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PREFACE

The present world is a world of states, neither a world of tribes nor a world
of empires, though the remnants of such forms are still present and oaccupy
part of our thinking. Such states, morcover, are based on a concept of
nation, though, while states are expected or assumed to be nation-states, not
all nations are represented in the world by states, despite widespread aspira-
tion. That world, clearly still emerging, has been emerging over a long
period. To a large extent it represents the world-wide application of a
European approach to the organisation of human society, though the
approach took time to develop even in Europe, and is still indeed in process
of application there, too.

One purpose of this book is to outline the emergence of the nation-states
of modern Southeast Asia. That is the task of Part One. It can indeed be no
more than an outline: and other sources will be needed by those who want
to study their history more deeply. Another constraint, less obvious, should
also become apparent. In most of Southeast Asia there were states well
before the emergence of the system of states with which we are more
familiar. They are not, however, the same. In studying the states, we cannot
presume that they always existed, or that they were bound to emerge in the
ways they have. A summary risks foreshortening the process, allowing the
present to dominate the past, offering what Herbert Butterfield would have
recognised as a Whig interpretation. ‘The theory that is behind the whig
interpretation — the theory that we study the past for the sake of the present
—is one that is really introduced for the purpose of facilitating the
abridgment of history...it serves to simplify the study of history by
providing an excuse for leaving things out.”

Part Two of the book takes up some of the issues that arise. But it has
another focus, too. The first part of the book attemprs to look at the countries
as they have emerged one by one, even though that risks the presumptions of
‘presentism’, that what now exists was bound to exist. The second half of the
book represents a more regional focus. So many of the issues are common to
cach country, yet affected the countries differently. That should make for a
better understanding of issues and countries.

Part Two has another rationale as well. In shifting the focus from country
to region, it is not only attempting to explain each country’s history better:
it is also responding to a current interest in Southeast Asia as a region. The
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Preface

concept is indeed in some sense itself quite a modern one. In previous
centuries, there were words that attempted to describe it despite its diversity
by suggesting some common feature, like *Further India’ or the *Nanyang’.
The term *Southeast Asia’ is more recent, and though it originates in the
Second World War, it has tended to gain acceptance. The fact that in yet
more recent times the area has become noted for rapid economic advance
has added to the currency of the term, even though that advance is in fact
highly differentiated.

The extent to which the world has become a world of states has encour-
aged a tendency to group the states by regions, and sometimes those states
have grouped themselves, though always partly in order to artain their objec-
tives as states. ‘Southeast Asia’ was once a term used by outsiders far more
than by those living in the region; but now it is becoming something of an
economic and political reality, and its leaders themselves are moving to make
ASEAN an organisation of and for the region, instead of an organisation
designed 1o add to the security of some of its states vis-a-vis others. The
degree to which supra-state organisations will come to dominate cconomic
and political relations among states remains to be scen. To a large extent
they still represent attempts by states to seek their particular interests. States
join one or more groups and seek to affect the character of world-wide

and their pr 2

Such organisations are an illustration of the extent to which the world has
become one at the same time as it has become divided among states of equal
sovereignty but different strength, There are, of course, many others. It is a
world of *multinationals’ as well as of international relations: successors,
¢, to the United East India Company of the Dutch, the VOC (Vereenigde
Oost-Indische Compagnie), to the English or the Danish East India Com-
panies. Indeed, the striking feature of the discourse of the late twenticth
century is its world-wide character. What we argue about is not whether
there should be ‘democracy’ but what kind of democracy it should be; nor
whether there are *human rights’ but what they are, how they should be
applied, and by whom.

This wider discourse also leads to a kind of ideological regionalisation
that parallels but is not identical with the geographical, and, like it, may or
may not be taken up by nations and their leaders. In some cases, they have
again gained pseudo-geographical names, such as the North-South dicho-
tomy, overlapping the other antinomies, like ‘developed’ and ‘under-
developed'. The more venerable East-West polarity overlapped a similar
antinomy, also described as between the ‘imperialist’ and the “colonial’, the
“developed’ and the ‘developing’. Given that the world that has taken shape
is s0 decply affected by the European mode of discourse that has continued
to emerge, that is not surprising, particularly as that European mode was
taken up, albeit in new focus, by the two most powerful successor-states, the
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US and Russia. Just because we have now to look at the world as a whole,
we tend to break it up into manageable chunks that may lead us to mis-
mterpret it just as much as the problem of managing chronology contributed
to the Whig interpretation of history. Edward Said has given new meaning,
but also new currency, to 'Orientalism’”. Such interpretations can be useful in
modifying mind-sets, but they must not merely replace them. The third part
of this book discusses some of the ways of looking at Southeast Asian
history.

Southeast Asia, and to a differing extent the countries within it, have wit-
nessed the interplay, often characterised as that between East and West, that
in some sense has created the modern world. Now the countries of Southeast
Asia reckon the levels of *devel * against the ‘i ional' norms,
their own ‘multinationals invest elsewhere, and they proffer their own
interpretation of *human rights’. In a sense this is part of a continuing
history, which the three parts of this small volume attempt in modest
measure to encompass, through the narratives in Part One, the analyses in
Part Two, and the discussion in Part Three.

Tackling this book, the reader may wish to start with the narratives, even
perhaps to diverge, on concluding them, and follow up the history of one or
more countries in greater depth or detail. With or without that
reinforcement, the reader may, the author hopes, want to take up the topics
that he has himself found particularly interesting as a result of a long period
of study of and teaching abour Southeast Asia that has turned ourt to
coincide with a transformation of its place in the world, and of the countries
within it. How the rest of the world, itself changing, may understand that
change, and in so doing, indeed, contribute to it, is the subject of the
concluding remarks. @

1 H Butterfield. The Whig Interp

ation of History, London: Bell, 1931, p. 24.
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Part One

PRESENT AND PAST

This part of the book outlines the emergence of the main countries of
modern Southeast Asia. Those in the island part of Southeast Asia —
Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, Brunei, and the Philippines - are considered
first, then those of the mainland, in particular Burma, Vietnam and
Thailand. The continuities, it may be argued, are greater in the case of the
latter group than in the case of the former, but there are both continuity and
discontinuity in all cases. Nor is their history merely a differentiated
working-out of the relationship of East and West. It is longer and far more
complicated. In these summaries, the focus is on their previous history, on
their relations with Europe, on nationalism, and on the establishment and
character of the independent states after the Second World War.







INDONESIA

Indonesia has a long history, and a long history of connection with the rest
of the world, but not as the state of Indonesia. The ancient states of the
archipelago are known to us as a result of records, often Chinese, and of
inscriptions and monuments, like those in central Java. The work of
historians, in particular Georges Coedés and O. W. Wolters, has recalled the
kingdom of Sri Vijaya, which scems to have centred in the region of
Palembang from the late eighth century CE. States also emerged in Java, the
greatest of which was to be the Majapahit empire, which flourished in the
fiftcenth century CE. Though its influence was considerable and its political
ambit wide, it did not extend over all present-day Indonesia. But its
existence was an inspi to Ind ionalists, such as Sukarno.!

In the sixteenth century the world became one, though only through
European expansion, and as a result it was shaped in part by European
power and aspiration. The Portuguese and Spanish voyages ‘first made
humanity conscious however dimly, of its essential unity’.? The Indonesian
islands were drawn into that world by the Portuguese, the Dutch, the
Spaniards, and the English, and also by others, Indonesians and Chinese,
who reacted to them or utilised the opportunities that were opened up.
Among the Europeans, the Dutch made themselves dominant during the
seventeenth century CE. They founded Batavia in 1619, secured Melaka in
1641, conquered parts of Maluku, the spice islands, and during the
succeeding century and a half extended their control over much of Java. But
they were not p to build an Ind ian state. There were other
centres of economic and political activity in the archipelago. Those they did
not eliminate, though they often involved other rulers in commercial treaties
and contracts. Furthermore, their network of possessions and treaties did
not extend merely to the archipelago. Batavia was not the capital of an
Indonesian realm. It was the centre of the Asia-wide activities of the VOC,
extending from the Persian Gulf to Japan, with settlements on the Indian
sub-continent as well as in the archipelago, and with a remote outpost in
Nagasaki harbour.

In face of changing economic and political conditions, and of rivalry from
the British, the Dutch began in the cighteenth century to focus more on their
expanding realm in Java, for which Melaka increasingly became an outpost.
That is evident, for example, with the activities of Governor-General van
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One: Present and Past

Imhoff. But it was only in the early nineteenth century that the Dutch set
about building a state they called Netherlands India. The old company had
finally been terminated in 1799. During the French wars, the restructuring
of the state at home was paralleled by attempts to restructure what became
its possessions abroad. Napoleon’s brother was put on a new throne, and
Governor-General Daendels sought to re-make Java in preparation to resist
a British invasion. The defeat of Napoleon in 1814-15 led in France to the
restoration of the Bourbon monarchy. In the Netherlands, initially expanded
to include the Belgian provinces as well as the old Dutch Republic, a new
monarchy was created, the Orange princes who had been hereditary
Stadhouders of the Republic now becoming kings. A Commission-General
was sent out to the Indies.

Even now, though the Dutch shed their possessions on the sub-continent,
their possessions in the Indies were not an integrated whole. Nor was the
relationship with the metropolis yet clear: in some sense it was formally
colonial, in another the islands were an appanage of the monarchy. Both these
factors affected the develog of the rel hip of the archipelago with
the rest of the world. Concentrating on the islands after their losses in In
the Dutch concentrated on Java in particular: their claims in other parts of
their archipelago often rested, as in the Company’s time, on contracts with
the rulers, and were seldom backed up by formal possession. The aim, indeed,
was still to profit, rather than to rule. The relationship between this entity, or
collection of entities, and the metropolis also reflected that. And the
relationship with other powers was affected by their readiness to accept
Dutch claims, the ability of the Dutch to enforce them, and the Indonesian
rulers” ability to sustain their independence in such a situation. In general the
creation of Netherlands India was still very much in process. ‘The war against
the Rajas of Bali’ in the 1840s ‘was in many ways an uncharacteristic
oceurrence, a deviation from the general non-interventionist line™.* Bu, slow
though it might be, the process did involve a loss of international personali
on the part of the Indonesian states. By 1848 only a few were, as the
Europeans would say, de jure independent of the Dutch, though many were
de facto independent. One of the former was the sultanate of Acch. Even after
the three-stage war with Bali, the Dutch did not at first install a regular
administration.

The Belgian revolution of 1830 had deprived the Orange monarchy of its
southern provinces, though King Willem I refused for the greater part of a
decade to accept the outcome. The year 1848, one of European revolution,
did not overthrow the monarchy, but it challenged the Dutch state, and in
turn brought changes to the Indies. It encouraged new attempts to round out
the realm inasmuch as it opened the way to an emergent Dutch capitalism.
At the same time, the Netherlands States-General gained a role in the
governance of the Indies, from which it had hitherto been excluded.

—
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Governments had acted till then, as Sloet tor Oldhuis put it, as if ‘the
colonies did not concern the Nation and consequently should lic outside its
circle of cognizance, like a sort of crown domain”.* Coupled, therefore, with
capitalist penetration, there was an attempt to assert a public responsibility
for the empirc. That might mean more extensive and more intrusive
government: it might also mean a more accountable form of government.
Changes in one term of the series affected the other two. The realm,
ncreasingly described as, for example in the Agrarian Law of 1870, a
‘state’,* became more integrated. At the same time its relationship with the
outside world became more explicitly and more completely colonial. After a
prolonged struggle Aceh lost its independence. So did Bali and Lombok.
Though the realm yet remained a congeries of directly and indirectly ruled
territories — there were 288 ‘self-governments’ in the outer islands in the
1920s* - no Indonesian ruler now had contact with the rest of the world
other than through the Dutch.

There was indeed a tension between the urge to integrate and the urge to
control. Earlier in the nincteenth century, the Indies government, like the
Company before it, had ruled on the cheap: it relied on native rulers, and
even where it ruled directly, on native instrumentality. It wanted an inte-
grated realm. But it also wanted to avoid challenge from within as well as
challenge from without. Its realm-building, generally a slow process, was
always an irregular one. The ‘short declaration’ that, at the end of the Acch
war, was to displace the more elaborate contracts with many of the rulers,
was a step towards regularisation, but not a 1 . ‘Peace and order’,
the watchwords of Baud, Colonial Minister and Governor-General before
1848, remained significant for a small colonial power that was attempting a
large task.

Furthermore, its priorities, again not unlike the Company’s, remained
cconomic. The Dutch endeavour, as Clifford Geertz put it, was from the
economic point of view ‘one long endeavour to bring Indonesia’s crops into
the modern world, but not her people’.” A policy of peace and order was
designed to avoid trouble that a weak power could not face, and which
might even risk the intervention of others. But it was also designed as a
means of obraining ec: ic ge. That was particularly evident
under the cultivation system, when the Javanese aristocracy was closely
involved with the attempts to secure produce for export. Their role was
indeed to be the focus of much of the criticism of that system, made when
the States-General was able to debate the Indies and private capitalists were
increasingly critical of state monopoly. The most famous document in that
discourse is Max Havelaar, a novel by Douwes Dekker (Multatuli).
‘[Sltrangers came from the West... They wished to make profits of the
productiveness of the soil and commanded the native to devote part of his
labours and time to the growth of ... products which would yield a greater
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margin of gain in the Exropean markets. To make the lower man do this, a
very simple policy sufficed. He obeys his chiefs, and so it was only necessary
to win over those chiefs by promising them part of the profit, and....the
scheme succeeded completely.™

The economic policies of the Dutch also transformed the relationship of
the islands with the rest of the world. In carlier times there had been two
main foci of economic activity. One was the entrepot traffic, available to
political entities that had positional advantage, in particular where the trade
of the islands linked up with the traffic to India and China. Sri Vijaya had
enjoyed such a position. So, later, did Melaka, the first port to be captured
by the Portuguese in 1511, only to be lost to the Dutch in 1641. The other
focus of economic activity st and central Java. By contrast with much
of the rest of the archipelago, it was relatively fertile, and able to sustain a
substantial rural population, and a dynastic system bearing some com-
parison with the feudal structures of western Europe. At Baravia the VOC
was placing itself between these two foci of economic activity and political
power. For two centuries it was also the focus of an Asia-wide economic
endeavour. In the nineteenth century, it became the administrative capital of
Netherlands India. It was also one of the ports through which the Dutch
sought to channel the Indies’ trade, which now was more and more a
colonial one. No longer were the Dutch profiting from the intra-Asian trade.
(heir profit now came from securing coffec and sugar from Java, and,
increasingly, selling there textiles from Twente a nd Overijssel.

The islands were connected with the world in ways other than the
political and the economic, in particular through religion. Indeed earlier
rulers and peoples would not have recognised such divisions among, human
activities, In the Buddhist or Hindu-Buddhist states of Sri Viyaja and
Majapahit, the ruler had a special role and might even be an incarnation of
a deity, and ritual surrounded him and underpinned the administration, The
Islamisation of the islands, which increased in impetus with the founding of
Melaka, also saw a transformation of its political structures, though not
necessarily their complete elimination. The advent of the Europeans in some
respects stimulated Islam and domesticated it. Reacting against the
Portuguese capture of Melaka, new Muslim sultanates appeared, Aceh and
Makasar among them. Islam identified with ce to the Europ and
a different link with the outer world was thus established. Much of the
resistance to the Dutch in the colonial phase had an Islamic aspect to it, most
famously, of course, that of Dipo Negoro in the 1820s, the Aceh war, too.
Their reliance on the adat chiefs for peace and order could not but provoke
a closer identification between the peasants and the Islamic leaders.

The opening of the Suez canal in 1869, though not of course so intended,
intensified the links with the Islamic homeland. The political and economic
links of the colonial period, particularly with the Netherlands, but also with
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ather parts of the world, facilitated many other contacts as well, Within their
territories, furthermore, the Dutch provided limited opportunities for
Western education, initially for economic reasons, and later with a rather
larger purpose. Imp d ications within Netherlands India, as well
as with the ourside world, also contributed to a cultural ferment in which
Indonesians, as some of them came to see themselves, felt both a greater
sense of unity among themselves, and also a greater distinctiveness among
peoples. Where the local Dutch, the Chinese communities, resident or
‘sojourning’, the Eurasians, fitted in, if at all, remained to be determined: to
some extent the growing sense of Indonesian identification was predicated
on their marginalisation or exclusion.

These changes contributed to the rise of an Indonesian nationalism. That
was itself a process, the outcomes of which were not predetermined. But the
process necessarily involved a growing sense of unity, at least among the
clite, and a growing perception among them that such unity could and
should be expressed in a sense of nationhood. The European world of
nations with colonies and dependencies was to become a world of nations in
the European style. The colonial leaders aspired to form nation-states in a
world of nation-states. In some cases it helped to win them international
support, even in the metropolis. At home it required the recruitment of mass
support. There the leaders had to compete or work with the colonial
government, the old elite which had often worked with it, the Islamic elite
which generally had not. To inform the masses, still largely rural, of the
concept of nation and state was a tough task. Often the masses saw the
struggle differendly, as one against an alien government, against the infidel,
against the dislocation of old ways of life by economic, administrative, and
social change.

The colonial power was, partly wittingly, partly unwittingly, building a
political entity in Netherlands India that was changing its relationship with
the rest of the world. In the early twentieth century, some of its leaders, the
Ethici, saw that the relationship with the Netherlands would have to change.
They tended to stop short of advocating independence, but preferred to
believe in some form of association with the ‘motherland’. Indeed Ethical
Policy was a means to defend the Indies. Pointing to the fate of Spain in the
Philippines, van Deventer suggested in 1899 that ‘there is no better way of
ensuring that we keep the East Indies than a policy of righteousness and
honesty”.” The new elite could be brought to recognise the continued value
of an association with the Netherlands if it were put on a new basis. But that
basis was not the relationship of one independent state with another.
Increasingly these views were shaped by the emergence of the nationalist
movement. In face of it some of the Dutch became more conservative and
were inclined to revert to ‘peace and order’ policies, or to insist on the
validity of adat, or custom, and to emphasise the diversity of the Indies.
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The nationalist movement also offered a recipe for the emergence of a
modern state. In some sense its view was shaped by the policies of the
colonial state itself, the two movements indeed reacting against cach other
and working in combination. It faced the opposition of the *police state’,
state control over education, limits on participation. It fought against divide-
and-rule by insisting on unity. ‘It is the responsibility of each and every one
of us to study these three aspects’, nationalism, Islam, and Marxism,
Sukarno argued, ‘and to show that these three “waves” can work together
to form a single, gigantic and irresistible ndal wave.” He was ‘convinced that
it is only this unity which will bring us to the realization of our dreams: a
Free Indonesia™.'" Generally without weapons, the nationalist movement
endeavoured to evoke popular support, often working against, sometimes
co-opting collaborationist leaders, utilising ideologies not squarely national-
ist, enlisting religious impulses sometimes xenophobic in approach rather
than inclusive, With a vision of the future as a nation among nations and a
state among states, it also recognised the importance of support from
nations and states, emerging and actual, outside the colonial framework.

The emergence of Communism was both advantag and disadvantage. It
assisted nationalists and it hindered them. It gave them an additional
organisational capacity and an additional appeal, but its aims were not co-
terminous with theirs. Tensions were apparent almost from the start, within
the proto-nationalist Islamic League (Sarekat Islam) as it became a mass

within | that were concerned lest social
disruption undermine political ambition. Nor did the Communists always
escape the millenarian thrust that Marx both felt and sought to contain: in
Indonesian society, indeed, the millenarian traditions were a reason for the
popularity of Communism. They also undermined its long-term success.
Communist uprisings were premature. And they ntensified reaction on the
part of the colonial ruler. Indeed the link between Communism and
nationalism was counterproductive in this respect as well. The violence and
i B for overall and for the aband
y, for the recrudescence of adat-based policies, for
Governor-General De Jonge. ‘A world-wide conspiracy of international
communism was detected in the most improbable organizations’, especially
after the insurrections of 1926-7."

Nor was G an 1 cal ad ge in the shaping of
Netherlands India’s changing relationship with the world. Nationalist
movements could look to the example of other nations, to the success of the
Japanese, to the Chinese revolution of 1911, to swaraj and non-cooperation
in British India, to Kemal Ataturk. Communist movements, too, could look
for inspiration overseas: the movement was, after all, based on an allegedly
universal concept; and the creators of the Soviet state were ‘internationa-
s, But their aim was not a world of nations. At most their nationalism
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was a strategy rather than an objective in itself. Nationalists were, therefore,
always at a tangent with Communists internationally as they were internally.
Each might find a use for the other, but their marriages were marriages of
¢ wce. And i of i ience. For, while C i

might precipitate crisis with the colonial power by premature action, by
‘adventurism’, so also, too, their relationship with a foreign power of
universalist pretensions gave nationalists a problem and colonial rulers an
argument. Could lists use the C ists and yet retain their
purpose? Was nationalism pushed or deflected by a foreign power or a
foreign influenc

In the event the colonial regime was displaced not by internal opposition,
nor by Communist subversion, but by the Japanese invasion of 1942, That
affected all the terms in the equation. Economically the Japanese broke off
the links with the European and American cconomies. Culturally, they
boosted the role of Islam, played down the role of Dutch, encouraged the use
of Indonesian, attempted to develop a youth culture, promoted a Japan-led
movement of Asia for the Asiatics. Politically they destroyed the colonial
power and gave its adversaries, the nationalists, new opportunitics, in
administration, in the army, even in politics, though, of course, severing
their Communist connexions. At the same time, Japan treated the frontiers
of Netherlands India arbitrarily, and it had no real interest in promoting
independence till what turned out to be the last year of the war."*

The defear of the Japanese in 1945 was followed by an attempt to restore
the colonial regime. By that time the Indonesians led by Sukarno and Hatta
had on 17 August proclaimed a Republic, and the Dutch were never able to
reach whar they saw as a satisfactory accommodation with it. *And why
must Indonesia willy-nilly be made partner of a commonwealth in which the
Dutch tail will wag the Indonesian dog?’ Hatta asked. *The Dutch are
graciously permitting us entry into the basement while we have climbed all
the way to the top floor and up to the attic. ' They believed that there were
more mod 1 in Ind ia whose collaboration they could evoke
on a more-or-less prewar model, backing that collaborative system as in
colonial times with a limited use of force. But their attempts to re-introduce
this partern failed, and their resort to force in two police actions in 1947 and
1948 in fact made the republic stronger. At the same time the international
position changed, and the republican leadership was adept ar taking advan-
tage of it. It welcomed the mediation of the British, anxious to withdraw
their largely Indian troops, yet still hoping for reconciliation between the
Europeans and the Indonesians. The republic welcomed support from India
and Australia, and from the United Nations, to which those states took its
case. Above all, the republicans won the support of the US, in particular by
putting down the Communists, who initiated another ill-timed revolt at
Madiun in S ber 1948. The Indonesians secured ind, d partly
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by their continued guerilla struggle within Indonesia, partly by their dip-
lomatic struggle outside Indonesia. They neatly reversed the colonial recipe
of force and collaboration with guerilla struggle and internationalisation.

