® The
PMIP sought to re-establish Malaya as a Malay country with an Islamic
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social system in which there would be no scparation between religion and
government. Evidently, the 1955 clections were keenly contested and
demonstrated the ability of the various partics to pursue specific political,
cconomic and social issues as befits the party-political system.

The very process of introducing the clectoral machinery at pan-
Malayan level was a recognition on the part of the British that Malaya had
to be granted self-government in the foresceable future. The politics of
the 1955 clections were largely the politics of independence. Each of the
main parties viewed the political future in terms of Malayan indepen-
dence and nationhood. The PMIP, while insisting upon the elevation of
the Malay community into a nation in which Islam would be established
as the state rclxg\on and thc Mahys cﬂ':cuvcly given primacy over the
other ized the imperative need to end
British rule and achieve independence before erecting a theocratic state
‘and proposing that Malay nationalism should unite the Malays wherever
they might be’.87 Party Negara viewed the 195§ elections as an invaluable
step towards self-rule. Its clection manifesto pledged inter alia ‘to secure

dence by 1960 under a ion to be drafted by a Constituent
Asscmb]y'."

The British authorities had noted that ‘the moderation and good sense
of the proposals of the Federal Elections Committee are in themselves an
indication of political understanding and maturity which justify making
the first step towards a fully clected Legislature substantially greater than
has been customary elsewhere’.% The orderly clectoral victory of the
Alliance in the first general clections vindicated the confidence of the
British in the political maturity of the Malayan leaders.

For the Alliance leaders, the clectorate’s solid support for their
platform of Merdeka within four years after the poll greatly encouraged
them to work for that freedom by moderate constitutional and demo-
cratic means. The overwhelming Alliance victory also indicated that the
voters preferred an inter-communal approach to politics to the ex-
clusivistand communal policies of Party Negara and the PMIP. As for the
Labour Party of Malaya, its failure to gain cven one seat in the 1955
clections is largely attributable to its emphasis upon the ideas of socialism
without being able to put its message of social justice across, especially to
the rural dwellers who should have formed its main source of support
along with the urban workers and labourers.
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4
A Nation is Born ’

Tt political developments in Malaya between 1948 and 1955 had plainly
prepared the way to self-rule. Since the 19555 elections were largely con-
cerned with the politics of attaining independence, it is not surprising that
after its undisputed electoral victory, the Alliance set out to fulfil its
pledge of achicving Merdcka for the Peninsula. But there were still some
major problems to be d before independence could be achiev-
cd, notably those of education, language and ci i

Education and Language

Under British rule and ‘protection’ before 1946, the Straits Settlements,
the Federated Malay States (FMS) and the Unfederated Malay States
(UEMS) had a ically thought-out p of educati
which was subtly geared to the maintenance of a plural socicty in Malaya
and which kept the Malays backward and rural.

Malay pupils were given frec clementary education in Jawi (Malay in
Arabic scripr) and in R d Malay from the beginning of the twen-
ticth century. The development of Malay education in the pre-war
period has been well summed up as follows:

The introduction of Malay Schools into the lfe of the Malays which began in
the Nincteenth Century, did not meet with success initially, due to the resistance
from the old religious tradition of learning. Gradually however, Malay schools
began to be accepted, and after the first quarter of the present century, they were
in great demand from the people.

During its approximately sixty years’ history, up to 1941, the Malay school
system was never raised, nor was it intended to be, beyond its primary level. Tts
aim was never beyond that of elimination of illiteracy. While the seatus and the
aim never changed, the administration aspect of it did change from time to time.

The Sultan Idris Training College (SITC) at Tanjung Malim began a
threc-year curriculum to train Malay teachers in 1922. The successful
trainees from this College were intended for schools in the Straits Settle-
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ments, the FMS and the UFMS. Considerable development took place at
the SITC until the Japanese Occupation, its accommodation being
extended and its curriculum widencd. Bu, despite all this, the Malay
vernacular schools taught only up to Standard Four. The underlying
reason has been clearly stated:

....ithad been accepted as a policy that the Malay education should not go beyond
Standard IV. If the idea was to curb Malay education, why then Sultan Idris
Training College? The answer is simple. Sultan Idris Training Collcge was not a
sccondary school. Rather, it was a training college-a College that was meant to
be 2 mekting pot for shaping people who would go back to their kampong to
make the people in the kampong more contented with their way of life.2

It was only in 1949 that a revised syllabus provided for a six-year course
of instruction.® Consequently, very few Malays acquired more than
knowledge of the 3Rs in pre-war days.

The teaching of non-Malays was carricd on in English, Chinese and
Tamil. The mosaic of unintegrated sources of education in the pre-war
cra has been summed up in the following:

Up to the outbreak of the second world war there was a complexity of schools.
There were schools for the Malay children, schools for the Chinese children,
schools for the Indian children and schools providing education in English to the
children of parents who could afford [it). There was again an absence of uniform-
ity of policy, though the ultimate aim of all these schools was a practical one. For
the Malay child and the Indian child a minimum amount of literacy was con-
sidered sufficient. For the Chinese child education was intended to screngthen his
bond with China. In the English schools the aim was to pass the Cambridge
Overseas School Certificatc Examination, the certificate having  great economic
value.

Again schools were cither fully assisted, partially assisted by the Government
or towally dependent on charity. All these factors gave rise to different curricula,
different methods and differcnt standards. It would thercfore be reasonable to
surmise that education in Malaya before the war tended more to separate than to
unite the various races together.4

The post-war period began with a statement of education policy in
1946 which proposed inter alia that primary education would be free and
would be for a period of six years. The media of instruction would be
Malay, Chinese, Tamil and English. Sccondary education would be con-
ducted by schools in which English would be the medium of instruction.
Tt was particularly noted that ‘In every possible way the essential unity of
the various sections of the Primary School will be stressed so that the
school may provide a preparation for united service for the country and
for the creation of a sense of common citizenship'.®

The 1948 Federation Agreement provided for the centralization of
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control of education in the hands of the Fedml Govcmmcm The Agree-

ment in fact already envisaged the ! of leay:u

ducation by establishing ‘Primary, dary and trade sch
to the extent of ensuring a common policy and a common system of
istration; higher education; technical education; training of teach-

crs; registration of schools; Federal cducation institutions; Malay
translation burcau’.¢

These developments are worthy of note, showing as they do that the
post-war Malayan policy-makers had come to recognize education as an
important factor in the enormous task of building 2 Malayan nation out
of the culturally and cthnically diverse people of the Peninsula. This
recognition contrasted with the divisive policy of the pre-war authorities
and provided opportunities for the various communities to take seriously
their respective roles in the social and political future of Malaya,

In 1949 the Fed:unon (.vcvcmmmx appointed a Central Advisory
e on E g of ives of the Legislati
Council, and of official and educanonal mmcsu. ‘to advise Government
on the general common policy and wide principles to be followed in
education”.” Again, the prime intention was to do away with communal
barriers and work for the intcgration of the various racial groups. As it
happened, communal views rendered the Committee’s efforts ineffect-
ive; but it was at least agreed that Malay education required urgent
improvement.

A Co ittce on Malay E: ion under the chai ip of L.].
Bamnes, Director of Social Tmmng, Oxford University, was lppolnu:d
in 1951 ‘to enquire into the adequacy or otherwise of the educational
facilities available for Malays’.# The Committee comprised, in addition
to the British chairman, ninc Malays and five Europeans. There were no
Chinesc or Indian members. The Barnes Report presented the position of
the Malays in a highly nationalistic manner. Arguing that the Malay had
gnduzlly become enslaved in his own cauntry while the British and the

ities steadily prospered and gained the upper hand in
almos! everything except administration, the Report lamented, ‘Now
ceven if he wanted education he could no longer afford it".? The role of
education in nation-building and, above all, in the emergence of an inter-
communal approach to the problem of bringing up the younger gener-
ation in a future independent country, was underlined when the Barnes
Report declared:

We belicve that primary schooling should be purposcly uscd to build up 2
comman Malay nationality, and we urge that it should be reorganised on 3 new
intcr-racial basis.... Our proposed inter-racial primary school we call the
National School. ... In principle we recommend the end of separate vernacular
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schools and their replacement by  single type of primary school common to all.
We recognisc, of coursc, that since this end can come only gradually, vernacular
schools will continue for some years concurrently with the development of the
National School.1°

‘The Barnes Report argued to a considerable extent from a partisan Malay
viewpoint. Yet it cannot be denied that the Malay members who were a
majority in the Committee were not only conscious of the presence of
other communities in their Peninsula but also aware of the complex
problems which appeared certain to arise in the implementation of their
proposed National School. Thus the Committee stated that its National
School scheme ‘would be seriously weakened if any large proportion of
the Chinese, Indian and other non-Malay communities were to choose to
provide their own primary classes independently of the National
School’.!! To reassure the same non-Malay communities that the long-
term objective was a common Malayan nationality, the Committec
pledged that the National School *will teach English to all from Standard
I onwards, and it will form the broad highway of admission to all
Standard post-primary reaches of education’.!?

However reactions to the Barnes Report which some non-Malays and
particularly the Chinesc felt was ‘saturated with Malay nationalism't3
prompted the appointment of a Mission of enquiry composed of two
prominent Chinese, Dr William P. Fenn and Dr Wu Teh-yau.'* Among
other things, Fenn and Wu looked into ‘bridging the gap between the
present communal system of school and the time when education will be
on a non-communal basis, with English and Malay as the media of
instruction and other languages an optional subject’ and ‘the preparation
of textbooks for present use with a Malayan as distinct from a Chinese
background and content’.!* Just as thc Barnes Report thought of the
educational problems of the Malays against the background of a national
pedagogical system, the Fenn-Wu Report sought to elucidate the pre-
dicament of the Chinese and their culture in the context of the emergence
of Malaya as a nation with its own system and medium of education. It
stated:

No clement of the population can be *Malayanized' for the simple reason that
there is no *Malayan' pattern to which to mould it and because such moulding is
not produced by fiat. A new culture can come only from the natural mingling of
diverse cultural elements for generations. In the process, clements which do not
command appreciation disappear, while those which do need no political or
external suppore. ¢

While it argued for ‘a proper place’ for Chinese Schools in the education
system, the Fenn-Wu Mission nevertheless supported the central aim of
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fostering the development of a Malayan nation. It suggested that there
was ‘no real advantage for Chinesc culture in maintaining the form or,
indeed, the methods and content of schools in China. Foreign politics in
any form should be eliminated from Chinese schools, and textbooks
suitable for Malayan use should be produced'.!”

The Legishtive Council lly set up a Committee headed by
E.E.C. Thuraisingham (who was now Dato Sir Clough Thuraising-
ham), to study the education problem as a whole: the findings of the
C i were largely incorpe d into the 1952 Education Ordi-
nance. This provided for the establishment of a system of national schools
with Malay and English as the media of instruction but it also contained
the provision that the teaching of other vernacular languages would be
allowed in cases where fifteen or more pupils requested the teaching of a
particular language. The Committee’s report met with hostility from the
Chinese. Some of whom considered that the Government had reduced
the status of Chinese education to that of ‘a prisoner to be condemned’.1#
The MCA leadership, with rep ives in the Thuraisingham Com-
mittee, expressed satisfaction with the report and came under severe
attack not only from those outside the party but also from its rank and
file. Education as an issuc unavoidably affected relations between
UMNO and the MCA. As Means comments:*®

The political relations between UMNO and the MCA were subject to severe
strain in August and September, 1952, when Victor Purcell arrived from London
0 prepare a report on the Chinese at the invitation of the MCA. The Malays took
strong exception to Dr. Purcell's visit because he was a well-known spokesman
for the Chinese viewpoint on political and constitutional issucs, Tunku Abdul
Rahman forbade any UMNO officials to cooperate with Dr. Purcell, and, in
apparent retaliation, the MCA withdrew its offer of M$ 500,000 to sct upa Malay
Welfare Fund to be administered in cooperation with UMNO.

However, the political partners managed to avoid a serious confront-
ation. MCA leaders under Tan Cheng Lock appealed for a more tolerant
attitude and hence acceptance of the 1952 Education Ordinance.

It can be seen that, at this juncture, the movement among the Alliance
leaders to establish a national system of education was pursucd with zest,
attention to inter-communal considerations and the hope that the system
would serve the needs of an independent Malaya. Indeed, in preparation
for the 1955 clections, the Alliance promised “To i Educati
t0 a Malayan outlook. . . . To establish a type of national schools that will
be acceptable to the people of Malaya and will meet their needs in
promoting their cultural, economic, social and political development as a
nation 5o as to facilitate the fulfilment of the Alliance aim to adopt Malay
as the national language of the country.'20
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A significant mxlmone was reached in 1956 when the Federation
G ittec headed by the then Minister of
Education, Daln Abdu] Razak bin Dato Husscin. The terms of reference
of the committee were almost identical with the Alliance election
promise just quoted and paid particular regard ‘to the intention of
making Malay the national language of the country whilst preserving and
sustaining the growth of the language and culture of other communities
living in the country'.2!

The Razak Education Report did not abandon the Barnes Reports
advocacy of ‘national schools’.?2 The Barnes and Fenn-Wu Reports as
well as the Report of the Th h ittee were all d
in varying degrees, with the same two aims: to cvolve a national
cducation system; and to work out an agreement in which, within that
system, Malay would eventually become the sole national language and
the principal medium of instruction while accommodating, as far as
possible, the other main languages: English, Chinese and Tamil. Separate
vernacular schools had to be allowed to exist until the arduous process of
compromisc could achicve a conscnsus on the ‘national schools’. But
there was never a doubt about or objection to the overriding aim of
‘establishing a national system of education acceptable to the people of the
Federation as a wholc', from the time of the Barnes Committee onwards.

Hence, while recommending Malay, the national language, as a
compulsory subject in all schools, the Report was strictly realistic:

We cannot ph our iction that the i ion of syllabuses
common to all schoolx in the Federation is llw crucial requirement of educational
policy in Malaya. Itis el fa united Malayan
nation. It is the key which will unlock the  gates lmhmo standing locked and
barred against the of: to the people
of Malaya as a whole. Once all schools arc working to a common content
syllabus, irrespective of the language medium of instruction, we consider the
country will have taken the most important stcp towards cstablishing a national
system of education which will satisfy the needs of the people and promote their
cultural, social, and political development as 2 nation.2?

Clearly, education was meant to be not only an aspect of social devel-
opment but also a crucial determinant in the rise of a nation in the
Peninsula. The Razak Education Report led to the passage of the Edu-
cation Ordinance 1957 under which Standard Primary Malay Schools
with Malay as the medium of instruction, and Standard-Type Primary
Schools in which the main medium was English, Chinese or Tamil were
established. In secondary education, ‘one type of National sccondary
school open to all races by competitive sclection and with a common
syllabus, a flexible curriculum permitting the study of all Malayan
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languages and cultures and room for diversity in the media of instruc-
tion” was adopted.24

But the Razak Education Report also met with opposition from the
Chinese community and because the MCA had been a party to the Re-
port, anti-MCA pamphlets appeared which accused the MCA of having
‘swept overboard” the interests and culture of the Chinese in Malaya 28
Two organizations were particularly vocal in their attacks on the Razak
Education Report—the United Chinese School Teachers Association and
the All-Malaya Chinese Schools Management Association. Within. the
MCA itself, there was widespread di The MCA leadership was
compelled to form a Central Education Committee to study the impli-
cations of the Razak Education Report. Ata conference held in February
1957, attended by some 200 delegates, the Alliance Government's
education policy, as applied to Chinese schools, was rejected. The MCA
leaders, however, were more concerned to preserve their bond with
UMNO in pursuit of independence. Hence, when the Razak Education
Report was tabled in the Legislative Council in March 1957, it was
accepted without a note of dissent from the MCA members.26 However,
within the Chinese community, even after the 1957 Education Ordinance
had been passed, disaffection towards the Alliance party continued to be
marked and this was manifest during the Ipoh-Menglembu by-clection
which was held after the sitting MCA member, Leong Yew Koh, was
appointed Governor of Malacca in 1957. D.R. Scenivasagam of the
People’s Progressive Party defeated the Alliance candidate,?” and Ipoh
from then onwards consistently voted for Oppositi didates. The
issuc of education also continued to plague the Sino-Malay relationship

The Alliance also continued to regard education and the question of
National Language as extremely important aspects of nation-building so
thatin 1959, after just two years of independence, another committee was
appointed to review the implementation of the Razak Education
Report.2® The resulting Rahman Talib Education Report consid
that ‘the 1956 C i ded in ding an educational
policy which was national in its scope and purpose, while at the same time
preserving and sustaining the various cultures of the country’.2® The
importance of language was obvious from the fact that primary edu-
cation in Malay was ‘to be developed by the introduction of national
language streams in former Government primary schools’.3® Further-
more, secondary education would be conducted in only Malay or
English; and ‘all public examinations in secondary schools [were] to be
conducted only in one of the [two)] official languages'.3! Effectively, this
meant that, in addition to those in the English streams, the first batch of
students in the Malay medium secondary classes begun in 1958 could sit
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for their Lower Certificate of Educati i (after
Form 1) in 1960, and for their Federation of Malaya Certificate of

(upon g of Form V) in 1962. Form VI
enrolments whlrh could lead o the (Cambndgc) nghcr School Certi-
ficate and also i in the Uni y of Malaya,
which adjusted its academic year in 1958 to fit in with the school terms
were, however, still low and increasing only very slowly.3?

Citizenship

While all the Malays were subjects of their respective Rulers and
automatically became citizens of the Federation from 1948 onwards, the
problem of nation-building in this regard was the question who among
the non-Malays should be admitted into the privileged fold of Malayan
citizenship.

It was very clear by 1955 that the MCA would have a difficult time
accommodating Chinese demands and at the same time preserving its
bond with UMNO. When the Reid Commission (q.v. infra) was sct up
and prepared, in 1956, to hold hearings on constitutional proposals, the
question of citizenship and related issues burst into the open. Several
Chinese organizations threatened to call on the Chinese to boycott the
MCA and to set up a rival body unless the MCA agreed to ask the
Alliance to accept firstly, the principle of equal rights for all races;
secondly, the granting of citizenship on the principle of jus soli; and
finally, the concept of multi-lingualism. In Pulau Pinang and Melaka,
certain groups of Chinese also demanded the right to retain their status as
British subjects after independ As has been ked, ‘the
Exccutives of the MCA were, understandably, panicked by the storm
that had broken about their heads’.>® The Chinese, in fact, called for 2
separate memorandum to be sent to the Reid Commission. When the
Alliance refused to allow this, the Chinese guilds began to act indepen-
dently of the Alliance. In one assembly attended by a thousand delegates
representing six hundred associations, resolutions were passed which
called for ‘nationality by right of birth; citizenship rights after five years'
residence; no language test for citizenship; and the adoption of Chinesc as
an official language in Malaya'.34

When the Reid Commission Report was made public in February
1957, it was found that the bulk of the Alliance's reccommendations had
been accepted. The guilds and associations decided to send their own del-
cgation to London to persuade the British Government to consider more
sympathetically the Chinesc case in the final negotiations on the Con-
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stitution. The delegation which eventually met the Colonial Secretary
was headed by Lau Pak Khuan of the Perak MCA, a stalwart in the
Federation of Chinese Guilds and Associations. The delegation accom-
plished nothing but the MCA was greatly embarrassed and therefore
decided to suspend five of its memb: d with the delegation to
London, among them Lau Pak Khuan.3$ But from this point onwards,
many Chincse organizations no longer looked to the MCA to espouse the
Chinese cause. They felt that the MCA leadership was too concerned
with placating the demands of UMNO. This attitude was categorically
expressed by an editorial in the China Press which stated: *We feel we can
no longer rely on the M.C.A. to accomplish the task of fighting for
Chinese rights because it is a political party and not an organization to
represent public opinions' 3¢

Happily for the emerging Malayan nation, the Alliance leaders were
able to work together. As already indicated, the Reid Commission, after
recciving many different citizenship proposals, decided ‘that the best
proposals for dealing fairly with the present situation arc those put
forward by the Alliance’.37 The three partics making up the Alliance had
fully considered the matter and had reached broad agreement on it: ‘We
are satisfied that this isa and proper p i
between the views of the parties, each of which has the most widespread
support from the race which it represents, and we are further satisfied that
this agreement is a better way of doing justice between the races than any
other that had been suggested or has occurred to us.'¥%

Citizenship was not merely a recurrent problem but also a decisive
determinant of nationhood in Malaya. The citizens of a fully self-
governing Malaya, like those of other independent nations, had to be
made distinct from the rest of mankind. Thus in an independent Malaya,
1t was agreed ‘that all who are citizens before Merdcka Day should
continuc to be citizens, and that all those born in the Federation on or after
Merdeka Day should be citizens by operation of law'.3 (Merdeka Day
was 31 August 1957.) This decision helped to maintain continuity in the
criteria and development of Malayan citizenship and nationality.

Very si ly, when the rec dation ‘that all those born in
the Federation on or after Merdeka Day should be citizens by operation
of law' wasapproved, it clearly meant that jus soli citizenship was adopted
in independent Malaya, albeit without retrospective cffect.4® From
Merdeka Day onwards, the demand of the non-Malays that the acquisi-
tion of Federation citizenship should be based solely on a person’s birth in
Malaya was acceded to.*! This agreement again demonstrated the spirit
of compromisc among the Alliance leaders: it is clear that the adoption of
Jus soli citizenship with effect from Merdcka Day amounted to an
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important concession by the Malays, an essential part of the political and
cconomic ‘bargain’ between them and the non-Malays.

It was also agreed that those who had become entitled under the 1948
Federation Agreement and the 1952 Ordinance and Nationality Enact-
ments ‘to be registered as citizens of the Federation as of right should not
be deprived of their privilege to claim to be registered after Merdeka
Day... provided that these persons claim to be registered within a period
of one year from Merdeka Day’.4? Persons who were bom in the
Federation before Merdeka Day and had been ordinarily resident therein
for five of the preceding scven years, and persons who had been ordi-
narily resident in the Federation for eight out of the preceding twelve
years, could apply for citizenship if they were over 18 years of age subject
to certain conditions, including a Malay language test which, however,
would be waived if they applicd within one year after Merdeka Day.+*
All these provisions were liberal compared to the stringent citizenship

graphs of the 1948 Fed Ag:

Aside from the proced ing citizenship by operation of law
and by registration, the other method of acquiring citizenship in indepen-
dent Malaya was by naturalization. It was a further measure of the im-
portance which citizenshij pl:ycd in lhc devell of the Malayan
nation that the acquisition of ci by ization was accom-
panicd by the strictest safeguards:

Itis praposed that no person of o over the age of 18 years shall be registered as 3
citizen until he has declared an oath that he absolutely and entirely renounces and
abjures all loyalty to any country or state outside the Federation, and swears that
he will be a truc loyal and faithful citizen of the Federation, and will give due
obedience to all lawfully constituted authoritics in the Federation. Similarly, it is
proposed that a certificate of naturalization shall not be granted to any person
until he has taken an oath in this form.44

Thus in indcpendent Malaya dual citizenship was made impossible,
although, largely as a hangover from Malaya's colonial past, it was
decided ‘that in accordance with the position of the Federation within the
Commonwealth every person who is a citizen of the Federation will
enjoy by virtue of that citizenship the status of a Commonwealth citizen
in common with the citizens of other Commonwealth countries'. 4%

The Alliance and the Achievement

of Independence
It has been shown that ever since the UMNO-) MCA Alliance was formed
in 1952, there had been prot in dilkinctive partyand

communal demands. ’I‘hcsc. of course, included Chinese demands such as
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those discussed above. On the other hand, Tunku Abdul Rahman was
often criticized by more conservative UMNO members for appearing to
be less than forthright on the preservation and promotion of Malay
rights.#¢ When the MIC joined the Alliance prior to the polls of 1955,
communal problems within the Alliance were indeed accentuated 47

Yet, because of the overriding wish to achieve independence and to
continue to represent the three major communities of Malaya, the fragile
unity of the Alliance survived the I dictates of its p
parts. A clear example of political cooperation between UMNO and the
MCA was the Alliance delegation to London in 1954 to demand not only
federal elections in 1954 but also a workable clected majority in the
Federal Legislative Council at the forthcoming federal elections. The
delegation consisted of Tunku Abdul Rahman, Dato Abdul Razak
(deputy president of UMNO) and T. H. Tan (executive secretary of the
MCA). When the Colonial Office refused its request for a three-fifths
majority in the proposed new Council, the Alliance ordered a boycott
lasting three weeks of all Government councils and committees through-
out the country: ‘At least, 1,000 Malays and Chincse men and women
obeyed and handed in their resignations from the bodies on which they
were serving’. 4% In the Alliance’s own words, ‘The boycott was only
called off after the High Commissioner [Sir Donald MacGillivray] had
agreed to consult the majority party before filling five out of the Special
Reserve of Seven Nominated Seats in the Federal Legislative Council’,4?

The unity of the Alliance was enhanced by the need to maintain a solid
front not only against overt political opponents including the IMP, the
PMIP and Party Negara but also against the MCP which was still
pursuing the objective of setting up a communist Malayan People's
Republic. By 1955 the Alliance was demanding self-rule from the British
because it believed that independence would undercut the prime objec-
tive of the MCP: *The people of Malaya will not allow the presence of
militant Communism to impede the country's progress towards indepen-
dence. Independence must and will come in spite of the Communists, and
it is obviously to the interests of Britain to sce that militant communism is
cffectively checked',%0 *

It has been argued that the British decided to support UMNO in
working towards nationhood in Malaya as carly as the period of setting
up the 1948 Federation. Furthermore, although the MCP was ‘composed
almost entirely of Chinese’,*! even during the Emergency the majority of
the Chinese population cither remained neutral or tended gradually to
support the British-encouraged MCA.32 This meant that while the
British decided to support the Alliance, the Malays and Chinese, together
with the Indians in the MIC, were able to project a united political front
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which by and large was ive of the multiracial population of the
Peninsula.

Yet it is debatable whether the Alliance would have maintained its
unity for long had three further important factors not existed. One was
that the armed militancy of the MCP was being effectively checked by
1955, cnabling the British to statc that the Emergency was no longer an
impediment to Malaya's progress towards full self-government and
independence. Secondly, while the main opponents of the Alliance, such
as the IMP, Party Negara, the PMIP and the PPP, were either too closely
identified with the conservatism of the British or were very communal
and sectionalist,®? the Alliance, besides having a broad inter-communal
base, also increasingly pi d itsclf as a list party, as when it
staged the 1954 boycott and in skilful negotiations with the British there-
after.

But undoubtedly the third factor in cementing the Alliance was its
overwhelming success in the 1955 clections. What accounted for this
success? In addition to the factors already discussed, “The Road to Inde-
pendence’, the claborate and well-considered 1955 clection manifesto of
the Alliance, undoubtedly played a great part in winning the support of
the Malayan el The ifesto gave clear expression to the mean-
ing and value of national sovercignty:

We live in an age of political, social and cconomic revolution. During the last ten
years after the Sccond World War, we have scen several of our ncighbouring
countries once subject to colonial rule emerging as free and indcpendent nations
and taking their rightful place among the free nations of the world.

Thisnaturally is not without its impact on Malaya. And yet Malaya, which s of
1o less importance than those countries, is still under colonial rule. The Alliance,
therefore, resolves to achicve carly independence for Malaya by con-
stitutional means ... in order to ensure that there will not be any falling down in
the standards of living and of and also to prepare the
way s that, when the nation becomes free and fully sclf-governing, it will be able
todevelop rapidly to take its place with the other nations of the world as well as to
flourish and bring greater benefit to the peoples of Malaya.**

As a whole, the Alliance manifesto offered to the people of Malaya a
pragmatic programme covering all the major aspects of life in a nation of
the modern world: forms of national and local government; adminis-
tration; citizenship; national language; national security; financial and
banking systems; land, agriculture and fishery policies; education; health
and social welfare services; and a number of other minor matters.*® As we
have scen, the electorate gave the Alliance a mandate to pursue independ-
ence by delivering to it §1 out of the 52 elected federal seats in July 1955.

In fulfilment of its independence pledge, the leaders of the Alliance
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pressed the British for a more definite undertaking to grant full self-
government to Malaya. This led to a Constitutional Conference in
London between representatives of the Malay Rulers and the Alliance on
the one hand and those of the British Government on the other from 18
January to 6 February 1956.% Tun V. T. Sambanthan, one of the Alliance
leaders who became a federal Minister following the 1955 elections, years
later recollected that a number of British officials urged the non-Malays
to ensure that their c ities were adequately rep atithe
London constitutional talks. He opposed such a highly communal
suggestion, belicving that the inter-communal mandate of the Alliance
was the best under the circumstances for the people of Malaya 37

At all events, the Constitutional C e achieved
results. Itis clear from its Report that Britain skilfully sought to avoid any
drastic adverse effect upon her economic and strategic interests in Malaya
even at this relatively late stage, but the main emphasis of the Conference,
by far, was on the immi i of Malayan ind d
Thus the Conference made arrangements for defence and internal secur-
ity, financial and cconomic matters, and the public service of Malaya
during a proposed interim period of internal self-government which was
to be followed by the granting of complete independence, Regarding the
national future of Malaya the Conference stated:

We have further agreed that, in view of the Malayan Delegation’s desire that full

If-g and independence within the C should be pro-
claimed by August 1957, if possible, a constitution so providing shall be intro-
duced at the earliest possible date consistent with the importance of the task before
the Constitutional Commission and that every effort will be made Her Majesty's
Government and the Federation Government to achicve this by the time pro-
posed.®

Colonial rule, which was partly rescinded by the establishment of the
1948 Federation, was coming to an end at the formal constitutional level.
The British Advisers appointed under the 1948 Federation Agreement
were to be withdrawn; and in ecach state the Malayan Menteri Besar
(Chicf Minister) was to be the principal exccutive officer.60 Pending the
granting of full independence, the Federal Executive Council was to be
further Malayanized with only three British members (the High
Commissioner, the Chief Secretary and the Attorney-General) out of its
‘not...less than ten or more than twenty-four” members.®! A cabinet
system of government, initiated by the Member System of 1951, was
now being further developed with a Federal Chief Ministcr increasingly
playing the role of a future Prime Minister,

The Alliance manifesto had promised to work for the appointment of
a Special Independent Commission to review the 1948 Agreement and
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‘to make a proper assessment of the fitmess of the Federation for

pmgn:snve constitutional reforms which will prepare the country for
and eventual indpend, "2 Furth it should be

no(cd that the multiracial leaders uf(hc Alliance had themsclves strongly

advocated, through their ‘Round Table meetings in 1934“ md in (h:

1955 clection a M

comprising members from British Lomnlonwuld: countries:

Only such 2 Commission will be able o exercise complete impartialicy in the
inquiry and in their recommendations. On the other hand, a Commission
consisting of local people cannot be completely independent because they are
bound to be influenced by local political and other interests, Another great
advantage in appointing members of such a commission from Commonwealth
countries is that these members will be able to give the Federation the benefit of
the expericnce of their respective countries in their progress towards slf-rule and
independence.64
It was one of the rare instances of a country in the modern world
entrusting the constitutional foundations of its future national life to the
facultics of foreign legal and constitutional men rather than to the beliefs
and aspirations of its own founding fathers.*® Yet the Malayan leaders, in
particular the Alliance leaders who held the mandate to bring the Penin-
sula to independence, perhaps not unwisely chose this course in order to
avoid croding the inter-communal goodwill and understanding which
had been built up since the days of the CLC in 1949. Bickerings over
constitutional matters could casily have marred the inter-communal
unity which was crucial in demonstrating to the British ‘the ability and
integrity of the peoples of the Federation to govern themselves'.66
The process of ataining independence and thereby building a new
nation necessitated a change from a system of sultanates to a constitu-
tional, but by no means republican, modern government. Accordingly,
the Malayan leaders faced the necessity of convincing the Malay Rulers
that their position and prestige would be safeguarded. The non-Malays
gradually came to recognize the necessity for accepting such a safeguard,
inasmuch as it was impossible to visualize the total abolition of the nine
traditional Malay governments and aristocracies in favour of a non-
monarchical government for the whole Peninsula. However, it took
much diplomacy and persuasion from the Malay political leaders and in
particular from a member of the Malay aristocracy, Tunku Abdul
Rahman himself, to convince the Rulers that there really would be sucha
safeguard in the future Malayan constitution. Even then, the language
used to persuade the Rulers chat traditional absolutist government had
become anachronistic and must be replaced by one with ‘the sovereignty
of the general will' (to quote Rousscau), was suitably deferential:
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In a Petition to Their Highnesscs, the Alliance prayed for the appointment of 3
Special Independent Commission o inquire into constitutional reforms in the
Fed . Their High were graci gh ider chis Petition, and
t0 express themsclves as desirous of ensuring that the Constitution 'should meet
with the needs and aspiration of the people and make the fullest provision for their
well-being and happiness'.

-.in considering the nature of constitutional reforms in the Federation, the
Special Independent Commission should 2im to create greater autonomy in the
Malay States and in the Setl giving the Rulers th itutional powerin
their States and over their subjects. To do this, the whole present Constitution
should be reviewed without touching the special position of the Rulers as
constitutional heads of their States.6”

Subseq the Constitutional C ission Report provided that
“The position of a Ruler as Constitutional Monarch in his State would be
much the same as that of the Yang di-Pertuan Besar in the Federation”.68
This last office was an innovation.