The republic had been proclaimed in 1945, The independence of the
Republic of the United States of Indonesia was acknowledged in 1949. It
was recognised by other states and ook its seat in the UN, the two signs of
independent statchood in the postwar world. Emerging from a struggle with
a colonial power that had limited democracy, winning support from the
leading democratic power after a war fought against non-democratic
powers, the new state endorsed democracy. hough it had the trappings of
2 democratic state — partics, parliament, cabinet - it did not hold elections
till 1955. Then there was a massive and impressive turn-out. Yet in some
ways the elections may have destroyed the democratic experiment. The
struggle against the Dutch had tended to muffle the divisions among
Indonesians which the colonial power had liked to emphasise. The end of
the struggle revealed deep differences about the next step: what kind of
Ind should an independent Ind be? The federal structure, tarred
with the Dutch brush, was quickly abandoned. But that focused the di
sions on the central government in Jakarta, as Batavia had now become. The
governmental instability that ensued would, it was thought, be ended by the
clections. They indeed produced a decisive result. But it tended to polarise
the interests of Java and the outer islands, and within less than a year a series
of regional revolts ensued. Martial law was established, and the power of the
army, inheriting, too, the prestige of the guerilla struggle, was increased.

For a while President Sukarno sought to sustain what he called ‘guided
democracy’. Indonesia would not abandon democracy, but pursue its own
consensual version. But many of the parties had been undermined by the
elections, or discredited by association with the regional revols, and in a
sense there was no democracy left to guide. Instead of eliciting consensus,
the President was reduced to a precarious balancing act between the army
and the Communist Party, which had revived since the Madiun disaster by
pursuing a nationalist and populist but not revolutionary line. In 1963
scems that premature action once more led the communists to disaster.
Though its origins remain controversial, the attempted Gestapu coup of
1 October precipitated a scizure of power by the army, now led by Suharto, -
commander of the Army Strategic Reserve (KOSTRAD). Under the
diwifungsi concept, the army has never relinquished this power.

It is not perhaps facile to suggest a comparison between the colonial
regime and the New Order. In both democratic politics is strictly limited.
The letter is in part there, the spirit is not. The priority, it might be said, was
once more peace and order. If the Dutch regime was dedica ted to export, the
New Order was dedicated to development. The Dutch regime had one
advantage: there was a regular means for changing the ruler. By contrast, the
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stability of the Suharto era is always threatened by its very nature: it buys
stability at a cost of uncertainty. How will the president be replaced? Who
will succeed him? Will it happen peacefully? e
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MALAYSIA, SINGAPORE, BRUNEI

Malaya, like Indonesia, has a long history: but, for the most part, it is not
the history of Malaya, and for even shorter time is it the history of Malaysia.
Much of its history it indeed shares with the states that became Indonesia,
some with states that are now part of Thailand. Again, it is only as a result
of a number of interlinked processes that Malaysia has become a nation-
state in the present world of nation-states. Those processes include the poli-
tical action or inaction of the European powers, in this case in particular
Britain: the economic changes brought to the region in the nineteenth and
carly twentieth centuries; religious, cultural and demographic developments;
the emergence of nationalism; the Japanese interregnum; the cold war and
decolonisation. They were changes the Malay Peminsula shared with the
I archipelago, but the outcomes were different.

The peninsula, thinly-populated, was home to a number of Malay states,
essentially river-mouth communities, some of which enjoyed a positional
advantage that gave them a pre-eminence, but none of which imposed a
political unity on the peninsula. In carly times it seems that the states
established on the narrow neck of the peninsula - in the region of Kra - were
better placed than those to the south, able to benefit not only from local but
from international commerce. Later, the route round the tip of the straits
became more practicable, and major cconomic and political centres were
established there. One of these, 1 , which occupied the site of the
present state of Singapore, appears to have been an outpost of a state in the
archipelago, Sri Vijaya, for at least part of its history. The state of Melaka,
which emerged in the fourteenth and carly fifteenth centuries CE, and
identified its cause with Islam, again owed its success to its ability to turn its
positional advantages to account. It was a successor 1o Sri Vijaya. That
de ates again that p la and archipelago shared their history. The
straits, now so important to the international connexions of the region, were
also a link within the region.

Pursuing a share of the trade within Asia, and particularly in spice
including clove and nutmeg then produced mamly in Maluku, the
Portuguese struck at the entrepot of Melaka in 1511. For its capture the
great Affonso de Albuquerque adduced two arguments: ‘the great service
which we shall perform to Our Lord in casting the Moors out of this

*; and ‘the additional service which we shall render to the King D.

count
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Manuel in taking this city, because it is the headquarters of all the spiceries
and drugs which the Moors carry every year hence to the Straits without our
being able to prevent them from so doing’.! The Portuguese were not, how-
ever, otherwise interested in the peninsula, and there, as in the archipelage,
their effect was not to monopolise power but to disperse it. One great
sultanate was destroyed. But its leaders moved south to found another,
based at Johor-Lingga-Riau at the tip of the straits. The Portuguese venture,
provoking religious as well as economic and political opposition, also
prompted the creation of other rivals, in particular Aceh, a Muslim state
based in north Sumatra, but keenly interested in the peninsula as well. The
straits were now no more a dividing line than they had been before. Indeed
the states contested the control of the straits, at times in alliance with and at
times in opposition to the Portuguese, a new element in the politics of the
area, but not builders of a state in peninsula or archipelago.

The Dutch did not immediately displace the Portuguese in Melaka: their
centre was Batavia. But as their determination to control the trade of the
archipelago was intensified by the onset of the seventeenth-century recession,
they took further steps against the Portuguese and against the independent
sultanates. In some cases they secured the help of the latter against the former,
though the results could ulti ly only be unf for both.
Nevertheless the Dutch capture of Melaka in 1641 led to a period of pros-
perity for Johor, marred only at the end of the century by an internecine
dispute, the overthrow of the old dynasty, and the incursions of Bugis
adventurers from Sulawesi, dislodged by the Dutch and Arung Palakka, the
ruler of Bone, of whose life Leonard Andaya has written a brilliant account.?
Johor retained a prestige derived from its past history, but it did not exert
control over other states on the peninsula. One of those that prospered for a
time was Pattani, now part of Thailand.

Though the control of the Dutch was limited, their presence tended to
restrict the advance of the Thais into the peninsula, an objective Melaka had
sought by opening contacts with the Chinese. But the Dutch established
only ¢ ial and c al c with the p lar states,
concentrating in particular on the tin-bearing state of Perak, and even there
Aceh contested their monopoly. In the eighteenth century, as the range of
their power diminished, the Dutch saw Melaka more as an outpost of Java
than as an asset in itself. They became increasingly concerned by the
activities of the British, now on their way to becoming the leading European
power. They were penetrating into areas where Dutch control was limited
and Dutch treaties could be challenged, and making contacts with the Bugis,
particularly at Riau. Over thart the Dutch asserted control in 1784 through
a treaty with Johor.

The incursion of the British into the region was less for its own sake than
for the sake of their other interests. Those included the security of their
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growing empire in India and of their expanding tea trade with China. Those
interests indeed gave them interests in the peninsula and archipelago, but
their priorities were elsewhere. Morcover, they were anxious for a positive
relationship with the Dutch in Europe. There, as elsewhere, the French were
now their rivals, and it was important to deny the French the opportunity to
dominate the Dutch Republic and thus, too, its holdings overseas. The
British sought to realise their objectives in Southeast Asia without alienating
the Dutch. In 1786 they acquired Penang from the sultan of Kedah, who was
anxious for help against the Thais. It was on the periphery of Dutch
interests, but it might afford some security for the British in the Bay of
Bengal. They hesitated to move south, where Riau might be a useful entrepot
for archipelagic produce that would supplement the trade to China, and they
failed to secure 1t in the Anglo-Dutch negotiations of the 1780s.

The situation changed by the wars that followed the French
revolution of 1789, but not completely transformed. If the Dutch Republic
was now dominated by the French, or by pro-French groups, it was impor-
tant for the British to pre-empt them in the Indies. In 1795-6 Melaka was
taken, and also Maluku. After peace was made at Amiens in 1801, they were
returned, though that had not happened in the case of Melaka by the time
the war recommenced. Only in the course of the renewed war did the British,
recapturing Maluku, also proceed against Java in 1811. When peace
returned the Dutch possessions were restored, and the idea of a British
empire in the islands, put up by Stamford Raffles, disapproved. He secured,
however, instructions which he used to found a settlement at Singapore in
1819 - on “classic ground’, as he saw it’ - and regaining Melaka once more,
and continuing to hold Penang, the British East India Company became the
possessor of what were called the Straits Settlements. As the name suggests,
it was not a Malayan state. The settlements looked outward, rather than
inward.

During the subsequent decades, however, the settlements, largely on local
initiative, developed connexions with the peninsular states, particularly
Kedah and Johor. One object was to limit the advance of the Thais, who not
only controlled Pattani bur claimed Kedah as a vassal. Another aim was to
suppress piracy, and more generally to bring order to the peninsula. Malay
rulers responded, particular Ibrahim, the ruler of Johor, who lived in
Singapore, and Sultan Omar of Trengganu, apprehensive of the Thais, but
also of aggrandisement on the part of Johor.

In the 18705 the British government, now working through the Colonial
Offfice itself rather than the East India Company, authorised intervention in
states on the west coast. Again it was a pragmatic and limited policy. These
states, particularly Perak and Selangor, were the scene of tin-mining

iti and sub | Chinese i and the resulting imbalance
of power and civil struggle prompted calls for intervention. There was also
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a fear that another European state might intervene if Britain did not, and,

e the peninsula was itself still of limited significance, the straits, the
road to China, still had to be kept free of a major power. The intervention
was, however, shaped by what seemed to be the lessons of Britains
connexion with Malay states so far. It was a matter of advice and guidance.
Treaties were made, installing Residents whose advice, except in matters of
religion and custom, had to be sought and acted upon. Not that it was in
practice a simple martter. Hugh Low was sent to Perak. *When I asked Mr
Meade [at the Colonial Office] “who was the rajah I was sent to advise?” He
said, “We don’t know of one, you must try to ascertain whether there is any
one fit for the position, and then he will be supported”.™

Subsequently this system was extended to the state of Pahang, and the
Federared Malay States (FMS) was set up as a result of additional treaties in
1895. That was perhaps part, too, of a more general trend in British imperial
policy towards federation, not, as was often publicly suggested, in terms of
imperial federation, but in terms of strengthening individual parts of the
empire. The empire had long been highly decentralised, and self-government
in the settler colonies had confirmed that trend. The only practical way in
which the empire might be made stronger in a changing world - where the
emerging super-powers were the US and Russia - was by making its
constituent parts stronger and relying on their acting in fact as allies rather
than as superordinates and subordinates. The process took place first with
what came to be called Dominions. But it applied in other territories yet far
from that status. Creating the FMS was not just the result of a desire for
efficiency or development: it was part of an imperial change.

It did not, however, yet amount to creating a united state. The Straits
Settlements was a colony; the federated states were not British territory at
all. There remained, too, Malay states outside the federation, including
Johor, which enjoyed a privileged position because of a long-established
informal connexion with the British, and the northern states, Kedah, Perlis,
Kelantan and Trengganu. The local British authorities had endeavoured to
prevent these states falling under Thai dominance. They had failed in one
sense — the British government had come to recognise Thai claims in the
18605 and 1870s - but succeeded in another — they limited the effective
implementation of those claims. Sir Frank Swettenham was among those
who sought to bring these states into a formal relationship with the British,
and Siam finally transferred its claims in 1909 as part of a wider Anglo-Thai
deal.

Even though Swettenham wrote of *British Malaya',* the transfer still did
not create a unified Malay state on the peninsula. There were still three
groups of territories: Straits Sertlements, Federated Malay States, and
Unfederated Malay States. The northern sultans were not keen to accept
British officials, and the centralisation that marked the development of the
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FMS made the prospective loss of power additionally uninviting. The
officers appointed in the end were indeed called “advisers’ and not
‘Residents. Partly because of that, and partly because the states did not
fully share in the economic and demographic changes of the west coast
states, quite different styles of administration developed, quite different
approaches to the Malay communit;

The urge to a grea mr degree of unification was, not altup,uhcr para-
doxically, accompanied by a progra of decentral if the states
within the FMS had greater powers, other states might be more ready to
join. “Until the knot now tied so tightly in the Federated States can be
loosened’, wrote Sir Samuel Wilson of the Colonial Office, after visiting
Malaya in 1932, ‘it would appear hopeless to suggest that the Rulers of the
Unfederated States should come into any form of Malayan League, or even
agree to meet together periodically to discuss matters of common interest.™
Decentralisation, a theme of British political endeavours in Malaya in the
19205 and the 1930s, made little progress for a number of reasons. One was
resistance within the FMS. Would a looser federation be so cffecuve a
guarantee of development? Would Kuala Lumpur, the FMS capital, be
subordinated to Singapore? After the frustrations of the 1920s, Sir Cecil
Clementi attempted a bold initiative as Governor and High Commissioner in
the carly 1930s. His very boldness, however, perhaps made substantial
change even less likely: it brought out the opposition. And amid all the
insecurities of the 1930s, the British had no wish to provoke intractable
problems on the peninsula, the resources of which, with the development of
rul\bcr. had become so important a dollar-carner for the sterling area.

E ically, indeed, the p la had been increasingly drawn nto a
relationship with the rest of xhc world. In earlier centuries the resources of
the peninsula, in particular the tin of Perak and the marine produce of the
Johor 1uhlpc|1},0 had been important to the trade with China, but the
entrepot activities of Melaka and Riau had been perhaps of even greater
significance. In the nineteenth century, the situation, initially at least,
changed quantiratively rather than qual cly. The main British interest
was in the new entrepot trade of Singapore, and then in the tin deposits of
Perak and Selangor. Only after the turn of the century - with the develop-
ment of the motor car, and the initative of H, N. Ridley in introducing
Hevea brastliensis - did the peninsula become in itself of major economic
value to the British: it became a leading rubber producer and thus a leading
dollar-carner. That, of course, gave Singapore another dimension, too,
though it retained its distinctive interest in the entrepot trade of the region.

Culturally the settlements, in particular Singapore, played an important
role on the peninsula. They were, of course, sources for the spread of
European culture in the nineteenth century, with the mission at Melal nd
the Keasberry school at Singapore, as well as being the base for the highest
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British official, the Governor/High Commissioner. The settlements were also
the avenue of other changes. They were both recipients of Chinese
immigration, and also transit points for the Chinese and the Indians who
worked in tin mines and on rubber plantations. Finally they linked Muslim
Malaya with reformist or *shari’ah-minded’ Islam.”

In Indonesia and in other countries in the region, nationalism helped to
shape the emergence of new states, though normally within the frontiers the
colonial powers had established or were establishing. In Malaya its role was
more equivocal, for there were nationalisms rather than and the
Malays were ceasing to be a majority. Though the immigrant communities
were in fact becoming more settled in Malaya, and increasing numbers of
Chinese and Indians were born there, their political interest tended to be in
Congress or in the struggles of the KMT (Kuomintang) and the Chinese
Communist Party, and national leaders from India and China sought their
support. The national consciousness of the Malay community was, on the
other hand, overwhelmingly affected by the substantial presence of the
immigrant communities, in particular the Chinese. Malays tended to empha-
sise the extent to which the immigrants remained immigrants, the sojourners
sojourners, and tended themselves 1o stress allegiance to their rulers and to
the British protectors. The more extreme among them, on the other hand,
began to think in terms of an identification with Indonesian nationalism, In
a Greater Indonesia Malays mighe find a support against the Chinese that
did not identify them with the rulers and the imperialists.

Though the Japanese dislodged the colonial power, as in Indonesia, in
Malaya they did less to promote nationalism. Indeed they damaged what
territorial integrity it had by transferring the northern states back to
Thailand, while administering the peninsula in ¢ ion with Sumatra.
Morcover, they handled each community differently. The Chinese were the
main bure of their policies, though some prospered in the chaotic conditions
created. Elements of the Indian community were given a new sense of
purpose by the creation of the Indian National Arm: Malays were given a
greater political and administrative role, and while the Japanese did not hold
out the prospect of independence, some made links with the Indonesians.

The British returned after the war, though they did not have to reconquer,
as they had expected. Indeed there was an interregnum, during which there
were unprecedented clashes between the Malay and Chinese communities:
‘the conflict in Johore...assumed all the characteristics of a race war'.*
British wartime planning was dedicated to building a Malayan Union, with
a central government at Kuala Lumpur and a much more limited role for the
states. The British also planned to identify immigrants with the union by
creating a new form of citizenship, diminishing the appeal that China, a
wartime ally, was expected to exert. Implementing this plan proved impos-
sible. The Malays, politicised by the war and by the interregnum, bitterly
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opposed the union and boycotted the installation of its governor, Sir Edward
Gent, in April 1946. That, however, had the effect of identifying Malay
nationalism with the rulers, thus giving it a special cast. Apprehensive of the
appeal of Ind ionalism, the British pted the A
federal solution after all gave them the unified Malaya they had sought since
the 1920s. But the Chinese community felt betrayed, and that contributed to
the Communist revolt, or *Emergency’, of 1948.

Paradoxically it was this that did most to prompt a new kind of nation-
building. The British recognised that the emergency could not be ended by
force alone, and that it was essential to encourage an alternative Chinese
leadership. At the same time, Malay leaders recognised that a deal with the
Chinese community was necessary if Malaya were to attain its independence
sooner rather than later. Most believed that even these political develop-
ments would require many years of endeavour. In fact the United Malays
National Organisation (UMNO) and the Malayan Chinese Association
(MCA) collaborated in the Kuala Lumpur elections of 1952, and it was the
practice of | electoral collab that enabled Malaya to
win its independence in 1957.” The bargain was based on Malay political
leadership and Chinese ecconomic opportunity.

The crisis for this deal came in 1969. The riots of that year indicated
popular Malay discontent with it, and a New Economic Policy was imple-
mented, designed to transfer a share of the economy to the Malays. A
powerful Malay middle class was created and the earlier balance changed.
The economic expansion of the 1980s and 1990s reduced the tensions this
might have engendered, and the Prime Minister, Dr Mahathir, sought to
focus attention on an extraordinarily ambitious programme to transform
ysia into a modern industrialised state by 2020.
aysia had been created in 1963 by uniting the federation, Singapore,
Sarawak and Sabah (North Borneo). Singapore had been kept out of the
union when it was created and was kept out of the federation that replaced
it. That was partly justified by its strategic importance for Britain in the
region as a whole. It also had long-standing entrepot interests that arguably
required it to be handled separately. Perhaps the conclusive reason was its
pred ly Chinese population. Including Singap would turn the
balance against the Malays in a unified state, and make union yet more
difficult to implement. It was still envisaged that the political development
of peninsula and island would, however, converge. Indeed the People’s
Action Party (PAP), which came to power in Singapore shortly after Malaya
became independent, believed that union was necessary for economic
survival. The conclusion it drew from the war was that *no one - neither the
Japanese nor the British — had the right to push and kick us around. We are
determined that we could govern ourselves and bring up our children in a
country where we can be proud to be self-respecting people.’” The PAP’s
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hope was of independence through ‘merger’. Where clse could a market for
an industrialised Singapore be found? How could a socialist economy be
built otherwise?

Singapore was thus ready to join Malaysia for economic reasons when it
was proposed by the UMNO leader, Tunku Abdul Rahman, in 1961. From
the Malayan point of view, it was also seen as a means of countering the
apparently lefrward trend of Singapore politics. The inclusion of so many
additional Chinese was to be made acceptable by also including the Borneo
territories, thus permitting their decolonisation.

In retrospect this seems an dinarily ambiti lertaking in
state-building. The British had contemplated some bringing together of the
territories since the 1890s; it had been in Clementi’s capacious mind, too;
and wartime planners had talked of a Union of Southeast Asia and estab-
lished a Governor-General. Now it was an exercise in decolonisation, not
without comparison in the West Indies and Central Africa. It survived in
part. Singapore left in 1965, but Sarawak and Sabah remain a part of the
larger federation.

David Marshall, the Chief Minister, had denied Singapore was ‘too small
to become an independent state’. It had a larger population and a larger
revenue than six current UN members, Costa Rica, Iceland, Jordan, Libya,
Nicaragua, and Panama."! The British had thought by contrast that it was
not big enough to survive independently, and the PAP itself had seen a
merger as a guarantee of economic and political survival. The new republic
in the event more than survived: it flourished. A determined government
made brilliant use of the cconomic opportunities provided by Japanese and
US investment, and then sought with some success to ensure that this would
be not merely a temporary utilisation of cheap labour, bur the foundation for
further development. At the same time, it generally endeavoured to avoid
alienating its neighbours, an island of Chinese in a Malay world as it was,

Sarawak and Sabah were states set up by the British in the nineteenth
century in as hat hay d series of initiatives. The first step towards
a Sarawak state was taken by James Brooke, who was to become the first of
its so-called white rajas in 1841. He believed that the Dutch should not
predomii hrough the archipel. and initially hoped to counter
them by reforming the sultanate of Brunei, of which Sarawak was then part.
In fact he and his successor, Charles, ended by creating a more or less inde-
pendent Sarawak state ar Brunei’s expense, and by 1890 its frontiers had
reached the Limbang itself. Much of the territory of the British North
Borneo Company, chartered in 1881, was also granted by Brunei, though
some also by the neighbouring island sultanate of Sulu. The Raj of Sarawak
and the state of North Borneo, like the remnant of Brunei itself, became
British protectorates in 1888. ‘It would seem that the prospect of a uniform
British policy in the Malay Indies, including Borneo as well as the Malay
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Peninsula, will most be furthered in future years, as communications both by
land and sea become quicker and more constant, by entrusting the governor
at the central point of Singapore with powers of general supervision and
control.”* This was the view of C. P. Lucas, one of the proponents of the
FMS, but no Borneo federation was set up. After the Second World War,
Sarawak and North Borneo (Sabah) belatedly became British colonies as
part of Britain's planned reconstruction of Southeast Asia, but still no
federation followed, even among them. In the event, the territories were to
join M.\l:)sl a and the opposition thus aroused, pamcuhrl\ from Indonesian
*C ion’, helped to lidate, rather than disl , the

Brunei, in which the British had placed a Resident in 1906, stayed out.
Though now small, and indeed in two parts unconnected by land, it had
become very wealthy as a result of the discovery and exploitation of its oil
and gas. Finding a place in the new Malaysia would have meant losing
control of that wealth. It would also have submerged a proud dynasty. Nor
could the British push the Bruneis. *We have proclaimed to the world that no
pressure has been and, by implication will be, put on the people of Brunei to
join Malaysia. For us to go back on that now could hardly fail to undermine
all confidence in British good faith; and nowhere would the effects be more
apparent than in Ind " Finally aband British protection in
1984, Brunei became the only independent Malay monarchy in the world.
*We are a new nation, but an ancient country’, Sultan Hassanal Bolkiah told
the UN: one of Asia’s oldest. *.... So we have known pride and glory. But we
have also experienced much pain. @

quoted The Commentanes of the. onsa Dalboquergue, trans W de G Birch,
London: Hakluyt Society. 1875-84, I, pp. 116-18

Leonard ¥ Andaya, The Hentage of Arung

se: Nijhoff, 1987

he Hagl

alakka,

3 quoted C M. Turnbull, A History of Singapore. Kuala Lumpur. Oxford University Press,
1977,p.1

4 Low/Robinson, 28/5/1878. COBA2/4, Public Record Office, Lor

5 F A Swettenham, 8ntish Malayo, London: Lane, 1907,

6 t Britain Pariiamentary Papers, Cmd 4276.p. 12

4 Politics in Colonial Malaya, Cambridge: Cambridge University

1995, p. 156.
8 Halinah Bamadhay, ‘The Impact of the Japanese Occupation of Malaya on Malay

Society and Politics (1341-1945); MA thesis, University of Auckland. 1975, . 197.

Cf Irene Tinker, Malayan Elections. electoral pattern for plural societies?, Western

Political Quatterty, 1X (1956), pp. 258-82

10 quoted Emest Chew and Edwin Lee. eds. A History of Singapore, Singapore: Oxford
University Press, 1991.p. 117,

20



The Philippines

Memorandum, April 1956. Singapore Constitutional Conference, Grear Britain
Farhamentary Papers, Cmd. 9777, Appendix 4

“Memorandum in SofS/Gavernor, 19/5/1893, quoted P.L. Burns, The constitutional
history of Malaya: PhD thesis. University of London, 1966, p. 230.

Quoted B, A Hussainmiya, Sultan Omar Al Saiftudin i and Britain, Kuala Lumput/Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1995, p. 316,

quoted Lord Chalfont, 8y God's Will, London; Weidenfeld, 1989, p. 179,

THE PHILIPPINES

The opposition to the creation of Malaysia did not come only from
Indonesia; it came also from the Philippines. Sulu was part of its territory,
and it put in a claim to Sabah, on the ground that the British had leased it
from the sultan. That claim the Filipinos had not seen fit to make when the
British had transformed the status of North Borneo (Sabah) in 1946, but
they recognised that the inclusion of the territory in the new Malaysian state
would destroy their hopes completely. A post-colonial state might hope to
inherit a colony, but not the territory of another nation, The claim had,
moreover, been associated with carlier manifestations of Philippines nationa-
lism and with the Filipino aspiration to play a distinctive leadership role in
the Malay world. In 1922 Representative Villanueva had argued that ‘the
acquisition of Borneo would be a step towards the formation of a greater
Philippines, and would bring the day nearer when the proposed Pan-
Malayan association of federated peoples would be realised”.!

Though the Philippines had an uncertain southern frontier, in other
respects it was more integrated than either Indonesia or Malaya/Malaysia.
That was largely the result of colonial endeavour, which certainly played a
larger role in the history of the Philippines than it did in the history of
Indonesia, partly because the previous history of the two island groups was
so different. The Philippines lay rather apart from the main trade routes that
had connected the Malay peninsula and the Indonesi hipelago with
India, and along which Hinduism, Buddhism and Islam had travelled. What
1t produced was not in demand elsewhere; it was not especially fertile; and
though it had connexions with China and with eastern parts of the
Indonesian archipelago, it contained no wid ging ial entrepot.
In the late fifteenth century, the chief state was in the south, the sultanate of
Sulu. Though the sultanate of Brunei, ‘a trading empire based on control of
the sea’,? was expanding trade and contact even as far north as Manila, most
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of the archipelago was in the hands of non-state entities, barangay or supra-
barangay structures. Only one of the world's great religions, Islam, had
taken hold and, again, mainly in the south.

The impact of the Spaniards was as a result all the more dramatic. To the
south they contended violently but largely ineffectually with the Moro
sultanates. They curbed the influence of Brunci, but they failed to destroy
Sulu, and indeed commenced an endless struggle of raiding and counter-
raiding within the islands they saw fit to name after the future King Philip I1.
But north of Mind. and Sulu, they established their hold on the barangays
both by co-opting the clites and by supporting the missionary Catholicism of
ans, Dominicans, \djcium The I’hl]lppmts was drawn into a
political unity carlier than the Ind and the peninsula, at
least so far as Luzon and the Visayas were concerned. Much of their popula-
tion was furthermore converted to Christianity, making it quite distinct from
the rest of Suu(hmst Asia in another respect as well.

In the h century the Spaniard  their self-allocated role
as state-builders. One task was to round out their realm. That included, on
the one hand, attempts to secure control over the interior of Luzon. For the
most part their control had so far tended to be coastal. Mountainous areas
were not under it, and remontados escaped the elite, the friars, and the
constabulary. Trade took place across internal frontiers. Nineteenth-century
governors extended the control of the government, often in military forms.
From the 1840s and 1850s, politico-military administrations were being
stablished in the mountain regions of northern Luzon.” The Spaniards also
tackled a yet tougher task, bringing the Moro lands under control. That was
never fully achieved. The introduction of steamers helped to rid the islands
of piracy. Military expeditions brought control over Mindanao. But after
several attempts, only footholds were established in Sulu, and the sultan was
still in a position to make a separate treaty with the US after it displaced
Spain. ‘At night, at frequent intervals, was heard the sharp cry of Alerte
passing from one water tower to another along the city wall’, Ada Pryer had
written on a visit from Sandakan in 1898. ‘It seems that the Spaniards are in
constant fear that their town may be rushed by the Sulus and the greatest
precautions are taken to avoid anything of the sort.™

The Philippines were again set apart from the rest of the Malay world by
the American conquest, an outcome of the Spanish-American war of 1898.
That placed the islands in the hands of a major power. Though it was
ambiguous about its imperial role, the US did not accept the republic that
had been constituted at Malolos. Nor was it accepted by other states: the
Philippines was not to go the way the trans-Pacific possessions of the
Spaniards had gone earlier in the century. There were no independent states
in Asia to take up its cause, as India was ro take up Indonesia’s in the 1940s.
Only the Japanese, who had recently occupied neighbouring Taiwan, offered
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some demi-official support: General Kawakami of the Army General Staff
‘doubred that the business would succeed, but felt that for the long-term
interests of fifty or even one hundred years it was essential for Japan to have
a friendly and grateful group of admirers in the Philippines”.s The fate of
Korea does not suggest that their intervention would have advanced the
cause of Philippines independence. US intervention deterred the Germans, as
it deterred the Japanese. Much of the Filipino elite was won over, while
military force was deployed in Luzon, and of course in Mindanao and Sulu.
There, indeed, the conflict was more extended: only with Pershing’s attack
on Bagsak in 1913 was resistance ended.®

Fear of internal subversion and apprehension of other powers were not the
only arguments that affected the clite: the US expected the Filipinos to take

isavad ind 1

part in the government of the Philippines, and, B at
some as yet unspecified date. That prospect prompted the Filipinos to struggle
for independence. In so doing, however, they were also building on the
experiences of the Spanish period. Then indeed they had been able to
challenge their colonial rulers and almost to break them, A republic had been
proclaimed in 1896, and the colonial rulers had bought a truce in 1897.

The Spaniards had, albeit unintentionally, made a major contribution to
this movement: they had created some of the conditions for it, and then they
had frustrated it, a fatal combination. Their rule had been in part based on
the missionaries, and they had been more generous with educational
opportunities than the Dutch. They had been less able than the Dutch to
turn the power of government to economic advantage. While the nineteenth
century had witnessed a striking development of export agriculture in the
Philippines, it had largely been the work of foreign capital and local
cnterprise, in Central Luzon, where rice had been grown for export, in the
Bikol region, the source of hemp, in the Visayas, which became a major
source of sugar. The ‘brutes” grew rich, and their sons were educated. But the
regime did not respond to the social and political aspirations these changes
nurtured, despite, for example, the recommendations of Sinibaldo de Mas,
He had advocated reforms, but did not believe they would be implemented;
‘and the Philippines will become ipated violently with great loss to
properties and lives of Europeans and Filipino Spaniards. I think it would be
infinitely much easier, more useful and more glorious for us to achieve the
merit of the work, by forestalling it with generosity.'” No such policy was
followed. The graduates of Santo Tomas, for example, could not secure the
official posts for which they were fitted, as a memorial of 1887 pointed out.*

Initially the new elite was dinarily d but the ion on
the part of the Spaniards drove it towards revolution, reluctant as leaders
like José Rizal were. Followi g the ‘P da’ of the 1880s, he

founded the Liga Filipina in 1892, designed to confront the colonial regime
with unity among its subjects: he feared the effects of violence.
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Thus by the late nineteenth century, the Philippines was, unlike Malaya
and Indonesia, a territory in which the members of the elite were beginning
to think of themselves in national terms. Their writings and their political
actions contributed to the making of a new state, cven though the major
powers of the day pr ted its app on the i ional stage: the
colonial powers, Apolinario Mabini claimed, knew that the revolution was
‘very contagious.” The sense of nationhood, even if it had not penetrated
much beyond the elite, at least provided a f k for the relati i
with the Americans.

The Philippines had been connected with the outer world, not only by
way of its culture, and especially its religion, but also cconomically. Initially
the main link was a novel one for Southeast Asia. Like the Portuguese and
later the Dutch, the Spaniards were interested in the fine spices of Maluku;
¢ were also interested in the missionary fields of China and Japan. But
they came to concentrate on the Philippines itself so far as missionary
activity was concerned, and on Manila’s entrepot potential so far as com-
merce was concerned. *This trade is so great and profitable and casy to
control that the Spaniards do not apply themselves to, or engage in, any
other industry’, Antonio de Morga wrote in 1609."" The novel feature was
the trade across the Pacific, conducted by the famous galleons. In Manila the
silver of New Spain purchased the luxuries of China. That trade fell away
with the independence of the American colonies. Already, indeed, pushed by
the British conquest of Manila in 1762, the Spaniards had sought to

fernise the Philipy and establish a link with Europe via the
Cape of Good Hope. Though a Royal Philippine Company was set up,
commercial development was mainly left to the foreigners. The export of
rice, hemp and sugar linked the Philippines with Australia, Europe and the
US, and along the routes of that commerce books, people and ideas also
travelled.

The American regime revived and intensified economic ties with US that
had been diminishing. While they thought in political terms of autonomy and
ultimate independence, the Americans tied the economy of the Philippines
closely to markets in the US by tariff concessions and quotas. In particular,
Philippines sugar enjoyed a protected marker that sustained an important
sectibn of the elite and made it difficult to envisage that the islands could
stand on their own.

Somewhart paradoxically, however, that close economic connexion came
to threaten the political connexion. In the depression the privileged competi-
tion of Philippines sugar was resented in the US, and prompted the fixing of
a schedule for Philippines independence. In 1916 the Jones Act had
promised independence when the islands were ready, but no timetable had
been set. In the 1920s the Republicans were less forthcoming than the
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Democrats, and concluded that the Philippines was not ready. The new
approach was questioned by the Republican President Hoover. Bur under
the Democrat . D. Roosevelt a new act was passed in 1934, It set up the
C Ith of the Philippines. At the end of ten years it would become
an independent state. Meanwhile its economic privilege would diminish,

Establishing US control in the Philippines helped to preserve the colonial
system elsewhere in Southeast Asias it gave the greatest power in the world
an interest in the system, even though it developed a timetabled approach to
independence which it wanred other powers to imitate. It stood in the way
of Japanese penetration. But once the Japanese decided that they had to
secure the resources of Netherlands India by force, the Philippines were
drawn into the struggle that ensued: they could not be by-passed.

Japan had less impact on the Philippines than on Indonesia, for
independence was already in prospect. It did not therefore have a role in
unifying the nationalists or preparing them to oppose the return of the
colonial power. Indeed it tended to divide the elite. Some collaborated with
the Japanese, some did not. But even that fitted in with the intra-elite
struggles that already marked Philippines political life rather than causing
any deep discontinuity. At most it helped to produce a ‘one-and-a-half’ party
system, in Onofre Corpuz’s phrase, in the postwar period. It also tended to
open the way to a left-wing guerilla movement in some parts of Luzon. But
the clite proved strong enough to prevent its gaining political power, though
not to suppress it altogether.

Whether the Phili was in these ci s ready for indepen-
dence was, however, beside the point. It was important for the US to signal
that war had nor deflected it from its purpose: the timetable should be

! d, and indep e was proclaimed on 4 July 1946. Achieving
that, the Americans took a further step towards the consolidation of the
elite’s control. Their economic policy had led that way. So had their gradual
democratisation of politics. MacArthur had recognised Roxas as the strong
man of the future, and helped him win the presidency.!!

The Philippines emerged as an independent state, the first state in
Southeast Asia to gain or regain its independence of the colonial powers. But
it was a qualified independence. ‘I would nor for one moment dispute that
the retention of American bases in the Philippines is as much to our interest
as to the American’, Lord Killearn, Britain’s Special Commissioner in South-
cast Asia, wrote on 7 July 1946. ‘It is likewise true that the Filipinos, depen-
dent as they are on the Americans, have bowed to the inevitable with a good
grace. But when they discover that the trappings of ignty of th |
avail litle, it would not be surprising if the Fi

nos were to chafe ar the
restrictions they have now so blithely accepted.”* Not only did the US retain
bases in the Philippines, which, as in 1941, at once increased its security and
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reduced it. The US also required the new state to grant American citizens
cqual opp ity in developing its , and to that end, indeed, the
ipinos had to modify their constitution. By contrast to most Southeast
Asian countries, the Philippines had undergone major destruction in the
war: like Burma, but unlike other territories, it had been fought over, not
once, but twice. Rehabilitation was its due. The payment of the large sums
involved was also d d on ¢ ional | and on tying
the peso to the dollar. And the elite needed that money to consolidate its
hold on patronage and its *pork-barrel” ability to manipulate the electoral
system. Roxas, who had gambled on it, found it was insufficient.!?

That deal qualified the example the Philippines was able to set as an
independent state. So, too, did its longer history, which seemed to set it
apart from the rest of Southeast Asia. Earlier nationalists had tried to assert
the connexion, declaring Rizal to be the pride of the Malay race. Even the
claim to Sabah, taken up in the 19205, was in some sense an attempt to
associate or re-associate the Philippines with the rest of the Malay world.
That enjoyed little resp 3 led Ind were not convinced
that the Filipinos had won their independence, nor indeed that it was real.

Filipinos themselves remained torn between the advantages of the
American connexion and the humiliation. Under Elpidio Quirino, Roxas’s
successor, they sought to present themselves as a bridge between East and
West, between the US and Asia. In the 1950s American intervention increased
in an attempt to counter Huk insurgency, built on peasant protest against
Luzon landlordism and on the elitist character of the political system. Filipino
nationalism could not but be stirred by this reminder that somehow
independence was qualified; yer the US offered security against neighbouring
China, Communist after 1949, The Philippines governments tended to use
nationalist feelings, again paradoxically, to buy better terms from the
Americans for the use of bases, or to extend privileged access to US markets.
A further paradox followed. When it became clear that the colony of Sabah
would become part of the new federation of Malaysia, the Philippi
formalised their claim to the territory. They were at once asserting that they
were part of the Malay world and entering a contest with their newl
independent neighbour.

The main focus of Philippine politics, however, remained domestic. There
were two main parties, but their programmes did not differ. What was
important was the distribution of patronage and of the ‘pork barrel’, by
which leaders at all levels rewarded their followers™ loyalty. That at least
guaranteed a measure of responsiveness, as did the activities of a very free
press. But the growth of executive power, foreshadowed in the presidency of
the popular Magsaysay in the 1950s, undermined Congress, and that made
it easier for Ferdinando Marcos, who had already unprecedentedly won two
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successive to blish a di ial martial law regime in 1972.
The promises he held out were not realised. Elecroral politics were restored
after he was overthrown in 1986. @
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BURMA/MYANMAR

The states of the mainland have enjoyed a continuous historical role for far
longer than those in the archipelago. They have not, however, possessed the
same frontiers as they do now, even perhaps the same concept of a frontier.
Nor have they perceived relations with other states in the contemporary
way. They have, like their neighbours in the archipelago, thus passed
through a number of historical processes, even though they are not identical.
For all but one of them (Thailand) those included the loss of their political
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and their ion to a colonial power, and their
connexion, economically and in other ways, with a wider world than they
had hitherto known. Such larger changes, however, were combined with
long continuitics. The mainland states indeed possess peculiar features,
which subsist throughout their history. The problems they face, and the
approaches they adopt, have a historical as well as a contemporary
dimension. They emerge as states among the states of the post-colonial
world with a sense of identity and a sense of continuity which the states of
the archipelago do not have. It is indeed tempting for their mlnhuams. also
for observers, to ¢ hasisc the and to unde the
change that has taken plmu or that ought to take pl;\cc,

The Burma state is recognisable in history during the eleventh century C
the first truly Burman dynasty was established at Pagan in 1054. Its nucleus
was the Burman people, but the territory now occupied by Burma (Myanmar)
was not unoccupied. The incursion and settlement of the Burmans began a
struggle with other peoples which continued with varying degrees of intensity
throughout the succeeding centuries into the post-colonial period. Burma,
unlike Indonesia, thus had a long history as a state, but it is a state almost
always in contention with neighbouring states and political entities. Burma
passed through various political formulations, monarchy, colony, republic,
arian. All had different formulae for dealing with this

democratic or author
fundamental issue.
The peoples with whom the Burmans contended included the Mons,
pushed towards the south, yet remaining a formidable force. The founder of
the last Burman dynasty, Alaungpaya, defeated them in 1752, and founded
Rangoon (Yangon), optimistically believing it marked *the end of
strife’. Yet the Mons remained active. The British asked themselves whether
they should seek their help when they went to war with the Burmans: would
that subject them to a worse fate if they then withdrew? When the British
state itself came to an end 140 years later, the Mons made a bid for a poli-
tical role in its successor, albeit in vain. ‘Even if there were a case for doing
something for the Mons at the Constituent Assembly,” A. E. Morley com-
mented at the Burma Office in London, ‘it would be quite impracticable...
to do anything for them in the clections for the CA.
The peoples with whom the Burmans contended also included those in
the hills, Kachins, Chins, and Shans. There they often managed to reach an
understanding based on mutual recognition: the chiefs would accept what
Europeans might call the suzerainty of the Burman king; but he would
permit them a great deal of autonomy. They would be a peripheral rather
than a central part of the Burma state. That relationship was nor free of
violence, but it offered a balanced relationship not unacceptable to both
nisation of the state of Burma, however, might make it
difficult to sustain. A colonial state might draw up more rigid frontiers and

anew
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extend its writ within them more firmly. A state, colonial or independent, in
which there were parliamentary elections was likely to produce within those
frontiers a majority-minority relationship far more tense than the
relationship between king and chiefs.