As discussed earlicr, the 1948 Federation Agreement in many import-
ant respects established the basic political and constitutional framework of
Malaya. The 1957 Constitutional C: issi ded not only
the retention of the Conference of Rulers but also the creation of a unique
system of rotating constitutional monarchy. According to this, one of the
nine Rulers would be elected by the Conference as the Supreme Head of
the Federation with the title of Yang di-Pertuan Agong every five years
according to a system of precedence among Their High The Gov-
emors of Pulau Pinang and Melaka were excluded from election to the
post of Yang di-Pertuan Agong, although they were obliged to attend all
meetings of the Conference other than those convened for the purpose of
such an clection.®®

The institution of the office of Yang di-Pertuan Agong was the cul-
mination of the effort by the Malayan political leaders to persuade the
Rulers that their position as consti I rulers would be safe ded.?0
The functions of the Yang di-Pertuan Agong were elaborate and in some
respects similar to those of the constitutional monarch in Britain,

The Yang di-Pertuan Agong was the symbol of the unity of the
country. High Ci issil from C Ik iesand Am-
bassadors or other diplomatic representatives from foreign countries
were to be accredited to him, He was to be keptinformed with regard to
important public affairs and to make his views known to the Prime Mini-
ster. He was entitled to confer honours, and commissions and appoint-
ments were to be granted or made by him or in his name. Among his
formal functions were to choose the Prime Minister, to open and dissolve
Parliament as well as to give assent to bills passed by it, to reccive visiting
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foreign Heads of State, and ‘to grant pardons, repricves and respites in
respect of all offences which have been tried by court martial’.7!

These functions of the Yang di-Pertuan Agong as finally approved
and i P d in the 1957 Ci itution of the Federation of Malaya
gave an instituti basis to the Constitution and at the same time helped
to ensure that Malaya would develop as a nation with a parliamentary
system of government.

As independence approached there was gmcral agrecment ‘that the
d form of G based on Parli. y I is
the form of Government best suited to Malaya'.”2 Following the Consti-
tutional Commission's recommendation it was decided that there should

#  be a bicameral Parliament consisting of a House of Representatives
(Dewan Ra‘ayat) as the Lower House and a Senate (Dewan Negara) as
the Upper House.”® The Federal Legislative Council to which elections
were held in 1955 and the Federal Executive Council in which Malayan
members with portfolios had sat since 1951 were to continue 'in existence
until the 31 December 1959',74 in anticipation of the next federal
clections which were to take place in that year, but the adoption in prin-
ciple of a bicameral legislature together with a Federal Cabinet as the
exccutive branch (and also of an indcpendent judiciary) contributed fur-
lhcr to ensuring that indcpendent Ma]aya would develop along basically

y and non-violent I lincs.

Nationhood was on Malaya’s doorstep. The Constitutional Com-
mission Report, which included a draft of the Constitution of the Feder-
ation, was published in February 1957. It was thereafter examined by Her
Majesty's Government and the Conference of Rulers together with the
Federation Government; with a number of amendments, the Report and
Constitutional Proposals were agreed upon. On 31 August 1957, as en-
visaged by the 1956 Constitutional Conference, Malaya became a fully
sclf-governing and independent nation within the British Common-
wealth. A nation was born.

Of course, the ach of political i did not mean the
solution of all Malaya's problems of nation-building: Mcrdcka, the
successful dismantling of a colonial system and the establishment in its
place of a new nation were merely the beginning of a responsible and
challenging national life for the people of Malaya. This was understood
outside Malaya, too: joining to welcome the coming Merdeka Day, no
less than cighty organizations in different parts of Indonesia cooperated to
prepare special p but, having exp d the problems as
well as the blessings of being independent for twelve years, rnosr of the
Indonesians felt constrained to advise their Malayan brethren in the
following vein:
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Kemerdekaan Malaya scbagaimana k gara-negara Lain pasti me-
nimbulkan pekerdijaan-pekerdjsan dan beban-beban baru keatas pundak rakyat.
Kemerdekaan Malaya menimbulkan konsckwensi baru jang tiada sedikit meng-

handaki tjutjuran keringat dan sinsingan lengan badju dimasa depan. Perkataan
kemcrdekaan bukan lah perkataan keramat jang langsung dapat melahirkan
sjurga dunia keatas bumi Malaya Merdcka; malh di meminta pengorbanan jang
libih banjak lagi. Perkataan kemerdekaan tidak bisa bekerdja sebagai lampu
wasiat Aladdin, 7 )
Indonesia had d formidable and imes bitter challenges
since declaring independence from the Dutch in 1945.7¢

At the same time, Malayans in Britain also held an claborate
Convention in London to celebrate and ponder about Merdeka and the
future of their country. The Malayan feeling and inter-communal sense
of goodwill were depicted by the chairman of the planning committec in
his closing address to the five-day Convention: ‘We Malayans are very
reasonable people and there is a great amount of goodwill amongst us,
and [ sincerely believe that with proper guidance with honest unselfish
and trusted leadership a great Malayan nation would emerge, a nation
which, whatever our culture or creed or racial origin, we shall all be
proud to belong to.'”” The Cq ion was well- ded by Mal.
of different ethnic origins and when the chairman concluded by saying,
‘many of us must have felt the sense of unity and purpose and mutual
understanding amongst us that we have become more Malayan than we
have been before’,”® he was expressing what millions of his fellow-
countrymen were experiencing in their ly-indep Federati
of Malaya. The Malayans in Britain were thousands of miles away from
home, but they nonetheless welcomed Merdeka with fervour, political
and intellectual hopes, and inter-communal feelings of goodwill and
harmony.

The problems encountered by Malaya on the road to independence
were well known. Not unnaturally, as the new Malayan nation began its
sovereign existence, doubts and caution were expressed regarding its

future. While neight in Ind ia concluded that ‘Malaya b djuang
untuk kemerdekaan, menurut landasan evolusi, melalui beberapa fase,
seliku b b keberatian: kadiuds kelitjinan ber

diplomasi dan kesabaran jang luar biasa'?® and ‘menghadapi penduduk
warga negara baru berasal kebangsaan Tionghoa Jjang menganut aliran
kiri, jang djumlahnja hampir mendckati separoh djumlah penduduk’,#©
Rupert Emerson, who knew both Indonesia and Malaya in the pre-war
colonial days, could say:

It is a hazardous venture on which Malaya is embarking. At a time when the
nation-state remains the basic model for political organization, statehood comes
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to 3 place who can by no stretch of the imagination be regarded as now
constituting a nation. That they may in due course become a nation, feeling them-
selves one asagainst the rest of the world, is surcly a possibility not to be rejected in
advance, but for present purposes they figure rather in the contrary role of being a
perfect example of the plural socicty.

Emerson, of course, was adopting a perfectionist attitude towards the
concept of the nation.*2 As this study has thus far sought to demonstrate,
the complex process of attaining independence had led to the establish-
ment of a nation, at any rate at the formal level, in Malaya. Emerson
himself went on to concede that the sinews of nationhood were in effect

#  beingesublished in Malaya and he emphasized that the success of the new
nation would depend largely on a political equation whereby “The
Malays must modify their sense that they are the sole rightful inhabitants
of the country as the Chinese must be prepared to share their economic
predominance.'®?

So far, in this discussion, attention has been focused on political issues
but as Emerson's statement clearly implies, cconomic questions were
no less important as they were also part of the larger problem of the
relationship between Malays and non-Malays. The immediate post-
independence period therefore saw the Alliance Government attempt-.
ing to resolve problems of rural poverty and, at the same time, maintain
communal harmony.

Economic Planning and Rural Poverty

Itis not difficult to establish that an economic problem contributed to the
risc of Malay nationalism in 1946. When the Malays feared the loss of
their birthright because of the Malayan Union proposals, it needs to be
remembered that land, which was the one stable economic anchorage of
the Malays and which had been traditionally vested in their Rulers to
administer and adjudicate, was being taken over by the British. It was
uncompromisingly provided that ‘all asscts of the Governments of the
Federated Malay States and of any Malay State will, after the appointed
day, be transferred to the Government of the Malayan Union”.54 It was
not only because ‘semua hartabanda tiap-tiap negeri Melayu, melainkan
milek peribadi Raja-Raja, terserah kepada kerajaan pusat™ but also
becausc *hak-hak istemewa Melayu telah terhapus'™® that the Malays then
rose with such patriotic fervour that the Malayan Union had ultimately
to be abandoned. To the Malays, the abrogation of their special rights
which had been recognized by the metropolitan power since the days of
British intervention was not only a political but, even more, an economic
threat,
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The fear of the Malays that the loss of their traditional rights, including
special rights over land hip, would mean the submergence of their
community vis-a-vis the others in their country can best be understood by
reference to the nature of the Malayan cconomy as a whole. As this
cconomy expanded during the first four decades of the twentieth cen-
tury, the Malays remained largely in the rural sector, engaged in subsis-
tence farming. At the same time, the other major communities, ,the
Chinese and the Indians, became associated with the expansion of the
mercantile, plantation and mining sectors.?? These trends continued after
1946, bringing in their train not only economic but also social and poli-
tical consequences. The first major survey of the Malayan economy in the
post-war years, made by a Mission from the International Bank for Re-
construction and Development (IBRD), stated in 1954:

Malaya s now the world's argest producer of tin and is second only to Indonesia
in the output of natural rubber. The extent to which the economy isspecialized on
thesc two commodities may be indicated by the fact that in 1953 their export
value accounted directly for a fifth of the national income. Of the two, rubber is
of much the greater importance to the economy; it occupies about 65 per cent of
the entire cultivated area of Malaya and contributes about 60 per cent of domestic
carnings.**

The IBRD Mission Report went on to point out that ‘Next in importance
to rubber in terms of arca is rice cultivation. Rice is grown on almost
850,000 acres or about 15 per cent of the total cultivated arca’.®® The
significant point to remember, however, is that whercas rubber and tin
exports accounted for $898 million and $351 million respectively in 1953,
rice was a product wholly for domestic consumption which brought
meagre cconomic returns and had no export potentiality.®® Further-
more, whilst the Chinese and Indians were prominent in more lucrative
activities such as rubber cultivation, mining, manufacturing, and com-
mercial and financial undertakings, the Malays had a preponderant role in
rice cultivation in which sector many farmers ‘live on incomes that are
€qual to onc half or even less than the incomes of rubber farmers and
vegetable farmers’, 91

Following the diate tasks of rchabilitation and

after the Second World War, the Federation Government embarked on
social and economic planning for Malaya from 1950 onwards. In
Malaya’s First Development Plan, it was stated that ‘the demands of the
people for social services and social justice must somchow be met' and the
fext went on to explain that the second underlying feature of the Plan lay
in its emphasis on rural development because it was ‘necessary that the
producers in the rural areas should enjoy a greater share of the proceeds of
their labour than they obtain at present’.2 This first Plan covered the
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period 19505 and, indicative of the political temperament of the Emer-
gency years, it was argued “that the battle against illiteracy, poverty and
all those ditions of social di on which feeds can
be won ultimately only by a policy aimed at their removal and planned
and carried out in co-operation with the aspirations of the people’.”?

The First Development Plan led to two successive Malayan Five-Year
Plans which together covered the decade 1956 to 1965.%4 The results of
planning showed clearly in increases in national output and in economic
growth, Of the First Malayan Five-Year Plan (1956-60), for instance, it
was proudly reported:

Malaya achieved much during those five years. Actual public investment was
nearly double that of the years 1951-1955. Private investment also far exceeded
earlicr levels. Along with higher investment, the real output of the economy
increased by about 20 per cent, or at an average annual ratc of nearly 3% per cent,
compared with an estimated population increase rate of a little over 3 per centa
year.**

Under the Second Five-Year Plan (1961-5), agencies for implementing
various schemes were strengthened or newly established: the National

Develop Planning Ce i with its iat the
Planning Unit in the Prime Minister's Department: the National Oper-
ations Room to di ! dertakings in military style;

and Rural Development Committees at State, district and kampung
Jevels.? The two Malayan Five-Year Plans were largely the outcome of
the Alliance’s own pledge in the 1955 clections to develop the Malayan
economy and to improve the standards of living of the people, in parti-
cular those in the rural areas.®”

However, despite the efforts at cconomic planning and development
dating from 1950, and despite the achi of political independs
the social and economic discrepancies between the rural and the urban
sectors of the economy had remained substantially unsolved. On the eve
of Malayan independence it was pointed out:

More than half of the rubber and padi farmers do not own the land they work
on. They have to pay rent. This rent takes away between one third and 2 half of
what they produce. Therefore allowing for costs involved in farm production we
sec that these farmers are living on less than half the value of what they produce.

Frequently, Malay workers on rubber estates are contract workers and their
wage rates are well below the official rates agreed to by the cmployers and the
trade unions.

Fishermen very often do not own their boats and nets and therefore have to
pay heavy charges for hirc of the cquipment. In general, Malay farmers, estate
workers and fishermen carn between $50 and $100 per month.**

Apart from landlordism, it was also obvious that the farmers were greatly
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loited by lend: iddl

and of not only Chinese and
Indian but aLso M:lzy origin. The plight of the helpless farmer was
hically described in the

It very often happens that the merchants who buy the farmers’ produce arc in
2 strong cconomic position. They arrange their busincss so that farmers are
practically compelled to sell to them or not to sell at all. In other words they create
2 buyers' monopoly. They encourage the farmer to borrow money from them
and once he is indebted to them he is in no position to bargain with them.
The farmer must usc lorries. The lorries usually belong to the merchant. So the
farmer is not able to take his pincapples or coconuts straight to the market where
he could get a good price. He has to scll to a merchant who pays him a low price
and who takes it in his lorry to the market and sells it at a good profit. There is
evidence that some merchants do not weigh or measure the farmer’s produce
properly. Because of his low income and because of his indebtedness, the farmer
may find that finally he has to scll his land to the merchant. Then the merchant
becomes a landlord in addition to being a merchant.?®

In order to remedy the povcny and plight of Malayan farmers it was
d that the Fed should improve its planning
system which had thus far b:cn urban-biased by embarking on more
realistic and meaningful rural development which would amount to a
‘planned process which uses any t’orm of action or communication de-
signed to effect the envi itutions and minds of
the rural peoples in such a manner as to raise their level of living and
improve their way of life’.1°°
It was in recognition of the lack of economic development and
cquitable benefit among the mainly rural Malays that as early as 1950 the
Rural Industrial Dcvelopmm! Authority (RIDA) was st up with the
express purposc of Malay parti in and
industry by extending loans, forming bus and other transportation
services, sctting up processing factories, and offering technical, manage-
ment and marketing assistance to small Malay enterprises.!®! In 1956 the
Federal Land Development Authority, :t first known as FLDA but later
as FELDA was also set up el d provid for
farmers who were landless or, due to fngmmunon, had m:ufﬁnzm land
to meet their needs and were consequently underemployed. As with
RIDA, the schemes initiated by FELDA were expected to make a contri-
bution to the cconomic growth of Malaya in the long run.102
Yet, despite the steps taken to improve the farmers’ lot, rural progress
remaincd rare. Even when Malaysia was about to be inaugurated in 1963,
the extent of the problem was implied officially in these words: ‘If we can
open up new land fast enough to absorb the growing rural population,
we should be making a strong start at removing rural poverty, for there
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will not be growing numbers pressing on a fixed amount of land. We seek
also to provide additional land for present farmers whose farms are too
small’. 03 More pregnant and disturbing in terms of the development of
national unity in Malaya, 2 sccond IBRD Report in 1963 pointed out:

Ethnic idenification is still fairly strong, not enly socially and culturally but also
in cconomic activity. Malays predominate in rice farming and most other non-
export agnculture, They arc also numerous in the civil service. The Chinese, as
well s Indians, are largely concentrated in commerce, finance and industry, in the
working force of the estates and mines, and in scrvice activities. !4

Thus, even as the 1960s unfolded, Malaya's cconomic problems had by no

means been solved.

the political achi of independence and the
growth engendered by the three cconomic Plans, the cconomic dispar-
itics among Malaya's multiracial population, particularly that between
the Malays and the non-Malays (who in geographical location were
mainly rural and urban respectively) had remained acute. In short, by the
beginning of the 1960, a fair fulfilment of the political and economic
‘bargain’ between the Malays and the non-Malays was still a long way
off. The authors of the second IBRD Report conceded that Malaya
appeared to be politically stable but, doubtless having in mind the matter
of ‘cthnic identification’, they proceeded to add, “Stiffer tests of this
inter-community stability may be ahead as Malaya enters more uncertain

cconomic and political waters'.1%%

The Socio-economic and Political Bargain
and Communal Harmony

Consistent with the provisions made earlier, the Alliance Government
P ded, i1 diatcly after ind d to the public
services. The Alliance had promised to replace expatriate (mostly British)
officers with Malayans specdily, at the same time maintaining a high
standard of efficiency in the services. While not forgetting the other
grades and divisions, the Alliance pledged, *We consider that a scheme of
recruitment and training should be devised so that within 10 years at least
80% of the posts in Division I should be filled by Malayans’.19 By the
beginning of the 1960s, however, almost all the responsible, high public
service positions had already been filled by Malayans.!°7 Malayanization
assisted markedly in the mai and p ion of political stability
as the nation embarked on its new independent course. At the same time,
a sound system of public services was established.

It was part of the constitutional arrangements that the Federal Legis-
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lative Council elected in 1955 would continue to function until 1959
when the people would again go to the polls to clect their MPs to the new
Dewan Ra'ayat (House of Rep ives) of the bi Parli;
Whereas the campaigns for the 1955 general clections highlighted the
politics of achieving independence, the August 1959 parliamentary poll
showed how the political leaders ived and sought to impl

their ideological beliefs for a country which had become their very own.
Perhaps the outstanding feature of the 1959 elections was the fusther
development of the democratic political machinery. The 52 constituen-
ciesof 1955 were doubled to 104 parl y seatsin 1959. Electi -
ing became more sophisticated.

A crop of political parties came forward to offer their manifestos to the
clectors; the electorate was now not only larger but also more commun-
ally representative: as against the 1,280,000 of 1955, the electorate of 1959
totalled 2,177,000; the racial composition of the 1955 electorate had been
estimated as 84 per cent Malays, 11 per cent Chinese, and § per cent
Indian, while that of 1959 was ‘estimated to contain over 750,000 Chinese
as compared with under 150,000 in 1955... . approximately §7 per cent of
the increased electorate [was) Malay, 36 per cent Chinese and 7 per cent
Indian".'* The parties, with the numbers of scats won in brackets, were
the Alliance (74), the PMIP (13), the Socialist Front which comprised the
Labour Party and Partai Rakyat (8), the People's Progressive Party or
PPP (4), the Party Negara (1), and the Malayan Party (1). These parties
ranged across the political spectrum but communalism and religion still
featured prominently with some of them, especially in the platforms of
Party Negara (Malay), the PMIP (Malay), and the PPP (Chinese and
Indians). The PMIP's long-term objective was the establishment of a
theocratic state in Malaya, based on the tenets of Islam.19°

Intra-party squabbles and factionalism, not in more estab-
lished systems of party politics, surfaced before and during the campaign
period;*1° and in genceral the functional dynamics of politics came into
extensive play for the first time.

As we have scen, the political development of Malaya had been a
p fevolution rather than lution; it is also obvious that political
maturity was being attained through the adoption and increasingly ex-
tensive practice of party politics. The 1955 and 1959 general elections
provided wide opportunitics to institutionalize that system of party
politics:

Prior to the introduction of clections, most political activity in Malaya was
limited to that of making ions to the g or organizing public
demonstrations in protest over various issucs. Practically any person who
espoused a political cause could claim to be a political leader, since leadership in
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some cases required lictle more than the ability to attract the attention of the
public or, perhaps more correctly, to attract the attention of the press. As soon as
clections became the primary vehicle to political success and power, political
leadership was put to the new task of organizing popular support from diverse
and ofien competing narrow interest groups..... The creation of dependable
majoritics becomes the overriding consideration of all politics once it becomes
established that elections are to be the sole avenue to political power.!1t

The achievement of political independence in Malaya was accom-
plished side by side with the retention of special Malay rights. The
position of the Rulers was not only safeguarded but also enhanced by the
creation of the office of Yang di-Pertuan Agong to which they could
aspire. Importantly, the Yang di-Pertuan Agong became the custodian of
Malay rights. Article 153 (2) of the 1957 Federation of Malaya
Constitution stated uncquivocally:

Notwithstanding anything in this constitution, but subject to the provisions of
Article 40 and of this Article, the Yang di-Pertuan Agong shall cxercise his
functions under this Constitution and federal law in such manncr as may be
necessary to safeguard the special position of the Malays and to cnsurc the
reservation for Malays of such proportion s he may deem reasonable to positions
in the public service (other than the public scrvice of a State) and of scholarships,
exhibitions and other similar educational or training privileges or special facilitics
given or accorded by the Federal Government and, when any permit or licence
for the operation of any trade or business is required by federal law, then, subject
to the provisions of that law and this Article, of such permits and licences. 12

(Article 40 stipulated that the Yang di-Pertuan Agong must act on
Ministerial advice.)

In addition, Land Reservations were retained for the Malays in
independent Malaya. Another agreement which gave the Malays prece-
dence over the non-Malays was that ‘Islam is the religion of the
Federation; but other religions may be practised in peace and harmony in
any part of the Federation®.** It was further agreed in Article 11(4) of the
Constitution that *State law may control or restrict the propagation of
any religious doctrine or belicf among persons professing the Muslim
religion”. The Federation of Malaya was thus peculiar in that it took a step
scldom officially promoted by the constitutions of modern nations,
namely the adoption of a state or national religion.

The retention and constitutional sanctioning of special Malay rights
ensured that political power in Malaya would be increasingly Malay-
based. In addition to the enactment of ‘the special position of the Malays'
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in the 1957 Federation Constitution, it should also be borne in mind that
in the first federal clections in 1955, 84 per cent of the registered electorate
were Malays compared to only 11 per cent Chinese and less than § per
cent Indians. As one contemporary writer noted, *The fact is, the Alliance
walk-over was a Malay rather than a Malayan victory’.}1¢ In the 1959
clections, as we have scen, only about §7 per cent of the increased
clectorate were Malay, while 36 per cent were Chinese and 7 per cent
Indian. Furthermore,

It was the UMNO leadership who realized communal compromises were necess-
ary to achicve independence, and the party workers who have explained the
position, with varying honesty, to the kampong (village) Malays. UMNO now
commands the support of the vast majority of the Malays, and its political
dominance assures for the Alliance its leading position in the Federal and state
governments.'13

The political dominance of UMNO continued well into the future
despite the clectoral victory of the PMIP in Kelantan and Trengganu in
1959. In the mid-1960s Milne affirmed, *Of the three Alliance communal
partics—the United Malays’ National Organization (UMNO), the
Malayan Chinese Association (MCA), and the Malayan Indian Congress
(MIC)-UMNO is the strongest and the MIC clearly the weakest’,!16

It can be argued that the political ascendancy accorded the Malays in
the public service, in the elections of 1955 and 1959, and in the 1957
Constitution was only part of the political and cconomic *bargain’ made
in the process of achieving Malayan nationhood. To make this clearcr: the
other part of that ‘bargain’ was that while the Malays were accorded a
special position of advantage in order to enable them to improve and
attain cconomic and social parity with the non-Malays, the latter were
progressively granted signifi ions in the forms of easier access
to Malayan citizenship, and hence political life, as already recounted;
easier access to the federal public service, in spite of the four-to-one ratio
between recruitment of Malays and non-Malays; the freedom to profess
and practise religions other than Islam; and the opportunity to preserve
various cultural values, including the freedom to set up and maintain
educational institutions other than those in which the medium of in-
struction was the national language (Malay).*17 Above all, in the course
of fulfilling the essence of that ‘bargain’, that is to say the uplifting of the
cconomic and social condition of the Malays, “The Chinese were to
continue to play their dominant role in business, free from the hindrances
or persecution to which they Had been subjected in some other Southeast
Asian countries’, 118

The political and economic *bargain’ between the Malays and the non-
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Malays involved not simply communal demands but, equally important,
the need to foster inter-communal peace and understanding as the people
undertook the overriding mission of establishing a Malayan nation. Thus,
despite the communal priorities which have invariably and at times
unduly occupiced the attention of scholars writing on post-war Malaya, it
should be emphasized that the years from 1948 to 1957 witnessed a period
of cooperation among the multiracial leaders of Malaya in their common
endeavour to build a Malayan nation for themselves and their posterity.
Behind the 1959 general elections and the social and economic policies
implemented after independence was the wish to clect a government as
representative as possible of the various ethnic groups and to fulfil an
important part of the inter-communal ‘bargain’, namely to assist the
Malays in attaining parity with the non-Malays.

Throughout the period there were clear instances of give-and-take
among the leaders. In spite of the writing of “the special position of the
Malays' into the 1957 Federation Constitution, Tunku Abdul Rahman
who led the independence campaign could say, ‘the Malays are prepared
within reason to share their rights with others who owe loyalty to this
country'. He went on to remind the Malays, ‘No country in the world has
won independence without sacrifices by the people. I have no doubt that
you are prepared to make sacrifices and to live up to your reputation of
tolerance, hospitality and courtesy’.119

It was the abiding wish on the part of the multiracial Malayan leaders
of the period to arrive at amicable compromise solutions, over and above
sectionalist or racialist demands, which cnsured the absence of tragic
communal riots, the pacific nature of the demands for self-rule, and the
rather smooth transition from British rule to Malayan independence. In-
trinsically, the same basic desire to preserve and promote inter-communal
national cohesion dictated the need for the political and economic
*bargain’ between the Malays and the non-Malays.

Yetit was also obvious that the satisfactory fulfilment of that ‘bargain’
was a long way ahead. After independence, the signing of a treaty of
External Defence and Mutual Assistance between Malaya and Britain in
October 1957 had helped to ensure the security of the new nation; 2% and
Malaya as an independent country had indeed instituted its own policy
and prioritics in foreign affairs.?2! But the delicate tasks of maintaining
inter-communal harmony and further promoting a sense of common
Malayan identity among the diverse people of the Peninsula continued to
present formidable problems.

Nearly two years after independence, the Prime Minister of the
Federation, depicted his hopes and his awareness of what the country
could do when he said:
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Itis my firm conviction that if we in Malaya continuc to go forward steadily on
these lines then our country and our peaple will have every reason to be confident
of the future of our young nation. Given a good and stable Government, and 2
Government which stands for the real progress ad happiness of the people, the
Federation can expect  period of continued progress and prosperity.122

After the careful, difficult promises, after the achi of
independence and amid the plans for economic development, Malayan
leaders were still profoundly concerned with the need to mould their
people into a more integrated nation. It was in this context that the
proposal to form Malaysia emerged in 1961,
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5
From Malaya to Malaysia

Berore dealing with the developments which led directly to the
formation of Malaysia, it is pertinent to take a look at the political and
constitutional state of Sarawak and Sabah between the end of the war and
the birth of Malaysia.

Political-Constitutional Developments in
Sarawak and Sabah, 1946-1961

By contrast with Malaya, which in the immediate post-war years
experienced keenly-felt and widely-debated constitutional and political
developments, Sarawak and Sabah remained almost apolitical depend-
encics for long years after 1946. In a significant manner, the ‘low level’
political response in post-war Sarawak and Sabah was the logical con-
sequence of pre-war policics in the two territories. The paternalism of the
Brooke Rajahs and the commercial considerations of the British North
Bornco Chartered Company had left the two arcas effectively insulated
from the spread of list ideas in South-East Asia. It was principally
due to this apolitical historical background that Sarawak and Sabah were
acquired relatively easily and turned into Crown Colonies by Britain in
July 1946.

Britain's motives for acquiring Sarawak and Sabah after the Second
World War were not very dissimilar from those which prompted her to
regain her pre-war hegemony over Malaya and Singapore. Britain had
indirectly but effectively established her imperial influence in northern
Bornco during the Brooke rule and Chartered Company administration,
which lasted until the Japanese invasion in 1941. As in Malaya, Britain
worked for the cstablishment of a post-war position of dominance in
Sarawak and Sabah. For cconomic and strategic reasons, Britain was
prepared to add new isil to her ing d: ies.

Sabah (known as ‘North Borneo' until the inauguration of Malaysia in
1963) received its status of Crown Colony with hardly any dissenting
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voice. Relative isolation from the outside world and lack of educational
facilities during the pre-war period accounted for the inability of most
people in Sabah to comprehend the change in their status from that of
inhabitants of a mere British Protectorate to that of a directly-governed
Crown Colony in 1946.2 It was on 10 July 1946 that Britain passed the
North Borneo Cession Order-in-Council which provided that an
agreement had been made between the Secretary of State for the
Colonics, on behalf of His Majesty, and the British North Borneo
Company, whereby the Company had transferred and ceded allits rights,
powers, and interest in the territory with effect from 15 July 1946, and
that it was therefore ordered that the State of North Borneo be annexed
to and form part of His Majesty’s Dominions, and should be called,
together with the Settlement of Labuan, the Colony of North Borneo.?
Malcolm MacDonald, the Governor-General of the Malayan Union and
Singapore, was present on 1§ July 1946 when the new Colony of North
Bornco was proclaimed in Jesselton, as Kota Kinabalu was then called.*

As Sabah passed on into the 1950s, the tenor of life was characterized
by a preoccupation with ‘the peace, order and good government of the
Colony".® By 1956 the administration took pride in the fact that ‘the
Colony maintained its enviable record of freedom from political strife
and violence'.® Yet, ironically, such ‘freedom’ ensured that Sabah was far
away from frecdom from Colonial rule. The transfer to the Colonial
Office in 1946 had helped to stem post-war social, economic and
administrative dislocations caused by the Japanese occupation in Sabah;
beyond that, the territory had little political character, inasmuch as the
meticulous application of ‘peace, order and good government of the
Colony' rendered the growth of political awareness excruciatingly slow
among the people of Sabah.

The cession of Sarawak to the British Crown was more eventful,
being accompanied and followed by overt protests from many Malays
and a number of Iban leaders and their followers. The anti-cession

which lasted ly until the carly 1950s, was the
consequence of a serics of events which ended in the proclamation of
Sarawak as 2 British Crown Colony on 1 July 1946.

As carly as Junc 1944, the Colonial Office made an initial approach to
Rajah Vyner Brooke, who was in exile in Australia and later in Britain
during the War. In a secrct and personal letter, the Secretary of State for
the Colonies, Oliver Stanley, wrote intimating that Britain felt ‘respon-
sible for the policies followed in the future development of the State, and
its political, social and economic progress’.” Sarawak had been a British
Protectorate since 1888 and in 1941 a Supplementary Agreement had as-
signed to the territory a status similar to that of the Malay states vis-d-vis
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Britain in the pre-war period. Britain's plan by June 1944 was to be able to
control Sarawak after the War in the same way as she intended to rule
Malaya with the implementation of the Malayan Union scheme.

Rajah Vyner Brooke at this time, however, still took a benignant
interest in the people of Sarawak whom he had ruled since 1917 but not
scen since 1941. In his reply from London, he declared:

Tand my family are Trustees for the State and people of Sarawak, who are well
aware that it is not in the position of 2 ‘Colonial Dependency’, so their congent to
any stcp which would tend to approach such a relationship would naturally have
10 be obtained. It can scarcely be obtained at the present time when, owing to the
unavoidable inability of the Protecting Power to preserve them from invasion,
they are under alien rule.

Ihave given this matter much thought, and | am convinced that if I were now
o enter into a fresh agreement my right to do so would almost certainly be
challenged in the future with embarrassing results to myself and possibly to His
Majesty’s Government.*

In preparation for the re-establishment of Brooke rule the Rajah recalled
his nephew, Anthony Brooke, from active service in India in December
1944. The latter’s title of Rajah Muda, which had been conferred on him
in 1939 and withdrawn in 1941, was restored and he proceeded to head a
Provisional Government of Sarawak in London. Anthony Brooke re-
iterated in February 1945 what his uncle, the Rajah, had contended. In his
response to the Colonial Office, which continued to evince its interest in
gaining direct control of Sarawak, Anthony Brooke wrote:

Whilst 1 and my advisers will at all times be very glad, as representing the people
of Sarawak, to discuss with you any matter of common interest to our two
Governments, we arc of the opinion that it would be morally indefensible for the
Provisional Government of Sarawak o prejudice the post-war relations of the
Government of Sarawak with His Majesty’s Government by entering at this time
into discussions inconsistent with the existing treaty relationship between the two
Governments. This relationship, as defined by the Treaty of Protection of 1888,
since amended by the Agreement of 1941, should, in the view of the Provisional
Government of Sarawak, form the basis of relationship for such discussions as
may take place before the people of Sarawak have been liberated and the status quo
has been duly restored.?