Yer another case was the rel. hip between the B and the
Karens. The Karens were hill peoples, but some also came to the plains. That
presented a double challenge to post-monarchical Burma. Even if a frontier
could more or less be drawn between Burman and Karen lands, a minority
of Karens would remain within majority Burman territory. Furthermore a
number of Karens became Christian, as a result of their response to the
American Baptist missionaries, and thus further distinguished themselves
from the predominantly Buddhist Burmans.

Burma’s response to the outer world was indeed shaped by these antago-
nisms. Asserting control over neighbouring peoples, the Burman monarch
was assertive in regard to foreigners wider afield as well. They could be scen
as subverting his authority over the peoples under his suzerainty. Those
peoples, like the Mons and Karens, might indeed look for and welcome help
against the Burmans. The assertiveness, but also the apprehension, helps to
explain the combative relationship with the Thai state. It also helps to
explain the relationship with the British. That brought about three wars, in
1824-6, 1852, and 1885, the piecemeal loss of territory to the colonial
power, and the final destruction of the kingdom in 1886.

In the colonial phase that ensued, Burman nationalism took shape in
response to the changes that the British brought. It naturally focused its
antagonism on the British, and also on the Indians, many of whom entered
Burma from the British empire in India and took up opportunities that the
new British administration in Burma, an extension of that in India, opened

B

up. But even so the older did nor di: The an
peoples had a different place in the colonial state, a different place again
when an electoral system was introduced in it. Some, like the Karens, were
to develop their own national aspirations. Tenasserim, San C. Po argued in
1928, should be administered by Karens: * “Karen Country,” how inspiring
it sounds! What thoughts, what manly feeling, what wonderful visions of the
future the words conjure forth in the mind of a Karen.” But to the Burmans
themselves it seemed thar the colonial power was adopting the old maxim,
divide and rule.

It had, of course, acquired the land of the Burmans itself stage by stage,
Arakan and Tenasserim after the first war, Pegu after the second, the
remnant of the kingdom and its claims over the Shans and others after the
third. That meant that the Burmans had an experience of the British or
British rule thar was differentiated chronologically. But if the length of
exposure to the changes that British and British-Indian rule brought were
varied, the thrust of that rule did not greatly vary from region to region.
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Furthermore, the kingdom itself endured, albeit over a diminished territory,
till the 1880s. The reaction to the British was marked by a strong sense of
Burman unity and a vivid recollection of monarchical rule.

Western-style nationalism interrelated with an older sense of unity, ‘a
traditional Burmese nationalism arising from Burma’s cultural homogene-
ity"," in some sense strengthening it, in some sense diversifying, even weaken-
ing it. That was not merely because it emphasised the distinct identity of
non-Burman peoples. It » introduced new dichotomies among the
Burmans themselves. The spread of Western education prompted the adop-
tion of Western organisational forms. A Young Men's Buddhist Association
was, for example, both imitation of and counter to the YMCA. The organi-
sation of political parties followed, with the advent of participatory political
structures after the First World War. There were, of course, differences among
the Western-educated elite, which such parties articulated: they indeed tended
to be factions, leaders and followers, patrons and clients, with little ideologi-
cal differentiation. None could claim not to be working for the prompt grant
of greater autonomy, if not independence. The only difference could be over
the extent to which that might be achieved by collaboration with the British.

There, indeed, other differences made themselves felt. To some extent
those resulted from the other dichotomies brought to Burma by the mingling
of older traditions of unity and newer forms of nationalism. Opposition to
British rule, to the intrusion of the West more generally, to the migration of
the Indians, did not merely take the modern nationalist forms that in some
sense British rule introduced. The fall of the monarchy was recent, and
popular resistance to foreign rule was often man sted in would-be
monarchical forms, evident, for example, in the climactic Saya San rebellion
of 1930-1. Opposition was also led by the pongyr, the Buddhist monks
who, deprived even of the organisational structure of the old monarchy,
retained, even increased, their hold on Burman society. Few politicians could
neglect them. The extent to which they felt it necessary to rely on them
would determine their capacity to take part in the constitutional experiments
of the British in the inter-war period.

Those experiments were designed to promote the political advance of
Burma, ultimately, it was agreed, towards the Dominion status in the empire
enjoyed by Canada, Australia and New Zealand. The chances that this
programme would succeed were, however, limited. The British began it
rather reluctantly. It derived from promises made to India towards the end
of the war, rather than from promises made to Burma. In 1917 Montagu,
the Secretary of State, envisaged ‘the gradual development of self-governing
institutions, with a view to the progressive realisation of responsible
government in India as an integral part of the British Empire’.* The concept
was extended to Burma, then part of the Indian empire, only because of
Burman pressure. Even then, the Burmans were divided as to whether they
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should cooy or not, legitimising the by their participation,
or standing apart, as the pongyi urged, and as popular feeling suggested. The
result was ambiguous,

The reforms th | hanced the ambiguity of their effect. They were
based on the principle of dyarchy: there would be an increasing degree of
executive ibility to an increasingly clected bly. Some spheres

of government would be made over to Burmans, who might be in something
of the position of ‘ministers’. But under such a system there could be no
cabinet responsibility. Nor, indeed, could there be a government with an over-
all programme. The experiment, though designed to give experience of the
parliamentary system, did not do so and could nor do so. It was hard for such
asystem to win over those who doubted the validity of the whole experiment.
Those who took part found it hard to work. How could parties be organised
around a programme if no government could implement one? Political sup-
port had to be built by money, by p ge, and i p ilitary
activity. And there could be no objective other than to aim at independence.

There was another ambiguity. Burma had been acquired as a bastion of the
empire in India, and Indian immi panded. R of this
presence occurred at several levels of Burmese society, firing both the
nationalism of the educated elite, and the anti-foreign resentment of peasants
who found their land falling into the hands of Indian moneylenders and of
urban workers who found th Ives displaced or pted. Yet it was the
advance of India towards self-government that had prompted the British to
consider its extension to Burma, and while Burman pressure had also been
required, Burman nationalists believed that they still needed Indian support
and example. They found themselves in a quandary in the carly 1930s, when
further advance was being considered. Separation from India was the obvious
goal for a would-be independent Burma. But if it came too soon, the British
might be able to hold Burma back even though India advanced. The struggle
mnvalved other paradoxes: the anti-separationist campaign was supported by
Indians in Burma, nationalist politicians thus boosting their electoral funds,
The British decided on separation. In fact the Burmans gor the constitution
of 1935-7 going, whereas that in India did not get off the ground.

The Burma constitution was a more democratic one than any elsewhere
n Southeast Asia at the time, more indeed than that in the Philippines. But
it had no good answer to the problem of representing the minorities, since,
like other clectoral systems, the Burma constitution tended both at once
to entrench them and to marginalise them. Nor did it cover all Burma. The
*scheduled areas', mainly the ‘fringe’ inhabited by Shans, Kachins, Chins,
and some of the Karens, remained directly under the governor, rather than
under the parliamentary system. That was a source of frustration to Burman
nationalists, along with their distaste for the remnants of British control in
parliamentary Burma, and their resentment of the role of the Indians. They
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also focused on the major European enterprises in oil, mining, timber and
transportation: they scemed to extract too much and offer too little in return.

The more extreme nationalists, led by the student politicians of the 1930s
and calling themselves Thakins, played with lefe-wing ideas, but took the
opy y offered by the i ion of the Japanese. Contact was made even
before the attack, and during the occupation a Thakin-led Burma Defence
Army cooperated with the Japanese and a puppet regime, headed by Ba Maw,
was given independence in 1943, As the tide of war turned, the Thakin
leadership di d to secure inds d The Burma Defence Army, led
by Aung San, offered to collaborate with the British, and the offer was
accepted. That put the Thakin political organisation, the Anti-Fascist People’s
Freedom League (AFPFL), in a strong position when British administration
was restored after the re-c and sought to impl the policy of the
White Paper of May 1945. In fact, the British never fully regained control,
and in 1947 the AFPFL secured a promise of independence. The British
sought to guarantee the position of the minority peoples, some of whom had
fought on their side carlier in the war. But what they gained was insufficient
to prevent widespread insurrection on their part within a few months of the

blish of the Union, i dent and outside the Commonwealth, on
4 January 1948; first it was the Karens, then others.

The Union government survived, though it scemed at first that it might
not. l.)cnmcram po]mu did not survive. Thc government was beset not only
by i Pp from C Karens and hill peoples. It also
faced e ¢ probl that outlasted the Korean war boom, and the
smnlm .lppm.lch of the AFPFL did nothing to attract foreign capital.
Divisions within the AFPFL increased, and the military leadership seized its
opportunity to take over, first of all on a temporary basis, and then more
permanently. By contrast to the military regime in Indonesia, that in Burma
was not development-oriented. Its own concern to retain power was
combined with an extreme version of the anti-foreign socialism of the carlier
years. Challenged in the late eighties the military regime reaffirmed its
control, while beginning to scek foreign investment and support. @
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The Burmans' sense of unity grew in the course of their contacts and conflicts
with neighbouring peoples well before they faced the incursion of the British
and the Indians. The Vietnamese sense of unity derived from an initial conflict
witha dominant power, imperial China. Vietnam won its independence from
that power in the tenth century partly because it had been colonised byitand
had borrowed from it, a paradox that in some sense parallels the winning of

d d by nationali in the phase of European col-
onialism. Chinese rule in Vietnam had restructured society and given it, as it
were, weapons that were turned against it, and used again when the Ming re-
established the province of Giao-chi in 1407, Le Loi (Le Thai-to) turned out
the *mad Ming’. *O, but one warrior’s coar has set up a Great Order. An
unprecedented rask has been accomplished. The Four Seas shall be quiet
forever. An era of renovation shall be announced in every place.”

The Vietnamese state thus created and re-created was a much smaller
state than the Vienam of the European phase or its p day 3
Bur it was in part the coherence given it by Chinese rule and by the resistance
to Chinese rule that enabled it to expand southwards at the expense of other
peoples, including the Chams, whose kingdom was virtually destroyed by
1471 CE, and the Khmers, who were pushed into the Mekong delta and
then out of that, too, with the founding of Saigon at the end of the seven-
teenth century. Morcover, the Vietnamese people retained a sense of unity
during their colonising process. It was not a sense of nationhood in the
Western sense. But it had some of its features, some features indeed that not
all nationalisms have; those included a common language and a powerful if
localised sense of community.

Nevertheless, such patterns, developed in the north, were difficult to repli-
cate further south, and as the realm and the people expanded there, they were
modified. What worked in the relatively densely populated Red River delta
~ the core of which was the commune or xa - was not entirely appropriate
for the more tropical frontier lands of the Mckong. These differences chal-
lenged Vietnamese political genius, too. So, indeed, did another geographical
factor. The realm came 1o seem like two baskets on a pole, represented by the
thin strip of coastal territory that makes up central Vietnam. Was it possible
for the sense of unity the Vietnamese still had to be complemented and
supported by a political unity? If so, of what kind should it be?

33



- Present and Post

Once the realm reached beyond the boundaries of the late fifteenth cen-
tury, political unity came into question. The seventeenth century was par-
ticularly marked by civil war. The main figures had begun as lords of the
palace for the Le dynasty, bur they became rival territorial rulers under that
dynasty’s incffectual suzerainty. The Trinh ruled in most of the old heartland
of the Vietnamese, their capital Hanoi (Thanh-long). The Nguyen family
ruled the lands to the south of Song-Gianh, newer acquisitions for the most
part, from their capital at Hué. The war did not, however, stop Vietnamese
(\pmsl(m at the expense of others. Rather the reverse was true. Secking

| resources to maintain their v, if not to defeat their
northern rivals, the Nguyen continued the advance to Saigon and beyond,
now at the expense of the Khmers.

It was with a politically divided Vietnam that the Europeans made
contact, and their contact may have promoted division. For the Portuguese
and the Dutch were seen as sources of weapons in the civil war, and other
kinds of trade were a secondary consideration. With the end of the civil war
- a stalemate was reached in the 1670s along rhc 18° parallel and a wall
built - the Dutch lost much of their importan ions sponsored by the
Jesuits and the Société des Missions Etrangeres had a more long-term
impact. France, not a commercial power, nevertheless sought to play a role
in Asia. Promoting missionary activity was one of the tasks the French
assumed, and, untouched by Islam, and less absorbed than the Thais and rhc
Burmans by Theravada Budd} the Vi proved resp 3
especially in the north. But the regime itself saw missionary activities as
subversive, and Christian communitics, though surviving, were distrusted.

The dynamics of Vietnam’s history in the eighteenth century were tradi-
tional, in that they were not the result of outsiders” activities, nor even of
responses to them. The pressures that the two regimes exerted on the popula-
tion, particularly, it seems, that of the Nguyen, produced the great revolt that
the brothers from Tay-son led in the 1770s. That culminated in a new attempt
to reaffirm the political unity of Vietnam, replacing the Le dynasty, in whose
name the Trinh and the Nguyen had ruled, by a revolutionary dynasty. It did
not survive. It was challenged by the Chinese whose intervention was repul-
sed in 1788, But it was also challenged from the south by a revived Nguyen
leadership. It was the Nguyen in the event who re-established Viernam's unity,
and Nguyen Anh proclaimed himself the Emperor Gia-long in 1802.

In these moves there had been some foreign participation. Nguyen Anh
sought aid from the French, and a treaty had been made at Versailles in
1787. In fact lirtle effective aid was forthcoming, and the victory of the
Nguyen was largely of their own making. In any case, once Vietnam was re-
unified, the regime was at pains to reduce foreign influence. That was seen
as associated with civil war and division. Moreover, the regime determined
to rebuild its unity on the basis of the Confucian principles it had borrowed
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from China, Under Gia-long’s successor, Minh-Mang, that became even
more the case, irrelevant though much of Chinese precept and practice was
to a much smaller state, the southern part of which ar least was diverse and
polyglot. Giving reality to the Vi sense of unity ined a political
challenge for the rulers. Their answer was once more to reaffirm the validity
of what Alexander Woodside has called the *Chinese model'.?

Doing this brought tensions within Vietnam. It also provoked conflict
with the West. It made it impossible to respond positively to the h
of the British, cven after the Anglo-China war of 1840-2 had shown the
dangers of a negative response. That left the way open to a renewal of the
French interest in Vietnam, and the French were more likely to act in
Vietnam just because the British were so successful in China. The Nguyen
rulers gave them an opp » ‘It so happened that the Vi were
stubborn and determined to hold on to their old policy’, as King Mongkut
of Siam put it. *They did not know the real strength of the maritime powers
and there was nobody to tell them of the real might and custom of these
distant lands.” Re-affirming the Chinese model prompted Vietnamese

to Christian i y activity, evident under Minh-mang and
his successors. Even in the 1840s French naval vessels, in the area as a result
of the China war, were intervening in Vietnam in support of the missionaries
whom the regime sought to drive out. In the 1850s Napoleon Il made a bid
for Catholic support for his *Second Empire’ at home by taking up the
missionary cause in Vietnam. Britain’s involvement with the Indian Mutiny
scemed a good time to act, while the decapitation of a Spanish bishop
offered a good opportunity for secking the collaboration of the Spaniards in
the Philippines. In 1858 a Franco-Spanish expedition attacked Danang, and
the following year Saigon was occupied. Allowed a great deal of latitude by
the authoritics in Paris, the French naval authorities secured control of
several southern provinces, and a colony of Cochin-China was created. The
British offered no opposition. Vietnam had not established positive relations
with them, and they were not apprehensive over the French venture, so long
as it did not encroach on the independence of Siam.

In subsequent years, indeed, the French expanded their control over the
rest of Viemnam. The Second Empire had fallen in face of the German
invasion of France in 1870; but the Third Republic took up its colonial
ventures all the more strongly, indeed, because of France’s defear in Europe
and the need to demonstrate, to Frenchmen as well as to the world at large,
that France was still great. The weakness of the Nguyen regime, coupled
with the hostility that the French had aroused, meant that there were plenty
of opportunities for combative Frenchmen to seize. Jules Ferry put the
authority of the French state behind them. In 1883 the French established a
protectorate over Vietnam, and after a conflict with the Chinese asserted
their control over Tonkin.
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The Nguyen had not been able to mobilise the people they ruled against
the European conquerors. Initially they had hoped to negotiate the departure
of the French. More generally they seemed to be apprehensive about
unleashing anti-foreign feeling that might focus upon the dynasty as well. The
French were able to find collaborators and to set up a puppet emperor. Only
in the last erisis did the Ham- M.,hx unpcmr seck to put himself at the head of
the resistance. Traditional re e, however, d well into the 1890s.

As in other Southeast Asian countries, the European rulers, albeit largely
involuntarily, helped to modernise the movements that opposed the
continuance of their rule. Some Vietnamese looked to Japan, where empire
and modernity had bined. Others ed that the Vi had to
learn from the French. Collaborarionists could indeed justify the course they
took in this way. Phan Chu Trinh and the reformists and Phan Boi Chau and
the activists were ‘essennally two factions of the same anticolonialist move-
ment".* Others, without openly collaborating, yet absorbed French political
ideas. Though the French in the colonies did not apply them, thar made them
more relevant, rather than less so. The educational opportunities the French
made available were very limited, and the political opportunities non-
existent. Even so, the (r.ldmona] sense of unity among the Vietnamese was

haped by modern

It was also shaped by Communism. Again, this was of European origin.
I(s aims were at odds with natonalism, and indeed in some sense

pe In face of opposi however, rhr pp could join, their

| J not abandoned, but supp d for a time. In two of the
Southeast Asian colonies, that ruled by the Dutch and that ruled by the
ench, C played a sut ial and d role. That derived

partly from its role in rhc metropolitan territories. In Netherlands India, it
took root also partly because there was a receptive Dutch and European
element in the colony which became a means of transmission. What emerged
was, to use Sjahrir’s words, ‘a strange sort of Communism indeed’.* In
Vietnam Communism took root because of contacts with the metropolis and
because of the proximity of China. Bur the failure of the French regime to
offer any scope to moderate nationalist movements tended to drive nationa-
lists into extreme positions, and to give the Communists an opportur
assume their leadership. *Where fear drove the French administration to
reject any significant liberalization of their rule, the middle ground of
genuine constitutional opposition of the sort which emerged in India was
vailable. The bitterest clashes occurred in the depression. The Yen-bay
mutinies were put down with great violence, and the Nghe-an Soviets
brutally crushed. The French did not hesitate to invoke air-power, rarely
used in colonial territories.

The Japanese phase in Vietnam was both shorter and longer than clse-
where. Defeated in Europe, the French came to terms with Japan in 194041,
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but they were not actually displaced till carly in 1945, The occupation did
not, therefore, give the nationalists much scope, and the Tran Trong Kim
regime was, moreover, not allowed to take over the colony of Cochin-China
until the eve of the Japanese surrender in August. The Communists seized
their opportunity. The Viet-minh proclaimed the independence of Vietnam
in Hanoi on the very day of the formal surrender in Tokyo, 2 September.

Like the other colonial powers, the French sought to re-establish
themselves. In the south, they received from the British more direct help than
the Dutch did in Java. In the north, where the KMT Chinese were the
occupying power, they had to compromise with the Viet-minh, which was in
any case stronger in Tonkin than in Cochin-China. Their partial success,
however, encouraged the French to think that they could avoid further
compromise, and even retreat from the compromise they had made. That
negative approach was also prompted by the approach of the men on the
spot, in particularly the Gaullist High Commissioner, Admiral Thierry
d"Argenlicu, and by the absence of control from Paris. In Paris, governments.
were distracted and ephemeral. It was impossible to develop a forward-
laoking policy that might have had a chance, even at this stage, of both
accommodating and succouring a moderate Vi se nationalism. The
way was left open o those who believed that French authority could now be
restored by the means through which it had been earlier sustained, a mixture
of short-term violence and the recruitment of collaborators. That strategy
could no longer work. Instead it ¢ lidated the C ist leadership of
the nationalist movement,

Belatedly and indeed half-h dly the French sought to establish ‘the Bao
Dai regime’, rule by the Nguyen emperor, though without his being installed
asemperor. Its position was, however, ambiguous not only with respect to the
past, but with respect to the present. The French were reluctant to grant it a
share of power that would convince the Vietnamese that it really was or could
soon become an independent Vietnamese state and thus embody the hopes
and artract the support of nationalists who did not care for the Communist
alternative. The French, wrote John Street at the British Foreign Office in
1948, did not ‘really envisage handing over any authority to Annamites
(perhaps because of the reactions in North Africa), and this atitude will
continue to hamstring their efforts to establish security in Indo-China’.”