Thus far, it was clear that both Rajah Vyner Brooke and his Rajah Muda,
Anthony Brooke, felt that the future of Sarawak should not only be
determined through proper constitutional means but that it should be
decided in accordance with the wishes of the people of Sarawak. Neither
the Rajah nor his nephew appeared to be thinking in terms of
relinquishing their sovereignty over Sarawak; both were evidently still
imbued with the first of the nine *Cardinal Principles of the Rule of the
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English Rajahs” which cnjoined: ‘That Sarawak is the heritage of Our
Subjects and is held in trust by Oursclves for them’.!®
The decisive factor, however, was the obvious wish of the British
Government to acquire Sarawak as a dependency under the Colonial
Office when the war was over. This wish was encouraged by the 72-
year-old Rajah's words: ‘I should be willing to retum to Sarawak for a
short period on its reoccupation, if thought desirable, but | fecl that the
future must lic with those who have the physical vigour not only to make a
fresh start, but to continue firmly along such lines as will ensure internal peace
withins the state.’** That candid explanation was cnough for the planners in
the Colonial Office to make a decisive move. Between the Rajah Muda's
reiteration of Brooke policy in February 1945 and October 1945, the
Colonial Office succeeded in convincing the Rajah that his nephew and
the Provisional Government of Sarawak representatives had ‘shown
hemscl lly ponsive to the proposals of His Majesty’s
Government'.12 On 3 October the Rajah dismissed his Rajah Muda and
“assumed personal control of Sarawak affairs in place of the Provisional
Govemment (which he abolished)™.**
The Rajah had decided, with the help of the Colonial Office planners,
1o cede Sarawak to the British Crown. But his memory of his subjects
d strong, so he dispatched his c ial private secretary,
Gerard MacBryan, together with an official from the Colonial Office to
Sarawak, ‘to consult leading representatives of the people on the question
of ceding the territory to His Majesty’. The outcome of this mission was
reported as follows:

His cmissary has now retumed, and the Rajah has informed His Majesty’s
G that, in of the very ble reaction of those
representatives, which is, 1 understand, recorded in letters addressed to him by the
leaders of the Malay and Chincse communitics in Sarawak, he now feels able to
proceed with the cession of the territory. Accordingly the necessary document is
being drawn up and will be presented to the representatives of the people for their
agreement upon the Rajah's return to the territory, which will probably take
place towards the end of March. ¢

The Secretary of State for the Colonies, George Hall, in a heated debate
on 6 February 1946 on the proposed Sarawak cession assured Members of
the House of Commons that 'so far as we arc concerned, if cession takes
place, it must take place after full ltation with a properly ituted
Supreme State Council in Sarawak™.!* Rajah Vyner Brooke did arrive in
Sarawak and the proposed cession of the territory to the British Crown
was the subject of meetings of the Council Negri in Kuching which was
opened by the Rajah on 14 May. Recce has summarized the cession
proceedings: *“The motion on the second reading was then put and was
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finally carried by 18 votes to 16, there being a native majority against
cession of 13 votes to 12. It was the votes of six European officials which
carried the day, although the Residents of the First and Fourth Divisions
(Ditmas and Gilbert) and Howes voted against the motion and Barcroft
abstained."® On the third reading, the bill was passed by 19 votes to 16.
This time Barcroft and Datu Hakim who had earlier abstained voted for
cession while Adams who had supported the bill was absent: ill.17 Thus,
with the majority of the non-European (in other words, Sarawakian)
members voting against cession, the British Government decided ‘that
the Rajah's proposal for the cession of the territory to his Majesty is
broadly acceptable to the native communities'.® The Supreme Council
of Sarawak authorized Rajah Vyner Brooke to exccute the instrument of
cession on 20 May, with British representatives signing it on behalf of His
Majesty’s Government. A week later the Privy Council in London
ordered the annexation of Sarawak to the British Crown. The Brooke
kingdom disappeared and Sarawak saw the dawn of a new era with its
proclamation as a British Crown Colony on 1 July 1946.

The cession of Sarawak to the British Crown was far from *broadly
acceptable to the native communities’ who comprised the majority of the
population of the territory. Indeed, the cession evoked strong emotions
and reactions from cereain sections of the Sarawak population. This was
especially truc of the Malays and many Ibans in Kuching, Sibu, and the
other bigger towns although the indigenous reactions to the cession
emerged gradually and rather haltingly.

Two organizations worked to emphasize that Sarawak was an
independent state and that Britain was committing an act of injustice in
deciding to annex the territory to the British Crown. One of these was
the Malay National Union of Sarawak (MNUS) which had existed since
1936 but had not been a distinctly politicized organization before the
cession controversy; this forced it to face a situation in which it
comprchended the difference between the regime of the Brooke Rajahs
(who had always maintained that *Sarawak belongs to the Malays, Sea
Dyaks, Land Dyaks, Kayans, Kenyahs, Milanos, Muruts, Kadayans,
Bisayahs, and other tribes, and not to us'1®) and direct colonial rule which
would make Sarawakians the subject people of an alien power. The other
organization, the Dayak Association of Sarawak (DAS), was formed after
the War and led by Ibans who were mainly in the Brooke service or had
served in it previously 29 Like the MNUS, it was largely a social and
welfare body but the cession issuce prompted it to encourage Dayak-
Malay cooperation in opposing the bequest of Sarawak to the Colonial
Office.

The anti-cession movement grew so serious that the new Sarawak
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Colonial Government issued an order in December 1946 prohibiting
Anthony Brooke from entering Sarawak on the grounds that ‘his
presence and conduct in Sarawak would inflame fecling', and to easiire.
that the present peaceful state of th ry isnot di d
and to protect the people against the danger of disorders which might
perhaps be of a grave character’.2}

Another measure of the seri with which the indj leaders
pursucd their end to maintain the “independence of Sarawak’ can
be scen in the outcome of a Circular which the new Colonial
Government issued on 20 December 1946 to all offices of the Sarawak
civil service which stated that the Government

.. expects and requires absolute loyalty from all its servants, and since there is no
question of 3 change in the present regime, the Government will not tolerate any
association by its servants with activities designed to keep alive the question of
cession . .. cach Government Servant must make up his mind whether to serve the
Government loyally or not, and any one who wishes not to continue service
under these conditions must inform their Heads of Departments before
December 31, 1946.32

On 18 January about a thousand Malays, including both sexes, staged an
anti-cession demonstration at the Kuching Mosque demanding, among
other things, that* Nauv: wishes must bc rcspcctcd' Demonstrations of a
similar nature inued to be d in q years, usually on
‘cession day’, that is to say 1 July cach year. The anti-cession movement
reached its climax in early December 1949 when the sccond Governor of
Sarawak, Duncan Stewart, was fatally stabbed in Sibu by a Malay Youth,
Rosly bin Dhoby. The assassination shocked all parties and with the
government taking strong punitive action, the anti-cession movement
was practically destroyed by 1950.2

The anti-cession movement in Sarawak did not place the British in a
predicament as disabling as the Malay reactions to the Malayan Union
scheme in the Peninsula. As far as Britain was concerned, the deed was
done and Sarawak had been acquired. In answer to Bertram Brooke, who
was fighting a losing battle, the Secretary of State for the Colonies stated,
as carly as July 1946:

1 am...unable to accept the suggestion that there should be some further
consultation of the wishes of the people on the cession issue. Now that the
territory has been ceded | cannot but feel that anyone who encouraged in any way
the small group in Sarawak who persist in voicing their ppposition to cession is
stirring up dissension and is not servicing the true interest of the territory and its
inhabitants.24

The last sentence of the passage was a parting shot which was reinforced
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with the banning of Anthony Brooke from entry into Sarawak as long as
the anti-cession movement presented itsclf as a possible threat.

Itis pertinent to add that the Chinese community offered no support
to the anti-cession movement. Indeed they felt that British government
was likely to confer greater benefits on the Chinese. A Sarawak Chinese
wrote recently: of Sorronmnde 2 Cr. Crtts -,‘,/[j}:z:

The Chinese attitude over the césion issue was not difficult to surmise, Th
Brooke regime had opened Sarawak to Chinese setdement and trade, it is true,
and its stable g had ged Chincse ion growth and the
expansion of ts economy. Of thesc benefits they were appreciative; but they also
realized that they were not recognized, even the new generations born and bred
on Sarawak soil, as true sons of the soil or natives which was (and stil is) 2
privileged position without carrying the pejorative connotation so common
clsewhere in Asia and Africa under colonial rule. Until 1931, a Chinese could
legally be classificd as a native, but the classification denoted nationality rather
than ethnic status. After 1931 Chinese and non-Islamic Indians were excluded
from native status. This was underlined in the Land Rules of 1933.3%

Two of the Chinese members in the Council Negri, Tan Bak Kim and
Kho Peng Loong, supported the cession bill while two others, Ong Hap
Leong and Tsc Shuen Sung, were absent.

But, in general, those who were in favour of British colonial
administration belonged to the clite of the Chinese community, namely,
wealthy merchants and others officially recognized as the leaders of the
community. The younger generation from the lower strata of society,
especially the Chinese-cducated, were inclined towards leftist ideology.
In fact, during the Second World War there had existed a communist
organization known as the Sarawak Anti-Fascist League which is
believed to have been succeeded by the Sarawak Overseas Chinese
Democratic Youth League, formed in October 1951. The latter concen-
trated its cfforts on indoctrination of Chinese students, and had contact
with the Anti-British Leaguc in Singapore, but was dissolved when a state
of emergency was declared in the First Division of Sarawak in 1952.
Several communist groups existed in Sarawak from then on which the
authorities referred to collectively as the Clandesti i
Organization or CCO. However, it was the Sarawak Liberation League
which ly was able to i ivities in all the five Divisions of
the territory. This League appears to have been renamed the Sarawak
Advanced Youths' Association (SAYA)in late 1954. It was SAYA which
became the mostactive body for many years and was, principally, the one
which the Government called the CCO or the Sarawak Communist
Organisation (SCO).
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Unlike the MCP, the CCO fell short of exccuting an all-out war
against the British in Sarawak. Armed cncounters, human as well as
material losses of the magnitude which occurred during the Emergency
in Malaya did not take place in Sarawak. Nevertheless, there were basic
similarities between the MCP and the CCO. The members of both
organizations were primarily Chinese. More cogently, both utilized
‘front organizations’ to gan support for their identical revolutionary
Marxist-Leninist-Maoist ideology. In the case of the CCO, the 'united
front” was to include the students, the trade unions, and the peasants of
rural Sarawak. In addition, it exploited resentment and fears that
government policy would destroy Chinese culture. Both the MCP and

L CCO were dedicated to the use of ‘the most revolutionary means to
overthrow British Imperialism'. Both sought to establish an authoritarian
communist political system in place of colonial rule. The CCO plan was:
‘First of all we should strive for the establishment of a new democratic
socicty, then a socialist socicty and finally a communist socicty.'26

From the time of the formation of SAYA the CCO stepped up its
efforts to recruit support from the Chinese schools and to penetrate the
predominantly Chinese trade unions, which had been formed in the main
towns, as well as to organize the peasantry. By the late 1950s the CCO
was seriously considering the formation of a political party so that there
would be an organization with a unified command. That nced was

§ expressed in early 1959; by June that year the Sarawak United People’s
; Party (SUPP) was registered. The British authoritics thereupon glibly
came to the conclusion that the CCO at lcast actively supported the
formation of the SUPP. Itis, however, debatable whether the SUPP was
the party of the CCO pure and simple. Many of the SUPP leaders were
conservatve and hailed from properticd families. Although the party
included a number of communist and pro-communist elements at the
grassroots level, and offered a ‘socialist’ alternative, SUPP itself reflects
clements of traditionalism. Most of the statewide leaders today are
medium or small businessmen, not trade unionists or farmers.

At all events, the CCO never managed to establish a commanding
position in Sarawak politics. Although it succeeded in forming cells,
branches and committees in parts of the first three Divisions of the
territory, throughout the British colonial period, and indeed after the
formation of Malaysia in the 1960s, the CCO failed to convince more
than a tiny minority of the Sarawak population that its revolutionary aim
to sct up a communist state in the arca was a better alternative to the slow
but peaceful British-guided constitutional development which had taken
place in the post-war period. At the peak of its activities, the CCO had no
more than between one and two thousand operational fighting members.
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The Malays and indigenous communities largely steered clear of the
activities of the CCO.

In gencral, among the Chinese in Sarawak there was a small group that
was passionately China-orientated. On the other hand, there was another
small group that was strongly Sarawak-orientated. In between these two
groups was the largest segment, namely, the economically depressed,
illiterate, and neither greatly Chi d nor primarily S k
inclined. They were often frustrated, and uneasily placed between the
Chinese world and their Bornean habitat. Many of these frustrated and
rootless Chinese sometimes embraced a belief that offered an apparently
simple solution to the problems of the individual and the state. But they
were not Marxist or Maoist ideologues; only the victims of adverse socio-
cconomic circumstances in colonial Sarawak. Therefore, like the anti-
cession . the Cx failed to secure mass
support. It is important to note that because of the plural nature of the
Sarawak Society, the Chinese-dominated CCO made no attempt to
support the anti-British stance of the anti-cessionists.

British colonial rule lasted for seventeen years, from July 1946 to
September 1963 in both Sarawak and Sabah. It was an cra of benevolent
administration. Largely because of the lack of political consciousness in
both territories before the Second World War, progress along nationalist
lines after 1946 was slow. The Colonial Governments of Sarawak and
Sabah wished, above all clse, to rehabilitate and reconstruct the
cconomies of the two territories, which were ravaged by the War. It was
clearly recognized that social and welfare services were inseparable
concomitants of any stable and expanding economy; accordingly, such
services were given emphasis at the same time as the principal industries of
Sarawak and Sabah such as rubber, oil, pepper, copra, timber, sago and
tobacco, were speedily rehabilitated. Sarawak and Sabah under colonial
rule experienced British policies very like those carried out in pre-war
Malaya.

As in pre-war Malaya, the peoples of Sarawak and Sabah lived in
plural societies for many years after 1946. It was not the intention of
Whitchall to foster political awareness or nationalistic ideas among them
during the 19505, cven though Britain was aware that she would have to

1

quish her ignty over the territories in the fc future
because nationali: and demands for political
ind. d Isewhere in South-East Asia made it plain that, at best,

Britain could only hope to delay the rise of nationalist sentiment among
the peoples of Sarawak and Sabah. However, Britain must have reasoned,
as she did with respect to Malaya and Singapore, that if the parting of the
wave must come with the Borneo territories it was in her best interest that



146 NATION-BUILDING IN MALAYSIA

such a break should occur amicably.

In Sarawak, the 1941 Constitution was re—cnacted in 1946. This
Constitution gave legislative and financial jurisdiction to the Council
Negri, 2 body of 25 members of whom 14 were official members
appointed from the Sarawak Civil Service and 11 unofficial, representa-
tive of the several peoples of the country and their interests. The Council
Negri was the cquivalent of a legislative council in other colonies and,
typical of colonial legislatures, it *had the power to make laws for the
peace, order and good government of the country, and no public money
could be expended or any charge made upon the revenues of the country

. without the Council's consent’.37

Under the resumed 1941 Constitution there was provision for a
Supreme Council (the equivalent of an executive council in other
colonics) of not less than five members, the majority of whom were
members of the Sarawak awvil service and the Council Negri. The
Govemor, in the excrcise of his dutics, was to consult the Supreme
Counal; but important exceptions to this rule were made which, in
effect, gave him a free hand to dircct the affairs of the Colony in the way
that the British Government would desire. ‘In the exercise of his powers
and duties the Governor consulted with the Supreme Council, except in
making appointments to the Supreme Council and in cases (a) of such
nature that, in the Governor's judgement, Her Majesty would sustain
materal prejudice by consulting the Supreme Council thereon: or (b) of
matters in his judgement too unimportant to require their advice; or (c) of
matters in his judgement too urgent to admit of their advice being given
by the time action might be necessary”.2¢ The people had no franchise and
the Governor together with his officials controlled the destiny of the
ternitory.

Gradually, however, local councils were introduced in Sarawak.
Because 1t was obvious that few Sarawakians had the requisite educ-
ational qualifications or experience to fill higher posts, it was decided to
develop local government institutions as the training ground for future
Sarawak leaders. The first five local authorities, as the local councils were
termed, were formed at the end of 1947; in November 1948 the Governor
nformed the Council Negni that by the end of the following year ‘in
Sarawak no less than onc-third of the population of the Colony will be
living within the jurisdiction of such Authorities, and nearly one-half of
the population will be within the jurisdiction of some kind of Local
Government’.2? From the beginning of 1957 the whole of Sarawak, with
the exception of a small arca on the coast between Miri and the Brunci
border, was under the jurisdiction of some kind of local authority.?®

Most of the carlier local authoritics were established on a racial basis,
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but as this proved to be detrimental to 2 common political evolution it
was subsequently decided to organize authorities on 2 mixed or inter-
racial pattern *with jurisdiction over people of all races in the area”.3! The
main functions of cach authority were responsibility for primary
education and full financial control over expenditure within its arca. The
local authorities also collected revenue, mainly from a poll-tax, rates,
licence-fees, miscellaneous local taxes, and central government grants
from Kuching. No less significant was the fact that the local authoritics, as
the reposil of democracy, ituted the sub-cl !
colleges for the clection of representatives to the five Divisional Advisory
Councils of Sarawak, which in tumn elected members to the Council
Negri, according to the provisions of the new Sarawak Constitution
promulgated in 1956.

This Consitution, which came into force on 1 April 1957, provided
for a new Council Negri consisting of 45 members of whom 24 were
clected unofficials, 14 were ex-officio members, four were nominated to
Tepresent interests which the Governor considered inadequately re-
presented, and the remaining three were ‘standing members', two of
whose seats were vacant and would not be filled.32 The new. Constitution
also provided for a Supreme Council consisting of three ex-officio
members, namely the Chicf Sccretary, the Financial Sccretary and the
Attorney-General, two nominated members and five elected members
Who were clected, nominated or standing members of the Council Negri.
The introduction of local authorities, which e subseq ly renamed
‘district councils’, had served one of its main purposes, inasmuch as
the 1956 Constitution ‘embodied the principle, which lasted even beyond
the creation of Malaysia in 1963, that a proportion of the members in the
higher organs of government would be clected by the members in a
lower tier of government'.33 Thus, while the elective principle was
gradually introduced in the clections of members of the district councils,
the last also now became sub-clectoral colleges for the election of
representatives to the five Divisional Advisory Councils mentioned
above. These five Councils, the Kuching Municipal Council, and the
Urban District Councils of Sibu and Miri, clected from among their
members the 24 elected unofficials in the Council Negri** The above
system of indirect election was. practised until the formation of Malaysia
in the carly 19605 and did help in a modest way to arouse political
awareness among the people of Sarawak.

In the case of Sabah, after being administered by the Governor with
the aid of an Advisory Council for four years, a new Legislative Council
was established in October 1950. The new legislative body was, however,
d by official bers: “The Legislative Council consists of the




148 NATION-BUILDING IN MALAYSIA

Governor as President, three ex-officio Members, namely the Chicf
Secretary, the Attomey-General and the Financial Secretary, nine
Official Members and ten Nominated Members' 3% At the same time, an
Exceutive Council was established which consisted of the same three ex-
officio members, two other official members and four nominated
members. The latter Council was ‘consulted by the Governor on all
questions of importance’.3

The consti I in Sabah hout the 1950s were

more colonial than those in Sarawak. For a full decade until 1960 the
British officials dominated the Legislative and Executive Coungils. The
Sabah colonial legislature advised and assisted the Governor who made
‘Jaws for the peace, order and good Government of the Colony'.>” Local
councils were introduced in Sabah only from 1952 onwards, with
functions similar to those in Sarawak but with the exception that the
Sabah local councils did not undertake responsibility for education.
(The Department of Education in Sabah fully controlled education in the
territory.) As in Sarawak, the local councils in Sabah were subscquently
renamed ‘local authorities' and ‘district councils’. By 1956 it was
explained: ‘Wide powers are conferred upon these Authorities, which
have control over their own finances and may levy rates and cesses and
make by-laws for such purposes as the improvement of agriculture and
amimal husbandry, the control of buildings, the provision and main-
tenance of markets and the safeguarding and promotion of public
health.'3 There was thus an attempt to familiarize the people with ideas
of self-government at grassroots level asin Sarawak. Yet it is well to note
that the local councils in Sabah never became sub-clectoral colleges fora
territorial legislature as in Sarawak. Throughout the 1950, the members
of the district councils as well as the unofficials in the Legislative and
Exccutive Councils of Sabah were all nominated by the British Governor
with the aid of his officials. In simple language, colonial rule was cffective
in theory and in practice in the Sabah of the 1950s.

It was only in 1960, just prior to the announcement of the Malaysian
proposal, that constitutional changes were introduced which provided
for a small unofficial majority in the Legislative Council of Sabah. There
were then the Governor as President, 4 ex-officio members, 3 official
members and 12 nominated members. However, the Exccutive Council
remained largely in the control of official members who numbered six as
against five nominated members.3* While district and Divisional council
clections were held in Sarawak on a territory-wide scale in 1959,4° the
clectoral process was never introduced in Sabah before December 19624
when Sabah's participation in the formation of Malaysia was already a
foregone conclusion.
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No di of political itutional develop in Sarawak
and Sabah between 1946 and 1963 would be complete without a
reference to the British attempt to establish a Bornean federation.

Bornean Federation

Tt was largely duc to the lack of organized movements among the local
population that the first attempts at political unification in northern
Bomeo came from the colonial leaders themselves. Their idea generally
Was not to prepare Sarawak, Brunci and Sabah for separate independence
but rather to link them in some form of Bornean federation. The first
atempt came in the form of a conference in Kuching in April 1953,
presided over by Malcolm MacDonald4? and attended by Sir Anthony
Abell, the Governor of Sarawak (and British High Commissioner for
Brunci), Sultan Omar Ali Saifuddin of Brunei, and Sir Ralph Hone,
Govemnor of North Borneo. Also in attendance were three represent-
atives from cach of the three territories. The main point for discussion was
the wish to develop a greater measure of coordination of policy and
administration in matters of common interest.43 It was decided to
institute a system of periodic joint meetings between department heads
and others in Sarawak, Brunci and Sabah, and to maintain harmony of
policy among the three territories.*¢ However, very little could be done
over the next four years because Brunei refused to entertain the idea of a
Bornean federation. 43
It is interesting to note that since the Second World War there had
been several suggestions about linking up all the British territories of
Malaya, Singaporc and Borneo in some form of confederation. A
contemporary academic who took an active interest in the problems of
nationhood in the arca argued the possibilities and wrote, towards the end
of 1946:
© A Federation reaching from Perlis to North Borneo is possible, a Federation to
which people of many different races gave their loyalty, trying to keep it
and to fit it for ind d There is abundant evidence in the
speeches of the Governar-General, and the overall design of local plans, that chisis
the avowed aim of the present British Government. But no one can spend three
months in post-war Malaya without noticing that this plan is being continuously
and deliberately thwarted. 4¢

Indeed, ‘parochialism’ reigned cven among the senior British officials and
in July 1957 Sir Anthony Abell reaffirmed his preference for a Bornean
federation. He considered that it was more practical for Sarawak, Brunci
and Sabah to chart a common destiny than to look to Malaya and
Singapore for unity and progress.” This appeared to make sense, one
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reason being that ‘jealousies between the Malayan Union and Singapore
are magnificd with cvery app of conscious and increasing spite’. 4
Malcolm MacDonald himself affirmed many years later:

I suggested when [ was British Commissioncr-General for South-East Asia that
the three Borneo territories—Sarawak, Brunci and North Borneo-—came together
in a federation. They had many things in common, for example, administration
and economic pattern. ... | thought that if the Bomco territorics were federated
they would be in a stronger position as a larger political entity. They would also
be in a stronger bargaining position with any other neighbouring country.+?

But Brunci, which basically felt unable to bear the probable cventuality
that it would end up sharing its oil wealth with poorer Sarawak and
Sabah in any Bornean federation, remained uninterested. 30 Sir Anthony
Abell renewed his clarion call without much success in February 1958;3}
and in September that year the Council Negri

-approved a resolution that a committce of unofficial members should be
appointed to examine the implications of closcr association between the threc
territories of British Bomeo and to report back to the Council on the more
detatled information which should be presented about this proposal to the people
of the territorics. A motion in somewhat similar terms was to be passed by the
North Bomco Legislative Council and it is expected that the committees of
unofficials of both territories will undertake conducted tours of North Bomco
and Sarawak in the course of 1959 in order to study the circumstances of cach and
50 be better qualified to make their reports.2

Not to be outdone, Sir Roland Turnbull, Hone's successor, had also
suggested in April 1958 that the Brunci and Sarawak governments be
approached to try to get their agreement to a closer constitutional link
beeween the three territories. An inter-territorial group of people should
be formed to study the proposal and make recommendations for the three
governments to consider.33

Despite the conferences and the cfforts of the promoters, the
formation of a Bornean federation remained an idea. Apart from Brunci's
reluctance, the Sabah authoritics also felt that the idea was premature. Sir
Roland Tumbull summed up the reasons for the failurc thus far to
establish a political union in northern Borneo and his hopes for the future
in the following passage:

One of the purposes we have conspicuously failed to bring about is the political
association of this country with Brunei and Sarawak. Since such purposes cannot
be achieved without the ready consent of  substantial majority of the people in
each of the countries involved, there is virtually nothing we can do about it at the
present time other than to express our continuing goodwill and our desire for
such an association. ... For the present, let us concern ourselves with the better-
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ment of our own affairs, in the by no means unjustificd hope that the years will
make us 2 partner who is not enly welcomed but sought.5

It can be argued that the Bornean federation proposals mooted from 1953
onwards failed partly because the peoples of the three territories had no

i voice in them. Furth the general idea of forming such a

deration was p d by the rep ives of the poli

power themselves which gave it the tinge of colonial expediency and so
tended to discourage the participation of local leaders such as Sultan
Omar Ali Saifuddin, Datu Mustapha bin Datu Harun®® and Donald A.
Stephens.*® Sir Anthony Abell, for instance, envisaged a very colonial
arrangement whercby a Governor-General would act as Her Majesty's
representative in Sarawak and Sabah while at the same time being British
High Commissioner to Brunci. He would preside over proposed
legislatures in Sarawak and Sabah. There would be a Licutenant-
Governor in cach of the two territories.5” The proposals, in some
mportant respects, were reminiscent of the Malayan Union scheme and
did not appear to foster the idea of independent nationhood in the three
undeveloped territories of northern Borneo.

The Rationale for Malaysia

The wish to associate Malaya, Singapore, and the northern Borneo
territories in some form of union had been expressed variously before
1961. Lord Brassey, a North Borneo Chartered Company Director, put
forth such a suggestion in 1887, albeit without much effect.5® During the
Second World War, British planners in London ‘made a general
assessment of the future of all the British areas in the Far East,
collectively'.*® But their deliberations were guided by the wish of the
Colonial Office to safeguard British economic and strategic interests in
the region rather than by any desire to promote a self-governing con-
federation of states there. After the war, Thio Chan Bee, a member of the
Legislative Council and Progressive Party of Singapore, which ‘opposed
merger with Malaya but proposed a confederation of Singapore, Malaya
and the Borneo territories’,*° more than once pointed out that this would
ensure that the Malayan-Bornco region would fall in with the existing
world trend towards larger political groupings such as the Western
European Union.5! Malcolm MacDonald himself, in espousing the prior
establishment of a Bornean federation, had in mind, as he later said, that
‘After the federation of the Borneo itories, a confederation with
Malaya and Singapore could have been attempted.’62

Like the Bornean federation proposals, however, the idea of a
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Malayan-Singap hern Borneo did not progress
towards reality until Tunku Abdul Rahman, then Prime Minister of the
Federation of Malaya, made an apparently casual statement in the course
of a lunchcon speech to the Foreign Correspondents’ Association of
South-East Asia in Singapore on 27 May 1961. The Tunku stated that
Malaya could not stand alone in isolation and suggested that sooner or
later his country ‘should have an understanding with Britain and the
peoples of the territorics of Singapore, North Borneo (Sabah), Brunei
and Sarawak’.®* He went on to say, ‘It is premature for me to say now
how this closer undertaking can be brought about but it is inevitable that
we should look ahead to this objective and think of a plan whercby these
territorics can be brought closer together in political and economic co-

peration. ' To comprehend why the Federation Prime Minister made
the statement at that time and what accounted for the subsequent interest
in the proposal, we must examine the rationale for Malaysia. Although
Malaya had achicved independence, there were old as well as new
problems which required solution if the new nation was to continue to
progress. Some of these problems concerned the relationship between the
Peninsula and Singapore.

Singapore wished to be merged with the Peninsula, mainly for
economic and political reasons, as discussed further below. The Malayan
leaders, however, were not enamoured of the idea for two main reasons
ofa different kind. The first was the fact that the racial composition of the
population of Malaya differed very markedly from that of Singapore.
This posed a serious obstacle to merger. Secondly, it was thought by the
leaders in Kuala Lumpur that Singapore’s security was being increasingly
threatened by a communist take-over. Malaya felt that the inclusion of an

gly-leftist Singapore would agg the problems posed by
the Malayan Communist Party (MCP), which had already caused the
twelve-year Emergency from 1948 to 1960.

The following Table demonstrates the problem posed by racial
composition. The figures shown clearly meant that in a direct Malaya—
Singapore merger the i P ity of the Malays in the Penin-
sula would be lost to the Chinese. Furthermore, there was no certainty
that the Indians and Others would not tend to side more with the Chinese
than with the Malays. The Malays in the Peninsula, where historical
processes beyond their control had already created a plural socicty,®® had
always greatly feared such an eventuality and therefore naturally dreaded
the political inclusion of Singapore in their country. In retrospect, it was
Just as well for the Malays that Britain excluded Singapore from the
Malayan Union in 1946 and the Federation of Malaya in 1948.

Yet, the other reason for reluctance in having Singapore as part of 2
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TABLE 1
Racial Composition of Malaya and Singapore
Malays and
Other Indigenous  Chinese  Indians ~ Others  Total
Groups
Malaya? 325474 2333756 696,186 123,342 6,278,758
(1957 census) (49.-8%) (7.4%)  (111%)  (2.0%)
Singapore? 197.060 1090595 124084 34,190 1445920
(1957 census) (13.6%) (751%)  (8.6%)  (27%)
Toul 3.322,534 3434351 820270 157,532 7,724,687
(43.0%) “43%)  (10.6%)  (2.1%)  (100%)

(Federation of Malaya, Offcial Vear Book 1961, Kuala Lumpur, 1961, P-36:30d G. P. Mcans,
Malaysia-A New Federation in Southeast Asia', Pacific Affas, 36, Moy 3, Summer 1963,
P40

*Colony of Singapore. Amnual Report 1952, Singapore, 1956, Pp.27-8.

single Malayan nation, namely the communist threat, increasingly and
paradoxically turned into a reason in favour of accepting the Island as 2
merger partner. It is in this regard that Tunku Abdul Rahman's May
1961 statement on the Malaysia proposal becomes especially significant. It
was reasoned that the inclusion of Singapore in such a proposal would
cnable the Malayan leaders, with the aid of the British, to contain the
c ists and their tenaci loitation of anti-colonial feelings, and
not only in Singapore. The i anti-c ist Tunku explained:

We had successully overcome the intcrnal threat of Communism in Malays, but
we were only t0o well aware of its insidious growth in neighbouring arcas, 1
potced particularly, with growing and grave concern, the incressing influence of
Communism in the Bricish territorics of Singapore, Sabah, Brunei and Sarswat.
The same pattern of Communist exploitation of ani—colon I feclings that we had

Thus it was envisaged that the establishment of the enlarged federation
would not only speed up but actually consummate the attainment of
political independ for Singapore and the three d pend itori

in northern Borneo. Nowithstanding internal problems which mighe
oceur or remain after the establishment of the enlarged federation, it was
intended from the outset that Malaysia was to have the constitutional
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status of an independent and sovercign nation which its people, including
those in Singapore, Sarawak, Brunei (if it became a part) and Sabah,
should be cqually proud of.

But, there was another reason for Malaysia. This related to the
problem of numbers faced by the Malays in the Peninsula in the case of a
direct Malaya-Singapore merger. With the inclusion of Sarawak, Brunci
and Sabah, each of which contained a majority of indigenous people who
were akin in varying degree to the Malays, the proposed Malaysia would
maintain the numerical superiority of the Malays and other indigenous
peoples together over the Chinesc. The following Table makes the point:

TABLE 2
Racial Composition of Malaya, Singapore and the
Borneo Ternitones (Sarawak, Brunci and Sabah)

Malays and Other All
Indigenous Groups  Chinese Others Total
Malaya and
Singapore! 3.322.534 3.424.351 977,802 7.724.687
The Bomeo
Terntones? 872,853 355,491 $4.383 1,282,827
Total 4.195.387 3.779.842 1,032,185 9,007,514
(i.c. Malaysia) (46.6%) (41.9%) (11.5%)  (100%)

#See Table 1 of this chapeer
3L W. Jones, The Population of Borneo. London, 1966, Appendix A, p.203. The figures
were for 1960,

Although the numerical factor was not highlighted during the formation
of Malaysia, and despite the possibility that the ‘only merit of this racial
argument scems to lic in the assumption that in extreme racial issues the
indigenous population of Borneo might choose to align themselves with
the Malays, to whom they were racially akin, rather than to the
Chinese’,*7 it was none the less ‘one reason why the Borneo states are so
imp as a bal to Singaporc’s left-leaning Chinese
majoritics’.*%

Malaya-Singapore Merger

Although Malayan leaders, notably those who were Malays, had shown
an unwillingness to accept the political merger of Singapore with the
Peninsula, leaders in Singapore had often argued that their Island was a
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natural complement of the Peninsula. Philip Hoalim Senior, a long-time
resident, a lawyer, and a participant in the carly post-war political
activities in Singapore, argued in December 1947:

The MDU along with the other members of the Putera-AMCJA, believes that
thereare theee indispensable requisites 1o the framing of 2 healthy and progressive
consutution for Malaya.

We have consisteruly fought for these three principles and will continue to do
0 undl we succeed. Firsly, we believe that the whole of Malaya, including
Singapore, should come under a central government, democratically clected to
pawer by the citizens of the country. Sccondly, that only those who regard
Malaya as their real home and the objeet of their loyalty may become citisens.
And thiedly, that democratic political rights should be extended to al citisens.

How all this s connected with our boycott of the Singapore elections may be
| el understood if we rcalise, in thefirst place, that the welfare of Singapore cannag by

considered in isolation from that of the rest of Malaya. Not the least among the
G s is the of a scparate ing
apparatus for Singapore with all the preposterous duplications this involves.

Singapore, therefore, should betrated as an integral part of Malaya, instead of which
the Government proposed to isolate it 2 2 separate Briish Colony. Then again,
Singapore should be governed by a entral authority along democrati lnes, and embracing
the whole of Malaye. This will save us from the caprices of a forcign tyranny which
by its very natare is incapable of attending to our needs and promoting our
welfare.9

The fact that these views were expressed immediately after the war
exemplifics the carlier development of political attitudes in Singapore as
compared to many parts of Malaya and the Borneo territories. The
passage quoted also reflects ideals which many Singapore leaders held
dear from 1946 right up to the formation of Malaysia: the wish for and
belicf in a merger with mainland Malaya were uppermost, hence the
concept of a common central government for the Peninsula and the
Island.

This concept and also the cgalitarian, somewhat socialist ideas of the
MDU and the AMCJA continued to pervade the atmosphere of
Singapore politics in later years. The rather casual Singaporean awareness
of aneed to make some concessions to the Malays found expression in the
grand coalition with PUTERA. These features lend credibility to the
assertion that the MDU and its affiliates were in many ways the fore-
runners of the People’s Action Party (PAP) which emphasized, above all
clse, that Singapore's political future and indcpendence could only be
realized through merger with Malaya.”® Philip Hoalim's remarks also
pointed to one more cogent reason for the wish to merge with Malaya,
namely that together the Peninsula and Singapore would have a better
chance of political survival.
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Throughout the 19505, the idea of merger never lacked adherents,
particularly in Singapore. While the Island was a British Crown Colony
from 1046 until it was granted internal self-government in 1959,7% it was.
noted that:

I discussion since 1946 political merger has been pronounced as an objective of
the majority of partics in Singapore. As an issue, however, it has only come into
real with the di of Britith control in
Singapore and in conjunction with the swing from restrcted political activity,
2nd a restricted franchise, 10 the participation of the mass of the population in
politics and the emergence of parties relying on mass support.”

The real ‘diminution of British g control in Singap
only began in 1954. In that year it was decided to introduce c
reforms which would gradually lead Singapore to independence. ™ The
Report of a Commission chaired by Sir George Rendel recommended 3
partly-clected and partly-nominated legislature:

The Asscmbly comprised 25 clected members, the 3 official members in the
Cabinet, and 4 members nominated by the Govemnor to represent commercial
ind minority interests. Although there was an elected majority in the Legislative
Counal, the Governor had tremendous reserve powers in all matters of defence,
foreign affzirs and internal security, and the right to suspend the constitution 2+

The Rendel constitutional reforms provided for a Cabinet consisting of
the Governor and nine others, comprising the Chief Secretary, the
Financial Secretary and the Attorney-General, an clected Chief Minister
and five other clected Ministers.”s The developments were comparable
to the introduction of the Member System in Malaya in 1951 and its ex-
tension by 1954. As in Malaya, although the scope was more limited,
clections were held in Singapore in 195 for the 2 Legislative Assembly
scats. Sir George Rendel explained many years later that the cons.
titutional reforms proposed by the Commission were intended ‘to estab-
lish a parl y system of g for Singapore in a gradual
way, bearing in mind the limited stage of political evolution in the Island.
It was felt that a two-party system would be appropriate for Singapore, as
this would reduce factionalism and the weakness generally found in
coalition governments.'7¢

Atall events, the modest constitutional reforms adopted as a result of
the Rendel Commission Report did widen the outlook and scope of
political activitics in Singapore. David Marshall?? had thought other-
wise:

The Rendel Constitution was mainly wilored for the Progressive Party whom
cverybody. and certainly the British, expected to form the Government and to st
s the gold-plated shock absorbers for imperialist ule. To the British the R endel
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Constitution was a suave political ploy—a change of facade to quieten screaming
U-N. and world opinion. It was not intended to make any basic change in the
realities of government geared for British commercial exploitation.?®

Itis undoubtedly true that the British were far from willing to relinquish
their political and economic dominance over Singapore at the time. Yet it

Negara of Singapore.52
The PAP, which won 43 of the 51 seats in the 1959 elections,®3 had
been founded in late 1954 by Lee Kuan Yew®4 and a number of others:

twelve members of the Party’s first Central Executive Committee (CEC) were
known to be communist sympathizers, if ot yet full-fledged communises. The
more prominent non-communists were Lee Kuan Yew, Toh Chin Chyeand Goh
Keng Swee who had met while studying in London and had discussed many
Malayan problems 25 members of the Malayan Forum 45

Under the leadership of the PAP Singapore became an internally self-
governing state on 3 June 1959, joined Malaysia in September 1963, and
became a sovereign Republic after the Island's scparation from Malaysia
n 1965. It is significant, however, that the PAP, as the most successful
political party in the history of politics in Singapore, had always strongly
advocated the independence of the Island through merger with Malaya.
The Malayan Forum, which was an important antecedent of the PAP,
was a discussion club formed by Malayan and Singapore students in
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Britain in 1949 with the aim of arousing interest in and debating the
problems of achieving independence for Malaya and Singapore asa single
nation.*® After various people and organizations reflected on the matter
over the post-war years, the major reasons for Singapore’s wish to merge
with Malaya were reviewed by Lee Kuan Yew in 1961:

Merger is going to take place not just because it is the desire of the P.A.P. or
merely because it is the wish of the Federation Alliznce government. It is as
inevitable s the rising and the sctting of the sun. The two territorics are 50

d and inte in their cconomic, political and military complex
that no man can keep up the artificial barrier at the Causeway for long. ..

Everyonc knows the reasons why the Federation isimportant to Singapore. Itis
the hinterland which produces the rubber and tin that keep our shop-window
cconomy going. It is the base that made Singapore the capital city. Without this
economic base Singapore would not survive.

Without merger, without a reunification of our two cconomics, our cconomic
position will slowly and steadily get worse. .. Instead of there being one unified
cconomic development for Malaya, there will be two. The Federation instead of
co-operating with Singapore will compete agamnst Singapore for industrial capital
and industrial expansion. In this competition both will suffer.

But Singapore will suffer more, because we have less resources to fall back on.
We have no rubber and tin, no large land mass. For 140 years we have grown,
developed and prospered because we bought and sold for the Federation.
Through Singapore they imported what they wanted from the outside world.
Through Singapore they sold their rubber and cin.

Merger means that there will be one integrated cconomic development, and
that the wasteful duplication of facilitics in the two territories will come to 2n
nd*?

Undoubtedly, the ic relationship between Singapore and the
Peninsula dominated the thinking of the leaders of the former. However,
the majority of leading Singaporeans (as well as many of the ordinary
citizens of the Island) also had family ties with mainland Malaya, i.e. had
relatives who were permanently resident in or citizens of the Federation.
This was especially so among the Chinese, but in varying degrees was also
true of the Malay and Indian communities.*® The numerous cultural and
familial ties which extended beyond the ends of the Johor Causeway were
therefore also seen as compelling reasons for a merger between Singapore
and Malaya.

As has been said carlier, political considerations also loomed large in
the efforts toarrive ata merger. Apart from the fact that the Peninsula and
Singapore had both been governed by Britain since the nineteenth
century, and ly had similaritics in systems of admi i
communications, judicature, currency, etc., it was noted that ‘No iron,
rubber or coconut curtain is possible between us. What happens in
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gapore must affect the Federation. From Si the Federation can
be undermined. Singapore is vital to the security and survival of the
Federation.'s®

Furthcrmore, since coming to power in 1959 the PAP had encoun-
tered an ing threat from ists in Singapore and pro-
communists within its own ranks. To a certain extent this was a bogey
fabricated by Lec Kuan Yew and his close associates in the effort to
achieve merger with Malaya. But there was a real internal tussle within
the PAP. At the Hong Lim by-clection in April 1961 a former party
member, Ong Eng Guan, who was a strong rival of Lee Kuan Yew, beat
the PAP candidate; and again at the Anson by-clection the following
July, histrionic David Marshall roundly defeated the PAP candidate.%0
For major economic, social and political reasons, therefore, the PAP
leaders fele that hood should come to Si through merger
between the Peninsula and the Island.

Tunku Abdul Rahman and his Malayan colleagues took time deciding
to admit Singapore as a merger partner in a Malaysia which would
include the Borneo territorics, from the first serious discussions of the
proposal reported to have taken place in July 1960, through another
meeting between Duncan Sandys, Lee Kuan Yew and the Tunku in
December 1960, until the Federation Prime Minister's speech to
correspondents in May 1961,°! but in Singapore itsclf the proposal was
welcomed at once. A week after the Tunku's luncheon speech, Lee Kuan
Yew i d and reaffirmed the entirely p ger policy of his
Government:

By tics of sentiment as well as of business, we in Singapore have always been
closest to the Federation of Malaya. If merger and independence could come
sooner and casicr through the Borneo sister territorics coming in together with us
into political integration with the Federation of Malaya, then we support it for it
would also mean that we would have a larger and more powerful cconomic base
for our new nation.

.. we welcome and support the declration of the Prime Minister of the
Federation of Malaya that it is incvitable that we should look ahead to this
objective of closer political and economic association between the Federation,
Singapore, Brunci, Sarawak and North Bomco. This declaration should
accelerate the speed of political rds completc forus?

From then on the PAP Government never relented in its single-minded
determination to unify Singapore with Malaya through the formation of
Malaysia. Notwithstanding the defeats in the Hong Lim and Anson by-
elections, Lec Kuan Yew and his loyal colleagues worked adroitly to
isolate the pro-communist leaders who were against the PAP bringing
Singaporc into political union with Malaya under the Alliance Govern-
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ment. When the Singapore lcftists broke away and formed the Barisan
Sosialis in July 1961, about 70 per cent of the PAP rank and file member-
ship crossed over to join the new party.®> But the PAP Government
remained in office (still having 25 Assemblymen out of s in the
legislature by August 1962) and proceeded assiduously towards its merger
goal.

After Britain and the Federation of Malaya jointly announced on 1
August 1962 that ‘subject to the necessary legislation, the proposed
Federation of Malaysia should be brought into being by 31st August
1963,"%4 the PAP Gi helda dum’ on 1 September 1962.
The people were asked to choose the type of merger they favoured not
whether they were for or against merger and 71 per cent of the clectorate
voted for itutional merger ined in a white
paper, ‘giving Singapore autonomy in education and labour’.*> From
then on, Singapore’s wish to merge with Malaya was as good as fulfilled.
While S. Rajaratnam had earlier said that the partners were ‘trying to
build 2 Malayan nation not by force, but by consent’,* Tunku Abdul
Rahman remarked shortly after the Singapore referendum that it was
‘impossible to grant independ to Singapore [on its own| because of
the danger of it going ist, and ifiit g istit would with
the help of the communist powers try to overrun the whole of Malaya”.*”
The Tunku affirmed that ‘the only course open to us would be to accept
Singapore as a member of the Federation of Malaysia”.*®

Singapore was o accepted when Malaysia was inaugurated on 16
Scptember 1963. Apart from being granted autonomy in education and
labour, Singapore was allocated 15 seats in the 159-member Dewan
Rakyat of the new nation;*® although broadcasting and television were

federal matters, the Singapore G was to be ible for
i and day-to-day prog within Singapore, while all
licence and g fees from broad and tel in Singap

were to be State revenue;'® and in general Singapore was granted 2
substantial part of its state revenuc to support its education, housing, and
other social services.!®! Importantly, the economic aspect of merger
received attention when the Malaysia Agreement provided:

The Federal Government, in order to facilitate the maximum practicable degree
of cconomic integration of the territonics of Malaysia, while taking account of the
interests of the entrepot trade of Singapore, Penang and Labuan and those of
existing industrics in Malaysia, and the need to ensure a balanced development of
these territories, shall progressively cstablish 3 common market in Malaysia for all
goods or products produced, manufactured or assembled in significant quantitics
in Malaysia, with the exception of goods and products of which the principal
terminal markets lic outside Malaysia 102
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By and large Singapore was afforded much leeway in economic maters,
For the first five years after Malaysia Day the appointment of the chair-
man of a Tariff Advisory Board, which was to be set up to advise the
Federal Government gencrally on the establishment of the common
market, required the concurrence of the Singapore Government; over the
same period ‘the Singapore Government shall have the right to requirc a
delay not exceeding twelve months in the imposition in Singapore of any
protective duty on the grounds that the duty would significantly
prejudice the entrepot trade’; with certain exceptions, all revenues
collected in Singapore were to be divided between the Federal and
Singapore Governments ‘and paid to them at least once in every year, in
the proportion of 60 per cent to the Singapore Government and 40 per
cent to the Federal Government'; and *60 per cent of income tax collected
in the States of Malaya but attributable to income derived from
Singapore shall be paid to the Singapore Government'.19 The Malaysia
Agreement, however, also provided that the Singapore Government
should make available to the Federal Government two 15-year loans
totalling $150 million 'to assist devel P in the Bornco ies', 104

Northern Borneo and Malaysia

Tunku Abdul Rahman's Malaysia proposal in May 1961 was initially
opposed by leaders in Sarawak, Brunei and Sabah. One main reason was
that the three territories had long been conditioned into thinking that
their common colonial rulers, the British, would ceventually lead them to
sovereignty and independence. The failure of the Bornean federation
proposals of the 1950s was itself evidence that Sarawak, Brunci and Sabah
were cach inclined to hope and work for their own scparate independ-
ence, even if the ideal of nationhood might take until the year 2000 or
longer to achieve. Because of this frame of mind, the announcement of
the Malaysia proposal not only took the leaders of the three territories by
surprise but also clicited strong reactions against the proposal from some
of them. A number of them formed a United Front; and the main person-
alitics involved, A. M. Azahari of Brunci, Ong Kee Hui of Sarawak, and
Donald A. Stephens of Sabah, declared on 9 July 1961 that ‘any plan in
accordance with the pronouncements made by Tengku Abdul Rahman
-~ would be totally unacceptable to the people of the three territories', 195

Soon after his specch in May 1961, Tunku Abdul Rahman had paida
familiarization visit to Brunci and Sarawak in the course of which he
endeavoured to explain the Malaysia proposal. It was not an casy task,
however, to project such a federation proposal to peoples who, as we
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have scen, were still relatively unschooled in the art of party politics and
lacking in nationalist fervour.

As we have also seen, the local leaders of the Borneo territories were in
such a handicapped position that the first overt moves vis-a-vis the
Malaysia proposal were taken by the colonial authorities themsclves. In
June 1961 the British leaders of northern Borneo—Govemor Sir Alexan-
der Waddell of Sarawak, High Commissioner to Brunci D. C. White,
and Govemor Sir William Goode of Sabah—were summoned by
Britain's Commissioner-General for Southeast Asia, Lord Selkirk; and
after two days of talks in Singapore they suggested ‘that the Borneo
territories should bind themselves closer together before joining the
Malaysia confederation”.!% The British Prime Minister, Harold Mac-
millan, had stated a week carlier that he had obscrved with interest the
Tunku's Malaysia proposal. He added, “Tunku Abdul Rahman's state-
ment s already stimulating discussion in these countries, and the Govern-
ment will wish to take their reactions into account in their consideration
of the suggestion”.!9?

The British Government might indeed have been involved in
suggesting the Malaysia proposal as a more amenable alternative to direct
Malaya-Singapore merger. Implying that he had discussed the proposal
with the Malayan Prime Minister, Malcolm MacDonald once said,
“Tunku Abdul Rahman called me, months before his 27 May 1961 speech
in Singapore’.'** The usually well-regarded if conservative London
Times put Britain’s stakes in the Malaysia region in proper perspective
when it concluded, ‘British strategic interest in the arca is shared by
Australia and New Zealand and some common policy will have to be
evolved. If strategic needs can be satisfied there should be no further
political objection from Britain'.!9® A contemporary writer affirmed,
‘Because of the obvious advantages accruing to Great Britain from the

laysian Fed the opy of Malaysia charge that the idea
originated with the British® 110" [ndeed, as the formation of Malaysia
proceeded, left-wing opponents of the proposal in the region charged
that Malaysia represented ‘a sinister conspiracy on the part of the British
and Malayan Governments which will enable Britain to protect her
military and cconomic interests and Malaya to crush socialism in the area
and make second-class citizens of the Chinese’.!!!

A scries of d ensured the conti of attention to the
Malaysia plan in northemn Bornco. The leaders in the arca took their
political cues largely from their British rulers, at least initially but, for the
reasons stated above, their British rulers appeared to be increasingly
favourable to the formation of Malaysia. British officials gave the
impression that although the prior sk of a Bornean federati
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prising the three ies was not to be letely ruled out, the
Malaysia proposal was a constructive one and that the crucial factor was
proper timing in forming the larger federation. “The quicker you try to
do it, the more difficult it would be for the Borneo territories because
they feel they lag behind Singapore and the Federati politically.'t12
The United Front leaders themselves were aware of and perturbed by the
political handicaps of their territories. It was for this reason that they
implored:

We belicve that it is vitally important that the constitutional advance in the three
territorics should be specded up and with this in view clections should be held in
the territorics, where an undertaking has been given by the Governments
concerned 5o that the legitimate aspirations of the people for political advance-
ment can be satisfied. 11>

Britain for her part had become resigned to the realities of the situation:
Malaya had achicved independence, Singapore had been increasingly
resolute in its demand for self-rule, and the northern Bomeo territories
would be following the same path to political emancipation cither of
their own volition or with the aid and moral support of friendly
neighbours. The British also scem to have decided that the parting with
the Borneo territories should be on good terms so as to avoid
‘endangering their stand on self-d ination in Africa and elsewherc in
the world".! 14 It appeared that colonial rule was inevitably coming to an
end in northern Borneo, at any rate in Sarawak and Sabah,

In July 1961 the British authorities arranged for local Sarawak and
Sabah leaders to be present at the Commonwealth Parliamentary
Associ (CPA) confc in Singapore. Both Malaya and Singapore
were represented and both very much wanted to realize Malaysia; but it
was Lee Kuan Yew, who appeared to be at the apex of his political agility
in the carly 19605, who really worked hard to establish rapport with the
mostly suspicious Borneo leaders: ‘I would suggest that at the conference
you speak your minds frankly. Let us know what are the things that you
feel have to be safeguarded. Let us know how they can be done and
when”.12 The Bomneo leaders did begin to speak their minds on the
Malaysia proposal, while Malaya and Singapore lent their willing cars.
The CPA conference decided to set up a Malaysia Solidarity Consul.
ative Committee (MSCC), which comprised delegations from Malaya,
Singapore and the three Bomeo territorics, to continue discussions on the
Malaysia proposal as well as to identify the matters regarding which the
Borneans wanted safeguards. (Brunei was not represented at the first
meeting, and sent only observers to the remaining three meetings of the
MSCC))
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In view of what subscquently developed, the MSCC can be
considered as a path-finding body in the formation of Malaysia. It was not
a mere coincidence that Donald Stephens, the most vocal Borneo leader
ac the time, was chosen to be chairman of the MSCC. By entrusting him
with that important job, the Malayans and Singaporeans ensured that the
representatives from the Borneo territorics would feel that they were
playing major roles in discussing the Malaysia plan from the beginning,
The MSCC held four fruitful meetings, the first in Jesselton, the second in
Kuching, the third in Kuala Lumpur and the fourth in Singaporc,
between August 1961 and February 1962.

While the Borneans were gaining in political understanding as the
Malaysia proposal increasingly became a topic of conversation among the
people in town and kampong, their leaders were gaining expertise in
negotiations as they sat in conference with their Malayan and Singapore
counterparts. It is evident that during the four meetings of the MSCC the
pervading theme was that of hood; and it became i ingly clear
that what the Borneo leaders wanted was no longer scparate independ-
ence before joining Malaysia but rather acceptable conditions and safe-
guards regarding important aspects of social, cconomic and political life.

At the first MSCC mecting in Jesselton, the Malayan delegates told
their Borneo counterparts, “The facts of geography and economics
further reinforce our Browing intimacy in our joint effort in many
practical fields such as administration, cducation, technical assistance, the
law and exchange of experts and training programmes in various
fields’.} ¢ At the second MSCC meeting in Kuching the Malayan
delegation reinforced the case for nationhood by reiterating that the
Malaysia region shared a common cultural heritage, links forged in
history, common cconomic factors, common threats to security and
consequently the need for similar defence thinking, administrative and
Judicial services produced out of the same mould and for decades a
common currency.!'?

The persuasive approach of the Malayans and Singaporeans soon
convinced an increasing number of Borneo leaders that the Malaysia
proposal was constructive and advantageous to the future of their
territories, Recalling the beginning of fa ble Borneo response to
Malaysia, Datuk Ong Kee Hui stated many years later:

At the € Parl y in Singapore in
July 1961, the Bomco leaders (no Britishers were present) met Lee Kuan Yew
who was the greatest supporter of the Malaysia idea. Lee Kuan Yew used all his
power of persuasion to try to convince the Bornco leaders to support the
Tenghu's proposal. He said that the British were made up in their minds to give
up Singapore and the Borneo territorics. If the Bomneans did not unite with
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Malaya and Singapore, then it would be ‘everyone for himself” and the chances of
political survival would be almost nil. 18

Donald Stephens had initially warned, ‘If we Jjoin Malaya, the people
who will come and take most of the top jobs will be from Malaya®.119
But soon after the United Front declaration, Tunku Abdul Rahman sent
mvitations to Borneo leaders to go to Kuala Lumpur to exchange views.
‘Donald Stephens did not even bother to communicate with his United
Front colleagues and flew to Kuala Lumpur'.12° However, as lage as
August 1961 Stephens could say, ‘My people feel that if North Borneo
Joins Malaya now as a state, it would in fact mean that North Borneo
would become not a state but a colony of the Federation of Malaya'. 121
Yet by the time the fourth meeting of the MSCC took place in Singapore
in February 1962, the delegations from the five areas had ‘reached
common ground on the broad constitutional and political issues, like 2
strong effective Central Government in charge of defence, external affairs
and internal security, and on details such as control of migration, religion,
education, national language, and other safeguards for local interests’.122
In fine, the Malaysia proposal had come to embody the major
ional aspects of nation-building.

That Britain supported the formation of Malaysia became very
cvident when the Sarawak and Sabah Governments each published a
white paper in January 1962 urging the peoples of the two territories to
support the Malaysia proposal.!*} To adhere to well-known British
practice in granting self-rule to dependencics, it was decided to set upa
commission of enquiry on Malaysia to ascertain the views of the peoples
of North Borneo and Sarawak on this question; and, in the light of their
assessment of these views, to make recommendations’, The Commission
comprised Lord Cobbold (chairman), Sir Anthony Abell and Sir David
Watherston, who were i by the British G 5 and Dato
Wong Pow Nee and Muhammad Ghazali Shafie, who were nominated
by the Federation of Malaya.!2¢ The Commission undertook its tasks
from 19 February to 17 April 1962. It held 50 hearings at 35 different
centres (20 in Sarawak and 15 in Sabah). Over 4,000 persons appeared
before the Commission in some 690 groups which varied in size from one
to fifty. The Commission received nearly 600 letters and memoranda in
Sabah and over 1,600 in Sarawak.!?$ In giving its assessment the
Commission concluded:

About one-third of the population in each territory strongly favours early
realisation of Malaysia without too much concern about terms and conditions.
Another third. many of them favourable to the Malaysia project, ask, with
varying degrees of cmphasis, for conditions and safeguards varying in nature and
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extent. . The remaining third is divided between those who insist on independ-
ence before Malaysia s considered and those who would strongly prefer to see
Brish rule continuc for some years to come. '3

The Cobbald C made dati matters similar to
those already discussed and agreed upon by the MSCC. These included
issucs such as rep ion in the federal parl the special position
of the ind p the judiciary, the head of

state, the public services, the federal constitution, finance, tariffs and
trade, education, and regionalization of federal services.!2” The Com-
mission urged that these be dealt with in detail by a Working Party. The
chairman of the Commission made one very pertinent obscrvation:

It1s 3 necessary condition that, from the outset, Malaysia should be regarded by all
concerned 25 an association of partncrs, combining in the common interest to
create 3 new nation but retaining their own individualities. If any idea were (o
take root that Malaysia would involve a ‘take-over” of the Bomco territories by
the Federation of Malaya and the submersion of the individualities of North
Borneo and Sarawak, Malaysia would not, in my judgment, be generally
acceptable or successful 14

This observation served to allay the fears of the Bomco leaders thac
Mulaysia might ‘come about by a process of large units like the Federation
of Malaya taking in smaller units’, or that it might mean the Borneo
territories ‘being bulldozed” into the proposed federation.'3?

The recommendation to have a Working Party was taken up whenan
Inter-Governmental Committee (IGC) was formed consisting of mem-
bers from Britain, Malaya, Sarawak and Sabah. The IGC divided into
constitutional, fiscal, legal and judicial, public service and departmental
organization sub~committees which met variously between August and
December 1962.1%9 The IGC Report conuined the framework of
Malaysia as a nation. In 0 far as Sarawak and Sabah had indicated their
wish to be parts of Malaysia, the IGC Report embodicd the conditions
and safeguards which the two territories wanted before they gave their
final consent. Many of the constitutional aspects of statchood that were
worked out by the IGC were based on the 1957 Federation of Malaya
{o and Malayan experience in nation-building.

Briefly, in Malaysia Islam was to be the religion of the Federation.
There were to be constitutional guarantees for religious freedom.
Immigration would remain a federal subject but, with certain exceptions,
entry into the Bomeo states would require the approval of the state
concerned. This legislation could not be amended or repealed in its
application to 3 Bomeo state without the agreement of the state
concerned. Education was 2 federal subject, but the existing policy and
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system of educational administration in Sarawak and Sabah remained
under the control of each state government until it otherwise agreed. 13t

Any citizen of the United Kingdom and her Colonies who was born,
naturalized or registered in Sarawak or Sabah and ordinarily resident
there when Malaysia came into existence, became 2 citizen by operation
of law. Any other person over the age of seventeen years and ordinarily
resident in the Borneo territories was entitled to apply for Malaysian
citizenship by registration within eight years of Malaysia Day, subject to
certain qualifications including residence for seven out of the previots ten
years. An applicant for citizenship by registration had to pass 2 Malay
language test, and was required to take the citizenship oath as prescribed
in the existing Federal Constitution. 32

Two members of the Dewan Negara (Senate) of the Parliament of
Malaysia would be elected by cach Borneo legislature, while six other
Senators would be appointed by the Yang di-Pertuan Agong from the
two Borneo states of Sarawak and Sabah. The existing Dewan Rakyat
(House of Representatives) was enlarged from 104 to 159. Of the new
MPs, 16 were to be clected from Sabah, and 24 from Sarawak. The
remaining 1§ were to come from Singapore. In Sarawak the Head of
State was styled Governor; in Sabah he was Yang di-Pertuan Negara.
The Sarawak executive council was named Supreme Council and the
legislative assembly Council Negri as both bodies had been during the
pre-Malaysia period. The lists of federal and state powers, with some
modifications, were based on the distribution of legislative powers under
the Federation of Malaya Constitution, 33

With certain exceptions, taxation remained a federal marter. Taxes in
Sarawak and Sabah would be gradually raised to federal levels. Some
revenucs additional to those already assigned to the states in the existing
Federation of Malaya, such as certain dutics on petroleum products
timber and mincrals, revenue from state sales taxes and port dues, were
assigned to the Borneo states. In Sabah, for as long as the state retained
responsibility for medicine and health, 30 per cent of all other customs
revenuc was assigned to it. The Federation Government would use its
best endeavours to enable Sarawak to secure and disburse M$300 million
during the first five years after Malaysia Day for capital expenditure on
devel The Federation G also noted an estimate of
desirable development expenditure in Sabah of M$200 million for the
same period after Malaysia Day, and recognized that funds from outside
the territory would be required. Britain promised a grant of £1.5 million
per year for five years for the development of the Borneo states. 134

Members of the Parliament of Malaysia from Sarawak and Sabah
were initially elected by the state legislative assemblies. Direct elections to
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Parliament and the Borneo state Iegislatures would be held with the first
general elections after the fifth anniversary of Malaysia Day or earlier if
the state government agreed. Elections would be the responsibility of the
Federal Elecion Commission which would be enlarged with an
additional member from the Bornco states.!33

Inaddition to the Supreme Court of Malaysia, which was to be known
as the Federal Court, there were to be three High Courts for the states of
the existing Federation, for Singapore, and for the Borneo states. The
Federal Court determined disputes between the states or a state and the
Federation and certain constitutional questions, as well as appeals from
the three High Courts, while the latter determined appeals from inferior
courts in the states. Native law and custom and nauve courts remained a
state matter.!3¢

Separate Public Service Commissions were to be established in cach
Borneo state. The Federal Public Service Commission would establish,
forat least five years, branches in Sarawak and Sabah, and members of the
State Public Service Commissions were to serve on the Federal Public
Service Commission's state branches. Malay was the national language,
but for a period of ten years after Malaysia Day and thercafter until the
state legislatures of Sarawak and Sabah otherwise provided, English
would remain an official language. Significantly, the provisions in the
Federation of Malaya Constitution relating to Malays were made appli-
cable to the indigenous peoples of the Bomeo states as if they were
Malays, 137

The IGC Report satsfied Bomco demands for conditions and
safeguards to a large extent. It met most of the ‘Twenty Points” which
Sabah leaders and their Sarawak counterparts wanted from the Feder-
ation Government if the two territories were to become parts of Malay-
$12.1*® The provisions for social and economic aid to the Borneo states
were very substantial. It may also be supposed that the Bornco leaders
camc to favour Malaysia because, upon reflection, it could be seen that the
plan did not in any scrious manner threaten their ambitions to become or
remain pre-cminent in their states if they jomned Malaysia. After all,
Sarawak and Sabah were cach provided with a state cabinet complete
with a Chief Minister and a complement of other state Ministers.!3%
Leaders of Sarawak and Sabah could, and did, enthusiastically aspire to
these high, influential and often lucrative positions after Malaysia Day.

Before the Malaysia proposal was made in May 1961 there were three
political partics in Sarawak, the Sarawak United People’s Party (SUPP),
the Party Negara Sarawak (PANAS), and the Sarawak National Party
(SNAP); Azahari's Partai Rakyat existed in Brunei; and there was none in
Sabah. Asked why he did not form a political party, Donald Stephens
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replied only months before the Malaysia plan was propounded, ‘I want to
learn from the mistakes of SUPP and PANAS first’.140 At that time the
two Sarawak parties were engaged in furious conflict with each other and
political mud-slinging.

The Malaysia proposal, besides triggering decolonization, greatly
accelerated the development of party politics in northern Borneo. By the
first half of 1962 five political partics had been formed in previously
apolitical Sabah. The United National Kadazan Organization (UNKO),
led by Donald Stephens, was formed in August 1961. As the name
implics, its majority support came from the Kadazans of the West Coast
and Interior Residencics. Soon after its formation the UNKO decided to
support the Malaysia proposal. The United Sabah National Organization
(USNO) appeared next in December 1961 and was led by Datu
Mustapha bin Datu Harun. It commanded support largely from the
Muslim groups, and like the UNKO it soon decided to support the
Malaysia plan with some reservations, In 1962 several partics emerged.
Among these was the United National Pasok Momogun Organization
(Pasok Momogun) which wanted self-g before Sabah joined
Malaysia and gained support from the interior indigenous people. (It
merged with the UNKO in Junc 1964 to form the United Pasok
Momogun Kadazan Organization (UPKO).) The Chinese of Sabah
formed the Democratic Party and the United Party (which, after
merging and undergoing two changes of name, finally became the Sabah
Chinese Association (SCA) in May 1965'43). The Chinese parties at first
opposed Malaysia but, like all the political parties of Sabah of the period,
they soon decided to support the proposal on condition that certain
safeguards were agreed upon,

In addition to the mainly Chinese-supported SUPP which was
inaugurated in June 1959, the largely Malay PANAS which was broughe
into being in April 1960, and SNAP which began as a predominantly
Dayak-based party in April 1961, new parties emerged in Sarawak in the
wake of the Malaysia Plan. The Barisan Raayat Jati Sarawak
(BARJASA) was formed in December 1961 with Malay and Muslim
Melanau support. The conservative well-to-do Chinese led the formation
of the Sarawak Chinese Association (SCA) in July 1962; and in August
1962 the Party Pesaka Anak Sarawak (Pesaka) came into being with the
principal support of Ibans and other Dayaks in the Third Division. Witk
the exception of the SUPP, which argued for Sarawak independence
first, all these parties in time decided to support the Malaysia proposal. It
may be mentioned, however, that while all the partics in Sabah formed a
pro-Malaysia grand coalition, the Sabah Alliance, in August 1962, the
parties in Sarawak only succeeded in establishing a similar coalition, the
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Sarawak Alliance, in January 1963. The SUPP remained on the opposi-
tion side until 1970.142

Thus the Malaysia proposal engendered the development of political
thinking in northern Borneo. The formation of the parties allowed the
articulation of political preferences and enabled the leaders of the Bornco
territories and their counterparts from Malaya and Singapore to identify
and give adequate ideration to the major problems which had to be
solved or taken into account in the course of establishing the new nation.
Concurrently with the spread of political awareness, the Malaysia

proposal fostered the lop of nati in
northern Borneo. The idea of belonging to an independent nation, a
central and essential feature of the Malaysia proposal gradually gained
currency and d for the willi ing numbers of
people in Sarawak and Sabah to look favourzbly at and in the end to
accept that proposal.