The defeat of the French in 1954 and the Geneva agreements led to a de
facto partition of Vietnam along a line not far from that which had once
divided the Trinh and Nguyen lands. The Americans came to support the
southern regime, dominated at first by a Catholic mandarin, Ngo Dinh
Diem, who displaced Bao Dai. But, whatever the failings of its rulers, a
merely southern regime had few chances of long-term survival. At most it
might have been a stage in the reconstitution of a unified Vietnam, the ideal
that had often evaded the Vietnamese, The Viet-minh and its supporters in
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the south undermined the regime’s local support, and no amount of bom-
bardment of the north could win it respite. The compromise finally
negotiated in 1973 was thus very much in favour of the Viet-minh. The
regime in the south was soon overrun. @

1 AGreat Proclamation upon the Facification of the Wu, 1428, quoted Truong Buu Lam,
Patterns of Vietnamese Response to Foreign Intervention, New Haven. Southeast Asia
Studies, Yale University Press. 1967, p 61

2 AB Woodside, Vietnam and the Chinese Model, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1971

3 Mongkut/Norodom, 1865. quoted Neon Snidvongs, ‘The development
relations with Britain and France in the relgn of Maha Mongkut, PhD thesis, London
University, 1961, p. 209

4 P Baugher, The Contradictions of Colonialism the French Experience in Indochina,
1860~ 1940, PhD, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1980, p. 280,

5 quoted Bruce Grant, Indonesia, Melbourne: Melbourne University Press, 1964, p. 21

6 M Osborne,in W.F.Vella, ed,, Aspects of Vietnamese History, Honolulu: Hawai Unversity
Press, 1973,p.167.
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SIAM/THAILAND

Like the Burmans and the Vietnamese, but unlike the peoples of the Malay
world, the Thais sustained a tradition of political unity well before the advent
of the nation-state. Unlike the former, bur again unlike those of the Malay
world, they did not in the meantime undergo the experience of colonial rule.
Their experience was thus unique. But to some extent their unity, like that of
the Burmans and the Vietnamese, was built out of contention with their
neighbours as well as borrowings from them. Nor were the colonial powers
without an impact. The Thai kingdom took on some of the features of the
colonial territories that surrounded it, partly in order to limit the acquisitions
the Europeans made at its expense. It also began to build up Thai nationalism,
based in part on its traditions, based also on latter-day antagonisms, though
often directed more at the Chinese than at the colonial powers.

From 1352 the Thai kingdom enjoyed a positional ad ge that the
Burmans, and, to a still greater extent, the Vietnamese, lacked. The Thais
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came to occupy the basin of the great river, Menam Chaophraya, and they
placed their capital near its mouth, first ar Ayuthia, and later further down,
at Bangkok. That had a drawback. Those parts of the kingdom that were
peripheral to the river system, marginally or completely beyond its limits,
would tend to escape the control of the capital, whether they were on the
Malay Peninsula or in the northeast plateau, Isan. But it also had an
advantage. Establishing a capital at the mouth of the river enabled the rulers
to regulate most of the Thais' contacts with the outer world. It also helped
the rulers to inform themselves about the outer world. The contrast with
rulers in Pagan and in Hué was pointed.

As they extended south, the Thais borrowed from the ancient Khmer
kingdom they helped to displace. They also assimilated the Theravada
Buddhism, originating in Sri Lanka, that they shared with the Burmans. The
found. for their hy were thus laid, clak 1 and builc upon by
outstanding rulers like King Trailokanar.

The progressive elaboration of the system of labour control conceived
during his reign became the basis for the regenerative if not enduring
strength of Ayutthaya in following centurics... It meant that the
traditional Tai practice of personal patron-client relationships would
henceforth be interacting with a more bureaucratic and impersonal
system of control. Very likely, the administrative reforms of Trailok were
inspired by the legacy of Angkor.!

The sense of unity was also articulated and intensified by conflict with
neighbouring peoples. The Khmers were the least formidable of their foes,
and the Cambodian kingdom survived only because it was able to turn its
position between Thais and Vietnamese to account. The Thais pressed south
into the peninsula, particularly when the Malay states were weakened by the
incursions of the Portuguese and the Dutch. Bur their main antagonists were
the Burmans. The assertiveness of new Burman dynasties helped o generate
conflict, the climax of which was the destruction of Ayuthia in 1767. The
Thais recovered quickly. Their new state was stronger than the old, more
assertive in regard to its neighbours, even more alive to the advantages of
regulated contact with the outside world.

It was this state that now had to deal with the colonialism of the
nincteenth century. There had, of course, been earlier contacts with the
Eurapeans, Neither the Portuguese nor the Dutch had been a serious threat
to Ayuthia. At one time, it seemed that the French, supporting the missions
m Vietnam, would also be able to dominate the Thai capital. Their embassy
ot 1685 was at first well received, but then they were turned out, an
Phaulkon, the Greek ad who had ged them, was d.
The Bangkok dynasty, however, reasserted Thai unity and revived Thai
ambitions at the very time that the British were expanding their control in
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India and pursuing their interests beyond it with greater vigour. The Sultan
of Kedah, in making over Penang to the East India Company, was looking
for support against the Thais, and in the subsequent decades, when they in
fact occupied Kedah, a conflict with the British scemed possible. It was
avoided not only by British restraint, but by the Thais’ caution, born in part
of the sense of reality that long-standing contact with the outer world
brought them. The company and the Thai kingdom concluded the Burney
Treaty in 1826.

Dealing with the Europeans indeed involved making what the Chinese
would term *unequal treaties’. The British were far from anxious to extend
their empire, and rather looked towards sustaining the Thai kingdom as a
marcher territory on their frontiers, and later as a buffer between their
possessions and those of the French. They did, however, i
mercial opportunities in Thailand, and to that end in 1855 wgurcd extra-
territorial jurisdiction and limits on Thai customs duties. The Thais also
made territorial conce: to the Euroy as a price of continued inde-
pendence. Fortunately, perhaps, European imperialism came at a time when
the kingdom had reached its greatest extent. It was thus possible to concede
territories that were on the margins — in Laos, Cambodia, on the peninsula
— and not part of the core of the kingdom. ‘It is sufficient for us to keep
ourselves within our house and home', Mongkut had said in 1867; ‘it may
be necessary for us to forego some of our former power and influence.”

This diplomacy was a testimony to the skill of rulers like Mongkut. But
it might also be seen as a testimony to the strength of the kingdom rather
than as a testimony to the strength of national fecling. Indeed, had such a
feeling existed, it would have been much harder to make territorial bargains
with colonial powers, even in respect of territories that were not pre-
dominantly Thai. The kingdom was able to behave in a sense like a colonial
power, taking more account of commercial and strategic interests than of
cthnic or national loyalites. Undoubtedly, howey was important that the
territories ceded were often Khmer or Malay. Yielding up a great part of
Laos to the Third French Republic was a rather different matter, for Laos
and Thais were more closcly affiliated.

Even so, it was the monarchy that took the initiative in attempting to
preserve the state, not merely by concession, but by modernisation: *One of
the surest means of consolidating Siam’s external autonomy and indepen-
dence was to improve prudently but seriously its internal administration’, as
the Belgian General Adviser, Gustave Rolin-Jacquemyns, put it in 1894.°
Modernisation was not a policy that had served the Burman monarchy of
Mindon or Thibaw, partly because it had led to contacts with other powers
that the British could not tolerate. The Thais were in a stronger position.
They took care to employ British advisers, but they employed advisers from
other countries also, the US and Belgium among others. In foreign affairs
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their state was to behave like other states, and so be in a position to undo
extraterritorality. At home it was to affirm its unity, in effect by undertaking
steps that European colonial rulers were to a greater or lesser extent under-
taking elsewhere, building railways and telegraphs, reorganising local
dmini: i ding education. King Chulalongkorn’s ‘prime models
were... the Dutch East/Indies, British Malaya, and the Raj’, which he had
visited back in 1870 and 1872: government was to be rationalised and
lised, ecq ic develoy p 4t But J. G.D. Campbell
pointed out, from personal experience, that in Siam advisers did not have
‘the iron hand in the velvet glove’ as in India and Malaya. ‘In Siam...an
adviser is an adviser and nothing else.’

It was only in this context that a modern sense of nationalism began to
emerge. Initially, again, it was encouraged by the monarch. In part it was
directed against the Chinese, who had taken up so many of the commercial
opportunities that Bangkok offered. Rama VI described them famously (or
infamously) as the Jews of Asia. He also sought to evoke a heroic

al past, ¢ ing, for example, 321 years later by a service
at the subsequently forgatten stupa he had erected King Naresuan’s glorious
victory over the Burmans in 1593.¢ In the interwar period Thai nationalism
came to encompass a challenge to the West, and in particular to the terri-
torial framework it had imposed on mainland Southeast Asia.

The monarchy had won further concessions from the Western powers by
joining in the First World War at the same time as the US and China. At the
peace conference, it was able to assert its equality with other states, and in
the 1920s to press on with the re-negotiation of the unequal treaties.
“...with the growth of education (and the Siamese Government is doing
remarkable work in education) a demand for more modern and up-to-date
governmental institutions will soon make itself heard even in contented
Siam’, it was observed at the British Foreign Office, ‘and we shall only
increase the odium to which we are always exposed in the Far East if, by the
time that stage is reached, we remain the one power clinging to the vestiges
of a system which is i ingly felt as a humiliation.” Modernisation,
indeed, brought a challenge to the absolute monarchy itself. More of the
¢lite had been overseas for higher education, even to France, and the armed
forces had been expanded. Many were discontented at the dominance of the
king and the princes, and the depression led to the coup of 1932. It did not
overthrow the monarchy, but it ended its absolute power. Theoretically it
was constitutionalised. In fact power fell into the hands of an oligarchy,
made up of civilian and military leaders, generally ‘Promoters’ of the coup.
I ingly the military el domi d, above all the ambiri
Luang Pibun Songkram, subsequently Prime Minister.

The Promoters did not merely have in mind change at home. They sought
to change Thailand’s position in the world. The world was itself changing,
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the colonial powers who dominated Southeast Asia coming under pressure,
not only from the Communists, but from the Germans and the Japanese.
Initially the Promoters were cautious, apprehensive lest colonial powers
should intervene and restore the absolute monarchy with which they had
dealt for so long. Of that there was in fact no chance, and, particularly as the
military wing gained more prominence, the Thais began to contemplate the
reunification of the kingdom in a *pan-Thai’ form. Civilian Promoters were
not deaf to the call of nationalism, but preferred a different route, and a
more cautious one. Undoubtedly the strident propaganda of Pibun's sup-
porter, Luang Vichit, had its appeal.*

The growth of Japan's power and ambition offered both an opportunity
and a constraint. Through Japanese pressure on the French, for example, the
Thais might be able to regain parts of Laos and Cambodia over which they
had carlier been forced to relinguish their claims. But it was better to have a
weak France on the frontier than a strong Japan. And, if it were possible
even so to gain at France’s expense, it ought not to place Thailand under an
excessive obligation to Japan. Maybe, however, Japan would be able to
dominate Southeast Asia in any case. If the West was to be eliminated,
perhaps it was after all best to secure what could be secured, even if it was
a gift from Japan. It was not surprising that Pibun’s policy was difficult to
follow, and perhaps difficult to determine, in the period between the opening
of the European war in 1939 and the opening of the Pacific war in 1941. He
could not resist the opportunity to take advantage of the fall of France. But
Japan imposed a so-called mediation that increased its influence over both
sides. Japan, the US ambassador in Tokyo thought, had ‘at least laid the
groundwork for the political, economic, and presumably eventual military
control of Indochina and Thailand™.”

Once the war started, Thailand allowed the passage of Japanese forces
after only a bricf resistance. Soon after it declared war on the Western
powers. During the war, it accepted the transfer of the northern Malay
states, suzerainty over which had been relinquished to the British in 1909,
and it secured two of the Shan states that had formed part of the scheduled
arcas of the Burma of 1935. It did not acquire more territory in Laos and
Cambodia at the expense of the French, who remained in control till March
1945. After March, when the Japanese overthrew them, the Thais were busy
attempting to reinsure their position in the face of the approaching victory
of the Allies.

There again their diplomacy, as under the absolute monarchy, was
discerning. What was important - as, after all, the Vietnamese and the
Indonesians recognised — was the attitude of the US. That power had never
seen itself as at war with the Thais and, unlike the British, had not had
territory it controlled taken over by them. Dropping their military leader-
ship, the Thais were able to rely on the Americans in their attempts to limit
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the retributive policy of the British. They were not able to retain the territo-
ries they had secured under the Japanese, even those in Indo-China, though
that was an aspiration of the civilian leadership as well as the military, Nai
Pridi Phanomyong, Pibun’s civilian rival and Prime Minister 1946-47,
offered some support to Indo-China nationalist leaders, and the concept of
a Southeast Asia League that was advanced at the time was in some sense an
analogue of the pan-Thai policy. But it did not succeed.

In the Cold War world, Pibun and his successors continued a close
association with the US, but Thailand was never, in Brailey’s view, merely a
client."" At home, monarchy and Buddhism were set at the basis of the state,
though effective power was in the hands of the armed forces. It was out of
this Thailand that, hat haph ly, an * ic tiger’ was born. Its
infrastructure was weak. But the aspirations of an older nationalism could
be detected behind the inuing d ination to use its ic power
to build a leadership role among the states of the mainland.
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Part Two

PROBLEMS AND POLICIES

This part of the book takes up a number of topics in Southeast Asian history
that may add to the understanding of the emergence of modern states
discussed in Part One bur also contribute to studying the history of the
region as such. The choice of topics is limited, if not idiosyncratic. They
focus particularly on the making of Southeast Asian states and on the
tensions, fruitful and unfruitful, berween East and West that mark their
modern history and affect their contemporary position.
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COLONIAL AND NATIONAL FRONTIERS

Frontiers are real enough in Western parlance to be the making of metaphor.
A frontier is something that is crossed, characreristically from state to state,
a line often dividing security from danger, neutrality from war. They are also
something that is moved or advanced. They can be drawn on a map.
Adjectivally, the word is also applied to those involved, a frontier society,
fronticrsmen. By way of metaphor, frontier comes to describe other kinds of
advance, the social advance of the *New Frontier’, the scholarly advance of
pushing back (or forward) the frontiers of knowledge. *Whoever wants to
give his students complete conviction about the accuracy of his state-
ments...must have worked on the boundaries of human knowledge and
conquered new worlds for it."!

The concept of a frontier was uncommon, if not unknown, in Southeast
Asia. The idea that the ambir of a state was geographically fixed was rarely
accepted. What counted in Southeast Asia, sparse in population, was
allegiance, Whom, rather than what, did the state comprise? States might
indeed advance or retreat, grow or decline, but in terms of adherents and
followers, of a network of familial and supra-familial relationships. The
spirit of the frontier might be there — Menangkabauers wandered, Iban
undertook bejalai, too — burt that was fitted into a cultural parttern that
stressed continuity rather than change.

What concerned a ruler was the people not the place. The sense that the
state was a geographical or locational entity was rarely strong. ‘Thus a
British surveyor trying to demarcate the boundaries of a Malay state in 1875
could clicit no more exact information from the local potentate concerning
the limits of his territory than that if you wash your head before starting, it
will not be dry before you reach the place.” The place might be relatively
mexact. The terms of allegiance of the people concerned would be much
more precise. That was the prior consideration: where the people went, there
the state went.

Colonial officials had indeed quite a different concept of frontier. Even in
respect of the states from which they came, however, it had taken time to
develop, and it had still not attained the intensity given it, amidst all their

lobalism, by the nati of the icth century, In Europe the
frontier was of slow growth, as was the state. The way in which allegiance
to the state was determined varied over time. For much of European history

a7



it was a matter of feudal allegiance. Only as the state modernised itself was
allegiance determined by other factors. One of those was, of course, the
emergence of other states: the claims of the one reinforced the claims of the
other. Diplomacy or war might determine the outcome. State frontiers might
not coincide with other frontiers, those of language and religion for
example. The state might seck to ensure that they did. A principle of consoli-
dation could become a principle of contest both within a state and among
states. The emergence of the nation-state, in which the allegiance was to the
state as a community, could only intensify that duality and the challenges it
presented.

In colonial territories, Europeans would try to apply some of the prin-
ciples with which they had become familiar in Europe. They had, as in
Europe, another inducement to do so, their own rivalries. If, morcover, they
did not settle disputes among themselves in the colonies, their relations in
Europe might worsen. They settled such disputes in the colonies - between
Britain and the Netherlands, Britain and France, Britain and Spain - often
with more reference to their own convenience than to the conditions of the
territories in actual or potential dispute.

The colonial frontiers, moreover, were sometimes no more than lines on
a map. They were often designed to avoid future disputes rather than resolve
present conflicts. Often, o, they went beyond any effective colonial rule.
One principle of the frontier - that it was between states - might prevail over
another = that it determined the allegiance of those behind it. That
sometimes came second, rather than first.

That mattered less, perhaps, while the frontiers were in fact those of
colonial dependencies. They were, however, inherited by states in a world of
nation-states. Nation-states require a more intense allegiance and a sense
of ¢ v. Establishing them in South Asia was likely, though in a
different way, to be as difficult as in Europe, if not at times more so, since
the frontiers had emerged as a part of a process of settlement among other
states, not among, the states directly concerned.

The regulation of frontiers among these states was not likely, as carlier in
Europe, to be the subject of diplomacys still less likely, however, was it to be
the subject of war. If colonial powers had settled their frontiers with a view
to avoiding war, the states that they thus created inherited the frontiers in the
post-colonial phase. The world in that phase was dominated by the two
super-powers of the period that followed the Second World War. Any change
among, other states, or indeed within them, was a subject of their jealous
interest. It was a world not without any conflict, but it was one without
major conflict: the tension of the Cold War between the super-powers
intensified but it limited the conflict among others. The boundaries of the
states were rarcly changed, though battles might be fought across them. Too
much was at stake. It was an apparent paradox, but nor a real one, that in
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a world of states boundaries were more difficult to change than in a world
of empires when bargains and deals had been relatively easy to make. The
existence of international organisations looked the same way.

The tensions that followed the end of the Cold War phase point up the
features of its predecessor. New states were formed out of the Soviet Union,
their frontiers, those of the old republics, often under challenge. But other
frontiers were also under pressure. Yugoslavia disintegrated. A war was
fought in the Persian Gulf.

For most of the postwar period, however, governments and peoples had
to accept the frontiers they inherited, illogical though they might be,
meffective though they might have been. Governments tended o act like the
governments of nation-states, though nations did not necessarily exist. They
were more active than colonial governments in providing services. They
expected to unite and rule, not divide and rule. In Southeast Asia the results
are still being worked out. The extent of national integration clearly varies.
Undeniably, however, the sense of being, say, Indonesian or Malaysian has
taken hold, and the sense of being, say, Thai or Vietnamese, has intensified.
The position of other groups within the states - of the Kedazans in East
Malaysia or of the Malayo-Muslims in Thailand — problematical. Bur it
may be argued tha, for all their arbitrariness, the frontiers have been a major
contribution to the stability of South Asia in the c P y period,

Without an explanation drawn from colonial and post-colonial history, it
s difficult to explain the frontiers of modern Southeast Asia, so arbitrary do
they seem. But they are less arbitrary on the mainland than they are in the
archipelago. In the former they give a particular shape to states that had
been assuming that shape in general over some centuries. The Burman, Thai,
Vietnamese, and Khmer states are recognisable entities before the Euro-
peans, disputing or avoiding disputes among themselves, determined their
frontiers in international treaties, placed them on their maps and in due
course marked some of those frontiers on the ground. In the archipelago the
ntervention of the Europeans, which took place over a longer period, often
with greater intensity, was also more decisive in shaping the frontiers that
their successors were to inherit as those of nation-states.

It was largely in the nineteenth and carly twenticth centuries that the
frontiers took their current shape. The role of the British, the leading
European power in a world then led by the Europeans, was decisive. Their
policy was not to take over Southeast Asia as they took over India. They
resolved not to make China another India. Nor did they make an India of
Further India. Burma, in fact, was the only substantial territory over which
they assumed dominion - that indeed they did only in three phases — and it
was also the only substantial state with which they clearly can be said to
have gone to war. Britain’s policy in Burma was exceptional. It was in a sense
a British Indian policy determined more by a concern for the security of

49



Probiems and Folicies

British dominion in India than by the strategic and commercial interests that
determined the policies of the British elsewhere in Southeast Asia.

For Britain in the world in general, it may be said, commercial and
financial interests came first. It had mhcr interests, particularly in India,
where the blist of its di dated the advent of the
industrial revolution. But, with its early advantage in industrialisation, its
concerns were with the opportunities for trade: if that were free, it could
benefit. Dominion was not desirable in itself: it was desirable only if there
were no other way of providing for the stability of the countries with and in
which the British traded and for the security of their homeland, their
possessions, and their trade routes. Indeed it can be argued that the British
looked towards a world of states, where, as in Europe, cach was sovereign
and theoretically equal, in which each related to the others by diplomacy
rather than by dominion, by commerce rather than by conflict. ‘It would be
on the most selfish view of the case, far better for us that the people of India

.. were ruled by their own kings, but wearing our broad cloth, and working
with our cutlery, than that they were performing their salams to English
collectors and English Magistrates, but were too ignorant to value, or too
poor to buy English manufactures..."

If that is the case in general, it is also the case in Southeast Asia, except in
Burma, where the concern for the security of a unique dominion in India
overlaid the more normal concerns of the British. The connexion with the
Malay archipelago, Stamford Raffles wrote, ‘stands on a very different
footing from that with the people of India. However inviting and extensive
their resources, it is considered that they can be best drawn forth by the
native energies of the people themselves, uninfluenced by foreign rule, and
unfettered by foreign regulations, and that it is by the reciprocal advantage
of commerce, and commerce alone, that we may best promote our own
interests and their advancement.™ Indeed the limited British interest in
dominion helped to give Southeast Asia its peculiar political configuration in
the nineteenth century and endow 1t with the often apparently illogical
though enduring frontiers of the twentieth century. The British did not use
the power of which they disposed to rule Southeast Asia. They used it to
establish conditions which suited the varicty of their interests, and reflected
their acceptance of contingency and compromise. ‘There is a moral frugality
which is at the root of all pecuniary frugality; and no nation which is lavish
of pledges and promises which it may be unable to rtdcu\u can have any
grasp at all of the first principle of a true State economy.”