The formation of Malaysia took twenty-cight months, from May
1961 to September 1963, and it was basically an enlargement of the
Federation of lezya dcspnc the rescrvations cxpressed earlier on this
point. Although I state was accorded Singapore, and
conditions and safeguards were agreed upon to satisfy Bornean demands,
the three new areas became additional states of fundamentally the same
Federation, renamed Malaysia. The Malaysia Agreement provided for a
serics of adaptations of and additi ions in the existing 1957
Federation of Malaya Constitution rather than the framing of an entirely
new document. Thus the content of the Federal Constitution of Malaysia
was to a great extent the same as that of the 1957 Federation of Malaya
Constitution.'43

When Malaysia was inaugurated on 16 September 1963, Tunku Abdul
Rahman’s carlier wish scemed almost fulfilled: 'If the threc Bornco
territories are included in the Federation, it will become 14 states’.}44
With the inclusion of Singapore, there were indeed fourteen states, but
onc of the Borneo territories was missing, for Brunci had decided in the
end to stay out of Malaysia.

Brunei and Malaysia

InJuly 1961 Tunku Abdul Rahman and the Yang di-Pertuan Agong had
attempted to persuade the Bruncians that the Sultanate and the Peninsula
had much in common and that this warranted the closer union of the two
areas. The Agong cloquently said:

We came to Brunei on a mission of friendship and goodwill, and we have found
them waiting for us in abundance-the same nationality, the same culture and the
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same customs...... It is my earmest hope that the ties of friendship and goodwill in
our hearts, ties which link our lands and peoples today as they have throughout
recorded time, will endurc as long as the sca which washes both our shores. 45

But even at this carly stage there were signs that Brunci was disinclined to
accept the Malaysia proposal. A number of Malayan officers who were
trained at Brunei Government expensc and were serving in the Sultanate
could not get along with their local colleagues. While Tunku Abdul
Rahman attempted to resolve the ‘officers affair’, Azahari claimed ‘the
people are angry with Malayan seconded officers who do not want to fit
themselves into their environment’.'#® The issue hardly augured well for
the future of Brunei-Malayan relations.

While Brunei sent observers to the Kuching, Kuala Lumpur and
Singapore mectings of the MSCC, the Sultan of Brunei himself
appointed a Commission carly in 1962 to consider the Malaysia proposal;
this consisted of the Menteri Besar as chairman, two Malays, one Chinese
and one Iban. No report of the Commission was published, but those
who gave evidence, ‘among whom there would, no doubt, have been a
large majority of members of the Partai Rakyat','4? preferred the
unification of the Bornco territories to joining Malaysia. There were
among the Bruncians those who harped on the past greatness of the
Sultanate and wished to reunify Sarawak and Sabah, which were once
parts of Brunei.'#® Indeed it was partly for this reason that, while Brunei
sent observers to the crucial meetings of the IGC, on 8 December 1962
Azahari and his cohorts in the Partai Rakyat staged a revolt; they
managed to hold parts of Brunci Town and controlled Seria and Kuala
Belait for a short while. From his comfortable hotel suite in Manila,
Azahari declared, *We want history to say it was our sweat and struggle
and not Malaysia which gave Brunci independence’.'#® With the
assistance of British troops, however, the revolt was over within a week.
The Partai Rakyat was also dissatisfied with the snail's pace of con-
stitutional development in Brunei itself. The British Government, which
controlled the Sultanate’s relations and also had profound influence in its
domestic affairs, had repeatedly advised the Sultan not to convene the
State Legislative Council for fear that the Partai Rakyat might overcome
the protected Brunei Government.?3¢

After the 1962 revolt the Sultan cvidently tried harder to assess
the possibility of joining Malaysia. In February 1963 Dato Neil Lawson,
the Sultan's legal adviser, said that any alternative to Bruncians joining
the proposed federation was not only illusory but ‘indeed fraught with
danger to their political, social and cconomic development’.!*! The
Sultan proceeded to lead a delcgation to Kuala Lumpur for talks with the
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Federation G the following month, and inti d that except
fora few minor issucs Brunci was ready to be part of Malaysia. The Sultan
also led a delegation to London where he joined others from Sabah,
Sarawak, Singapore and Malaya for concluding discussions on the pro-
posed federation. But when the Malaysia Agreement was being signed by
all the other heads of delegations on ¢ July 1963 the Sultan decided that
Brunci should remain outside Malaysia.

Several reasons accounted for Brunci’s decision. First, neither the
public nor the personal relations between Brunei and Kuala Lumpur
leaders improved or grew cordial after the visit of the Yang di-Pertuan
Agong and Tunku Abdul Rahman in July 1961. In fact many of the
Malayan officers serving in Brunei asked to return to Malaya soon after
that visit.!*2 It was unfortunate that as negotiations between the Sultan
and his officers and the Malayan leaders went on, problems of protocol
tended to obstruct the growth of cordial relations. When it appeared that
Brunci was within an ace of becoming a part of Malaysia in April 1963,
an unintentional but to some extent culpable slip soured relations
between the two sides. This concerned a letter which the Malayan
Cabinet was to have written confirming the agreed terms of Brunei's
entry into Malaysia. Tunku Abdul Rahman stated at a press conference
that the letter had been sent. The Brunci delegates waited for two days at
their Istana (palace) in Kuala Lumpur, but the letter did not come. The
Brunei delegati pon called a press and stated that no
letter had been received. The Malayan side ruefully complained, *Why
are they doing this to us?* The Tunku and others subsequently went to sec
the Sultan of Brunci and his delegation off at the Kuala Lumpur Airport,
but the Malayan Prime Minister did not get the opportunity of handing a
letter he had with him to the Sultan.!53

Another major reason for Brunci's decision to stay out of Malaysia was
the settlement of the Sultanate’s rich oil revenue. The negotiations on the
matter narrowed down to the question of control of the revenue in
Malaysia. The Malayan leaders, who were destined to become the federal
leaders of Malaysia, wanted Brunci to have control over the oil only for
the first ten years after Malaysia Day; thereafter the Federal Government
would take over jurisdiction. But Brunei stipulated that it must have
control of its oil wealth in perpetuity within Malaysia,*** The Sultan’s
legal adviser subscquently explained:

On the cconomic side, it was not only a question of who would have jurisdiction
over the petroleum but also of who would excrcisc power over land where new
ail ficlds might well be found in the future. Although land had been a state matcer
in the cxisting Federation of Malaya, Sarawak and Sabah, 3 constitutional
amendment had cnabled the Federation Government to take over control of tin
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mining and production. There was 3 suspicion that the same might eventually
happen to the oil industry of Brunci in Malaysia.13*

Thus the same major factor which rendered the Bornean federation
proposals of the 1950s unworkable had appeared again in bold relicf. So
long as the Brunci oil fields remained productive and the revenue derived
from them proved adequate to sustain the protected state, there appeared
to be little prospect of the Sultanate wanting to achicve nationhood
through merger or union with any of its neighbours. 2

The other consequential reason why Brunei opted out of ‘Malaysia had
to do with the system of rotating monarchy and the Conference of Rulers
which were retained in the Malaysian Constitution. !¢ Unlike the
Governor of Sarawak and the Yang di-Pertua Negara of Sabah, the
Sultan of Brunei was made cligible for election as the Yang di-Pertuan
Agong of Malaysia. This raised the question of his position in relation to
the nine Malay Rulers of the Peninsula. Among them, precedence and
seniority were determined by the lengths of their reigns on their
respective state thrones. This criterion accordingly affected the order in
which they expected to succeed to the office of Yang di-Pertuan Agong.
Now Brunei was one of the few surviving Sultanates of the Malay world
that had existed for centurics and was much older than most of the states
of the Malay Rulers of the Peninsula. The Sultan of Brunei never said
anything in public about his position but it may be supposed that, proud
of the long history and traditions of his state, he expected to become the
next Agong when the incumbent-who visited Brunei in July 1961-had
completed his term of five years in September 1965. Unfortunately, it
was reported that he was offered the position of the most junior candidate
to the office of Agong and the Brunci Ruler found this unacceptable,!s7

Despitc this, it has been said that *The Sultan was not really interested
in becoming the Yang di-Pertuan Agong. The main reason why Brunci
stayed outside Malaysia was financial. In ten years' time Brunei would
have lost its oil riches to the Federal Government."3® Thus Brunei chose
to remain a protected state under Britain.

Malaya, Singapore, Sabah and Sarawak, on the other hand, had
announced, by December 1962, their agreement to form Malaysia on 31
August 1963. But opposition from Indonesia and the Philippines to the
proposed federation forced Malaya to accept, in early August, the pro-
posal of the other two countrics that the Secretary-General of the United
Nations or his representative be asked to head an international com-
mission to ascertain whether the elections which had recently been held in
Sarawak and North Bomeo accurately indicated the wishes of the
majority of the population in those two territories to enter Malaysia.

The nine-member neutral nation UN Commission conducted its
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survey in Sabah and Sarawak from 16 August to § September. U Thant's
report, based on the findings of the mission, was released on 14
Scptember. It confirmed that a sizeable majority of the people of both the
territorics wished to join in the Federation of Malaysia which, accord-
ingly, was prochimed on 16 September 1963, ‘an independent and
sovercign democratic State founded upon liberty and justice, ever secking
to defend and uphold peace and harmony among its peoples and to
perpetuate peace among nations’.'* But, because Malaysia’s inaugura-
tion was initially set for 31 August 1963, it is ‘31 August’ which is
officially recognized as the anniversary of the birth of Malaysia.

1. See C.N. Parkinson, Britain in the Far East: The Singapore Naval Buse, Singapore,
1955: S. Rose, Britain and South-East Asia, London, 1962
2. See M. H. Baker, Sabah: The First Ten Years as a Colony, 1946-1956, Singapore, 1965,

poiv.

3. Colony of North Bomco, The Laws of North Borneo in Force on the 3oth June 1953,
London, 1954, Vol.6, pp.49-s3; and Annual Report on North Bomeo for the Year 1947,
London, 1948, p. 48.

4. Jessclion (which was renamed Kota Kinabalu on 22 December 1967) became the
post-war capital of Sabah. The first capital was Kudat (1881-4) and the second was
Sandakan (1884-1941).

$. Colany of North Bornco, Ammusl Report 1934, Jessclian, 1955, p. 142.

6. Colony of North Bomco, Annual Report 1956, London, 1957, p. 1.

7. Colonial Office to Rajah Vyner Brooke, 19 June 1944. Reproduced in [Anthany
Brooke]. The Facts About Sarawak (hereinafter referred to as FAS), London, 1946, pp. 65-6.

8. Rajah Vyner Brooke to Stanley, 3 August 194, FAS, p.67.

9. Rajah Muda Anthony Brooke to Stanley, 28 February 1945, FAS, p.68.

10. Government of Sarawak, The Sarawak Govemment Gazette, Government Press,
Kuching, 34 September 1941, p. 616.

1. Rajah Vyner Brooke to Stanley, 3 August 1944, FAS, p.67. Emphasis added.

12. Sunley to Rajsh Vyner Brooke, 17 July 1945, FAS, p.70.

13. FAS. p.7.

14. Great Britain, Hansard (House of Commons), 6 February 1946. Reproduced in FAS,
P45
15. FAS. p.4g.

16. R.H. W. Reece, The Name of Brooke: The End of White Rajah Rule in Sarawak, Kuala
Lumpur, 1982, p. 236. Sec also Sarawak Gazetie, 3 September 1946. Datuk Sockalingam, a
former Speaker of the Council Negri, stated that ‘those Native Council Negri members
who voted for the cession were offered moncy”. Interview by the present writer, Kuching,
November 1971

17, Reece, op. cit., p. 236.

18. Secretary of State for the Colonics George Hall in a reply in Parliament. Great
Britain, Hansard (House of Commons), 37 March 1946. Also'in FAS, p. 51.

19. R. Paync, The White Rajohs of Sarawak, London, 1960, p. 182.

30. Interview with Datuk Benedict Sandin, an Iban specialist on local history, an active
member of the DAS and abo Government Ethonologist and Curator of the well-known




FROM MALAYA TO MALAYSIA 175

Sarawak M d Arch his reti in October 1973; Kuching, November
1971.

21. Sarawak Tribune, 20 December 1946.

23. Sarawak Tribune, 15 January 1947.

23. Sarawak Tribune, 30 January 1946. Sec abso Reece, op. cit., p. 276.

24. Hall to Bertram Brooke, 26 July 1946, FAS, p.107.

3. See John M. Chin, The Sarawak Chinese, Oxford University Press, 1981, pp. 103-3.
See alio Recee, op. cit., p.237.

6. Government of Sarawak, The Danger Within: A History of the Clandestine Communist
Organisation in Sarawak, Kuching, 1963, p. 4. The account of the CCO given here is based
mainly on this source. Sec also M. B. Leigh, The Chinese Community of Sarawak: A'Study of
Communal Relations, Singapore, 1964, p. 42 and Chin, op.cit., pp. 111, 119, 123, 136 and
127.

27. Sec Annual Report on North Borneo for the Yeer 1948, London, 1949; and Colony of
Sarawak, Annual Report on Sarewsk for the Year 1948, Kuching, 1949, for progress reports on
economic, social and welfare development in the two territorics. See also Colony of
Sarawak, Sarawak Annual Report, 1956, Kuching, 1957, p. 161.

28. Colony of Sarawak, Sarewak Annual Report, 1953, Kuching, 1954, p.177.

29. 1. Morrison, ‘Local Sclf-Government in Sarawak', Pacific Affsis, 23, No.3, June
1949, p. 181.

30. Colony of Sarawak, Sarawak Annual Report, 1958, Kuching, 1959, p.163.

31. Ibid.

32. Colony of Sarawak, Sarawak Anual Report, 1960, Kuching, 1961, p. 316,

33 R.S. Miloe, Government and Politics in Malaysia, Boston, 1967, p. s8.

34. Sarawak Annual Report, 1960, p.217.

35 Colany of North Bornco, Annual Report on North Bomneo for the Year 1950, Jesselton,
1951, p. 64

16. Ibid., pp. 63-4.

37. Colony of North Bornco, Nerth Bomeo Annual Report, 1955, Jessclton, 1956, p. 144.

38. Colony of North Bomeo, Annual Report, 1936, p. 163.

39. Colony of North Bornco, North Bomeo Annusl Report, 1961, Jesselton, 1963, p. 200.

40 See R. O. Tilman, *Elections in Sarawak’, Asian Survey, 3, No. 10, October 1963.

41 Sec K.J. Ratnam and R.S. Milne, The Malayan Porlismentery Election of 196,
Singapore, 1967, pp. 295-311.

42. For the background of Malcolm MacDonald, sce note 23 of Chapter 3, above.

43. Sec Serawsk Tribune, 33 April 1953.

44. Straits Times, 23 April 1953.

43. Brunci's subscquent decision not to join Malaysia is discussed below.

46. T H. Silcock, Tewards a Malayan Nation, Singapore, 1961, p. 18.

47. Sarawak Tribune, 24 July 1957.

48. Silcock, loc. cit.

49. Interview with the present writer, Kuching, November 1971

50. Oil was discovered at Seria, Brunei, in 1929. The workable oil-ficld along the coastal
belt ‘gave added importance to the State and its revenue increased and Brunei became
prosperows’. State of Brunci, Annual Report, 1958, Kuching, 1959, p. 200.

St Sarawak Tribune, 18 February 19,

33, Sarawake Annuel Report, 1958, p. 1.

53. North Bomeo News and Sabah Times, Jesselton, 12 and 13 April 1958.

3. Colony of North Borneo, North Bomeo Amnual Report, 1959, Jesselton, 1960, p. 4.

$5- Datu Mustapha bin Datu Harun, a well-known post-war Sabah leader, had little




176 NATION-BUILDING IN MALAYSIA

formal education; he was a house-boy to Chartered Company officers in the pre-war days
and 4 member of the Filipino guernlla movement against the Japancse during the Second
World War. Nomunated a member of the Sabah Legislative Council in 1944 and became 3
member of the Executive Counail in 1956, Founder president of the United Sabah National
Organization (USNO) formed in 1901, took an active part in the formation of Malaysia,
became federal Minister of Sabah Affairs and Civil Defence after relinquishing the post of
Yang Di Pertuan Negara in September 1965, He was Chief Minister of Sabah from April
1967 until October 1975, He has y from polit

his attempt 10 regain hus previous position of preeminence.

56 Donald Aloysius Stephens was 3 veteran journalist who organized the first Sabah
English daily, The North Borneo News and Sabsh Times, in 1953. Became unofficial member
of the North Bomeo Legulative and Exccutive Councils, initially apposed Malaysia but
later agreed that 1t was in the best iterests of Sabsh. Organized and became founder
presdent of the United National Kadazan Organizaton (UNKO) in 1961 and the United
Pasok Momogun Kadazan Organizaton (UPKO) in 1964. A Eurasian of partly Kadazan
descent who espoused the political aspirations of the Kadazans, Stephens became Chief
Munister of Sabah upon s entry nto Malaysia in Scptember 1963 and held the post unsl he
was appointed federal Minister of Sabah Affairs and Civil Defence in January 1965.3 post he
held until Scptember 1965 when, having resigned, he was replaced by Datu Mustapha.
With his party colleagues, he worked hard for the success of UPKO in the Sabah state
election of Apnil 1967 but in December the same year, disenchanted with political
developments in Sabah, the leadenhip of UPKO decided to dissolve the party. Stephens
recurmed to. P Berjaya, 2 party 1975 by some of the
former members of USNO. Meanwhile he had been appointed Malaysia's High
Commusioner to Australia in 1968, In January 1971, he embraced Islam and became
Mobammed Fuad Stephems. Appointed Yang Di Pertua Negara of Sabah in August 1973,
the same year he was conferred the title of “Tan Sri” In 1976 he was made a “Tun’ but he died
@ an air crash in June that year

57. Sec B. Simandjuntak, Malayan Federalism, 145-1965, Kuala Lumpur, 1969, p. 133

$8. 5. Runciman, op. cit. p. 195.

59. Lord Ogmore (formerly D. R. Recs-Williams) in an interview with the present
wricer, London, April 1973.

0. D. Manshall, Singapore’s Struggle for Nationhood, 1945-1959, Singapore, 1971, p. s

61. Yeo Kim Wah, Political Deselopment in Singapore 1945-1955, Singapore. 1973, p. 48,

62 Intcrview with the present writer, Kuching, November 1971.

63 Federanon of Malaya, Malsysia in Brief, Kuala Lumpur, 1963, pp. 108-9; and
Malaysia, Kuala Lumpur, No. 2, April 1963, p. 6

64 Dato Ong Yoke Lin, Malsysis af the United Nations, Kuala Lumpur, 1963, p. 10.

65 Sec I Morrison, *Aspects of the Racial Problem m Malaya', Pacfic Affairs, 22, No. 3,
September 1949, pp. 239-53; and F.G. Carnell, ‘Communalism and Communism in
Malaya, Pacific Affairs, 36, No. 2, Junc 1953. pp.99-117.

66 Tunku Abdul Rahman ‘Malaysia: Key Area in Southeast Asia’, Foreign Affairs, 41,
No. 4, July 1965, p.661.

7. Simandjuntak, op. Gt p. 134. Sec also Mobammad Hatta, ‘One Indonesian View of
the Malaysia lisuc’, Asisn Survey. 5. No. 3, March 1965, pp. 139-43.

68, Means, op. cit.. p. 140.

69. P. Hoalim Senior, The Malsyen Democratic Union: Singapore’s First Democratic Political
Paty. Singapore. 1973, pp. 13-13. Emphasis added. The boycott referred to elections to the
Legulative Counal of Singapore in 1948, There were six clected seats. Active participation
n polines then was confined to Brtish subjects. Only 22,395 voters registered out of
potenaal electorate of nearly 100,000 and 6 per cent cast their votes. Manhall, op. ait.. p. 3




FROM MALAYA TO MALAYSIA 177

79 See Yeo Kim Wah, ‘The Anti-Federation Movement in Malaya, 1946-48', JSEAS, 4,
No. 1. March 1973, pp. 31-51; and Cheah Boon Kheng, "The Malayan Democraic Union,
1945-1948" (M.A. Dissertation, University of Malay, Kuala Lumpur, 1974).

71. T-E. Smith & ). Bastin, Malaysis. London, 1967, pp. 70-3; and V. Purcell, Malaysia,
Laondon, 1965, p. 11.

73 M. E. Osborne, Singapare and Malaysia, Ithaca, N.Y . 1964, p.2.

73. Sce Colony of Singapore, Report of the Rendel Constitutional Commission (hereinafter
referred to as Rendel Commission Repors), Singapore, 1954.

74. Marshall, op. cit., p. 6.

7. 1bid. see abso Yeo Kim Wah, Polisical Development in Singspore, 1345-1955. pp. $8-61:
and F.G. Camell, ‘Constitutional Reform and Elections in Malaya', Padific Affairs, 37,
No. 3. September 1954, pp. 216-20.

76. Interview with the present writer, London, June 1972,

77 David Manskall was bom in 1908 in Singapore. Educated in Singapore schools,
gained LLB (London, extemal), and Barrister-at-Law, Middle Temple. Advocste and
solicitor in Singapore. Enlisted in 1938 and fought in Singapore Volunteer Corps, and was
taken POW by the Japanese in 1943. A founder of the Labour Front, formed in 1954
Elected to the Singapore Legslative Assembly in 1955 and became Chicf Minister. Led all-
party missions to London in late 1955 and April-May 1956 for talks with Britain on the
comuitutional future of Singapore. Resigned as Chief Munister in June 1956 because of
falure of talks. Formed the Workers' Party of which he was prosident until 1963. President
of the Singapore Jewish Welfare Board, and has continued to practise law in Singapore.
From being 2 awyer and politicaan, he has become, in recent years, a diplomat.

78 Marshall, op. ci. p. 7. For the backgrounds and role of the main political partics in
Swngapore, see Yeo Kim Wah, Political Development in Singapore, 1945-1955, ch. 3.

79 Sir George Rendel's hope for 3 two-party system for Singapore remained unfulfilled
even unal this writing. The 2 Aprl 1955 elections saw the 25 seats won in the following
manner: Labour Front-t0; Progressve Party—y; People’s Action Party—3; Alliance—s:
D, Party—2; . A coalition was then formed
incarporating the Labour Frant and the Alliance (which was the Singapore extension of the
Malayan tnpartite Alliance)

S0. Lim Yew Hock was a professional trade unionist who was nominated to the
Sumgapore Legulative Counclin 1948. Played an active part in the Labour Party which was
formed in the same year; and teamed up with David Marshallto form the Labour Front in
1954. Took over from Manshall when he resigned the post of Chief Minister in June 1956,
Lim Yew Hock was Chief Minister until Lee Kuan Yew and the PAP came to power in June
1959. Thereafter he moved to Malaysia. He died in 1984

81. Yeo Kim Wah, Political Development in Singapore, 1945-195s, p. 115.

#3. Sce Great Britain, Report of the Singapore Constitutional Conference held in London in
March end April 195, London, 1957.

83, The remaining seats were won by the following: Singapore People’s Allisnce (under
Lim Yew Hock)-4; Alliance (UMNO-MCA)-3; and Independent-1.

84 Lec Kuan Yew was bom in Singapore in 1923, Autended Raffles Institution,
Singapore, gradusted in Law (placed first in honours list) from Cambridge in by
feturned to Singapore and became increasngly involved in politics. Actively involved in
2dvising and defending trade unionsts in disputes and litigation. Founding tmember nd

£ fthe PAP since November 1954. Led the PAP to victory
1 1939 when he formed hus frst govemnment and became Prime Minister of an internally
slf-governing Smgapore. Convincingly argued for Singapore’s merger with Malaya, and
brought the bland into Malaysia n September 1963, Became Prime Miniter of the
independent Republic of Singapore after the separation of the lsland from Malaysia in




178 NATION-BUILDING IN MALAYSIA

August 1965. Married Kwa Geok Choo, his Raffles College mate just before the Second
World War and who studsed with him 3t Cambridge until their retum to Singapore where
they married in September 1950. They have three children: Lee Hsien Loong. Lee Wei Ling
and Lee Hsien Yang.

85. Pang Cheng Lian, Singapore's People's Action Party: lts History, Organization end
Leadership, Kuala Lumpur, 1971, p. 1.

86. Ibid., and Yeo Kim Wah, Polirical Development in Singapore, 1945-1955. pp. 117-18.

87. Lee Kuan Yew, The Battle for Merger, Singapore, 1961, pp. 3~4. The Johor Causeway
linking Singapore to Malaya was first opened to traffic in 1923.

8. Discussion with the late Wong Lin Ken, Professor of History, University of
Singapore, Singapore, June 1974.

89. Lee Kuan Yew, op.at., p. .

90. Sce Pang Cheng Lian, op. cit., pp. 11-13

91. Means, op. cit., p. 141n; and Malayan Times, 31 June 1962 Duncan Sandys was
Briain's Minister of State for Commonwealth Relations

91. Singapore Free Press, 3 June 1961.

93. T.J. Bellows, The People’s Action Party of Singepore: Emergence of @ Dominant Party
System, New Haven, 1970, pp. 41-7; and Pang Cheng Lian, op. cit., pp. 14-15.

94. Federanon of Malaya, Joint Public Statement lssued by the Briish and Malayen
Governments on 1 August 1962, Kuala Lumpur, 1962, para. 3.

95. Osborne, Singapore and Malaysia, pp. 23-8. 1.. addition, 25 per cent of the 624.000

blank votes which votes for thatis,
for merger on the terms of the White paper. There were two other types of merger
arrangements, each of which, however, commanded less than 2 per cent votes from the
clectorate: (3) a complete and unconditional merger 33 2 state on an equal basis with the
other cleven states in accordance with the constitutional documents of the Federation of
Mialaya: and (b) entry into Malaysia on terms no less favourable than the terms for the
Bornco temtonies. See also Pang Cheng Luan, op. ait., p. 16.

96. Singapore Free Press, 31 May 1961, S. Rajaratnam was bomn in Ceylon in 1915. Early
education in Scremban and Victoria Institution, Kuala Lumpur. Went into journalism, was
editor of Singapore Standard from 1950 to 1954 and was on the editorial staff of Streits Times
until he resigned in 1959 o give his full time to PAP politics. He was 3 founder member of
the party. An MP in the Malaysan Parliament untl Singapore's separation in 1965. Over
the yeans, he has held the portfolios of Minister for Culture, Labour, and Forcign Affairs in
Singapore.

97. Malayan Times, 25 September 1962.

98, Ibud.

99. Great Britain, Malsysia: Agreement concluded between the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland, the Federation of Malays, North Bomeo, Sarawak and Singapore
(hercinafter referred to as Malaysia Agreement), London, 1963, Annex A, Article 9.

100. bid., Annex K

101 op.at., p.139; and of Singapore, Setting
out Heads of Agreement for a Merger between the Federation of Malays and Singapore. Singapore.
1961

162 Malaysia Agreement, Annex |, para. 1(1). Like Penang and Singapore, Labuan, off the
south-west coxst of Sabah, had been an entrepdt for the greater part of its history since
Bratain acquired it from the Sultan of Brunei and made it a Crown Colony in 1846. See N.
Tarling. "The Entrepot at Labuan and the Chinese' in J. Ch'en and N, Tarling (eds.), Studies
in the Social History of China end Southeast Asis, London, 1970, pp.355-73; and K.G.
Tregonning. North Berneo, London, 1960, ch. 13.




FROM MALAYA TO MALAYSIA 179

103. Mealaysia Agreement, Annex J, para. 3(1) and (2); 3nd 6(1) and (3). The Tariff Advisary
Board was established only in July 1964.

104. Malaysia Agreement, Annex |, para. 9(a).

105. Siris Time, 10July 161. A. M. Asabari was Bruni polcicalleader whohid spene
time in Indonesia, tal
revolutionarics mu 1945. President of Partai Rakyat Brunci which opposed the
participation of the Sultanate in Malaysia. Centrally involved in the December 1962 Brunci
revolt,afict which he svoided public sppearance, atany rae mMahym-ndBnlxm,bu i

(nocably

politician who was a founds United People’s Party
(SUPP). He initially opposed the Malaysia plan; and his party remained in the opposition
until it formed 3 coaltion with the Sarawak Allance n Jly 1970. Soon afer, Ong Kee Hui
was awarded the ttle of ‘Dacuk’

Rescarch and Local He became Ministe of Local Government
and i in the 1974 Mal; j?
retired from politics.

106, Singapore Free Press, 28 June 1961.

107. The Times, London, 31 June 1961.

108, Interview with the present writer, Kuching, November 1971.

109. The Times, 28 July 1961.

110. Means, op. cit., p. 141.

111, T.E, Smith, The Background to Malaysia, London, 1963, p. 37,

113, Sir William Goode in Streits Times, 29 June 1961,

113. Straits Times, 10 July 1961. Brunci had been promised elections by September 1961.
These were eventually held the following year. Azshari's Partai Rakyat ‘won all §

o the 198 loeal elecrions;snd occttpied the fhicial seats
in the 33-member State Legislative Counil through the operation of the electoral college
systen’. Simandjuntak, op.at., p. 151.

114, The Bulletin, Sydncy, 35 Novnnbtr 1961. See alio R. Emenson, From Empire to
Nation, Cambridge, Mass., 1962, Pt

115, Straits Times, 22 July 1961.

116, Straits Times, 25 August 1961.

117, Straits Times, 19 December 1961

118, Interview with the present writer, Kuala Lumpur, November 1973.

119, Straits Times, 19 July 1961.

120, terview wich Datuk Ong Kee Hui. Kuala Lumpur, November 1973, I the course
of 1961 and 1962
Sarawak and Sabah to undertake study tours of the Peninsula and Singapore. Many of these
visitors were doubtful about Malaysia, but subsequently becamie ardent supporters of the
proposal. Sce J. P. Ongkili, The Bomes Response to Malaysia, 1961-1963, Singapore, 1967,
ch. g

121 R. McKie, Malaysia in Focus, Sydney, 1963, p. 199.

133. Straits Times, 3 February 1963. See also ‘Malaysia-An Economic Challenge', United
Asia, Bombay, March 1962, pp. 175-6.

123. Sec Colony of Sarawak, Maleysia and Sarewsk, Kuching, 1963; and Colony of North
Bomnco, North Bomeo end Malaysia, Jesselton, 1963.

124. Colony of Sarawak, Report of the Commission of Enguiry, North Bomeo end Sarawak,
1962 (hereinaficr referred to as Cobbold Commission Report), Kuching, 1962, p. vi.

135, Ibid., paras. §-8

136, Ibid., para. 144.



180 NATION-BUILDING IN MALAYSIA

137, Ibid., para. 336,

128, Ibid , para. 237.

129 Straits Times, 3§ and 26 August 1961,

130. Colony of Natth Bormco, Malaysia: Report of the Inter-Governmental Committee
(heremafter referred to a3 IGC Repor), Jessclion, 1963, paras. 4-8.

131 Toid., paras. 15717

132 T, para. 18.

133, Ibid., paras. 19-21. Sec also Ahmad Ibrahim, 'Malaysia a3 a Federauon’, Jenal
Undang-Undang, Journal of Malaysian and Comparative Law, 1. Pt. 1, May 1974, pp. 1-37.

134. IGC Report, para. 34.

135, Thid., para. 25.

136 Ibid., para. 36.

137. Ibid., paras. 37-9.

138, For the text of the “Twenty Points', see J. P. Ongkili, Modernizations in East Malaysia,
1960-1970, Kuala Lumpur, 1973, Appendix L. Sarawak leaders agreed that therr demands for
conditions and safeguards m joining Malaysia in general comaded with those contained in
the “Twenty Points” Information obtained from interviews with Sarawak leaders

139, Scc Malaysia Agreement, Annex B, ch. 3; and Annex C, ch.2.

130, Discussion with the present writer, Jesselion, October 1960

141. SCA Seerctary-general to the present writer, 27 July 1966,

142, For 3 mare comprehensive treatment of the political parties of Sarawak and Sabah,
scc Onghili, Modernization in Est Malaysia, 1960-1970, ch. 4.

143. Malaysia Agreement, Anncx A. Sce also Malaysia, Malaysia Federal Constitution, Kuala
Lumpur, 1964; and H. E, Groves, The Constutution of Malaysia, Singapore, 1964.

144. Straits Times, s July 1961.

145, Ihid.

146, Straits Times, 7 July 1961

147. Smith, op At p. 23.

148. See ). P. Ongkili, "Pre-Western Bruncy, Sarawak and Sabah', Sarawak Museum
Journal, 20, Nos. 40-41 (New Senes), January-December 1972, pp. 1-20.

149 The Sunday Mail, Brusbane, 9 December 1962, and J. A. C. Mackie, 'Azahari’s Young
Men’, Nation. Sydney, 12 January 1963, p.7-

150, See R. S. Milnc, ‘Malaysia: A New Federation in the Making’, Asian Survey, No. 2,
February 1963, p. 50.

151, Straits Times, § February 1963

152, Straits Times, 7 July 1961.

153 Interview with 3 Brunes leader who asked to remain anonymous.

154 Straits Times, 8 June 1963.

155, Interview with Justice Neil Lawson, Q.C., Lewes, England, Junc 1973,

156. Maleysia Agreement, Annex A, Clause 6.

157. Malayan Tumes, 17 June 1963. The Agong wha visited Brunci in July 1961 was the
Raja of Perlis, Tuanku Syed Putra ibni Al-Marhum Syed Hassan Jamalullail, who was

ded as Agong by the Sultan of Tuanku lsmail Nauruddin Shah ibai Al-
Marhum Sultan Zainal Abidin on 21 September 1965, See abo Ongkil, *Pre-Western
Brunes, Sarawak and Sabah’

155, Interview with Pehun Pengiran Abdul Mormen, State Secretary of Brunei, Bandar
Scri Begawan (Brunei Town), November 1971.

159. Malaysia, Proclemation of Malaysia, Kuala Lumpur, 1963. Sce abio Means, op. a.,
PR-31S-17




6
The Challenges to the
Malaysian Concept

THe desire to form a bigger and, it was hoped, more viable nation led to
the establishment of Malaysia in 1963. But crises arose almost immedi-
ately and in the following years which imposed a severe strain on the
Malaysian political leadership and the nation as a whole. There were ex-
ternal threats in the form of the Indonesian Konfrontasi (C: i
and the Philippines’ claim to Sabah? but these two developments will not
be dealt with here at any great length since the present study is primarily
concerned with the internal process and pmblv:ms of nation-building.
These external threats were, in lifying the
strains within the socicty and Kunﬁantm. in particular, brought to the
surface the inherent communal tensions.2 There were two internal crises
which emerged within less than ten years after the birth of Malaysia,
namely, the ‘Singapore Separation’ and the 1969 racial riots. They were
not unrelated events for both were continuations of the long-drawn con-
flict beeween Malays and Chinese. The Indians were not entirely unin-
volved but because their number in Malaysia is relatively small, they
tended to be overshadowed by the larger Chinese community.

‘Malaysian Malaysia’ and the
Singapore Separation
It can be argued that the political ambition of Singapore Ieadcn pzmcu-
larly Lee Kuan Yew, which idably led to racial polari; was
mainly responsible for the jon of the island-state in 1965, Al
!haugh Smgaporc was allotted 15 Dewan Ra ayat seats in the Malaysian
no § leader was appointed to the Federal Cabinet
throughout the 23 months during which the Island was a part of
Malaysia. (In the same period there were several Bornean members of the
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Cabinetd) It was clearly this exclusion from the highest echelon of
national g which ingly d Lee Kuan Yew and
his PAP collcagues and prompted them to assert themselves in an in-
creasingly strident manner after Malaysia Day. The fact that Singapore,
with a population of 1,750,000 people was allocated only 15 Dewan
Ra'ayat scats as against, for instance, Sarawak's 24 scats for no more than
800,000 people* served to insulate the rest ol' Malaysia from Singapore
political influence.® From the beginning of porc’s p pation as a
state in Malaysia, the PAP leaders resented these restrictions on their
political roles.

The fact that the PAP Government virtually made a unilateral
declaration of independence on 31 August 1963 instead of complying
with the decision of the Malayan Parliament to proclaim Malaysia on 16
September 1963 presaged the subsequent deterioration of relations be-
tween the Singapore and the federal leaders.® On 31 August Lec Kuan
Yew declared, ‘Federal powers over defence and external affairs from
today till September 16 [shall] be reposed in our Yang Di-pertuan
Negara. We look upon ourselves as trustees for the Central Govern-
ment of Malaysia in these fifteen days’.” Singapore held a snap general
election in Scptember 1963, five days after Malaysia Day, and the PAP,
which just two years before had lost 70 per cent of its members to the
Barisan Sosialis, won 37 of the §1 Legisltive Assembly scats. The
Singapore Alliance Party which was openly supported by the mainland
Malayan Alliance captured none and relations between Singapore and
Kuala Lumpur headed for disaster.® The Alliance was humiliated; the
Tunku was ‘shocked".?

The Malayan Alliance leaders reccived more shocks when the PAP
decided to extend its branches and field cleven candidates in the Malayan
parliamentary clections of April 1964. There was, according to Malayan
Alliance leaders, an understanding when Malaysia was formed that
Singapore politicians would confinc their party activitics to Singapore.
Tunku Abdul Rahman stated that it had been written in the Malaysia
Ag that Singapore ‘should have rep ion in our P
and fitinto the pattern by having her own administration machinery, and
her own clections. The first sign of Singapore's attempt to have a hand in
the affairs of Malaysia was in the Jast elections when the PAP contested
some of the constituencies. That was quite contrary to what we agreed."1°
Replying to this contention later, when Singapore-Kuala Lumpur
relations had further deteriorated, Dr Toh Chin Chye, the chairman of
the PAP, mainuined: ‘Charges have been made that the PAP has
ambitions to capture power at the centre. Surely any political party, big
or small, which is worth its sak and reccives the support of the people,
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must have such an objective if it is to put into practice its political
ideals."** It should be noted that earlicr, on 9 September 1963, Lee Kuan
Yew himself had said that the PAP would not contest the 1964 Malayan
clections. He declared, ‘we want to show the MCA that even if the PAP
keeps out of the elections on the mainland, the MCA will still lose."'2

It was clear that the political marriage between Malaya and Singapore
did not rest on a firm foundation, and even in the first few uncertain
months the partners were increasingly not seeing eye to cye. Of the
cleven PAP candidates nominated in the 1964 Malayan parliamentary
clections, two did not campaign actively for their Johor constitaencies
because it turned out that the Alliance candidates there came from
UMNO instead of the MCA which the PAP particularly wanted to see
defeated in the clections; three others lost their deposits and only one,
C. V. Devan Nair, won-largely by the votes of the Indians in the
Bungsar constituency of Kuala Lumpur.?> The PAP made no bones
about its wish to replace the MCA in the ruling Malayan Alliance. Lee
Kuan Yew thought that the effective leadership which could sustain
Malaysia was ‘that of the Tengku and Tun Razak in UMNO' but the
PAP sccretary-gencral added, ‘the Chinese leadership in the Alliance as
represented by the Malayan Chinese Association is replaceable’.!4
However it has been correctly pointed out, “Though the PAP was
anxious to co-operate with UMNO, the latter preferred to stand by its
ally, the MCA."*3 Atall cvents, although the PAP had not wanted to be-
come an opposition to the Federal G asit idered that that
‘would be to court disaster for the country”, it was the case that from the
moment of its startling defeat in the 1964 Malayan elections ‘the PAP
scemed to turn its efforts more and more clearly towards opposition to
the Alliance and the Central Government, and to have given up the idea
of joining and cooperating with the Tunku and his political entourage”.
The ensuing battle clearly did ‘court disaster for the country”.!®

Tan Siew Sin, the MCA president, allcged that Lee Kuan Yew had
suggested to the Tunku that the PAP replace the MCA in the Singapore
Alliance Party. Lee Kuan Yew replied that Malayan Alliance leaders
themselves had suggested that the PAP establish a united front with the
Singapore Alliance Party.}? The PAP grew increasingly contemptuous
of MCA leaders. ‘Lee rescrved his harshest phrases for MCA leaders. In
his most notorious attack, he described them as political cunuchs. He
called them greedy and incpt and said they were expendable. No wonder
those Malaysians who personally hated Lee most were to be found in the
top echelons of MCA leadership.''® But the direct attack on the MCA
boomeranged on the PAP. In the first place, it dismayed the UMNO
leaders, who wished to ensure the continued unity of the Malayan
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Alliance, and prompted them to rally behind the MCA against the PAP.
Secondly, and more profoundly in terms of the realities of Malaysian
politics, the confrontation between the MCA and the PAP from the 1964
elections until the separation of Singapore in 1965 belied the pre-
sumption that the Chinese in Malaysia would always act in concert
against the Malays or other non-Chinese in the region.

In July 1964 racial riots took place in Singapore. The incidents were
repeated in September. Lee Kuan Yew went on the radio to explain that
there had been organization and planning behind the riots. He thereby
implied the involvement of what he called the ‘ultra Malays’. Among
these was the UMNO Secretary-General Syed Jaafar Albar who, nine
days prior to the July riots, ‘arrived in Singapore to mount a campaign to
secure for the Singapore Malays the special privileges which he felt they
deserved’.'® Tunku Abdul Rahman subscquently explained that the
Singapore Malays ‘expected the Government to improve their lot but the

State Gi of | pore made no provision for special
of one p lar race or ity. They, therefore, felt aggrieved.'2°
Sober ts for reflection became i ingly scarce as both sides

continucd making charges and counter-charges. Eight months before
separation took place, the Tunku, as if premonitorily, said ‘If the politi-
Gians of various colours and tinges and flashes in Singapore disagree with
mc, the only solution is a break-away, but what a calamity that would be for
Singapore and Malaysia’.2!

In point of fact, it was increasingly obvious that the PAP wished to
achieve control of the Federal Government. The most concrete manifes-
tation of this wish was the promotion of the concept of ‘Malaysian
Malaysia’, a political campaign for equality for all in Malaysia, irrespec-
tive of class, colour or creed. Spearheaded by the PAP, the movement
gained momentum when five opposition parties in Malaysia met in
Singapore on 9 May 1965 and formed the Malaysian Solidarity Conven-
tion (MSC). The five partics were almost cntircly non-Malay and prin-
cipally Chinesc-supported: the PAP; the SUPP and MACHINDA, a tiny
multiracial group from Sarawak; and the United Democratic Party
(UDP) and People’s Progressive Party (PPP) from the states of Malaya.
The MSC Declaration proclaimed:

Support for the ideal of 3 Malaysian Malaysia means, in theory as well as in
practice, educating and encouraging the various races in Malaysia to seck political
affiliation not on the basis of race and religion but on the basis of common politi-
calideologics and land which is the real basis
of ensuring the cmergence of a truly free prosperous and equitable national
community.??
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The wish to gain control of the Federal Government became plain a
fortnight after the formation of the MSC when Lee Kuan Yew stated that
if it was ‘necessary to have a Malaysian Malaysia through such a group of
parties making an effort to win the majority of seats in Malaysia to form
the Government, well so be it'. In fact he added, ‘It has to be done'.2?

‘Malaysian Malaysia® and the MSC in effect challenged one of the
most fundamental provisions of the Malaysia Agreement, namely that
the special position of the Malays and the indigenous communities of
northern Borneo would be upheld.?* While Singapore had agreed to
these provisions, by March 1965 Lee Kuan Yew could state duringa well-
publicized international tour, ‘My charge is not that there are these special
rights but that these special rights will not solve the problem. How does
giving bus licences or licences to run bus companies to one or two
hundred Malay families solve the problem of Malay poverty?'3s The
MSC Declaration argued: “The people of Malaysia did not vote for anon-
democratic Malaysia. They did not vote for a Malaysia assuring
hegemony to one community. Still less would they be prepared to fight
for the preservation of so meaningless a Malaysia'. 26

Increasingly, the Malays were perturbed by the growing challenge
cmanating from the non-Malays, notably from the platform of the MSC.
The influential Utusan Melayu declared in April 1965, ‘The Malays must
not think that non-Malays could help them. If the Malays join other
parties, especially those that are led by non-Malays, the consequences will
be very grave'.2” Many Malays began to demand the arrest of Lee Kuan
Yew. On 12 May 1965 a group of UMNO youths assembled outside the
Kampung Datuk Keramat Community Hall in Kuala Lumpur to bum
the effigy of the Singapore Prime Minister. Four days later Utusan Zaman
reported that the Malays had picketed the Dewan Bahasa dan Pustaka
building in the federal capital with posters which inter alia read ‘Suspend
Singapore’s Constitution' and ‘Detain Lee Kuan Yew'.2® The Dewan
Bahasa dan Pustaka (Language and Literature Agency) had been the
visible symbol and means of widening rescarch on and usage of the
national language, Malay.

A truce agreed upon by the Alliance and the PAP in September 1964
whereby all sides were to ‘avoid sensitive issues' for two years had all but
broken down.?® By July 1965 Utusan Melayu was reporting the re-
peated ‘accusation that the People’s Action Party was opposing the
sovereignty of the Malay Rulers, Special Malay Rights, Islam and the
National Language'.3° Verily the Malayan leaders and their PAP coun-
terparts were headed for an impasse. ‘Ultimately, both sides came to
view the contest as a question of whether Singapore's or Malaya's ap-
proach to communal issues would become the pattern for all states in
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Malaysia. Or, to put it more bluntly, who was the genuine non-
communal leader—Tunku Abdul Rahman or Lee Kuan Yew'3!

But Tunku Abdul Rahman had already made his decision. While
convalescing in a London clinic in June 1965 he felt that if the PAP
leaders persisted in ing the federal leadershi | feclings
would be exacerbated to the point of causing the disintegration of
Malaysia. Retumning to Malaysia, rather reticent but solemn, he passed
through Singapore and proceeded to Kuala Lumpur on § August 1965.
The next day Lee Kuan Yew, who was on his ‘annual breather” with his
family in the cool Cameron Highlands, received a trunk call from Dr
Goh Keng Swee in Kuala Lumpur. Lee Kuan Yew rushed to the federal
capital. The following day, 7 August, he met the Tunku and signed the
separation agreement.? Lee Kuan Yew asked for a brief note from the
Tunku for Dr Toh Chin Chye, the chairman of !ht PAP who, Lee said,
would otherwise be illing to sign the The
Tunku wrote:

1 am writing to tell you that | have given the matter of our break with
Singapore my utmost consideration and | find that in the interest of our friendship
and the security and peace of Malaysia as a whole there is absolutely no other way
out.

If I were strong enough and able to exercise complete control of the situation |
‘might perhaps have delayed action, but 1am not, and so while 1 am able to counsel
tolerance and patience | think the amicable scttlement of our differences in this
way is the only pombk way out.¥

The Parli was hurriedly d, and in his specch
on Singapore’s separation on 9 August 1965 the Tunku traced the origins
of the conflict which led to the unfortunate break. He said that repressive
measures could have been taken against the Singapore Government, but
concluded:

I believe the second course of action which we are taking, that is the breakaway, 15
the best and the right one, sad as it may be. We are pledged to form Malaysia with
Singapore but having given it a trial we found that if we persist in going on with
it, in the long run there will be more trouble to Malaysia than what Singapore is
worth to us. The separation will be made on the understanding that we shall
cooperate closely on matters of defence, trade and commerce.*
On the same day, with all the Singapore lcaders having withdrawn to
their lsland Lee Kuan Yew pmclau-n:d that ‘Singapore shall be forevera
ic and ind dent nation, founded upon the princi-
ples of hbcny and justice and ever secking the welfare and happiness of
her people in a more just and equal society’.?* Singapore was out of
Malaysia, twenty-three months after the inauguration of the new nation.
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Bornean Reactions to the Separation

Reactions to Singapore's separation from Malaysia occurred in both
Sarawak and Sabah. In Sarawak, the SUPP and MACHINDA called for
a referendum to decide if the people of th: state still wished to remain in
Malaysia following the expulsion of an imp sister state. Ong Kee
Hui perhaps rcprcscmcd the feelings of many who were genuinely per-
turbed by the separation when he stated:

“The Government scems to have lttle respect for the Constitution. There was no
time 4 inion. Thy d
parliamentary democracy. The SUPP has tried to make Malaysia work. Now
that Singapore is out, whatj is there for it inue?. .. What will be
the position of the Borea sates if there should emerge governments there not so
pliable to Alliance ways? The London treaty on the formation of Malaysia has
been abrogated. Had the Bomco people no right to be consulted? A referendum
should be held to establish the people’s wishes 3¢

The federal leaders, however, did not take kindly to their actions being
queried in this manner. The Tunku visited Kuching following the sep-

aration and wamned about g ‘whom he described as
communist sympathizers: ‘I look upon all encmies of the State who tryto
the G by force as C ists’.37 It was a rather

oversimplificd view, but the message was clear: because the SUPP was
often charged with being infiltrated by communists in Sarawak, its
criticism of the separation of Singapore could be taken as a pretext for
accusing the Sarawak party of being an enemy of the state. The SUPP
demand for a referendum fizzled out for lack of support.

In Sabah some poignant reactions were witnessed. The Sabah Alliance
was in 2 commotion for a while as the UPKO leaders felt vehemently
dissatisfied with ‘the Federal Government's failure to consult Sabah and
Sarawak over Singapore's expulsion from Malaysia and [there were] fears
of Central Government rule at the expensc of the greater local autonomy
sought by Dato Stephens and his colleagues’.3® In view of the fact that
Dato Donald Stephens was bound by collective responsibility as Minister
of Sabah Affairs and Civil Defence in the Federal Cabinet, he offered to
resign his presidency of UPKO. His party colleagues refused his proposal,
explaining that the Dato was not to blame for the separation of Singa-
pore. The outspoken UPKO leaders called for ‘a re-examination of
arrangements made in respect of Sabah's entry into Malaysia in view of

gaporc’s scparation from the federation”.?® The Sabah Alliance went
so far as to appoint a ten-man committee to take up the UPKO demand
for re-cxamination. However, the attempt to question the Federal
Government on its alteration of the agreed basis of Malaysia rapidly lost
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appeal, as in Sarawak, when the Tunku also visited Sabah and soon after-
wards Dato Stephens resigned his portfolio in the Federal Cabinet. As in
Sarawak, reactions against the Singap paration failed to
widespread support in Sabah.

The lack of support for the re-examination of the terms on which
Sarawak and Sabah entered Malaysia consequent upon the separation of
Singapore was largely due to the experiences of the Borneans since 1963.
In the first place, many of the ruling Alliance leaders in Sarawak and
Sabah had achieved their cherished ambitions to be at the helm of politics
and government in their own states. Secondly, there was no opposition
party to spcak of in Sabah, UPKO being itself a member of the ruling
Sabah Alliance;*® while in Sarawak the SUPP had come under suspicion,
since it took part in the MSC, of supporting the strident and uncompro-
mising challenge to the basic foundations of Malaysia by the PAP. Butno
less important in determining Bomean attitudes were the threats to
Malaysia which had come from beyond its borders.

While the Philippines under President Diosdado Macapagal had been
pursuing its claim to a part of Sabah and refusing to recognize Malaysia
until the issue was settled, Indonesia under President Sockarno and his
foreign minister Dr Subandrio had stepped up their undeclared war—
‘Konfrontasi'~against Malaysia. From April 1963 Indonesia began send-
ing ‘volunteers' and ‘irregular forces” to the border areas between
northern Borneo and Kalimantan. During the first half of 1964, as armed
encounters became prevalent in these areas, diplomatic moves were initi-
ated with Thailand acting as the mediator between Malaysia and Indo-
nesia.

Little progress was made on the diplomatic front; confrontation
continued and indeed reached a critical juncture when the Indonesians
made sea and air landings at Pontian and Labis in Johor state in August
and September 1964. Although these landings involved only about 140
Indonesians and although they failed, the two incidents bore some signi-
ficance. It appears that the Indonesian Government organized the land-
ings in the hope of creating communal discord in the states of Malaya. In
the case of Pontian, which is less than forty miles from Singapore, the
intention scemed to be to cause the Malays in the district to rally to the
support of their ‘oppressed Malay brothers’ in predominantly Chinese
Singapore. In Labis, which had been from the beginning a mainly
Chinese area, it was hoped that the remnants of the communists who
made it one of their strongholds during the Emergency would colla-
borate with the parachuted infiltrators among whom were ten Malaysian
Chinese defectors, two of them girls: ‘Apparently, the Indonesian aim
was to set up a jungle camp deep in the forest reserve near the mountains
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and to use local Chinese defectors to recruit other dissidents who would
help to stir up the embers of the carlier Communist insurrection’.4!

That was, however, the beginning of the end of confrontation for the
unfruitful landings led to the gradual abatement of Indonesian intransi-
gence towards Malaysia. Following the coup d'état of 30 September 1965
the threat from Sockarno rapidly dlmmuhcd Yet, despite its failure for
Indonesia, ion had nationali for Malaysia. As a
real threat to the viability of the new nation, confrontation demonstrated
that even the ‘fence-sitters’ in Malaysia proved by and large unwilling to
exchange their political rights for whatever was offered by the Sackarno
regime. Most non-Malay Malaysians remained tacitly loyal to their new
nation.

In so far as the Philippine claim was conceed, from the beginning of
assertive local political attitudes in the early 1960s when the claim wasalso
first vociferously put forward by President Macapagal, the leaders of
Sabah not only rejected it but also sought the support of their Malayan
and Singapore partners in Malaysia to demonstrate that the Philippines
had no casc. The problem of secessionist Muslims in the southern Philip-
pines had not yet arisen to complicate matters; but even later in the 19605
Datu Mustapha and the other Sabah leaders made it amply clear that they
preferred nationhood within Malaysia to membership of a Filipino com-
munity directed from and controlled by Manila.4?

Both the Philippine claim and Indonesian confrontation were overt
foreign acts of unfricndliness towards the people of Malaysia. Their
overall impact was to solidify nationalist sentiments within r.he young
federation. The leaders of Sabah consi: rejected the Phili
while the 1964 Malayan clections demonstrated strong mppon for the
Federal Government in the face of Sockamo’s confrontation. While
British Cornmonwu.lr.h troops Asxuu:d ln defending Malaysia against
Ind laughts, the Mal lves showed their aware-
ness of nationhood in a patriotic, even xenophobic, manner. An example
was the following statement made by Dato Donald Stephens: ‘What the
Sukarno Government wants to do is to drag us down to their level. They
will only win if we, the people of Malaysia, are divided and if racism is
allowed to rear its ugly head in Malaysia. As long as we arc united, we
need have no fear of confrontation or even an all out war.'*3 In Sarawak,
nationalist awareness was not wanting. The Chief Minister, Dato Step-
hen Kalong Ningkan, explained, ‘There is no point in Sabah and Sarawak
leaving Malaysia. We benefit from Malaysia. We could not stand
alone’.#4 The Council Negri of Sarawak overwhelmingly passed a re-
solution to the effect: *That the Council unmcrvtdly support the ch::
ation of Malaysia G ding its policy of resisting Ind;
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aggression against Sarawak and of taking strong, positive action against
the Cland C O and other subversive organ-
isations in Sarawak which support Indonesians in their aggressive acts."3
Indeed, Malaysia survived as a nation after the separation of Singapore
to a considerable degree because the peoples of Sarawak and Sabah had
begun to grow accustomed to being a part of the federation. They had
helped to prevent the undowng of the nation by hostile foreign forces;
and the totality of Malaysia had come to mean the political anchorage of
their nationalist fervour, hopes and aspirations. Singapore was gone; but
it was not pre-ordained that Sarawak and Sabah must tread the same path
to political loncliness as the island city-state was fated to follow.

The Anatomy of Separation

The separation of Singapore took place because of a number of points of
conflict between the Malayan and Singapore leaders. Both groups of
leaders believed that there must be inter-communal cooperation in order
to form a workable government which would ensure the political sur-
vival of the nation. With their socialist orientation and declared plat-
form, the PAP leaders believed that the political survival of Singapore
rested on multiracialism. It was basically this belief in inter-communal
effort which impelled the party to spearhead the *Malaysian Malaysia’
movement. The MSC declared, ‘A Malaysian Malaysia is the antithesis of
a Malay Malaysia, a Chinese Malaysia, a Dyak Malaysia, an Indian
Malaysia or Kadazan Malaysia and so on’.*¢ But for the MSC to achicve
its non-communal objectives, surely there had to be inter-communal
cooperation and harmony.

At the same time, the Malayan Alliance also belicved in the need to
maintain inter-communal leadership in order to foster nationhood. As
late as March 1965 Tunku Abdul Rahman maintained that in the country
‘everyone was trying to create a Malaysian nation’.#” The Tunku, how-
ever, emphasized one of the conflicting factors which led to separation
when he charged that Lee Kuan Yew and the PAP wanted a *Malaysian
Malaysia' impatiently—here and now’—instead of allowing the passage of
ume to blunt gradually the edges ofmmmuml ammoun: and lingering
suspicions among the 1 ed but mul people.
When the *Mal Malaysia’ was being p by the
PAP leaders the Malaysian Prime Minister described them as young men
who wanted to rush things: ‘Instead of doing what they want in a quict
and practical way, they tread on everybody's toes, knock everybody's
head and bring about chaos, suspicion, misunderstanding, hatred and
trouble’.4®
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Aside from the difference in timing for the realization of 2 ‘Malaysian
Malaysia’, there were also differences in outlook between the Alliance
and PAP leaderships which aggravated the problem of achicving con-
sensus:

The Tunku was as decply wedded to mutli-racialism as Lee, and personally as
racially unconscious. But the two men were otherwise poles apart. The Tunku
was simplicity personified, Lee was highly complex. The Tunku cherished mass
popularity, Lee spurned it. The Tunku was sincere to the point of being embar-
rassing; Lee was all cleverness. The Tunku's responses sprang from the heart and
from his identification with the people, Lee's from the mind and his studied
aloofness from the crowd. The Tunku was utterly human, Lee a machine.*
Thedi in outlook ined incidental during the earlier months
when Lee Kuan Yew was prepared to try to win the support of the Tunku
and UMNO while at the same time striving to replace the MCA with the
PAP in the national Alliance. But when the PAP and its MSC platform
sought openly to challenge the Malayan Alliance, it became obvious not
only ‘that Malaysia was born in atmosphere of conflict and bitterness’,
but also that *The PAP in attempting to impose the Singapore style of
politics on Malaya was destined to be unsuccessful’ 30

Conflict and bitterness between Kuala Lumpur and Singapore were
cxacerbated by the fact that both sides found it difficult to implement
even the written agreements relating to cconomic matters after merger.
The PAP leaders considered the cstablishment of 2 common market
within Malaysia as a fundamental consideration in the merger settle-

ent. ‘Merger with Malaya would brighten the prospect of trade by
forming a common market between Singapore and the Peninsula. . ..
The federal leaders dragged their feet on the agreed common market
proposal."*! The administrative machinery designed to facilitate the
establishment of the common market, the Tanff Advisory Board, was
only set up a year after merger, largely because *Kuala Lumpur did not
want the common market to be established before a national industrial-
ization policy had been worked out, for fear that it would lead to an even
greater industrial imbal. between Singapore and the other states of
the federation’.32

The Federal Government was meant to ask the consent of the
Sii G before imposing new import duties for the first
five ycan after Malaysia Day: but the 1965 federal budget imposed a
number of new taxes which Singapore objected to on the grounds that
the state government had not been consulted beforehand and that the
new taxes, which the Federal Government explained were necessary be-
cause of added defence expenditure in the face of Indonesian confron-
tation, had not been forescen in the original merger agreements.>? More
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indicative of future inability to reach agreement on financial matters was
the fact that differences on the allocations of revenues derived from
Singapore led the two Governments to submit their cases to the World
Bank for arbitration.**

Singapore for its part failed to fulfil important aspects of the merger
agreements. The PAP Government paid nothing towards development
in the Borneo states, although it had been agreed that Singapore should
make available to the Federal Government two 15-year loans totalling
$150 million ‘to assist P in the Borneo itories’.3® In re-
fusing to honour the ag; the Singapore leaders ined that the
Borneo loans were 2 quid pro quo for implementing the common market
arrangement. Since the Federal Government appeared to procrastinate
over the common market issue, the PAP leaders decided that the Borneo
loans were not duc for delivery.

Thus the Singapore separation involved the political, socio-cultural
and cconomic aspects of nation-building. Many of the factors which the
PAP leaders belicved made merger imperative, paradoxically became
the very causes of scparation. At any rate, the non-fulfilment of some of
the PAP's main aims rendered separation all the more likely. A writer
who had personal acquaintance with many of the PAP leaders believed
that Lee Kuan Yew fought for Malaysia ‘because this was the only way
that Singapore could free itsclf entirely from the remnant shackles of
colonialism’.*¢ It is hardly necessary to arguc that Singapore wished to
achieve independence from the British. Malaya had successfully achieved
independence and it was evident that the British, through the granting of
the Rendel Constitution, the demands of the Marshall and Lim Yew
Hock all-party constitutional missions to London, and internal self-
government in 1959, were aware that they would have to give indepen-
dence to Singapore in the foresceable future. Yet Lee Kuan Yew and his
PAP colleagues preferred to campaign for independence through merger
with Malaya.

It is one of the enigmas of the period that Lee Kuan Yew and his
colleagues, having skilfully championed the merger of Si with
Malaya, Sarawak and Sabah, with 2 manifest understanding of the pol-
itical, socio-cultural and economic factors involved, then proceeded to
challenge, and challenge in a hurry, the very federal leadership which
they had originally acknowledged as their trustee in keeping the new
nation viable and united. A former Singapore Minister of the Interior and
Defence, Professor Wong Lin Ken, who first met Lee Kuan Yew in
London in 1956, explained:

The PAP went into Malaysia with 3 promisc that it would protect and promote
the interests and welfare of the people of Singapore. It could not let down the
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people by ignoring that undertaking made to them when they were asked to
support the PAP's merger stand. ... The PAP leaders belicved in what they stated
and did on the merger issue. That was why Lee Kuan Yew was very emotionally
affected by scparation.3”

That the Kuala Lumpur-Singapore conflict was and indeed

largely unintended may be seen from Lee Kuan Yew’s words upon
separation:

You sce, this is a moment of..... You know, every time we look back on this
moment when we signed this Agreement which severed Singapore from
Malaysia, it will be a moment of anguish. | mean, for me it is a moment of anguish
because all my life.... You see, the whole of my adult life I had believed in
merger and the unity of these two territorics. You know, as a people connected by
geography, economics and ties of kinship...... Will you mind if we stop for 3
while?3®

Lee Kuan Yew was indeed ‘very emotionally affected’. He did not
complete the sentence before he asked for 2 pause in that televised press
conference on 9 August 1965. One of his arch political adversaries during
the twenty-three months Singapore was in Malaysia, Tun Tan Siew
Sin,** retired from active politics in April 1974. Like Lee Kuan Yew, he
said the separation of Singapore affected him deeply: ‘It was a tragedy for
both countries. It was the failure of a dream.’s®

After all that has been said, it is only too clear that the most significant
underlying factor which resulted in the need for separation was the
mounting tension in the Sino-Malay relationship. Lee Kuan Yew's call
for a *Malaysian Malaysia’ reminded the Malays of the British attempt to
create 3 Malayan Union where Malays and non-Malays were to enjoy
cqual political rights and this, in Malay eyes, was an auemp: to wrest
from them all that they idercd their birthright. In
Justify his cause, Lee Kuan Yew opened up muu most hurtful to Mahy
feclings; he questioned what the British themselves always accepted until
1946—that Malaya belonged to the Malays. The effect of Singapore’s
withdrawal from Malaysia was to postpone racial clashes for about four
years.

Political Trends, 1965-1969

When pore became a ign and independent nation, Malaysia
wasnot d d, but the d of the recalci and itioni

member-state did not bring halcyon days to the reduced federation
cither. In explaining the need to detach Singapore from Malaysia, Tunku
Abdul Rahman had said, ‘It appeared that as soon as one issue was re-
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solved, another cropped up. Where a patch was made here, a tear
appeared clsewhere, and where onc hole was plugged, other leaks
appeared "1 The separation was followed by feelings of disappointment
and much heaping of blame for the failure of an experiment in nation-
bulding by each of the two parties concerned upon the other: strained
relations d for between Singapore and Malaysia.

However the carlier external threats began, fortuitously, to ebb away.
While the Philippines all but dropped its contentious claim to Sabah after
President Ferdinand Marcos took office in carly 1966,%2 the gradual but
almost mevitable downfall of President Sukarno following the coup d'état
of 30 Scptember 1965 led to the demise of Confrontation.®? In July 1966
an exchange of Notes in Manila normalized relations between Malaysia
and the Philippines, while the signing of the Djakarta Agreement of
August 1966 marked the resumption of diplomatic relations between
Malaysia and Indonesia. Thereafier, Malaysia was relatively at peace with
its neighbours,®* and could devote greater energy and time to the
domestic problems which continued to emerge.

In general, the departurc of Singapore from Malaysia caused fore-
boding among the non-Malays that with the subtraction of one and a
half million Chinese from the federation the Alliance Government under
the political dominance of the United Malays National Organization
(UMNO) mught implement increasingly pro-Malay policies. Hence the
Chinese, through the Malaysian Chinese Association (MCA), once more
agiated for 2 ‘more liberal use’ of the Chinese language for official
communications and purposcs.®® The Selangor, Perak and Penang
branches of the MCA urged their national party headquarters to cham-
pion the issue to the extent that the latter endorsed the demand for a
liberal use of the Chinese language n government notices, forms,

boards and A y-man Alliance C was
esuablished to resolve disputes within the Alliance and ‘to solve the
linguage problem’.64

It wll be recalled that as carly as the 1950s, language had featured
prommently as onc of the major issues in the political development of
Malaya. In the prolonged cffort to establish a national system of edu-
cauon, the matter of language was a prme consideration. The indepen-
dence negotiations dwelt on it, and Article 152 of the 1957 Federation
C bodicd the among the mul Ileaders that
“the national language shall be the Malay language'. But for a period of
ten years from Merdeka Day, that is to say until 1967, English could be
wsed for all official purposes.®? For the states of Malaya, these provisions
were retained n the Constitution of Malaysia. So was the provision that
‘no person shall be prohibited or prevented from using (otherwise than
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for official pmpmn) or from teaching or learning any other language” **

It was ind| of the of language 25 an aspect
of nation-building in Malaysia that sections of the Malsy population
began carly to exert pressure on the Federal Government 1o that no
concession would be made to the non-Malays on the proposal to make
Malay the sole official language by 1967. Led by Syed Nasir bin lsmail,
the Director of the Dewan Bahasa dan Pustaka, the Malays set up in early
1965 a Barisan Bertindak Bahasa Kebangsaan, or National Language Action
Front, ‘to assist the government in the implementation of Malay 25 the
official language by 1967".6% This was actually 2 manifestation of Malay
feclings aroused in response to Lee Kuan Yew’s attack on the Malays. Asz
result, the Chinese in the Peninsula (as we have seen) but ako the Indians
to some extent, began to demand a ‘more liberal use’ of their linguages
for official purposes.