In the nincteenth century, indeed, it seems that Southeast Asia was less
important to the British for its own sake than it was for the sake of their
extrancous interests. Burma was important to them for the sake of India. The
Straits Settlements were important to them because of their need to provide
for the security of the route to China. Borneo, too, derived what importance
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it had from its position in regard to that route. The policy the British adopred
towards the other colonial powers in Southeast Asia reflected the importance
of their relationships with them in Europe. Only in the twenticth century —
with the advent of rubber and the motor car and the need for dollars ~ did
assume major importance for Britain on economic grounds.
Singapore also assumed a new importance as a naval base, designed to permit
a one-ocean fleet to fulfil the needs of a two-ocean empire. Bur that was in
the days of Britain’s relative decline. Intrinsically Southeast Asia was more
important to Britain then than in the days of its primacy.

These views, those of the authorities in India and in Great Britain, were not
always those of the local authorities, or of British merchants and adventurers
in the region. At times, indeed, they were at odds. Given the slow com-
munications of the period, particularly before the opening of the telegraph in
+ it was possible for initiatives at the local level to pre-empt imperial
even to defy it. *My instructions were simple’, wrote Sir Andrew
about the intervention in Malaya in 1874. “The Colonial Office was
thoroughly dissatisfied with the state of affairs in the Peninsula. | was to make
it the subject of careful enquiry, and report my views as soon as possible.
I'fear that in some quarters there lurks a belief in the efficacy of reports.., .
It was necessary to act in the first place and to report afterwards...'

It was also possible for the inventive to interpret imperial policy in a
more expansive direction than it was intended, even to stand it on its head.
Were those whom vessels of the British Navy attacked on Sir James Brooke’s
advice pirates or not? His critics thought not: *our venerated patriot’,
Cobden gloated, *was almost as savagely assaulted as the Bornean Dyaks
themselves — the difference being in the weapons employed rather than in the
spirtt of the attack..."” Even members of the government were doubtful: the
Raja wanted *a squadron kepr up to repress Bornean piracy on the same
principle that we keep one up on the African Coast to put down the slave
trade’. He was apt “to imagine English ships and troops may be used for the
promotion of civilisation and commerce generally, by the pulling down of
unfriendly and the setting-up of friendly chiefs’. Lord Stanley, Under-
Secretary at the Foreign Office, was ‘not clear that we have a right, or that
it is expedient, to carry interference so far'.* Central restraint was mingled
with local adventure. The overall outcome might be a mixed one, one, more-
over, that might puzzle other powers, princes and peoples.

Even the acquisition of territory in Burma was arguably a second best
policy. The British had made contact with the Burman monarchy as a result,
not so much of commercial interests, as of territorial ones. The establishment
of British dominion in Bengal coincided with the establish of Burman
dominion in Arakan. That fronticr was difficult to establish, difficult for both
sides to accept and enforce, and the problem was repeated in respect of Assam
and Manipur. The frontiers were the more difficult to establish, accept and
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enforce because the attitudes of the two powers differed. Their political
dynamics clashed. A Burman monarch had universalist claims. The new
British dominion in India uxuld not .1u.ep( Lhallengx from an Asian power on
the sub- i orinitsi i »d. Dealing with Burma on
the basis of equality was difficult to conceive, given that the Burmans did not
accept that such a dealing could be accompanied by an effective recognition
of a difference in power and indeed often had to be. At times the British in
India believed that they must try to fit Burma into the sub-continental pattern
of subsidiary alliance, as Francklin suggested to Wellesley.” At the very least
Burma must de facto recognise Britain’s supremacy. Witnessing the first only
made it more difficult for the Burmans to accept the second. War was the
outcome. A decisive victory would demonstrate Britain’s power and thus
produce a more compliant view. The aim was not to acquire territory, but ‘to
produce such an impression of the power and resources of the British Empire
in India as will deter the Court of Ava from any attempr again to disturb the
friendly relations which may be re-established by the result of the present
contest”.' A decisive victory evaded Governor-General Lord Ambherst.
Taking Arakan and Tenasserim was an alternative way to mark Britain’s
supremacy.

The policy did not work. Defeating Burma and depriving it of territory
did not lead to friendship but to resentment. The defeated Burman monarch
found it difficult to accept even the patient Henry Burney as Resident, and
his successor wanted to disregard the Treaty of Yandabo: he declared that he
would have nothing to say to the treaties, ‘that they had not been made by
him, and that we had never conquered him’." A second war arose out of
commercial disputes at Rangoon. But defending the
mercantile interests involved was not Governor-General Lord Dalhousie’s
main purpose. Once the crisis had begun - and the combustible Commodore
Lambert did nothing to damp it down ~ it had to be carried through. *We
can't afford to be shown to the door anywhere in the East."* Victory was
again marked by ion of territory. Dalh believed that a treaty
could not usefully be secured.

The remnant kingdom had some chance of survival under Mindon Min,
who sought to nurture its independence without alienating the British. But
in his latter years the balance became more difficult to sustain, and his
successor failed in the task. The approach of the French, based in northern
Vietnam, narrowed Burma’s chances. According to Frangois Deloncle, the
French leader, Jules Ferry, asked him to negotiate a supplementary
agreement with Burma in 1884

in such a way that the British might become aware of our desire to
develop an interest in independent upper Burma, where they were so
jealous of their own influence, and that, thenceforth, they might be
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prepared to make exchanges which would allow us, if need be, against the
withdrawal of our interest in Burma, to obtain concessions in Siam. This
would at least enable us to keep the British on tenderhooks in the Malay
Peninsula. What Jules Ferry wanted was to conclude an agreement with
Burma which would give him the tiller in Siam."

What his policy prompted was the third Burma war. It ended in annexation.
The frontier of Burma had to be settled with a European power.

The French had been Britain's main European rivals in India and had
conceived their eighteenth-century venture in Vietnam as a way of getting
even. The renewal of the venture in the nineteench century was not, however,
opposed by the Brirish. They had attempted to develop what they saw as
normal relations with Vietnam, but their missions had been rejected by
Minh-mang and his successors. They were disposed to conclude thar the
French would not damage, and might indeed promote, the interests of
commerce: ‘a second Cherbourg in the East’ was not ‘cause for serious
anxiety”." It was important, however, that, if France established a dominion
in Vietnam, it should not extend into Siam and Laos, thus threatening the
security of British interests in Burma and the Malay Peninsula. The crisis
came with the crisis between France and Siam in 1893. Britain did not back
Siam as much as its king hoped it would: Rosebery’s policy was to persuade
the Thais to submit to French demands before they asked for more.* But
some limits were placed on the French by the Anglo-French agreement of
1896. The improvement in Anglo-French relations, promoted by appre-
hension about the Germans, led to further agreements. Siam's boundaries in
Cambodia were adjusted. In 1909 it also transferred to Britain its claims
over the northern Malay states, That established the frontier of the future
Malaya, but it lefc Malayo-Muslims in Pattani on the Thai side of the
frontier. That decision, however, reflected the pattern that Anglo-Malay-
Thai relations had assumed during the nineteenth century.

Britain's interest in the peninsula had focused since the late cighteenth
century on the Straits Settlements, Penang, Melaka, Singapore. Strategically
they guarded the route to China; commercially they tended to look outward
to the archipelago and beyond rather than inward to the peninsula, The
development of tin mining in Perak and Selangor began to interest them
more in the peninsula itself. Only with rubber did these cconomic interests
acquire an imperial importance. The strategic importance of the settlements
had, however, made the imperial government anxious to exclude other
powers from the peninsula, and the local interests had continued to build
relatively informal connexions with Malay rulers that were to serve as the
epitome of the Anglo-Malay relationship when it was formalised after 1874,

The policy of excluding other powers from the peninsula led indeed
towards the making of one of the most novel frontiers in nineteenth-century
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Southeast Asia. The Anglo-Dutch Treaty of 1824 was designed to settle
current and avoid future disputes between the two European powers. Britain
had held Penang since 1786 and, guided by Stamford Raffles, had secured
Singapore in 1819. If it also were to acquire Melaka from the Dutch, it
would have three settlements along the straits, and their security would be
increased if the Dutch, who had claims over Perak and Johor, abstained
from intervening on the peninsula in the future. At the same time, the British
would leave their old settlement at Benkulen in west Sumatra, and cut off
their political connexions with rulers on that island. A kind of line was thus
drawn on the map, though it was not made explicit lest it provoke other
powers to challenge the way when the British and the Dutch were dividing
the region between them. *The situation in which we and the Dutch stand to
cach other is part only of our difficulty. That in which we both stand to the
rest of the world as exclusive Lords of the East is one more reason for
terminating our relative difficulties as soon as we can.”* It was not yet a line
between two empires: it was a line beyond which two empires should not
extend. Over the subsequent decades it became a frontier. But even in its
initial form it was unprecedented. Peninsula and archipelago had enjoyed a
common past. States — Acch, Johore, the Portuguese, the Dutch - had
previously had a footing on both sides of the straits. Now the straits had
become a kind of frontier. In Southeast Asia the sea unites; the Europeans
used it to divide.

The settl did not go unchall d q years. There were
disputes between the British and the Duzch p:rm.ularly in the 1830s and
1840s. Irritated by the restrictive commercial policies of the Dutch, the
British were tempted to challenge their territorial extension. The treaty gave
them little scope in Sumatra, however, and in the 1850s and 1860s Dutch
extension came once more to seem acceptable. Economically the Dutch
became more liberal, and the advent of other powers suggested the need to
avoid renewed Anglo-Dutch dispute, *With a decent trade tariff we can keep
all enemies from Europe out of the East Indics’; liberal trade policy in
our possessions will constitute an essential contribution to the defence of our
territory against a foreign enemy.’" The questions that Sumatra had raised
the convention of 1871 was intended to settle. In fact, it precipitated a long
struggle between Aceh and the Dutch. In Sumatra the British, however, did
not go back on their policy of accepting Dutch predominance in the
archipelago. ‘Pot-valiant Holland sailed in to find a wasps’ nest. For the
Achinese have proved stubborn fighters, and take considerable delighe in
terminating the existence of those unfortunates whom their trusty ally the
malaria leaves alive... The natural conceit of the Dutchman forbids his
giving in...""

In North Borneo the British had gone back on their policy of accepting
Dutch predominance in the 1840s, and as a result another frontier was
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established. The enterprise had been initiated by a British adventurer, James
Brooke, who believed, like Raffles, that the policy was a mistake. The Dutch
had ‘gradually and effe Ily d | all rightful authority.. . their
doubtful title and oppressive tenure would. .. render the downfall of their
rule in the Archipelago, certain and casy, before the establishment of a
liberal Government and conciliatory policy’.* He secured some backing
from the British government, then in dispute with the Dutch, and anxious to
secure openings for British commerce. It did not take over the raj in Sarawak
that he had secured from the sultan of Brunei. It did, however, accept, also
from Brunci, the grant of the island of Labuan, which became a colony in
1848. In 1847 it made a treaty with the sultan, binding him not to make
cessions to other powers without Britain’s consent. Again this kept the
Dutch, and others, out, without making the territory British. It was only
reluctantly that the British took further steps. In 1888 they established
protectorates over Sarawak, by then considerably expanded at Brunei's
expense; over the remnant of the sultanate; and over North Borneo, a state
sceured by cession and lease from the sultanate and from Sulu and ruled by
the British North Borneo Chartered Company. With the establishment of the
protectorates, Britain proceeded to settle their frontiers with the Dutch
territory in Borneo.

The creation of frontiers did not mean the creation of states, In the
colonial world that was not in any case intended. But states emerged with
the end of the colonial world, and the post-colonial states inherited those
frontiers. The *stretch’ of Indonesia, with ‘its hybrid pseudo-Hellenic name’,
does not ‘remotely correspond to any precolonial domain®, as Benedict
Anderson puts it: “at least until General Suharto’s brutal invasion of ex-
Portuguese East Timor in 1975, its boundaries have been those lefe behind
by the last Dutch conquests (c. 1910).2 Moreover, the post-colonial states
saw themsel lly as nati tes and the frontiers as those of
nation-states. The established frontiers thus had a somewhat different
purpose and a wholly different rationale.

Drawing those frontiers had been undertaken to avoid dispute. Power,
interest and expediency had been at work. There was no necessary co-
incidence between such frontiers and the divisions created by language,
community, religion, or ‘ethnicity’. That did not make the task nation-states
set themselves any easier. At the same time it has to be said that drawing
frontiers that did coincide with the divisions of | < ity, reli-
gion, or ethnicity would have been a far from easy task, if not an impossible
one. The arbitrary legacy of the colonial past was no more disruptive than a
redrawing of frontiers would have been. Almost surely it was less.

The process is yet incomplete and may be seen, as Edward Said points
out, in another light. *Along with authorized figures — the ruler, the national
heroes and martyrs, the established religious authorities ~ the newly
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triumphant politicians scem to require borders and passports first of all.
What had once been the imaginative liberation of a people...and the
audacious metaphoric charting of spiritual territory usurped by colonial
masters were quickly lated into and dated by a world system
of barriers, maps, frontiers, police forces, customs and exchange controls.™
In Africa the people cross and defy the borders the rulers erect. Much less do
they do so in Southeast Asia. The states themselves are more effective in
regulating movement. But some of it certainly escapes them, particularly as
the supply of labour in one country adjusts to the demand in another. The
states themselves seck to channel that too, for example by developing
*growth triangles’, associating the differing interests of the states in geo-
graphical proximity with those of global investors and entrepreneurs. @
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COLONIAL AUTHORITY

Writers on the history of empire in general, or on the history of the British
empire in particular, have rarely pulled Southeast Asia into focus. The
perceptions they have developed in studying other arcas may yet be useful in
mterpreting the history of Southeast Asia. At the same time, the Southeast
Asian experience may test out their theories, and offer the possibility of
refining or amplifying them.

Robi

and Gallagher studied the “i ialism of free trade’ and then
moved on to Africa and the Victorians. Though he published no major work
of his own, John Gallagher’s further conclusions were published 05t~

humously in The Decline, Revival and Fall of the British Empire.' All the
works reflected on the nature of the relationship between imperial rulers and
peoples who were ruled. The key relationship, they argued, was that with
the local elite. Empire could not exist without securing its cooperation, The
history of empire was a serics of versions of that collaboration.?

Robi; and Gallagh Imitted that their theories on the imperialism
of free trade were affected by the position in which Britain found itself when
they were writing in the late 19405 and 1950s. They were apprehensive of
‘the colonial possibilities of the Marshall plan’:’ the US had established ways
of collaborating with the Western European powers that, by economic and
other means, directed their course without requiring overt political control,
Like most of the best historians, Robinson and Gallagher not only looked at
few material; they also looked at old material with new eyes. Each age
constructs a view of the past, and historians are not exempt from the
process. Their task is rather to re-position the past in relation to the present.
It is likely that they will offer a perception that echoes some concern of the
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present. But it may also cast an additional light on the past, recovering some
insight that had been lost, re-establishing some connexion across the genera-
tions or across the centurics, so as to advance a fuller understanding of the
human condition.

Gallagher’s theories on the elite, and on imperial relationships with the
elite, also reflected concerns that came to mind as empire ended. The British
were withdrawing from their formal political and constitutional links with
colonial and dependent territories. Yet they still hoped to continue useful
connexions with them. They looked for stability. They hoped to be on good
terms or to get on to good terms with the new leaders. In the context of such
thinking, it was natural for historians to look at the connexions that had
carlier existed between independent states and the British. But even with
respect to the dependent territories it was recognised that the ties had not
been, and indeed could not have been, merely military, political and
constitutional. Colonial regimes had relied in substantial measure on other
factors: the compliance of the ruled; their isolation from other powers; their
lack of a sense of nationalism. It was also important that the regimes did not
attempt to do too much. Active governments, even those that were well-
meaning, were more likely to provoke opposition than those the objectives
of which were limited, as the experience of the Ethical Policy in Netherlands
India suggested.

In some respects, indeed, there is a continuity among the pre-colonial,
colonial, and post-colonial regimes. No regime, colonial or otherwise, can
after all exist without an elite group that, in some way or ways, ties the mass
of the people to the state. In pre-colonial Southeast Asia, as clsewhere, such
ties might take bureaucratic or patrimonial forms, or both. E: ch has its
advantages and its drawbacks. A bureaucratic state may come to exist
almost for the sake of the burcaucracy rather than the state: the elite
becomes alicnated from the people and is itself difficult to control. It may
also be penetrated by obligations to the family that add to its corrupribility.
Familial obligations may, of course, be in themselves another way of binding
a state together. The ruler is the head of a family which imposes obligations
on the ruler and the ruled. But that very extended family contains within it
families much less extended, the obligations of which, no less intense, may
not coincide. In much of Southeast Asia, for most of its history under-
populated, personal ties were more important than any other. The binding
of followers to a leader, though also of a leader to his followers, was the
most significant of social-political patterns. More rarely, states adopted a
more bureaucratic approach. The prime example was Vietnam: there indeed
burcaucracy and familial ties contended. *Cliques inevitably issue primarily
from the fath and elder brother-younger brother relationship and later
spread to other men’, Minh-mang noted in 1839.
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Colonial authority could not rely merely on force. Of that it had too
little, and when it was deployed it had to be deployed decisively. A drawn-
out conflict it was desirable to avoid: an impression of invulnerability was
essential. Colonial authority had also therefore to rely upon an elite. That it
could not supply on its own. Colonial regimes, aside from the colonies of
settlement, rarely had large numbers of Europeans at their disposal. They
were bound to use indigenous elites, whose support had to be secured and
retained. In some sense they were bound to pursue the burcaucratic model,
since they could not in general rely on a network of familial or pseudo-
familial obligations. In practice they tended to pursue a mix of the models.
At the higher level, they might rely on a bureaucracy, staffed more or less by
Europeans. Otherwise they might rely on an indigenous elite, which might
be partially bureaucratised, but would depend on an extensive network of
obligations for survival and acceptance. Only by winning the support of
such an elite could a colonial power hope to survive. In turn that elite could
only be of help to the colonial power, or to itself, if it had the capacity to win
the support of the mass of the people. *In order to attain good feelings’,
Governor Goedhart wrote in 1928, is first of all necessary that we
remember that our power in Acch, aside from the force of arms, depends in
the main on the uleebalangs (local chiefs). Through them and with them we
can win over the people. Without them in the long run we will accomplish
nothing in Aceh.” Where colonial regimes used force, it was designed to
sustain such a system, not to replace it.

The mix of models was essential, but it was bound to be defective. If the
clite were identified with the colonial power, they would be less able to win
the support of the masses. Indeed the system might be oppressive and
alienating. That was true of Java, as the cultivation system was introduced.
The Resident of Rembang believed that ‘the corruption and abuse of power
by the native chiefs are so deeply rooted, and the whole system upon which
European power in these lands is exercised offers them so many oppor-
tunities to commit more or less serious offences without penalty, that it is
almost impossible to tear the evil out, root and branch, all at once”.* Burcau-
cratic and familial models might clash as they had in the pre-colonial phase,
but in new ways.

Over time, therefore, the relationship was likely to change. But it would
be difficult for the colonial regime to respond by changing the pattern. A
new elite might emerge. But winning its support would be difficult to achieve
unless the existing clite were cast aside. Such a change a colonial government
might fear to undertake. Could it risk rejecting old collaborators in pursuit
of new? Or was it better to stick with the tried and relatively true? Which
devil should the foreign devil choose, the one it knew, the one it did nor
know? The Spaniards did not follow the advice of Sinibaldo de Mas.
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In part the answer also depended on the nature of the new clite and its
objectives. Its emergence was likely to owe something to the modernisation
of colonial society through the operation of economic forces and to the
provision by government or other agencies of education as an aid to general
efficiency but also as an avenue of personal advancement. A colonial state
could hardly avoid these events. It might survive to the extent that it could
come to terms with them. A moderate clite, willing to work with rather than
overthrow the colonial power, might offer the colonial ruler novel oppor-
tunities, if it could realise them. They would probably not be long-term. The
new relationship, if achieved, might only be an interim deal, a step on the
way to a political independence that would put the colonial power and
the new clite on yet a different footing, establishing quite a different pattern
of collaboration. In any case, the elite might be divided. Moderates might
form only a part of it. They would be under challenge and their failure —and
the failure of their collaboration - might mean that they would be cast aside.

Securing the compliance of the ruled had an external as well as internal
aspect: it was in some sense an international or intercolonial matter. If the
ruled could not look for support or help from outside, they were less able to
contemplate overthrowing their rulers. In the carlier centuries of European
contact with Southeast Asia, intercolonial rivalries had been apparent, and
at times Asian rulers had tried to turn them to account. But, though the
colonial regimes began in rivalry, their consolidation brought out what they
had in common. The British wanted the Dutch to prevail on the archipelago,
as the treaty of 1824 indicated. This meant that Indonesian states and
Indonesian peoples had little hope of securing support against the Dutch and
the policy was re-affirmed in the treaty of 1871: the Sultan of Aceh could
sccure no help from the British when war broke out with the Dutch in 1873.
American intervention in the Philippines in effect recruited the US to the
rank of colonial powers. In 1912 the Dutch afforded the Japanese most-
favoured-nation treatment in commerce, hoping to defer their political
ambitions. After the First World War the British became deeply apprehensive
of international Communism. Perhaps their fears were not exaggerated. It
offered an internal threat they might cope with. But it also offered a cross-
fronticr challenge to the colonial powers, breaching the de facto agreement
that the Europeans stood together, and advocated that non-Europeans stood
together against them. That would be a more intractable problem.