In spite of the basic agreement that Malay would be the sole official
language by 1967, it was a measure of the problem of choosing 3 common
language for a multiracial society that when the national anguage bill
was passed in March 1967 it in fact contained indirect provisions for the
continued official use of languages other than Malay. The Act gave ‘the
right to the Federal G or any State G o use 2y

lation of official d or ications in the inguage of
any other community in the Federation for such purposes as may be
deemed necessary in the public interest’. 7 In addition. the Act em-
powered the Yang di-Pertuan Agong to allow the use of English for sach
official purposes as might be deemed fit; and provisions were made for
the continued use of English in the Parliament, state Assemblics, the texts
of laws passed by the various legislatures and in the law courts of the
country.”" Although these indirect concessions to the non-Malays ris-i-
vis the official use of their languages might have been necessary at that
stage of nation-building, they also delayed the wider use of the national
language and its implementation as the unifying factor among the com-
munities which it was meant to be, until well into the 19705,

Political trends d along 1 lines for the der of
the 19605 in West and in East Malaysia 72 The Alliance remained safely in
power, despite internal haggling among the three component parties
*Much of the democratic struggle goes on within the Alliance, so that by
the time the level of Alliance policy is reached, many of the potential
conflicts are already compromised”.”™ That had been the nature and
pattern of Alliance politics since the formation of the UMNO-MCA
alliance in 1952 and continued to be 30 until the 1060 general elections.
Nonctheless, consensus did not prevail across the political spectrum of
Malaysia as was evidenced by the formation of partics which opposed the
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Alliance between the 1959 and the 1969 clections. The United Demo-
cratic Party (UDP) formally came into being in April 1962. It was
founded by the key figures who had resigned from the MCA after a crisis
in 1959.7* The UDP, led by Dr Lim Chong Eu, Too Joon Hing and
others, attempted to project a multiracial image but its leaders found it
difficult to carry through an inter-communal platform inasmuch as they
knew their main supporters were Chinese. The UDP was a party on the
homns of a dilemma; for while it criticized the Federal Government's
policy towards Chinese education, it also d the reservation of
special privileges for the Malays for a specific period and approved of
Malay as the sole official language.”®

The parties which contested the 1964 general elections in Malaya were
(with the numbers of parliamentary scats they won in brackets): the
Alliance (89); the Pan-Malayan Islamic Party or PMIP (9); the Socialist
Front (2); the People's Progressive Party or PPP (2); UDP (1); and PAP
(1). These partics were mostly the same as in the 1959 clections. Apart
from the UDP, the other new party to enter the later poll was the People’s
Action Party (PAP) of Singaporc which fielded only cleven candidates
although there were, as in 1959, a total of 104 parliamentary constitu-
encies. The PAP entered the 1964 elections primarily to test its appeal
among the Malayan clectorate and to begin realizing its wish to replace
the MCA in the ruling Malayan Alliance, with the disastrous results we
have scen earlier. K. J. Ratnam and R. S. Milne, who made an exhaus-
tive study of the 1964 clections, d for the better p of
the Alliance compared to its victory in the 1959 clections in the following
manner:

The main feature of the clection was perhaps the pre-eminence of a single issuc.
This was the Indonesian ‘confrontation” of Malaysia and the threat it posed to the
country's security. ... The Alliance argued that it was the only party which could
safeguard national integrity and that the difference between voting for it and
voting for the other parties was in essence the difference between being loyal and
being sympathetic to Indonesian aggression.”®

The 1964 clections thus tended to be more of a referendum on Indonesian
confrontation than a normal periodical opportunity for parties and the
electorate to voice their feelings on national and local 1ssues. However,
that is not to say that these issucs, particularly language and the education
system, special nights of the Malays, Islam (between UMNO and the
PMIP), need for | harmony, ic and rural d P

forcign caputal, foreign policy and internal security, were ignored.”” On
the contrary, they were extensively and often vigorously debated; but the
issue of Indonesian confrontation hovered over the whole election
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The non-Malays, in particular, gladly d the Alliance

I’any because it was prepared to resist Indonesian aggression; there was
widespread fear that should Malaysia become a part of Indonesia, the
non-Malays would be completely overwhelmed.

‘Two other political parties subsequently emerged to challenge the
dominance of the Alliance in West Malaysia. The first, the Democratic
Action Party (DAP), was registered in March 1966 and was in many ways
a successor to the PAP, which was de-registered concurrently with the
separation of Singapore from Malaysia on 9 August 1965. For some time
the new party in fact continued to be led by C. V. Devan Nair, the only
PAP candidate to have won a seat in the 1964 parliamentary clections. In
opposing the Alliance the DAP continued to espouse many of the
‘Malaysian Malaysia’ objectives of the PAP. For cxample, the DAP
argued in favour of racial equality and rejected the division of the citizens,
of Malaysia into bumip and bumip (The term b
literally means ‘son of the soil’ or ‘native’ and is used to designate the
Malays and other indigenous peoples of Malaysia, such as the Dayaks of
Sarawak, and Kadazans and Bajaus of Sabah.) It disagreed that the
*propagation and permanence of the national language can only be finally
secured on the basis of the eventual deculturation of two major com-
munitics in Malaysia—the Chinesc and the Indians’.”® As the 1969 general
clections drew nearer, the DAP appeared to be increasingly strident in its
criticism of Malay rights and the lack of use of Chinese and Tamil as
languages for official purposes. Indeed, when the 1969 poll took place the
DAP in its pursuit of ‘political democracy, social and economic demo-
cracy, and cultural d * declared: “All Malaysians must have an
cqual place under the Malaysian sun. Hence our plea for A Malaysian
Malaysia™ .7

The Gerakan Rakyat Malaysia (Gerakan) was inaugurated in March
1968 by former leaders of the Labour Party of Malaya, Dr Tan Chee
Khoon and V. Veerappan; Dr Lim Chong Eu of the UDP, which had
failed to make a good showing and appeared ready to wind up its affairs;
Professor Syed Husscin Alatas of the University of Singapore; and
Professor Wang Gungwu of the University of Malaya.®® It also worked
to gain the support of the trade unions and eventually Yeoh Teck Chye,
the president of the Malaysian Trade Union Congress, as well as V.
David, another unionist of long standing, were elected vice-chairman and
deputy secretary-general respectively, The Gerakan was 3 moderate

party which sought incly to pursuc a ] platform.
‘While many of its leaders were non—lezys, it !ollghl to attract Malays
to its bership and lead: ible number did

Jomn and Professor Syed Hussein Ahus hcc‘mc xhc first party chairman.
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The Gerakan's d hat intell 1 and 1
approach to politics was evident in the following statement, made in
April 1968:

We strive for a Malaysian d evolved out of th

Malaysia. The process of formation should be left to historical growlh The state
participates in its formation by climinating obstacles to harmony and inter-
community acculturation. It should not impose cultural clements or indulge in
artificial experiments such as introducing a common dress, dance, ritual and
ceremony without regard to the receptivity of the communities in Malaysia. We
emphasise common experience and the sense of a common destiny as the decisive
essentials of nationhood rather than cultural, religious or ethnic uniformity.**

As the 1969 clections approached the Gerakan strove harder to project a
non-communal image before the electorate. It especially wished to

. reduce the Alliance majority in Parliament in order to deny it the two-
thirds majority whlch a ruling party needed before i u could seek to amend
the Federal Consti The Gerakan reaffirmed its abiding wish ‘to
eqtablish an integrated society of Malaysians sharing a common outlook and
2 common destiny’ 32

After becoming member-states of Malaysia on 16 September 1963,
Sarawak and Sabah proceeded to institutionalize the forms and frame-
work of nationhood which they had settled for in the negotiations to
establish the enlarged federation. Politically both tended to follow trends
in the Peninsula and the Alliance pattern of inter-communal party
grouping was adopted in both. In each Borneo state, the Alliance group
captured power during the formation of Malaysia and continued in office
through the 1960s, and indeed until 1974. The component parties of the
Alliance groups in Sarawak and Sabah represented ethnic communitics
but the ethnic spectrum differed, of course, from that in the Alliance in
the Peninsula.

Between 1963 and 1969, there was only one state clection, that in
Sabah in April 1967, which saw an clectorate in Borneo vote directly for
their rep in the state legisl d dably, the election
issues pertained largely to state matters. During this period federal-state
relations featured prominently not in any election but rather in the course
of differences between federal and state leaders such as the conflict
between Dato Stephen Kalong Ningkan and Kuala Lumpur in 1966.%3
Nevertheless it may be said that the politicization of the people of
Sarawak and Sabah advanced considerably in the 1960s; and the sense of
being states in a new nation, of belonging to one Malaysian national
community, was gaining ground as the 1969 general elections ap-
proached.®4
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The 1969 Elections and 13 May

The political parties which contested the 1969 clections in West Malaysia
were the Alliance, the DAP, the Gerakan, the PPP and the PMIP. Two
other parties, the Labour Party and the Partai Rakyat, boycotted the poll
while a ‘United Malaysian Chinese Organization’ (UMCO) played a
negligible role.®* On the face of it, the 1969 general elections did not
differ fundamentally from the two previous polls held in the Peninsula
since independence. With the exception of the DAP (which was a suc-
cessor of the PAP) and the Gerakan, the parties were the same ones which
contested the 1959 and 1964 clections and the clection issues were sub-
stantially those which had preoccupied the parties in the previous polls.
The fact that the partics and issues were mainly the same as twice before
tended to give the 1969 general clections a pedestrian and routine outlook
while the existence of clectoral arrangements not to field candidates
against cach other among the DAP, the Gerakan and the PPP ought to
have decided the major issues in a more clear-cut and tidier manner
between them and their common adversary, the Alliance. Yet the 1969
clections had consequences far beyond the expectations of most Malay-
sians. They brought about electoral losses for the Alliance, corresponding
gains for the opposition partics, tragic racial riots in Kuala Lumpur on 13
May and for days after, suspension of clections in East Malaysia, and the
imposition of a state of emergency through the nation,

The Alliance went to the voters with a fecling of confidence. Tele-
vision and radio, which were under its control, were fully utilized to
project the image of the Government as the architect and well-spring of
the phenomenal progress and socio-cconomic development which the
country had experienced in the years since the achicvement of Merdeka.
Television newsreels recording the activities of the Alliance Government
over the years were incessant during the weeks before polling day on 10
May 1969. The Alliance Manifesto confidently declared:

Today we have made available to the overwhelming majority of our rural
people the amenities hitherto known enly to our urban dwellers. Electricity,
water, roads, bridges, schools, clinics and community centres have all been
laid on.

While enjoying these amentities we have also endeavoured to ensure that the
means to cnjoy them are also made equally available. Through land development
schemes, the cncouragement of oil palm growing, double cropping of padi, the
planting of high yielding rubber, and the provision of financial and other forms of
assistance to the farmer and the fisherman, we have steadily raised the income
levels of our rural people.

With rural development, there has been a concurrent concentration on indus-
trialisation. Our efforts have resulted in a per capita level of income of about

i
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$1,000/- which is one of the highest in Asia. This compares very favourably with
$700/- at the time when we took office.%

The PMIP's platform remained largely the same as in previous
elections. Against the PMIP the Alliance, particularly UMNO, charged
that the Kelantan-based party had links with the Malayan Communist
Party (MCP) in South Thailand. UMNO leaders alleged that MCP
members crossed to the Malaysian border areas to call on people to vote
for the PMIP. The Alliance denigrated the PMIP for having kept Ke-
lantan backward since it won control of the state in 1959. Indeed, the
Alliance put forward an clection manifesto specially for Kelantan which
outlined an extensive programme of development with a planned ex-
penditure of $550 million for the only opposition-held statc of the
country provided the Alliance came to power there in the election.

The DAP campaigned largely for non-Malay votes. In order to help
erase the identification of the party with the PAP, its carly leader, C. V.
Devan Nair retreated to Singapore permanently in 1968. While it did not
overtly advocate a socialist system of government, the DAP significantly
argued ‘that the have-nots in Malaysia are of all races. They are found in
rural arcas as well asin urban slums’. The party's manifesto unequivocally
added:

We give full support to all genuine moves to cradicate poverty and backwardness
among our rural population. It must be the concern of all Malaysi

to eradicate the economic, social and cducational imbalance between our rural
and urban sectors. Malaysian prosperity and progress are indivisible. The
elimination of Malay peasant poverty and the raising of rural income and of the
standards of living of Malay peasantry must thercfore be given a major priority.5”

But it was clear to all and sundry that the DAP was essentially a Chinese
party. The PPP, which cffected a close clectoral link with the DAP, main-
tained its policy of rejecting the special position of the Malays and other
bumiputra peoples and reaffirmed that ‘a Mal Malaysia is the anti-
thesis of a Malay Malaysia. They cannot co-exist’. The PPP manifesto
explained clearly why the party was opposed to special privileges:

Special rights and privileges have brought no material or other benefits to the
Malay Ra‘ayat who after 10 years of independence find themselves in the same
social and economic plight they were in beforc Merdeka.

What has happened is that the Alliance has abused its powers and under the
guisc of cnforcing the special rights, has created a Malay capitalist class which is
now exploiting the Malay masscs.

The result of this policy is that without bringing any benefits to the Malay
Ra‘ayat it has scrved as a conscant irritant to non-Malays, disrupting the unity of
the people and perpetuating racial prejudices.**
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Like the DAP, the PPP argued in favour of greater use of the Chinese,
Tamil and English | ges as media of i ion and ination i
the country’s education system. All students after completion of their
studies should be treated cqually in the matter of sclection for Jjobs,
irrespective of which school or college they were educated in. The PPP
was more strident in its attack on bumiputra privileges than the DAP
which tended to criticize them only obliquely. Like the DAP, the PPP,
although led by the Ceylonese brothers, S. D. and D, R.. Seenivasagam,
was basically a Chinese party. .

The Gerakan, in its efforts to be a non-communal party, understand-
ably trod a moderate course. Its preoccupation with preventing the
Alliance from scoring a two-thirds majority in the Dewan Ra‘ayat was
the overt manifestation of the Gerakan's belief in representative govern-
ment and its wish ‘to safeguard the rights and liberties of our people from
corrosive and abusive legislation and ministerial decrees which under-
mine the Constitution’.*® The Gerakan, while not opposed to them,
nevertheless wanted ‘to prevent Malay privileges from being abused by
unscrupulous leaders’. The party also promised ‘to climinate the causes
that create poverty, suffering and ill-health and inertia especially in the rural
areas’.%0

Thus all the main parties contesting the 1969 clections took definite
stands on major issues affecting the country. Their manifestos were
almost all presented in a sober and serious manner. But the communal
feclings gencrated rapidly increased in intensity. The verbal battles, the
insults and innuendos directed at one group or another and the strong
support for or opposition to the ‘Malaysian Malaysia® concept ought to
have alerted the government to the dire consequences that could ensuc.
The by and large incident-free campaign period, however, generated
complacency all round. After all it was almost twenty-five years ago that
the country had experienced a serious communal outbreak. A probable
conflict had been nipped in the bud in 1965. Voting day again gave no
indication of what was to follow.

The results were unexpected. Table 3 which follows shows the
position of the parties in the 1964 and 1969 parliamentary clections.
The Table clearly shows that the Alliance had suffered large losses. All
the opposition parties which actively contested the 1969 elections did
better than in the 1964 poll. This general trend was repeated in the state
clections, as illustrated in Table 4.

A number of Alliance leaders lost their seats. Senu bin Abdul Rahman,
the Minister of Information and Broadcasting, lost to a PMIP candidate
in his home state of Kedah; Dr Mahathir bin Mohamad, another UMNO
leader of considerable standing from Kedah, also conceded defeat to 2
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TABLE 3
Parliamentary Election Results
Parties Seats Won Votes Polled  Per Cent of Total

1964 1969 1964 1969
Alliance 89 66 58.37 48.41
PMIP 9 12 14.45 23.75
DAP ot 13 2.06 13.73
PPP 2 4 3.59 3.87
Gerakan = 8 = 8.57
Partai Rakyat - - - 124
Independents = = 0.66 0.34

Source: Adapied from R. Vasil, The Melaysian General Election of 1989, Appendix I,
Table 3(s)
“This was the sole sear (Bungsar) won by PAP.

TABLE 4
State Election Results
Parties Seats Won Vates Polled  Per Cent of Total

1964 1969 1964 1969
Alliance 241 162 $7.62 47.95
PMIP 25 %0 1525 22.80
DAP (DAP in 1964) = 31 0.90 1176
PPP s 12 451 479
Gerakan - 26 - 878
Partai Rakyat . 3 L 153
Independents = 3 109 239

Source: Adapted from R. Vasl, The Maleysian General Election of 1969, Appendix IT,
Table 1(a).

“In the 1964 poll the Partai Rakyat was a member of the Socialist Front which won seven

state seats in those elections

PMIP candidate; Dr Lim Swee Aun, the Minister of Commerce and In-
dustry, was defeated by a Gerakan candidate; and Dr Ng Kam Poh, the
Minister of Social Welfare, lost to an unknown bus driver (a DAP
candidate) in the town of Teluk Anson (re-named Teluk Intan in 1982).

Because the Alliance won only 66 of the 104 seats in West Malaysia and
was expected to win little more than half of the 40 parliamentary seats in
East Malaysia (24 from Sarawak and 16 from Sabah), it seemed likely that
the ruling Alliance might not get the coveted two-thirds majority in
Parliament. (The elections in East Malaysia were suspended consequent
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upon the imposition of 2 national state of emergency in May 1969. When
the polls in Sarawak and Sabah were cventually held in June and July
1970, the Alliance won only 23 out of the total of 40 parliamentary
seats,)*!

Although the Alliance remained in power, it had sustained losses ina
number of its traditional strongholds and crucial areas. The following
passage described its weakened position vis-d-vis and other partics:

A new pattern was emerging in the four Northern states. On the cast coast the
Alliance just about held its own in terms of votes, its gains in Kelantan almost
balancing its losses in Trengganu, but it lost heavily to the PMIP in Kedah and to
the PMIP and Partai Rakyat in Perlis. .. In the remaining states the opposition
successes were achicved largely by parties appealing to non-Malay electors: The
Democratic Action Party (DAP), the Gerakan Ra'ayat Malaysia (Gerakan) and
the People’s Progressive Party (PPP). The DAP provided the main opposition in
Perak, Negri Sembilan, and Malacca, the Gerakan in Penang, while both were
strong in Selangor. The Gerakan actually won 2 majority of the state seats in
Penang and took over the state government from the Alliance. The Alliance held
on to contral of the state government in Selangor and Perak but without having
won 2 majority of the seats in cither state assembly.2

The Gerakan capture of Penang meant that the Alliance had lost control
of two statc governments, Kelantan having been retained by the opposi-
tion PMIP.

Adding to the surprise that the Alliance had been dealt a severe
clectoral blow was the fact that the MCA did poorly in the states where
Chinese and other non-Malays predominated, namely Sclangor, Perak
and Penang. In Selangor, the Alliance won only 14 out of the total of 28
state seats; in Perak it sccured only 19 out of the total of 40; and in Penang
only 4 out of the total of 24 seats went to the Alliance. To aggravate the
humiliation of the Alliance, virtually all the federal ministers who re-
tained their seats were returned with reduced majorities.

The main opposition parties were joyful and ebullient over their
successes and in their jubilation many of their members and supporters
cast caution and decency to the winds. Their irresponsible behaviour
contributed directly to the outbreak of communal riots in and around
Kuala Lumpur on 13 May 1969. The DAP and Gerakan held *victory"
processions in and around Kuala Lumpur on 11 and 12 May 1969 and it is
generally agreed among residents of Kuala Lumpur, who experienced the

of the di: riots, that the p ions were not only
noisy but also provocative, arrogant and abusive.9

It was officially reported five months after the May riots that some of
the highly irresponsible and insulting utterances during the processions
were *Apa polis boleh buat—kita raja!’ (What can the police do—we are




204 NATION-BUILDING IN MALAYSIA

king!); ‘Buang semua polis Mclayu!" (Chuck out all Malay policement);
and ‘Mati Mclayu, sakai pergi masok hutan!" (Death to the Malays,
aborigines go back to the jungle!). Supporters in the Gerakan processions
were reported to have shouted: *Melayu balek kampong' (Malays go
back to your kampong); ‘Melayu sckarang ta'ada kuasa lagi’ (Malays
have lost power), “sckarang kita kontrol (we are now in control); ‘Butoh
Melayu® (Balls to the Malays), ‘Pergi matilah’ (Better go and dic); ‘Ini
negen bukan Melayu punya, kita mahu halau semua Melayw’ (This
country does not belong to the Malays, we will chase out all Malays);
‘MARA butoh, MARA tundun’ (an obscene jeer at MARA). A
combined DAP-Gerakan procession was reported to have shouted *Apa
ini Melayu kita negeri dia sudah perintah? Ini negeri bukan Melayu
punya’. (Why should the Malays rulc our country? This country does not
belong to the Malays); *Mata-mata lanchau’ (Balls to the police).?*

The remarks were not only cruel, arrogant and insulting; they were
specially directed at the Malays. The jeer at MARA had the same
intention since this organization, the Majlis Amanah Ra‘ayat or Council
of Trust for the People, is a government-endowed corporation, estab-
lished in 1966 to assist the bumiputra in achicving advancement in the
social, . technical and-ind) ly—politcal fields. The NOC
Report stated, *The common features in all these [processions] were the
complete and deliberate defiance of traffic regulations, vulgar and
obscene language and gestures, and deliberately provocative slogan
attacking the Malays.?s

The DAP and Gerakan had reason to be joyful on 11 and 12 May 1969,
by virtue of their clectoral successes. But when their jubilation was
carricd to the extent of purposcly offending and humiliating a whole
community, it can be said simply that the procession organizers and their
followers were asking for trouble. The Government at any rate,
interpreted the mood of the Malays in these words:

Despite these extreme provocations, the Malay communitics in the arcas most
affected by these insults showed paticnce and restraint. However, they brooded
on the fact that even with the winning of only a few additional scats the non-
Malays, particularly the Chinese, had shown arrogance beyond belicf. To the
Malays 25 2 wholk, the cvents from the gth to 12th May gave cause for fear over
their future. On 12th May for instance, the restraint of the Police, and the freedom
with which the Chinese flouted the law, caused the Malays to harbour doubts as
to the willingness o ability of the G to deal firmly with such lawless
clements. A fecling of dismay and uncertainty, coupled with their memories of
the 1945 kangaroo courts, swept the Malay community in the Federal Capital. %

Ifit had been the Malays who had treated the Chinese in the abrasive
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way in which the latter behaved towards the former during the Kuala
Lumpur processions, it is reasonable to assume that the Chinese would
not have sat still and felt forgiving and happy about it. At any rate, the
Malays were not happy, nor were they willing to take things lying down;
there was little or no sensible reason for the insults hurled at them, other

than fe ing the opposition’s clection successes and these
were actually quite small compared to the total of 66 parliamentary and
162 state scats won by the Alliance. The Malays around Kuala Lumpur
decided to organize a procession on 13 May 1969 to show the opposition
partics that UMNO also had a good reason to celebrate since it had won
the largest number of scats for the Alliance, and far more parliamentary
and state seats than the DAP and Gerakan put together. UMNO had won
$1 parliamentary seats compared to 13 by the DAP and 8 by the Gerakan;
and at the state level UMNO won 133 seats compared to 31 by the DAP
and 26 by Gerakan.?” On those figures, the UMNO members certainly
had better reasons to celebrate if they wished to do so.

The organizers decided that the UMNO procession would begin at
the residence of the Menteri Besar of Selangor, Datuk Harun bin Haji
Idris, at Kampung Bahru, the largest Malay area in Kuala Lumpur, at 7.30
pm. on 13 May. The Menteri Besar, who was also chairman of
Selangor UMNO, in a later statement to the police said he agreed to the
procession after the organizers had assured him that it would be held in a
peaceful and orderly manner and that a police permit would be obtained
for it. Datuk Harun added, 'In order to lend respectability to it and to
ensure that the participants behaved themselves, I agreed to take part and
lead the procession. As [ felt that I should advise the crowd before the
procession commenced, I told them that the participants should assemble
in my compound'.**

Since the morning of 11 May there had been rumours that the DAP
and Gerakan might come together and attempt to form the new Selangor
Government. The Alliance had won 14 of the 28 State seats in Selangor,
the DAP 9 and the Gerakan 4; there was one Independent. It is difficult to
sec how a DAP-Gerakan coalition could have operated, even if it had had
the support of the Independent member. The fact remains that such a
scheme was discussed and caused much agitation. By the afternoon of 13
May, however, the Gerakan had announced that it would remain neutral
in the Selangor State Assembly and this enabled the Alliance, as the party
with the largest number of seats, to form the next Selangor Government.
The Sclangor UMNO, which had organized the procession and invited
all branches in the state to send participants, ‘decided that it would
proceed with the proposed victory procession to celebrate the formation
of the new Government'.%®
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Being the federal capital, Kuala Lumpur was buzzing with hearsay and
rumour from the time most of the clection results for West Malaysia
became known on 11 May. There were uncertaintics as to how the new
Federal Cabinet would be formed, in the light of the electoral set-back
sustained by the Alliance. At 2.00 p.m. on 13 May the MCA president,
Tun Tan Siew Sin, who was Minister of Finance in the previous Federal
Cabinet and had for many years proved amenable to UMNO leaders,

d that b ofits poor in the clections the MCA
would not participate in the new Federal Government, although it would
remain in the Alliance.19¢ Thus, while there was anxiety regarding the
formation of the new Selangor Government until dusk on 13 May, the
MCA decision at 2.00 p.m. not to take part in the Federal Cabinet actually
helped to charge the atmosphere in Kuala Lumpur with increasing
suspense. Any long-time resident of Kuala Lumpur who was interested in
public affairs could feel the atmosphere of forcboding on that fateful
afternoon and evening of 13 May 1969.1%!

The UMNO procession was to have assembled at Datuk Harun's
residence in Jalan Raja Muda by 7.00 p.m. and to have proceeded at 7.30
p.m. via Jalan Raja Muda and Jalan Tuanku Abdul Rahman to Sulaiman
Court where a mass rally was to be held. No clear report has been made,
but it appears that by 6.00 p.m. on 13 May the atmosphere of anxiety and
anger among the crowd in front of the Menteri Besar's residence was
bordering on the point of explosion. A Malaysian academic wrote over a
year after 13 May, 'The timing and location of the first fatal incidents
were not co-incidental. The mass violence broke out within the vicinity
of the Selangor Menteri Besar's house at about 6.00 p.m. on 13 May,
approximately sixty hours after the last [clection] result in the state of
Sclangor was declared”.192 The NOC Report, however, recounted that a
commander leading his troop from the Federal Reserve Unit (FRU) to
Jalan Tuanku Abdul Rahman

.. passed in front of the Menteri Besar's residence at about 6.30 p.m. There was
no trouble there a that time and he proceeded without stopping but he passed on
an observation to the Selangor Police Control Centre by wireless that ‘a crowd of
four or five thousand’ was swamping the roadside in front of the Menteri Besar's
residence and spilling over into the compounds of the Residency and neigh-
bouring houses. Some of the Malays carricd sticks and banners and a few were
scen o be armed with parangs and kris'. 103

The der, Assistant Superintendent of Palice Tham Kong Weng,
assessed that there would be real trouble if the scheduled procession was
attacked. It was noted that ‘the Malay would-be participants were highly
emotional on the evening of May 13 as a result of the previous two days of




THE CHALLENGES TO THE MALAYSIAN CONCEPT 207

insults and provocations’.1%4 There had been rumours in Kuala Lumpur
that the UMNO procession would be attacked by non-Malay elements
that evening and that the Malays werc determined to retaliate if attack-~
€d.'%% Those who heard the rumours were to that extent forewarned.

‘When and where exactly the first fatal incident occurred on 13 May is
still unclear. The NOC Report indicated that violence first took place at
Setapak, some 3 to 4 miles from Kampung Bahru, at about 6.00 p.m. or
approximately forty minutes before the procession participants at the
Menteri Besar's residence got out of hand at about 6.40 p.m. It also stated
that at about 6.30 p.m., just before pandemonium broke along Jalan Raja
Muda, ‘... a Malay youth, riding a scooter, heading towards the Menteri
Besar's residence shouted “Setapak sudah kena langgar™ (Setapak has
been attacked)'; and added: *The news that Malay would-be participants
in the procession had been attacked in Setapak by Chinese groups whilst
en route to Kampong Bharu from Gombak, had lashed through the
Malays gathered on the roadside opposite the houses of the Menteri Besar
and his Political Secretary, Haji Ahmad Razali. There was a spontancous
and violent anti-Chinese reaction but who its first victim was had not
been positively established.’10¢

The bloody and tragic communal incidents which followed are
depicted in the following passage which appears to be fairly repre-
sentative of what happened in Kuala Lumpur on 13 May 1969:

A clear picture of Kuala Lumpur's macabre nightmare of May 13 may never be
produced. The mosaic that emerges from cycwitness accounts is gruesome,
canflicting, and incomplete. At about 6.4 p.m. belligerent Malay mobs were
seen surging from the Menteri Besar's residence and Kampung Bahru, armed
with rocks, bricks, sharpened poles, knives, homemade fire bombs, shovels and
picces of pipe, charging in menacing phalinxes down Jalan Raja Muda and Jaln
Hale toward nearby Chinese ncighbourhoods. At the traffic circle junction of
Jalan Raja Muda and Jalan Tuanku Abdul Rahman (Batu Road) Malay bands
confronted similarly armed Chinese mobs from Chow Kit arca. The Malays,
some wearing white or red battle headbands, raged through the arca randomly
smashing, hacking and burning; any Chinesc person o belonging became a target
of opportunity. Enraged Chinese and Indian rioters (some with pistols and
shotguns as well as homemade weapons) lunched a similar mayhem of muti-
lation and destruction upon persons and things Malay, There were chopped limbs
and savage decapitations. Scores of cars and scooters were smashed, overturned,
and burned. Cinemas were raided and unsuspecting film watchers were killed in
their scats. Homes and shops were looted and burned. Mob madness had scized
the city.107

A curfew was declared on Kuala Lumpur at 8.00 p.m.!°* But apart from
the severely affected Kampung Bahru, Chow Kit and Sctapak—-Gombak
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arcas the communal riots spread like wildfire to Jalan Tuanku Abdul
Rahman, Jalan Campbell, Jalan Bangsar, and the suburban areas of
Kampung Datuk Keramat, Kampung Pandan, Kampung Kerinchi,
Pudu, Cheras, and a number of others where smaller clashes occurred.
With the federal capital in confusion, the ideals of nationhood in Malaysia
appeared to have gone to picces.

As the situation worsened and was getting out of hand, the Deputy
Prime Minister, Tun Abdul Razak, gave permission for the military to be
called in to assist; army deployment in Kampung Bahru and Chow Kit
commenced at about 10.00 p.m. on 13 May. Police and military rein-
forcements were rushed to Kuala Lumpur throughout the night but
much ion and lack of dination prevailed during the first
critical hours after the outbreak of violence and the authorities did not
gain full control of the situation before the moming of 14 May.9%
Violence, arson and pillaging crupted intermittently but at times on a
considerable scale for the next four days. The government, initially, did
appear nonplussed. Repeated appeals to the people in the national capital
seemed to fall on deaf cars. There were rumours that people from outside
Kuala Lumpur were coming into the capital to join in the fray. In many
other towns too, the situation was tense. As onc scholar remarked,
*...most of the earliest responses to the crises were a result not of
deliberate policy but of ization....".11® The g . how-
ever, regained its balance towards the end of the turbulent week.

Malaysia indeed has had a continual heritage of racial conflict since
1945-6. Feclings, for cxample, ran high for several years after the de-
claration of Emergency in the middle of 1948. Although there was no
actual racial disturbance arising directly from the Emergency, the Malay-
dominated local armed forces fought bitterly against the Chinese-
dominated MCP. Between 1957 and 1967, isolated Sino-Malay conflicts
did occur several times. Sino-Malay fighting occurred in Pangkor, Perak,
in 1957 and again in Bukit Mertajam, Penang, in 1964. In late 1967, the
Labour Party (with a majority of Chinese members) protested against the
devaluation of the Malaysian dollar; it led to Sino-Malay clashes in
Butterworth, Penang. Less serious racial skirmishes were also reported in
Kuala Lumpur and Johor.!*!

None of the conflicts since 1945-6, however, was comparable in
intensity to the riots of 1969. Although fighting did not spread to other
parts of the country, the Kuala Lumpur riots gave risc to widespread
despondency in the Peninsula. Not a few Malaysians belicved that it
would be impossible to rebuild from the ashes of 13 May. Accusations
and counter-accusations were cast about and conversations at private
gatherings often became heated, though they remained furtive, out of
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nervousness. Compared, therefore, to the Malaysia-Singapore separa-
tion which saddened many hearts and, for a brief moment, threatened to
split asunder the young Malaysian nation, the conflict of 1969 was a far
more critical development. Still the nation survived.
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7
The ‘Bargain’ and the New .
Economic Policy

DespiTe the severity of the 1969 conflict, Malaysia's political leadership
managed to act quickly and without undue panic. By 17 May there had
been established a *National Operations Council’ (NOC) following the
declaration of a national state of cm:‘rgmcy by the Yang di-Pertuan
Agong on 15 May. In cffect, parli; was suspended
and the NOC, under Tun Abdul Razak as :hzn-mzn and Director of
Operations, co-ordinated exccutive action, in particular the work of the
military and police in restoring law and order in Kuala Lumpur and
confidence throughout the nation. Patterned after the Operations
Council which existed during the 1948—60 Emergency, the NOC
ising ninc bers, was not originally intended to d
Tedcnl Cabmzt But the wide powers given to the Director of
Operations enabled the NOC to emerge rapidly as the centre of decision-
making in the months following 13 May. The top military and police
officers were brought into the NOC in order to ensure the execution of
swift and decisive action.!

In the event, the NOC did concentrate much of its effort on restoring
the situation in the affected areas to pre-13 May conditions. However,
other aspects of government were also given attention and by mid-July
1969 the NOC had issued decrees which inter alia initiated the setting up
of a National Goodwill Committee headed by Tunku Abdul Rahman.
There were similar committees at state and district levels, all with the
prime objective of re-establishing tolerance among the different com-
munitics of West Malaysia. Leaders of opposition parties were invited to
participate in the activities of these committees. At the end of July Tunku
Abdul Rahman was beginning—in opposition-held Penang—a state-to-
state goodwill tour of the nation in an endeavour to repair the damage
done to the process of nation-building in Malaysia.2 By the beginning of
August 1969 the situation had eased and there were clear signs of a return
to normal.
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Notwithstanding the formation of a new Federal Cabinet on 20 May
1969, the NOC continued to issuc directives and decrees. The Tunku
admitted, “Dunng the Emergency period the Cabinet is playing a
secondary role to the National Operations Council.' However, he
remawed Prime Minister and three MCA leaders, Tun Tan Siew Sin,
Khaw Kai Boh and Lee Siok Yew, participated in the Cabinet as
Ministers with Special Functions.

While Parliament remained suspended until March 1971, a National
Consultanve Counal (NCC) was formed comprising representatives of
vanous political, economic, professional, religious and other groups. Tun
Razak. in announcing its formation in October 1969, said that in the
NCC “issues affecting our national unity will be discussed fully and
frankly. In this way it is hoped to reach an understanding and agreement
on these national issues that would ensure the future peace, security and
unity of our country and that the May 13 tragedy would not recur'.4
While the representatives in the NCC, meeting in Parliament House,
proceeded to discuss problems affecting the nation, a Department of
Natienal Unity was also established to study in depth the problems of
race relations which were phainly crucial to the future of the Malaysian
nauon. As 1970 dawned, it scemed that Malaysian leaders were turning
over anew leaf with the approach of a new decade. The racial incidents of
May 1969 had had a chastening cffect and there were obvious and genuine
attempts at cstablishing consensus and secking new and more realistic
solutions to the problems of national unity.

The ‘Bargain’ in Retrospect

One of the fundamental steps taken by the NOC, the NCC and the
Federal Government between May 1969 and the general elections in 1974
was to make 2 more profound assessment of the causes of the communal
antagonisms which had reached a cathartic point on 13 May. On the basis
of that assessment, a more decisive approach was adopted towards
idenafying and ordering the prioritics of the country and meeting the
challenges of nation-building. It was felt that, basically, the political and
cconomic ‘bargain’ between the Malays and the non-Malays in the course
of working for self-rule and achieving independence in the 1950s had not
been fulfilled.
It will be remembered that in the course of working out the
| and national found: of an independent Malaya, ‘The
Communities Liaison Committee had come to the conclusion that the
Malays would sacrifice their privileged position only if they could be
aded in secuning a greater share of their country’s wealth’.* There is no
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doubt that the leaders of Malaya were aware of and believed in the
necessity of implementing the ‘bargain’. The words of ‘an ‘elder
statesman’ of Peninsular Malaysia, E. E. C. Thuraisingham, were quoted
in an carlier chapter: ‘It is true. I and others believed that the backward
Malays should be. .. assisted to attain parity with non-Malays to forge 2
united Malayan Nation of equals’.é This inter~communal understanding
became a cardinal formula in the life of the ruling Alliance from 1955
onwards: ‘In ume, a guiding theme and m{ormz! quid pro Quumaged n
this elite bargai forum: exchange of Chinese

improving the Malzy economic ponam. in return for Maky co-
operation in improving the Chinese political pon'lion'/

However, despite the achi of political ind: d in 1957,
social and economic progress among the Malays had been manifestly
slow. Akhough the Malayan Government began implementing socio-
for the Peninsula as early as 1950,
!hexwoPlzmbctwomLhm:nd 1960 had failed to bring about more than
marginal improvement in the lives of the Malsys. Of particular
significance, rural poverty had continued to be widespread even a5
Malaysia was being formed in the carly 1960s.% Developments through-
out the 1960s continued to demonstrate that the Malays were economi-

TABLE s*'
Expenditure on Rural
Second Malayan Five Year Plan, 1961-1965

{8 thousand)
Rural Health Centres 39,39
Rural Roads 163,773
Rubber Replantmg Scheme 104,768
Rural Electrification 15.000
Land Development Authority 191,707

Rural Industries 7.600
Minor Rural Development Schemes

2ayy
Group Development Schemes 29393
Agriculture 38,506
Co-operative Development 6839
Drainage and Irrigation 130,615
Fisheries 7o
Forestry 4805
Veterinary i
Total 712,079

nterim Review of Second Malayan Plan, p. 7.
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cally behind the non-Malays, notwithstanding the truism that there were
also non-Malay poor members of socicty, mainly in urban areas.

National development outlays increased from $5,050 million in the
Second Malayan Five Year Plan (1961-5) to $10,500 million in the First
Malaysia Plan (1966-70).% Under the former Plan, $712 million was
allocated for rural development; the latter Plan carmarked $1,087 million
for similar purposes, $900 million of which was for cxpenditurc in the
states of Malaya. These development Plans of the 1960s gave priority to
matters such as rural roads, land development, drainage and irrigation,
agriculture, rubber replanting, rural health, group settlement schemes,
and crop subsidics. Tables s and 6 illustrate the scope and emphases of
rural development p dertaken by the Malayan (and sub-
sequently Malaysian) Government during the 1960s.

The estimates for most of the items on rural and agricultural
development under the Second Malayan Five Year Plan and the First
Malaysia Plan were used up and, indeed, in many cases were augmented
by supplementary votes in Parliament.1©

The First Malaysia Plan stated clearly the objectives of public devel-

TABLE 6!
Expenditure on Agricultural D
First Malaysia Plan, 1966-1970
(8 million)

Malays  Sabah  Sarawak Malaysia

Agriculture 166.5 "y 89.3 267.5
Rescarch 17.0 4.5 L7 232
Education 100 o8 49 157
Extension 106 o4 s 2.
Rubber Replanting Grants 9.9 53 610 160.2
Other crops subsidics 30 o7 0.2 559

Ammal Husbandry 280 21 37 138

Fasherics 17.0 13 40 223

Forestry 100 I 13 12.4

Drainage and Irmigation 319.2 70 6.3 3327

Land Development 3350 27.8 13.1 3759

Raural Credit & Marketing 19.5 40 135 370

Emergency Contract
Personnel Services 50 ~ = 50

Total 900.2 $5.0 1314 1,086.6

VFirst Maleysis Plan, 1986-1970, p. 121
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opment expenditure in so far as it pertained to the rural sector of the
economy and nation in the 1960s:

The substantial increases in expenditure on drainage and irrigation, land
development, rural industry and certain social services, such as schools and rural
health centres, will have dircct cffects in raising the productivity of resources in
the rural economy. In addition, much of the investment in roads and bridges,
utilities and community facilities will provide benefits for the rural population.
The purpose of the emphasis on rural development in the public investment
programme has been to provide a more balanced distribution of cconomic bene-
fits and opportunities between the rural and urban sectors of the cconomy. !4

One of the First Malaysia Plan's declared aims was 'to increase the well-
being of Malaysia's rural inhabitants and other low-income groups,
pnmanly by raising their productivity and thus their i

capacity'.!? In moving the adoption of the First Malaysia Plan m
Parliament, the Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of National and
Rural Development, Tun Abdul Razak, said, ‘No onc can disputc thata
radical change for the better has been cffected in the face of the rural
countryside’.!?

The Alliance, which had been a prime mover in the process ofn:non—
building and parti in the itutional and political i
leading to lhc attainment of Merdeka in 1957 and the formation of
Malaysia in 1963, had undoubtedly been aware of the need to fulfil that
part of the ‘bargain’ which undertook to improve the social and
cconomic position of the Malays and, after the formation of Malaysia,
other bumiputras. In its 1964 clection manifesto the ruling party had
reiterated that it would ‘continuc to be a cardinal objective of the Alliance

ic policy to und rural devel onani ing scale in
order to correct'the imbalance between the urban and rural areas of our
country”. It added:

It will be Alliance policy to ensure that rural development will result in increased
output and increased rural incomes. In order to ensure that increased rural income
would result from increased output, the Alliance Government will take measures
t0 achieve more effective control over land rents, improved marketing of rural
produce and the provision to our farmers of short, medium and long term credit
on reasonable terms. !4

In the same election campaign, the Alliance declared, *We were given a
mandate to make our Country a better place to live in. Millions of
projects, the pillars of our prosperity, are proof of our determination and
dynamic drive in Development. We were given 2 Mandate for progress.
Our rural people are no longer insecure!"** In moving the adoption of the
First Malaysia Plan in 1965, the Deputy Prime Minister told the Dewan
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Rakyat, "Ihe develop effort of the G has also resulted in
improving the long-run productivity of our natural and human
resources, particularly i the rural arcas."'® As has been discussed, the
Alliance campaigned in the 1969 clections largely by emphasizing to the
voters how much progress that ruling party had achieved for the people
since independence.
However, despite all the visible signs of progress, despite the
d exh on develop despite even the impressive
figures and p d in the devel Plans, there were
major defects in these prog: as a careful ination of Tables §
and 6 above clearly shows. The arcas in which the rural farmers really
needed asustance in order to improve their social and economic
conditions were sorely negl rural industrics, fisheries, coop
develop . agricultural education and ion, rural credit and
marketing. (See Tables 5 and 6 above.) In terms of financial allocations
under the development Plans, these items reccived almost farcical
amounts compared to those which in the long run benefited big business,
Malay and middl the rubber replanting scheme,
land develop and group d P schemes; even the large
expenditure on drainage and irrigation boosted the incomes of landlords
rather than the camings of tenant farmers. It cannot be denied that the
rational and rural develop P were ive. But their
implementation was spasmodic and some of the priorities lacked realism.
Even as the 1960s were coming 1o a close, rural poverty and economic
handicaps d The ! rate was 6.8 per
cent during 1967-8 (s against 6.3 per centin 1965 and 6 per cent in 1962),
It was more serious if attention were focused on the young (15-19 age
group); the rate was up 1o 26 per cent with the overall figure for urban
areas being 11.2 per cent. Agriculture, unable to absorb the increase in the
ruzal labour force, failed to prevent migration to the citics.!? Writing just
over 3 year before 13 May, a Malaysian who had had extensive
v m Mabysia's devel P pointed out:
Even withm West Malaysia there is 2 distinction between what is known as the
"s&nndch:&sc‘nnmbzmxchefmmnhwh«wmmmly
=4 aghty percmmt of the wealth and urban centers. Surveys of houschold budget
speading and mcome tax returns indicate that people in the urban centers have 2
=k Bigher level of mdividual and family income than those in rural areas, both
o= the West Coase, and the East Coast, and in the Bomeo states. Moreover, most
d’&:zﬁmd‘vﬂ:ﬂm&nﬂ;wﬁcmmo—dm&dwrpawhm,mﬁn,
vz = rerad areas, 2nd most of them are Malays. '

Those disparities between the urban and rural areas, which coincided
wih the geographical location of the non-bumiputra and bumiputra
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communities, had prevailed throughout the 1960, in spite of the
activities of g What is equally significant s the
fact that during that deadc the Malays leamned that they. held ‘only
around onc per cent of investment in registered business; Malay
unemployment in 1965 was running at 11.2 per cent, compared with 56
per cent for Chinese and 9.6 per cent for Indians; the Government's much
vaunted rural development scheme had failed to lift living standards i
rural areas’. "Mhydﬁemxoﬁhcpmbl:mofw
Itisind 1 he Mal:
lag behind lhc non—bumpulu communities until dn end of the 19608 It
was often alleged that the Malays were given privileges in government
jobs to the exclusion of non-Malays, and that the Malays controlied the
administration and the uniformed services, particularly in the top echelon
(‘Division One’) of the government services. The 13 May incdent

TABLE 7
Figures Relating to Division One Government Officen
by Racial Groups, 25 on 1+ November 1968°

Total 3,392 (Excluding Armed Forces and the Pobcr)

Malays 1,142 3626%

Non-Malays 2,250 6375%
Administrative Services

Total 12

Malays 706 sT5%

Non-Malays st ©3%
Professional Services (Excluding Education)

Total 1.99%

Malays 385 3%

Non-Malays 1613 %
Education Officers

Total m

Malays st 3%

Non-Malays 22 %
Police (absolute figures withheld for security reasons)

Malays W%

Non-Malays Srag%
Armed Forces (absolute figures witkheld for socurity reasms)

Malays 8%

Non-Malays 385%

*These figures are reproduced from NOC Repeet, pp 233
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prompted the NOC to present figures which showed the true position.
These are reproduced in Table 7. It can be seen that the Malays had a fairly
narrow majority in Division One of the Administrative Services and a
rather larger majority in Division One of the Armed Forces. Elsewhere in
the Government Service they were clearly outnumbered.

It was noted that in other (lower) Divisions of government services
and statutory authorities the ratio of Malay to non-Malay officers was
even less favourable to the Malays. The notable exceptions, which prob-
ably ged the all of Malay prepond were in the
lower ranks of the Armed Forces and the Police, that is to say areas of
employment long avoided by non-Malays. The NOC crisply concluded:

Allcgations that the non-Malays arc cxcluded are regarded by the Malays as
deliberate distortion. The Malays who already felt excluded in the country's economic
life, now began to feel a threat to their place in the public services. No mention was ever
made by non-Malay politicians of the almost losed-door attitude to the Malays by non-
Malays in large sections of the private sector in this country. 2

The findings of a Malaysian scholar are very relevant in showing the
inferior economic position of the Malays. At the end of the 1960s, when
traditional rural income was compared to modern urban income, *There
was a differential of close to 1 : 4. This meant that $8 per cent of the total
Malay labour force were working in arcas where incomes were only one-
quarter the size of incomes in areas dominated by 25 per cent of the total
non-Malay labour force’.?! Another Malaysian of Chinese origin, Alex
Lee, who was one of the ‘young Turks' in the MCA following 13 May,
and who was critical of the bumiputra policy of the government, aptly
summed up the situation:

The twelve years following Merdeka did not, in fact, bring forth the wealth and
power which the Malays had expected. They found themselves stillto be the rural
people with control of the towns very much in the hands of the non-Malays. Even
@ the rural areas their position was being encroached upon by the Chinese New
Villiges, the prosperous Chinese tin miners and the large European dredges and
Large forcign plantations. Their control of the civil service was also being eroded
by the influx of many non-Malays into the govenment services and their
supremacy i the police foree was reduced by the recruitment of non-Malay
officers dunng the Emergency. Their only arca of control, therefore, was in the
political arens, especially m Parliament where they controlled two-thirds of the
scats. However, the 1969 election results gave the impression that cven this
political control was being threatened, and in some States the balance of power
scemed to shift to political partics which appealed to Chinese chauvinism. 33

In regard to the shift in political power, it bears recalling that at the
time of independence in 1957 non-Malays had been granted a very
significant political concession in the form of jus soli citizenship. The
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continued official use of English, Chinesc and Tamil after the stipulated
ten-year period expired in 1967 was seen as a further concession to the
non-Malays. But the Malays had not made equivalent cconomic gains.
The economic dominance of the Chinesc had prevailed without any
consequential restrictions or control by the Government, as implicitly
required by the *bargain’.

Clearly, the social and economic disparities which the fathers of
nation-building in Malaysia had understood and agreed to recuify sull
remained by 13 May 1969. s

The NEP and Nation-building

It was in ion of the inuing scrious imbal. between the
position of the Malays and other bumi| and thatof the b
that the Malaysian Government embarked on political and economic
reforms soon after the 13 May incident. The NOC itself initiated the
move when it sought, first of all, to entrench certain ‘sensitive’ provisions
of the Federal Constitution by placing them beyond the possibility of
public discussion. These provisions were the whole of Par III, and
Articles 71, 152, 153 and 159. These pertained to citizenship; the federal
guarantee of the constitution of cach state and the rights and prerogatives
of the Malay Rulers; the Malay language as the national language and
ultimately the sole official language of the nation; the responsibility of the
Yang di-Pertuan Agong to safeguard the special position of the Malays
and legitimate interests of other communities; and the proviso “that any
of the provi relating to the Malay Rulers (Articles 38,70
and 71) and the special position of the Malays (Article 152) shall not be
passed without the consent of the Conference of Rulers’* A White
Paper was published to explain the nced for entrenching those provisions:

It is now clear that unless certain restraints are placed on public discussions on
issues which are likely to generate anxicty and fear among the races and unless
measures are taken to assure the people d-m zhen ngbu and legitimate interests
under the C ion will not b the risk of another,
possibly worse, racial conflict. 24

What the Government had set out to do can be likened to creating a
‘mechanism designed to de-radicalize democratic politics through the
establishment of ‘a constitutional contract which sets out the terms of
inter-communal relations’.2*

At the same time the Department of National Umxy spcnx m:ly a
year until carly 1971 to draft i
Ideology) which thereafter went through frank and carcful dehberaunn
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in the NCC. Again in anticipation of the formulation and implementa-
tion of reforms, the Ruk which sub ly became
included in the study of civics in schools and was referred to in gatherings
or associations of a goodwill nature, enunciated the wish to establish a
Malaysia “dedicated to achieving a greater unity of all her peoples; to
maintaning a democratic way of life; to creating a just socicty in which
the wealth of the nation shall be equitably shared; to ensuring a liberal
approach to her rich and diverse traditions; to building a progressive
socicty which shall be oriented to modern science and technology’.26
After Tunku Abdul Rahman voluntarily stepped down from the post of
Prime Minister and Tun Abdul Razak took over from him on 22 Scp-
tember 1970, it became increasingly obvious that the new Federal
Cabinct under Tun Razak was dirccting its energy to the need to redress
the unfulfilled part of the ‘bargain’, that the Malays and other bumiputras
be uplifted to achieve economic parity and balance with the non-
indigenous communities in Malaysia. The principal means adopted was
the New Economic Policy (NEP).

The deaision to embark on the NEP was a measure of realization on
the part of the Malaysian Government of the simple fact that ‘Poverty
arises because of the incquality in the distribution of income and
inequality in the distribution of wealth’ 27 But it was also a recognition of
the fact that ‘the Malay intellectuals saw that the status quo benefited the
non-Malays more than the Malays'.2® The NEP was spelled out in and
became the underlying objective of the Second Malaysia Plan, 1971-1975:

The Phan mcorporates a two-pronged New Economic Policy for development.
The first prong is to reduce and eventually eradicate poverty, by raising income
levels and increasing emph for all Malaysians, irrespective of
race. The second < ing the p £ ing Malaysian
society to correct cconomic imbalance, 30 23 to reduce and eventually eliminate
the identification of race with economic function. The process involves the
modemization of rural lift, a rapid and balanced growth of urban activitics and
the creation of 3 Malay commercial and industrial community in all categorics
and 3¢ all levels of operation, 5o that Malays and other indigenous people will
become full partncrs in all aspects of the economic lfe of the nation.®

The Second Malaysia Plan also devoted attention to the need to foster and
maintain national unity:

Ovuz people of all races and all social groups should therefore regard the Second
Malaysia Plan 35 3 great opportunity to participate in the whole process of social
change and nason-building. It is now, more than ever before, necessary for cach
member of our society, whether 2 politician, civil servant, farmer, employer,
worker, trade unionist or journalist, to join in the common endeavour to ensure
the progress and weil-being of the community and the nation 13 3 whole. ..., To
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achicve our overall objective of national unity, Malaysia needs more than mercly
3 high rate of economic growth. While devoting our efforts to the task of
achieving rapid economic development, we need to ensure at the same time that
there i social justice, equitable sharing of income growth and increasing
opportunitics for employment %0

Atlast there appeared to be a clearer perception of the fact that ‘the keywo
the eradication of Malay poverty was to be found in the eradication of

loitation and in the q introduction of modemn technolog

into rural cconomic activity',*! and a willingness to act on this fact.

The Second Malaysia Plan provided for institutional development
designed to foster ‘rural develop that deal ad
with the three main causes of poverty: low productivity, exploitation and
neglect’. Apart from FELDA (the Federal Land Development Author-
ity) and MARA, other institutions had already been set up to enhance and
speed up development in the rural and agricultural sector generally. The
Federal Agricul Marketing Authority (FAMA) was established in
1965 to improve the efficiency of the agricultural marketing system; the
Malaysian Agricultural Rescarch and Development Institute (MARDI)
Was sct up in 1968 to undertake production research on all cTops except
rubber, livestock, poultry and freshwater fisheries; and the expressively-
named Federal Land Consolidation and Rehabilitation Auth
(FELCRA), was established in 1966.

Under the Second Malaysia Plan the activities of these institutions
were broadened. Bank Pertanian (the Agricultural Bank) made funds
available ‘for lending to producers through rural co-operatives and
Farmers Associations and to FAMA for programme use’; and a National
Padiand Rice Authority (Lembaga Padi dan Beras Negara or LPN) was
set up ‘to co-ordinate the various aspects of production, processing and
marketing of padi and rice’.?® The total allocation for agricultural
development under the Second Malaysia Plan amounted to $1,956
million, or about 80 per cent higher than the allocation to that sector in
the First Malaysia Plan. The largest allocation of $909 million or nearly 47
per cent was for land devel 3 A well-ki hority on the
rural cconomy of Malaysia, Professor Ungku A. Aziz conceded that the
‘programmes in the Sccond Malaysia Plan are obviously a great step
forward for Malaysi develop in theory and in
practice’ 3%

In practice, some of the positive results of the reforms could be seen by
the beginning of 1974. One of the significant developments following 13
May was the decision to use the national language, renamed Bahasa
Malaysia, as the medium of instruction in Standard One of all English-
medium primary schools beginning wth the 1970 school-year. Thereafter
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there would be a progressive conversion to Bahasa Malaysia until 1982
when all the pmary and secondary schools in Peninsular Malaysia, with
the exception of the Chinese and Tamil schools, would be using the
national language fully. Sabah began the process of converting all
English-medium primary schools to the Bahasa Malaysia medium in
1971; Sarawak began doing so in 1977. However, in all three cases
(Peninsular Malaysia, Sabah and Sarawak) language subjects, such as
English, Tamil and Chinese, would continue to be taught in those
languages.

The posinon of Malays in tertiary education was improved abruptly
with the establish of Universiti Keb Malaysia (the National
University of Malaysia) in 1970. In the 1960s Malay enrolment had
progressed at a snail’s pace in the existing University of Malaya and was
particularly poor in the technical facultics, i.c., Science, Engincering,
Medicine and Agniculture.?® However, by 1974 Ungku Aziz—who had
become Vice-Chancellor of the University of Malaya in 1968—was able
o say:

Since 1969, access to higher education and to many arcas of vocational and

I ed: have been expanded for the Malays. Some effort
15 bewng made to ensure access for Malay workers into manufacturing industry. A
class of Malays (or bumiputra) millionaires has been fostered. However, it
remans 1o be seen whether thar chantable instincts wall match those of the non-
Malays mentoned by Za'ba half a century ago and who continuc to bencfit
educanonal institutions today.*?

The Mid-Term Review of the Second Malaysia Plan takes the assessment
of progress under the Plan to the end of 1973.3% In reviewing the two-
pronged strategy of the NEP, the Mid-Term Review of the Second
Malaysia Plan demonstrated that 2 number of cogent results had been
achicved by the close of 1973 in the endeavour to ‘eradicate
poverty ... irrespective of race” and in ‘restructuring Malaysian society to
correct economic imbalance 50 as to reduce and eventually climinate the

dentifi of race with ic function’.
In an effort to get nd of moncy-lenders and middle-men and to
promote the lization of agricull agencies

continued to extend credits: from 1971 to 1973 loam given to small-scale
agro-based industries by MARA, the Malaysian Industrial Development
Finance Berhad (MIDF), and Bank Bumiputra amounted to about $300
million. In the same period FELDA developed 224,000 acres of land,
representing 81 per cent of the original Second Malaysia Plan target, to
accelerate the movement of rural farmers from traditional to modern
agriculture; and FELCRA dealt with 46,000 acres or 47 per cent of its
arget
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State Ex Devels Corp ions (SEDCs) had been set up
n all states and were engaged in various commercial and industrial
pm)cm while the Urban Development Authority (UDA) was set upin

ber 1971 to impl a variety of sh and long-term
projects for commercial and property development. Significantly,
among its short-term projects had been the “the leasing, purchase and
construction of commercial premises for Malays and other indigenous
people for printing, tailoring, offices, restaurants, shops, 2 mini-markez,
travel agency and wholesale trade”.>® Also within the scope of eradication
of poverty, and in ‘assisting the movement of Malays from traditional
agriculture to the modem industrial and commercial sectors, MARA,
SEDCs and UDA played an indirect role by providing technical,
financial and capital assistance for Malays and other indigenous people to
enter such sectors’.4®

The cradication of poverty in the most depressed and exploited rural
areas was to be stepped up during the remaining two years of the Second
Malaysia Plan as summed up in the following:

The recently established Farmers' Organization Authority (FOA) will co-
ordinate farming activitics and ensure betier credit and marketing facilitics.
FAMA will in the and of fruits, mazze, pepper.

operations in the rural areas, particularly in padi arcas. Research and extension
services will be stepped up by MARDI, RISDA [Rubber Induscry Smallbolders”
Development Authority) and FOA. Other agencies such as the Fisheries Devel-
opment Authority (MAJUIKAN) and the National Livestock Corporation
(MAJUTERNAK) will undertske several projects to increase productivity and
income in these sections.4!

Although the Mid-Term Review did not show quantitatively how far
modernization of the rural sector had taken place, the activities carried
out during the 1971-3 period did indicate that a genuine and more
steadfast attempt was being undertaken to cradicate poverty and uplift
the social and ecnomic conditions of the long-neglected rural dwellers
throughout the nation.

By the beginning of 1974 cmploy and h bal.
among the different races remained serious, but some pmgresx had been
achieved. In pioncer mdusmu which constituted the fastest-growing
sector in the f3 g ficld, participation by Malays d for
about 4§ per cent of total employmm( However, about §5 per cent of the
Malays employed were still unskilled labour, while the Chinese
accounted for 77 per cent of the professional and 12l groupand 73
per cent of the technical and supervisory group.? To ensure increased
representation of professionals in the private sector, the Government was.
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Malay scholarship holders to enter that sector on completion
ot their studies.

The overndmg aim of the Nhl' in the private sector was the creation
of a Malay | and 1} ity in which ‘within a
peniod of 20 years, Malays and other indigenous people ... . [would) own
and manage at least 30% of the total commercial and industrial activities
ot the cconomy i all categories and scales of operations’.* Pertubuhan
Nasional (The National Corporation or PERNAS) was incorporated asa
puhh\ company m 1960, and by 1973 had formed seven wholly-owned
d covering trading, propertics, engin-
cenng and secunties while 1ts joint-venture activities were in mining,
contamenzanon, consultancy, hotels and trading. In all these activities the
prime objective was to prepare the ground for ownership by bumiputras as
soon as they had the wherewithal. The initial allocation in the Plan of
$to0 milhon for PERNAS had been disbursed and an additional $50
mulhon was made available for 1974-5 to hdp it erpand and accelerate its
m wndustry and it g sums up the
methods of the NEPin s0/far as the restructuring of socicty in gradual

fulfilment of the socio~cconomic ‘bargain’ was concerned:

The agences which spearhead the Govemnment's efforts in the creation of a Malay

d ind: 1 mclude MARA, FIMA [Federal Industrial
Murketing Authonity]. PERNAS, UDA and the SEDCs. Their activities are
wide-ranging and comprise, inter alia, the development of modern commercial
3nd mdustrial activities in the rural arcas, new growth centres and in existing
arban cenres. They have an important role in expanding opportunities for
parnapstion by Malays and other indigenous people in these sectors through
fmancul. technical and other asustance to help them start and sustain their own
commercul ventures. They abo have the role of acquiring share capital in existing
nd new enterprises to be beld in trust for the Malays and other indigenous groups
ol such time 35 they are in 3 position to acquire these shares on their own 43
Thas the endeavour to fulfil the ideals of independence and nation-
:v.nhmg through dx them:nx ofgrmm equlty in society was being

more d and by the ing of 1974.

+. The memberabep of the NOC was 38 follows: Director of Operations—Tun Abdul
Riazsk bm Hemem Ordmary members Ten (Dr) bmad bin Dawk Abdul Rahman;
Hﬁnkhbﬂh&akfuTnSr'SnTnV T Sambanthan; Tan Sri Abdul
TaSe Tunky Osman Jews; Tan
s—wms«mmn*mu.,wlmumq-
Maderne, Kaaia Lamper. 1971 3. 570
2 Sean: Tomes, 30 Juby 1565,
3 Swacs Tmes. 36 Jaby 156
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Epilogue

THE existence of a nation does not necessarily follow the formal
declaration of its independence. The words of an Indonesian neighbour
proved prophetic: ‘Perkataan kemerdekaan bukan lah perkataan keramat jang
langsung dapat melahirkan sjurga dunia keatas bumi Malaya Merdeka; malah
dia meminta pengorbanan jang lebih banjak hp' " Indicative of the problem
of political legiti facedbya ly-indep nation, the greatest
challenges to Malaysia came from two quarters. One was Lee Kuan
Yew's conception of and demand for 2 more liberal and less centralist
*Malaysian Malaysia’; the other was the communal riots in Kuala Lumpur
in May 1969 which led to a basic reassessment of the underlying causes of
such challenges.

Both these events were not unrelated. It would be accurate to say that
the 'Singapore Separation” in 1965 was to forestall 2 possible outbreak of
communal violence. Although the immediate objective was achieved,
the underlying problems remained unsolved. Tension abated momen-
tarily only to increase in intensity in the political campaign prior to the
1969 clections leading to the outbreak of 13 May.

As indicated carlier,? there had been sporadic communal conflicts
since 1945. While it is not unfair to conclude that such conflicts reveal
only too plainly that the efforts to build an integrated nation have en-
countered formidable obstacles, it is nonetheless truc that the national
leadership has, apart from the *Singapore Separation’, successfully held
together the disjunctive parts. However, it has taken the lessons of 1965
and 1969 seriously. The beliefis that preoccupation with the constitution-
al aspects of nation-building during the carlier phase of independence had
led to an unconscious neglect of the importance of achieving socio-
cconomic balance and parity among the different racial groups in
Malaysia. The five-year development plans, started as carly as 1950, and
the First Malaysia Plan (1966-70), brought far greater benefit to the urban
area hence perpetuating the imbalance between the Malays and non-
Malays.

What has made the socio<conomic imbalance so pertinent and
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poignant is the tacit belief among the Malays that at the time the country
achieved independence in 1957, there was a political and economic
‘bargain’ between Malay and non-Malay leaders. In return for the
former's acceptance of the principle of jus soli, the latter should expect
that the government would direct special efforts towards the socio-
cconomic upliftment of the Malays.

The New Economic Policy (NEP) was meant to achieve that
immediate objective. Admittedly, it has been aruged that the NEP has
opened up a new dimension of dissension between Malays and non-
Malays, butitis equally pcmnml to argue that without special steps taken
to reduce the lance, it would be impossible to remove
Malay grievances. The effects of the NEP, politically, cconomically and
socially, belong to another study. Suffice it to say that, having been
launched, it has to be allowed, at least, to run its course; and there is litde
doubt that if its immediate objective is not achieved by 1990, its
conunuance will be a matter of foregone conclusion.

Despite the obvious importance of the NEP and the wide discussion
and debate that it has gencrated, it should not be forgotten that another
major step had been taken, after the 1969 riots, to try to circumvent the
problem of communal conflict—namely the formation of the Barisan
Nasional. It was, 1 a sense, an admission of the inadequacy of the
‘Alliance’ approach confined as it was to only three political partics.
There never was, however, any illusion that the Barisan Nasional concept
would completely eradicate communal conflict; its principal aim was to
reduce political compcunon and smfz along racial lines. Again, anal-
ogous to the * P . a major of the
coal Parti sl b: ) hdrew: but the Barisan Nasional
has proved itself to be extremely viable and flexible. It has periodically
admitted new parties and expelled one. Soon after its formation, yet
another party—the Parti Bangsa Dayak Sarawak (PBDS) was added to the
coalition.

Repeatedly it has been pointed out that dissension within the Barisan
Nasional has been all too frequent—between MCA and Gerakan,
BERJAYA and USNO, and lately a scrious dispute within the SNAP
gave birth to the PBDS. But, this pertinent question has never been
seriously considered: in the absence of the Barisan Nasional would such
differences not have led to more serious consequences? As it is, although
friction, either within a component party or between component parties
of the Bansan Nasional, remains a fact of life, the degree of its intensity is
contained largely by not allowing it to extend beyond the confines of the
coahnion.
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Whether the Barisan Nasional will successfully, in future, prevent
excessive politicking from threatening the integrity of the nation is open
to speculation but its continued existence despite periodic internal dis-
sension demonstrates all too clearly that the leaders of Barisan Nasional
have placed utmost priority on the need to maintain the viability of the
coalition without which political strife may repeatedly intensify com-
munal divisiveness given the nature of Malaysia's plural socicty. The
methods adopted by Malaysia's leaders since 1955 until now have no
doubt shown inherent shortcomings but this is because there is, despite
the stricture of critics, no obvious answer to Malaysia's problem of
communalism. Suffice it to say that methods have been periodically
reviewed and, if the past is any indication, will continue to be reviewed as
and when circumstances demand. It is highly probable that communal-
ism will for long remain a perennial problem but conflict within 2 nation
is not necmnly an aberration from the norm of perfect harmony and

No society is letely cohesive and Malaysia is no

cxccpliom

1. Sce Chapter 4. footmote 75.
2 See Chapter 6, passim
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