Risings against the colonial powers had been limited, not only in local,
but also in international support. The Filipino revolutionaries of the 1890s,
unlike the Southeast Asian nationalists after the Second World War, were on
their own. All they could secure was half-hearted support from the Japanese
when they were fighting the Spaniards; they secured no support when they
had to fight the Americans. Insulation was an effective means of sustaining

colonial rule. Colonial powers led such lation by ¢ hip - as
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in the nineteenth-century Philippines - and by police intelligence - as in the
Singapore of the 1920s and carly 1930s. Pre-empting Communist subversion
was seen to be a common enterprise. Was the movement *headed up in one
place’ the American Governor-General wondered?” Secretary of State
Stimson had already agreed on collaboration with the Recherche in Nether-
lands India. French authorities amstcd the Brmsh police in Singapore’.*

Ideas nevertheless d, incl the list ideas in
nineteenth-century Europe. They were to appeal to new elites and make
them less accommodating. *We have put the wine of Western democratic
ideas into the old bottles of the East and there is a terrible ferment going on,’
Austen Chamberlain wrote in 1917.% Nationalism also affected the military
equation. Colonial powers were not able entirely to rely on military forces
trom their homeland: they were insufficient; but most of them were able to
mobilise forces from their colonial territories. Arming the majority people
was dangerous, they recognised, and the Indian Mutiny bore this out. But
arming minorities, rather than majorities, might be safe, even advantageous.
Colonial powers tended to look to minority groups, and to concentrate on
particular peoples or areas from which they might draw loyal support. The
Brinsh identified ‘military races’ in India; they used non-Burmans in Burma.
They were cautious about using Malays in Malaya.' The Spaniards
recruited from Pampanga, and the KNIL (the Dutch colonial army) often
looked to Maluku, Ambonese, Menadonese, Timorese, *warlike races’, by
contrast to the Javanese for whom ‘entering the ranks was the equivalent of
a social misfortune’."

The rise of nationalism would defeat such a policy, as Sir John Seeley
recognised, by uniting the peoples concerned.

We could subduc the mutiny of 1857, formidable as it was, because it
spread through only a part of the army, because the people did not
actively sympathise with it, and because it was possible to find native
Indian races who would fight on our side. But the moment a mutiny is but
threatened, which shall be no mere mutiny, bur the expression of a
universal feeling of nationality, at that moment all hope is at an end, as all
desire ought to be at an end, of preserving our [Indian] Empire.'?

In the meantime, however, colonial powers could raise armies for their main
purpose, that of establishing and maintaining peace and order within their
territories. Such forces were in fact armed constabularies, and indeed so
described in the American Philippines. Their useful in defending the
country against outside attack \vuuld be limited, since they had no national
identification with their ruler, nor indeed with the majority of the ruled. The
defence of the realm would depend on the metropolitan army, even more on
its navy. The main aim was to fend off rival predators. The stability of the
nineteenth century largely depended on the British navy.
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. lists recognised the gths and weak in colonial rule. It
un;,hx be hard to acquire arms and to fight bartles, but it might not be
essential to do so. The creation of a sense of unity might suffice. Sometimes
the nationalists seem hopelessly at sca, and their purposes obscure. What
was Rizal's purpose when he organised the Liga Filipina? Why did Sukarno
put so much v:mplnns on playing down lhc differences among nationalists,
C and Muslims? ‘What i A nationalist? An Islamist?
A Marxist! Readers, Sukarno is a mixture of all these isms.”* The idea was
to confront the colonial regimes. If they depended so much on disunity
among those they ruled, unity might make them change their course, even
make their position impossible.

One problem was, of course, to extend that unity by acquiring mass
support. The colonial regimes depended on those they coopted to retain
mass pl or avoid mass S . Disrupting that link would thus
be important. The development of colonial rule and the impact of economic
forces performed some of the task. For one of the most important features
of colonial government, and one further reason for its longevity, was that it
had a limited purpose. Its scope was narrow: it aimed to maintain a suffi-
cient measure of law and order and to extract, directly or indirectly, a sub-
stantial measure of profit. Otherwise it was relatively inactive for most of its
history. That indeed made it possible to rely on a traditional elite. And it
made it casier for that elite to retain the allegiance of a largely peasant
population, since traditional patterns were not entirely disrupted. While this
was s0, moreover, the extent to which alien rule was so perceived was also
limited. Those who were ruled had little direct impact contact with
European administrators.

It was when European rule became more active that it became more
alienating. Rather paradoxically, that was often when it became more well-
ning. The Ethical Policy of the Dutch brought their administration into
closer contact with the village, and the peasants felt they were being pressed
by alien forces to do alien things, albeit in their rulers’ view for their own
good. Modernisation made it difficult to secure continued loyalty from the
clite. But it also dislodged the traditional allegiance of the masses.

Colonial authority in the nineteenth-century sense could not endure. The
imperial powers were themselves adopting policies that, adding to the
impact of economic forces, undermined it. Old clites lost, if not their tradi-
tional attitude, their traditional influence. New elites aspired to replace both
them and their colonial rulers. The masses, freed from older ties, were open
to mobilisation. Stepping up the activities of police and intelligence services
would delay and impede the changes, but not stop them. The intervention of
other powers, so far avoided or contained, would be crucial, both to the
pace of change and to the configuration of the outcome.
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The old colonial authority would madify the relationships upon which it
relied, but that would not necessarily involve their displacement. The new
clite, securing power within the former colonial territories, had still to work
out its relationships with the former colonial power, and also the other states
with which it now came into direct contact. Would those relationships be
cast in a neo-colonial mould? Within each territory, the clite had to secure
the support or the confidence of the masses. How far would they rely on the
devices of the colonial powers and their security regimes? @
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THE INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION

Nincteenth-century Southeast Asia was affected not only by the political
decisions of the Europeans but by the impact of the industrial revolution
they brought to the world. Economic change in the nineteenth century and
after indeed affected various parts of Southeast Asia in different ways not
only because of their differing resources and their differing potential, buc
also because they were placed under d|ficrcnt regimes. Those regimes
adopred policies that affected the relati between the devel of
the territories they ruled or aspired to rule and the economies of other parts
of the world. Would their industries be undermined by competition? Would
they produce food and raw materials for other countries? Would their
cconomies become more export-oriented? 1f so, would they be more depen-
dent on one or two commodities? These issues would be determined by
political as well onomic decisions, by particular circumstances as well
as general.

It is easy to antedate the d of the ic relationships that
the industrial revolution brought about. Before the nineteenth century the
trade between Europe and Asia had not, for the most part, been reciprocal
in character. Pre-industrial Europe sought goods from Asia, but there was
lirtle that Asia wanted in return. The Portuguese and the Dutch made
themselves traders within Asia, remitting the proceeds of their enterprise in
the form of the spices that Europeans then sought. At first unable to compete
in this venture, the English tried, on the whole vainly, to find a market for
their manufactures in Asia. Their ability to compete improved in the late
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, with the emergence of new demands
on Asia that they were better able and better placed to meet, for Indian
textiles, for China tea. But they were in no position to develop a reciprocal
trade. To pay for tea from China they transported to Canton opium from
India and jungle and marine produce from Southeast Asia. The alternative
was the precious metals upon which Spain relied.

This pattern was slow to disappear. The 1870s may mark a turning-point.
Great Britain had been the first industrial state. Now, in Europe and in the
US, industrialisation both spread and intensified. Bismarck's political
unification of Germany gave an impulse to the spread of industry there: it
struck down many obstacles to emrcprcncurshn : and at the end of the
decade the state offered p ction to d industries as they faced
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depression. The pace of change in Germany was comparable only to that in
the US. There the end of the Civil War was followed by major attempts to
develop and to industrialise, and in the US, as in Germany, the state was not
unwilling to protect industry, as the McKinley tariff of 1891 was to show.
Industrialisation affected other countries, too, though less strikingly. The
state, but also individual entreprencurs, were heavily involyved in Russian
industrialisation in the 1880s and 1890s. Britain lost the advantage of being
first, though gaining opportunities for investment overseas and in the
fernisation of other i

If the world was transforming itself, it was also brought closer together.
Much of the carly impulse to industrialisation, and of the government
involvement in it, was infrastructural. C ications were d icall
improved, not only within countries, above all with railway-building, but
among them. The most striking development in this respect was the opening
of the Suez Canal in 1869. A French endeavour, it became important for the
British, and indeed for all those in the West with interests in the East. But
other ties were also developed about the same time. The electric telegraph
reached Singapore in 1871 and linked Southeast Asia to Europe, China, and
Australia during these years.

These two developments, taken together, were bound to affect the
cconomic relationship of Asia with the outside world, and the position of
Southeast Asian countries within that relationship. The inroads of Western
manufactures on the India and China markets were not always as great as
the manufacturers hoped. But there was a major shift towards the
production in Asia of food and raw materials for markets in the indus-
trialising West. That involved Asian countries, and arcas in Asian countries,
lifferentially. In general, it enh. d their d d. on exporting a limited
number of crops with markets overseas, cither as a result of their cheapness,
or as a result of their special quality.

Trade within Asia did not, of course, disappear, but it changed its
character. Previously, it had focused on the export of Indian textiles and of
Indian drugs to other parts of Asia, on the importation into China of jungle
and marine products and precious metals, on the export of manufactures
from China. Such activities were not at once displaced, but they were put

lationshi

nto the background. The new hasis on an imp port
with the rest of the world was accompanied by a largely supportive regional
diff iation. While, for le, tin and rubber were exported from

Malaya, rice was taken to Malaya from Burma, Siam and Indo-China.
Even before 1870, a mixed pattern had been emerging. The merchants in
Penang, and even in early Singapore, were still concerned with the ‘country
trade’, with textiles, opium and goods for China. Those established in Java
after the British conquest of 1811 still retained close ties to India, but they
were also distributing British textiles. The disputes over the Anglo-Dutch
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treaty of 1824 related to duties charged upon goods from Europe as well as
goods from other parts of Asia.

The same overlaying of patterns is apparent in the Philippines. More or
less open to foreign trade before, Manila was explicitly opened in 1834, and
other ports were to follow in 1855. Initially the trade was in rice taken to
China. Then new opportunities opened up for sugar in Luzon and the
Visayas, taken to Australia and to Europe, and for hemp produced in the
Bikol region, taken to the US. In time, the Philippines became an importer of
rnce.

The intervention of governments was onc of the factors in creating the
mixed pattern of trade; the demands of the Western market and its supply of
capital formed another. It was the latter that were in a sense to prevail after
1870. But government interventions were particularly strong before 1870.
Indeed they distorted the play of economic forces, and that was no doubt
reason for their retreat after 1870. But in some respects they inserted a post-
1870 pattern into a pre-1870 situation.

In the Philippines the Spanish government failed to intervene effectively,
Always concerned lest they lost the Philippines, as they had once lost
Manila, to a combination of foreign attack and domestic insurrection, the
Spaniards made some attempts to develop the islands. In particular they
tried to link their possession more effectively with the rest of the world,
instead of merely with Mexico, by opening up the route round the Cape of
Good Hope. They also established a new company, and an Economic
Society, designed to develop new resources in the Philippines. Those endea-
vours had limited sucq More effective was the revenue-raising tobacco
monopoly created by General Basco. But the loss of Mexico and the other
major possessions in America in the early nincteenth century meant that the
Philippines had to seck other means of ensuring its survival. The only way
was to facilitate foreign trade, opening the way to economic initiatives that
would prompt social and political change. Commercial opportunity might
indeed appease the British, though it ran the risk of subverting Spanish
authority in other ways.

The Dutch, by contrast, intervened in the cconomy of Java with deter-
mination and effect. Farlier they had had little success in adapting to the
changing nature of the trade within Asia. Their system, built up in the seven-
teenth century and oriented to supplying Europe with spices, failed to tak
advantage of the opportunities offered by the eighteenth-century European
demands for textiles and tea, even lhnugh they had a number of advantages,
including bases in India as well as in Southeast Asia. After the French wars,
such opportunities were no longer available. Nor, indeed, did the Nether-
lands economy dispose of the capital that might help the Dutch turn the
colonies they regained from the British to advantage. Government inter-
vened to mobilise Javanese labour under the cultivation system, and to

66




The industrial tevolution

organise trade to the Netherlands under the consignment system. The
pattern was more of an old colonial one than a post-1870 one. Java was
treated as an appendage of the Dutch 5 and with the surpluses it
created Dutch infrastructure was built and industry made to flourish. But,
despite the controverted application of the treaty of 1824, British merchants
drew some advantage from the development of Java, and indeed adapted to
the system so well that they came to oppose changes that would introduce
competitors. ‘British mercantile houses carrying on trade with Java’, it was
reported in 1868, *have expressed their hope that no reduction may take
place in the duties there, as at present they have a practical monopoly of the
business, which notwithstanding the heavy taxes levied on it enables them to
make very large profits.”!

Singapore was part of the old pattern and of the new. Its initial success in

many ways showed that it belonged to the old, though *Kota Baru’, as it was
long known to indigenous traders, provided new routes and new products.?
It was but the latest in the series of cpots for intra-Asian and §
Asian trade that had triumphed at the tip of the straits, and history seemed
to be in Raffles’ mind. It distributed Indian textiles and opium; it welcomed
traders from China, from the archipelago, from Vietnam, from Siam; and it
had the unfair advantage of revenue support from India. But it also dis-
tributed British goods, enjoying that same support. Other countrics thus
became familiar with them. *Since Singapore has become a settlement
chintzes from Europe have been used as bathing clouts, broadcloths as
trousers, Bugis satins and the batek silks of Java as hats. People carry silk
umbrellas in their hands and wear leather sandals, and talk fluently in
English, Bengali and Tamil. If an Englishman addresses them in Malay they
reply in English.”*

In some ways, indeed, Singapore prepared the way for others, fur rivals

or emulators, for new ports if not for Bangkok, Saigon, M

That, of course, was always a source of Singapore concern. Rivals would
catch up, and the pioneer’s advantage would be lost. In the event, despite all
1ts concerns, Singapore kept ahead. It became itself a local port in regard to
Malaya, while it retained its entrepot function, albeit in new services or new
products. In more recent times, it was itself to industrialise.

The mainland states were affected by these changes more indirectly than
directly. Before 1870, their governments made no attempts to emulate the
Dutch. At most they opened up their territories to the play of economic
forces, In Burma, that was the policy of the British, first in Arakan and
Tenasserim, and then in Pegu, and in the remnant kingdom, the ruler,
Mindon Min, as part of his policy of ‘defensive modernisation’, made
commercial treaties with the British and, more riskily, with others. Siam
responded to the British more positively. It made a commercial treaty in
1826, and in 1855 accepted a treaty along the lines of the ‘unequal’ treaty
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imposed upon China. Vietnam, by contrast, failed to respond to British com-
mercial missions. As a result, the British believed that the French could well
pursue the task of ‘opening’ the kingdom.

After 1870 all these territories were affected by economic change,
becoming, however, not so much sources of raw materials or of food for
world markets, as sources of rice for other parts of Southeast Asia as they
produced food and raw materials for world markets. In some respects, it
might be said that not only did Southeast Asia in political terms come within
a largely colonial framework; it also responded as a whole to the economic
pressures that intensified after 1870. What happened in one part of South-
cast Asia, politically or economically, affected the others, politically and
economically.

The mainland states certainly produced other goods, though rice was
their main export. A second focus of world interest was, as in the archi-
pelago, on mineral wealth: the tin of Malaya and of Bangka, the rubies of
Burma, the coal of Borneo and Vietnam. Oil was also discovered, and ex-
ported, in Burma, in Borneo and Sumatra, later in Sarawak and Brunei.

By the early twentieth century, indeed, the industrial revolution had
moved into a new phase, and exerted new demands. One feature was the
emergence of the automobile industry. Not only was there a demand for oil,
but also a demand for rubber. This could be grown on plantations as well as
by smallholders. Different parts of South Asia again responded in
different ways. Rubber tended to be a plantation crop in Malaya and
Vietnam, a smallholder crop in many parts of Netherlands India.

The transformation of the South Asian e ies was striking. With
the growth of exports went a growth in infrastructure, an expansion of
economic activity and educational provision. Even under the cultivation
system, it is now clear, as a result of the research of Cees Fasseur, R. E.
Elson and others, that the Javanese peasant responded more positively as
well as more diversely than carlier critics of that system were able to
recognise. Bur there were limits on these changes, and they were perhaps
stronger in Java than elsewhere. Much of the wealth that was created helped
to build up infrastructural and industrial capacity in the Netherlands. A
somewhat similar situation obrained in other territorics. Burman nationalists
complained of British firms. To use Norman Owen’s phrase, the Bikol region
prospered but it did not progress.* The industrial revolution spread in
Europe and in the US. But there was little industrialisation in colonial
Southeast Asia.

The focus on oil as a source of energy at the same time put Southeast Asia
into a new political context. Japan industrialised, but had no oil of its own.
Its determination to avoid the dependence on the US that implied was to
prompt it to disrupt colonial Southeast Asia. In turn its defeat was to open
up new political opportunities in Southeast Asia. There were also new
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Si industrialised. Malaysia and Thailand
|umcd rhc ranks of the industrialising. Others would follow. @
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PARLIAMENTARY GOVERNMENT AND
SOUTHEAST ASIA

In writing international history, it is customary, as in the practice of
international diplomacy, to refer to the country as the actor: Britain did this;
the Dutch decided that. That is often, of course, only a shorthand. Whart was
officially done or decided might indeed take that form but the deed or
decision might be far more complex in origin. Within a state there are many
levels of action and decision-making, and lhey are mrcly unnmmous m
outcome or even coh d i

A more sophi view of
relations indeed extends its hlsmrmgr;\phy further still. The late Chnsmphc{
Thorne was ane who sought to give xmemmmnnl relations a larger meaning

and its h hy a larger task. | I histori he believed,
had to *pursue lhclr enquiries into areas wluch are usually thought of as the
domain of the 1 or social-psychologist, say, or of the economic or

mtellecrual historian™.!

A similar approach is clearly valid for imperial and colonial history,
perhaps even more so. That there were several layers of decision-making is
evident; that there was a whole range of relationships besides the official
ones is evident also. Decision-making could indeed be inconsistent: gov-
ermors on the spot might differ from their remote superiors; naval officers
might be at odds with civilian governors; the courts might be at odds with
the executive.? At home, too, there was a range of decision-makers. Colonial
Office and Foreign Office might differ; Treasury and Colonial Office might
differ. Opinion might also vary. Increasingly that variance was not simply
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among an elite - did Castlercagh differ from Canning? or Palmerston from
Aberdeen? = but among the public. The differences between Gladstone and
Disracli seemed more fundamental than those of their predecessors, more
!h1n they really were, p:mlv because more public. A foreign policy
i in the Midloth ign was hkely to be concerned with
'lm-c of freedom® and ‘a desire to give it scope’.*

The rise of parliamentary government in Europe affected the conduct of
international relations. In the British case, it was often invoked by statesmen
to justify a line they wished to pursue; but it was also a constraining factor.
The traditional policy towards Turkey was made more difficult to pursue as
a result of the Bulgarian agitation. The entente pollc\' pursued by the Liberal
government after 1906 was hard to explain to parliament, not only because
of the Liberals’ own differences, but because publicity would intensify
commitment. The failure of the policy was indeed to be blamed on secrecy
by those critics who formed the Union of Democratic Control. Whether a
foreign policy could be pursued in a parliamentary way was in fact doubtful.

The rise of parliamentary government also affected colonial and imperial
policy. It added to the links between metropolis and dependency. It also added
to their complexity, and indeed it produced contradictions. It could at times
wind the affairs of the colony closely into the politics of the mother count:
That has no parallel in the present day. The responsibility that may be felt in
one country for the affairs of another has now no such dimension. Perhaps
that makes the past the more worthy of study rather than the reverse.

The position differed from country to country, though the nineteenth
century everywhere saw an advance in parliamentary influence. The affairs
of India were debated in the British House of Commons, though ‘double
government’ was not displaced until, after the mutiny, the East India
Company was finally abolished in 1858. The affairs of the Netherlands
India, however, were not so debated before 1848. They were a matter for the
king and his advisers, and not for the States-General. Even after 1848, there
were arguments for caution. ‘Some people desire’, declared J. M. de
Kempenaer, ‘that much should be left to be controlled by legislation in the
mother country, but we warn: don't risk it, because you do not know that
land, nor its people, nor its needs, nor the various circumstances which have
to be taken into account when making such laws.'* The Philippines case was
different again. Bricfly its Spanish subjects had been represented in the
Cortes, but that had ceased in 1837.

The directions taken by parliamentary debate might well be varied, but it
was at least likely to open up a range of opinions on colonial affairs, and in
general to enhance a sense of responsibility. The States-General, once
permitted to discuss the Indies, would no doubr listen to hypocrites like
Droogstoppel in Multatuli’s novel, Max Havelaar. Other voices, however,
would also be raised; that of Van Hoevell, for example. Sir James Brooke
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would be defended in the House of Commons, but he would also be
attacked. Governments could lie or evade. The British government laid
papers, but it might edit or abbreviate them, as Palmerston did. But it
recognised that it had to offer a rationale for what it was doing. The exercise
of power was challenged, if not bridled.

Defending the East India Company in 1852, J. S. Mill thought that ‘the
public opinion of one country is scarcely any security for the good
government of another’.* But a parliamentary system might make for less
arbitrary rule: the actions of governments might become more open, and
more accountable, though possibly more devious. But the actual abandon-
ment of the colonial relationship was quite a different matter. There the
system might work in a different direction.

Aking is in a better position to bargain possessions away than a state, let
alone a nation. The play of parliamentary and public interest may indeed
work against so decisive an act. That would be the case particularly if the
government of the day had an insecure basis in the parliamentary assembly.

The Americans acquired the Philippines in doubt and inued i
was justified by insistence that the ultimate aim was independence. Realising
that turned out to be a long process. Indeed it was only when the depression
spurred on the desire to destroy competition from Philippines sugar that
Congress moved towards what became the Commonwealth Act. That pro-
vided a timetable for independence.

The British moved to grant depend self-government and d
status within the Commonwealth. In one case, Burma, they accepted the
roal of absolute independence: this the AFPFL leadership had set. Parlia-
ment was the scene of a bitter protest from the Opposition leader, Winston
Churchill, whose father, Lord Randolph Churchill, had been Secretary of
State when Upper Burma was acquired in 1885-6. ‘I certainly did not expect
to see U Aung San, whose hands were dyed with British blood and loyal
Burmese blood, marching up the steps of Buckingham Palace as the
plenipotentiary of the Burmese Government. But Labour had a large
majority, and in any case in general British decolonisation was a bipartisan
policy. That it could be presented for the most part as an adjustment ~ from
empire to Commonwealth — helped. It was also true thar the British had so
large an empire that withdrawal from no one part of it scemed to be faral.

The Dutch were in a different position. For them, the Indies was tradi-
tionally a source of wealth and prestige; and postwar they were thus extra-
ordinarily tenacious. But it is clear that the parliamentary system made any
adjustment more difficult. The Hoge Veluwe talks were abortive in part
because an election was due. No government could campaign in the face of
an accusation that it had given the colonies away. After the second Police
Action, Dirk Stikker, the Foreign Minister, ‘emphasized political difficulty
tor coalition Netherlands Government [to] accept detailed resolution
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adopted by S[ecurity] Clouncil|".” The retention of West New Guinea in the
final 1949 deal was designed to win over opposition to the recognition of
independence. Conservatives could be told that the Durch flag still flew in
Southeast Asia. Governments that had to hold majorities together - unlike
the British Labour Government — were driven to pursue conservative
policies, and big steps, when finally made, had also to involve compromises,
damaging though they might be to long-term relationships.

Something similar might also be said of French Indo-China. True, it was
no sheet-anchor for France; but, as in its acquisition, so in its retention,
‘grandeur’ played a part. ‘It is better to pronounce the word Independence
at the opportune moment than to be thrown out’, Henri Laurentie of the
French Colonial Office suggested,* but it was difficult to do that at a time
when France was attempting to recover from defeat and humiliation. It was
difficult, too, for governments of the day, anxious to retain support in the
chamber, to offer broadly based, conciliatory and forward-looking colonial
lest they be accused of abandoning French inter “internal
politics in France have been even more responsible for rhc failure to reach a
solution than the intricacies of the situation on the spot’.”

The prospect of independ might h a parliament’s d
to retain rather than to relinquish or even to reform. Once independence was
gained, however, the metropolitan government lost its formal responsibility
for the erstwhile dependency. Indeed independ so long sought, would
not brook interference. Concern about the behaviour of governments in ex-
colonial states nevertheless made itself fele. It worked through the media,
now much extended in scope and audience, and through Amnesty and
NGOs. The formal government ties had gone and with them the possibility
of using parliamentary responsibility. Attempts were made to tie human
rights to aid and even trade. That was an inadequate substitute for the
imperial connexions of the past. Inadequate as they were, those had made
some assertion of responsibility possible. But their day had gone.

In their time the imperial governments had given their colonies only a
limited experience of parliamentary rule and, indeed, of other freedoms, like
that of the press, that helped to check abuses at home. The parliaments set
up in the former colonies were weakened by that lack of experience. The
chance that they would be in a position to check abuses of their fellow
citizens by their fellow citizens was in turn limited.

Some form of parliament was everywhere retained, associated as it was
with the gaining of independence and with modernity. But the reality of
parliamentary practice was less apparent. In some ¢ indeed, the colonial
governments had left behind machinery that the independent governments
continued to use. Even where that was not the case, the new governments
might resemble the old in approach. Suharto’s Indonesia echoed some of the
Dutch practices of the 1920s and 1930s.
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The attempts of outsiders to intervene might not only be inadequate: they
might be counterproductive. The Karens had felt deprived of the last hope of
outside help when Burma failed to join the Commonwealth, and Britain
found it impossible to tie financial support for a belcaguered Rangoon
government to better treatment for the rebels. As Nehru put it at Colombo
carly in 1950: ‘the position was extremely delicate, as the Burmese Govern-
ment naturally resented any attempt to interfere in their domestic affairs’.!
Such attempts could be depicted as a renewal of imperialism, Attempted
interventions of this nature were also to prompt some Asian leaders to re-
define human rights or to develop *Asian’ versions of them. @
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NATIONALISM

Benedict And wrote of national as ‘an imagined political com-
munity’.! William J. Duiker has offered the suggestion that nationalism
should be seen as a process. *Nationalism ... is not a phenomenon that

appears suddenly. It is the result of a process by which a people become
conscious of themselves as a separate national entity in the modern world, a
process by which they become willing to transfer their primary loyalty from
the village, or the region, or the monarch, to the nation-state .. ."* Stage by
stage, a people becomes ious of a sense of ity as a nation, and
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of its position as a nation among nations, in what becomes a world of
nation-states.

Duiker's suggestion is useful in a number of ways. It encompasses the shift
in loyalties that is likely to occur. It distinguishes the articulation of those
loyalties among the elite and among the masses. It suggests that nationalism
dlsnn;,,ulshn one community from another. It argues that the general

iration of lists is to ind d ina world of nation-states. The
Lunup( is made still more useful Af it is recognised that it offers a model but
not necessarily a time-frame: the processes may be compressed and the
sequences disturbed. There may also be a geographical variant.

Nationalism arises in Western Europe, in particular in Fra
Britain, though the issue is complicated by the existence of a United King-
dom, in some way multinational. It emerges, in a sense, because a state
exists, rather than because a state should exist. It emerges as a result of a
sense of community developed over centuries, though it may also be
prompted by a catastrophe, like the revolution of 1789 or the war against
Napoleon. A state of this kind would initially not have been built upon a
national principle but a monarchical one. The shift to a national principle
might or might not involve the elimination of the monarchy, but it was
certainly likely to change its position. Subjects were likely to become
nationals, if not citizens.

In this time-frame the Duiker model is in some sense stood on its head.
But the nationalism of these countries was an example to others, in which
the model might apply more exactly. Indeed the actuality of these states
might provoke a sense of nationalism among others. The German romantic
nationalism of the carly nineteenth century was a reaction to the French
version, associated with invasion and revolution, and its state was more
corporatist. That version was known to nationalists in Southeast Asia, and
to some of them, in Indonesia for example, it seemed more relevant than the
French,

In the German case, moreover, it might be thought that the working of the
Duiker model was upset by time as well as geography. The unification of at
least part of German-speaking Europe was achieved before the process was
mature. Bismarck used nationalism to create the Second Reich; but the sense
of community remained deficient. His successors used nationalist policies to
try to develop a sense of community in the face of social division. Their
right-wing pan-German critics wanted to go further and create a nation-state
that included the German-speakers so far excluded. Again the example
might seem relevant to a post-colonial world.

Italy is divergent, too, perhaps still more so. Nationalists had laboured to
secure unification in some form or other, papally-led, republican, monar-
chical. They failed. What brought unification was foreign intervention, and
indeed a shift of power among other European states. Wars with France, and
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then with Prussia, led to the withdrawal of Austria from almost all the
Italian-speaking lands. It was that, as well as Piedmontese leadership, that
led to unification. Somehow the new state so created seemed not to fulfil the
hopes of the Risorgimento. No doubt those hopes had been inflamed by
undue optimism. But it was also true that, in a sense, unification had come
too soon. The ltalian state had to make the Italian nation. And some found
it difficult to wait while it did. This example, too, has some Southeast Asian
parallels.

In other parts of Europe, the Duiker mndcl might npply Yet almost
everywhere lism was in part d by There were
rulers who were, or who now scemed, alien; empires that had to be broken
up; oppressors who had to be overthrown. That mighe distort the process.
The elite might be tempted to compromise, or it might attempt premature
revolution. It might fail, or it might win premature success as a result of other
factors. Nationalisms, after all, existed in a world of states, not yet a world
of nation-states. The leaders of such states might intervene, for or against.

Finally, of course, nationalism was a disintegrative as well as an integra-
tive force. It was not merely that nationalism might undermine or overthrow
an alien or imperial regime. Nationalisms themselves might contend. Even in
the established states of the West, there were nationalisms that countervailed
that of the majority. The French revolutionaries faced that in Brittany.
Whether or not the United Kingdom reconciled the Wclsh nnd the Scors, it
failed to reconcile the Irish. The aspirant nationali
within them rival aspirant nationalisms. Not every nation could indeed have
a state. Rather every state sought to be a nation-state.

In Southeast Asia nationalism was both reactive and creative, construc-
tive and destructive. Generally nationalists were reacting against colonial
rulers, seeking to destroy the colonial regimes. At the same time, they were
domesticating the nationalist idea, and in some sense, even: when they were
struggling with their rulers, collab g ina c

Colonial rulers provoked nationalism by providing education but not
opportunity. Education they had to provide, if only in the interests of
modernisation; but they were less ready to share power with the educated.
Limiting the provision of tertiary education led the same way. The elite from
Sumatra and Java met each other in Batavia or in Bandung or in the Nether-
lands itself. “Those who s(udlcd nhm:d ﬁgurcd pnrncuhrl) strongly in xhc
leadership of the early Ind " In the P
indeed, nationalists fel freer than at home. ‘It is as if:mmhcr sky is arching
out over their heads. They became aware here of the feeling of freedom. ..
The truth is that we have been set free from the colonial hypnosis,” Hatta
wrote. *... From here we can see the colonial truth clearly.’

Duiker’s remarks were offered in the introduction to his book on nation-
alism in Vietnam in the twentieth century. Among the Southeast Asian
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countries the Vietnamese were perhaps the people who might most readily
be said, though still with some risk of anachronism, to have had over a long
period of history a sense of identity, if not indeed of nationality. That had
been derived, in a somewhat paradoxical way, from their initial incor-
poration in the Chinese empire. Their breakaway was sustained by their
carlier cohesion. Their coh was also stimulated by their determinati
to maintain the independence won from their Chinese overlord.
subsequent centuries, it encouraged the Vietnamese to expand southwards at
the expense of other peoples, the Chams, the Khmers. Maintaining the unity
of the clongated state that developed tested the political ingenuity of
Viemmamese rulers, but a common sense of being Vietnamese endured. On
the arrival of the French imperialists the Nguyen dynasty failed to turn it to
account, but the French could not eliminate it. There were divisions among
the Vienamese, but the impact of the foreigners, French, Japanese and
Americans, in the end tended to reduce them rather than the reverse. The
sense of being Vietnamese became the basis of a nationalist struggle for
independence and unification.

The chicf mainland states of Southeast Asia indeed have a continuity in
their history that conduces to a sense of nationality, in turn the ready basis
of a nationalist movement. The Burman peoples had a common language,
common traditions, common customs, and a sense of identity that survived
political upsets and changes of dynasty. The stage-by-stage British Indian
conquest did not destroy that unity. On the contrary it tended to provoke a
nationalist opposition, which also turned to account examples, formulae,
and modes of organisation derived from British India. Burma differed from
Vietnam, however, inasmuch as, to a far greater extent, the frontiers of the
state contained minority peoples, who also retained a sense of identity and
in some cases, like that of the Karens, developed their own nationalism,
partly as a result of Western education.
he third of the major mainland states, Siam/Thailand, also had a long and
continuous history. Its people, too, had a sense of identity that might approx-
imate to a sense of nationality. In other ways, Siam differed from Burma and
Vietnam. Particularly after it surrendered to the Europeans parts of the
territory it claimed in Laos, Cambodia, and the Malay Peninsula, it did not
have a minority problem on the scale of Burma's. Morcover, partly as a result
of those territorial concessions, bur also as a result of a wise statesmanship,
it d its pend of Europ control. That meant that the
fevel of lism was less precipitate; it also had a different focus.
Sometimes, indeed, it was xenophobic, in regard to the Chinese, for example.
It also focused on the monarchy, which had played so large a role in
preserving the independence in which the Thais rightly took so much pride.

In the rest of Southeast Asia, the states have no such political continuity.
Their frontiers are even more completely those created by the colonial

T
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powers. Within those frontiers, more of the sense of nationalism was bred by
opposition to those colonial powers. Even when independence was secured,
it was perhaps to a greater extent a result of changes in the international
Jistribution of power. Ind dence was not only won; it came partly as a
gift from others. Like the ltalians, the Indonesians had still to work on
making a nation, even after a state has been created.

In the Philippi the elite had developed a sense of being *Filipino', a
word it had appropriated over a much longer period. Yet the independent
Philippine state was hardly a nation-state. First, the clite itself was divided
regionally. Second, the loyalty of the masses was to family and to patron,
rather than to region, let alone to nation. Some 40.6 per cent of heads of
farm families had no formal education, a 1951-2 survey suggested.®
Education was in any case delivered in English and later Tagalog: in non-
Tagalog provinces there were few reading materials, and the effectiveness of
broadcasting was limited. Third, the Muslims had no clear allegiance to the
Philippines, and indeed began to talk of and to organise and fight for their
own national liberation, helped by Islamic states and subsidies.

Malaysia and Singapore had an even shorter history as states. Only
after 1946 did the British create a single government over what Swettenham
had imaginauvely called British Malaya. The addition of Sarawak and Sabah
came only with the creation of Malaysia in 1963. The understandings
that were involved further limited the development of a sense of nationality
Malaya advanced to independence through a deal between Malay and
‘hinese leaders. Federal Malaysia gave Sarawak and Sabah areas of
autonomy.

Singapore it was never thought could be independent, let alone national.
It had been separated from Malaya after the war in order to make it casier
to secure an understanding between Malays and Chinese and in order to
retain a base for British activity in Southeast Asia. Thar separation was seen
as temporary, for neither the British nor educated Singaporeans thought that
the island state could survive on its own. That conviction helped to take it
nto Malaysia. But, that experiment failing, it turned out that, given the new
circumstances of the 1960s and 1970s and dynamic leadership, it could
survive. It could even aspire to be national: it celebrated a national day; its
university became the National University of Singapore.

Our world is a world of states, even, as it is called, a world of nations.
But, equal in status, they are utterly disparate in size, wealth, and power. The
excrtion of influence by one over the other is thus unavoidable, even proper
and in a sense desirable. The system would not work even as well as it does
without a recognition that the equality and inequality are combined and
ndependence by the small can only be sustained by recognising tha it is
incomplete. But there is, of course, a risk that the powerful are dissatisfied
with this abnegation. What checks are there on them?

77



Two: Problers and Policies

In some ways barriers in the way of the powerful are now being thrown
down. The pressure to establish free trade echoes, for example, the
aspiration of the British in the days of their economic predominance. In
some sense that may of course, as then, limit the aspiration of major powers
to exert political control. But there is the risk that it provokes a reaction, and
not merely a pre ionist one. Is the assertion of nationality not in part a
reaction to the pressures for globalisation, reflecting a concern that social
identity will be lost? ‘The threat to independence in the late twentieth
century from the new clectronics could be greater than was colonialism
itself... The new media have the power to penetrate more deeply into a
“receiving” culture than any previous manifestation of Western tech-
nology." The reaction might produce another tyranny. The assertion of
nationalism could swamp the liberties of individuals, the identities of lesser
communities.

In other ways again we have disarmed major powers, and again that is
not all advantage. Intervention in the imperialist world might have resulted
from greed and acquisitiveness. It also resulted from a wish to bring order.
And that-might not simply be an impenal order. It might be designed to
remedy genuine abuses, most famously, for example, to put down slavery.
Morcover, if some interventions led to formal acquisition, there was in the
imperial system some formal provision of accountability. Governors could
be called to account; parliaments would receive reports. Intervention is now
discredited, and acquisition ruled out. But that leaves a gap, filled im-
perfectly by the efforts of the UN and by NGOs. And our emphasis on
world-wide economic activity has made it difficult to impose barriers against
items that are virtually slave-produced.

It may be that nevertheless the world has gained. What went along with
imperialism, and more particularly with empire, was an attitude of mind
that was often, though not always, what we would now call racist. But that
has proved more difficult to overthrow than empire itself. It may indeed be
that such artitudes are not diminished, but even encouraged by the end of
imperialism. Are the relations among human societies to be determined by
attitudes that seem to make for violence that is more difficult to bridle? @
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THE JAPANESE

The impact of the Japanese invasion in Southeast Asia depended both on the
actions of the Japanese and on the context within which they acted in the
various territories they penetrated.

Their interest in Southeast Asia was of long standing: it had both an
ideological and a practical background. The ideology was tied to the pan-
Asianism that was associated with the Meiji restoration, though it did not
dominate it. That event was, of course, connected with the dramatic changes
in East Asia in the 1840s. The Tokugawa policy of seclusion had been adop-
ted for domestic reasons and had indeed become a national policy. But it did
not depend only on acceptance at home: it also depended on international
acceptance. That was for a long time forthcoming. In some sense it was
mdeed a Dutch policy. The leading European maritime nation at the time the
policy was adopted, the Dutch were granted a unique privilege under it -
access to Nagasaki — and they were the more ready to accept it inasmuch as
their rivals were thus excluded. “The Dutch did their best to cut foreigners
off from Japan, and this helped create the illusion of a closed country from
xhc 1640s onward.” The Russians threatened the policy in the late

h and early ni h ies, bur did not carry their threat
through, though it alarmed the Japanese. Thc defeat of China by the British
in the war of 1840-2 signalled a real shift in East Asia, and suggested that
the seclusion policy could no longer be sustained. The arrival of Perry and
his Black Ships in the following decade drove the message home. Treaties
were made. Those of 1858 thar opened Japan’s ports to foreign trade were
the signal for a ten-year struggle among the Japanese thar fully overthrew
the Tokugawa and produced the

Associated with these changes were changes in the Japanese attitude to
the outside world. Before the Meiji restoration, those that called for change
within Japan also expected change in Japan’s position in the world. In some
current frustration nurtured large future ambitions. *With proper spirit and
discipline on our part’, Sato Nobuhiro argued, *China would crumble and
fall like a house of sand within five to seven years.” In the event more
moderate policies were followed, secking to undo the unequal treaties, but
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otherwise involving in general a restrained approach, and one unlikely to
offend the British. Even the oligarchs of the 1870s, however, had their
ambitions, while their critics thought they were far from ambitious enough.

There were also differences of approach. The crucial fact was the weak:
ness of China. A pan-Asian approach envisaged working with a revived
China so as to avoid the dominance in East Asia of powers from outside the
region. The more realistic policy was a more direct one. Japan must itself
take steps to avoid the dominance of the West, if need be at China’s expense.
In a sense, it must join the imperialists, though m order to limit them.

Both these objectives affected Southeast Asia. Japan’s imperialism initially

had Korea as its target. But, while in 1876 it secured a treaty there like the
one the French secured in Vietnam, it nitially focused on Taiwan. The policy
was controversial at home. “The basis of our government is not yet firmly
established ... We must build our industry, our exports, etc. It is our most
urgent business."* The dominant oligarchs in fact preferred a more cautious
policy, pending Japan’s self-strengthening and modernisation. This policy
was abandoned in the 1890s. The oligarchs now met an elected Diet, in
which the.pressure for expansion was strong, and they felt able to respond
to it. The advance of Russia, and the weakness of China, provided a further
external motivation. Korea must be secured before the Russians interposed.
Following its triumph in the Sino-Japanese war of 1894-5, Japan obrtained
China’s recognition that Korea was independent. It acquired Taiwan. That
brought it to the confines of Southeast Asia. Some radicals wanted to
intervene in the Philippines rebellion against Spain. In the event the US
intervened and stayed. That put a barrier in the way of further imperial
expansion southward on the part of Japan.
Japan’s activities had, however, another effect in Southeast Asia. In 1895
the Triple Intervention forced it to return Port Arthur to China, but China’s
weakness led to the Battle for the Concessions, and then to the Boxer
Uprising. In turn that prompted the introduction of foreign troops into
China. The Russians seemed unwilling to leave Manchuria. Indications that
they might also have designs on Korea led the Japanese again to act. In their
war with Russia, they enjoyed success beyond their own and others’
expectations. The Russian fleet was destroyed at Tsushima. Bitter battles on
land testified to Japanese audacity and determination. Russia’s defeat was
seen as a victory by an Asian power over a European one. In Southeast Asia
that stirred nascent nationalist feeling: it scemed to show what could be
done. Was there ‘some kind of abacus’, the hero in Pramoedya’s novel asks,
to ‘use to caleulate how many dozens of years it will take the Javanese to
reach the same level as the Japanese'?*

The impact of the Japanese on Southeast Asia in the Second World War
was felt mainly, of course, through their invasion of the region, but it
reflected the idealist side of their approach as well as the realist. Their arms
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now overthrow the long-established colonial system in the region. But their
venture still retained el of the pan-Asian approach, and thar affected
the reception their armies and their administrators were afforded in the
various territories.

Their approach had indeed become yet more realist over the inter-war
decades. For much of the 1920s it had been more pacific. That was not so
much the result of a pan-Asian idealism as of an adapration to an altered
Western approach. “The Western Powers had taught the Japanese the game
of poker’, as Matsuoka put it, *but. ... after acquiring most of the chips they
pronounced the game immoral and took up contract bridge’.s The
democracies had won the First World War: that seemed, to those who
wanted a stronger Japan, an endorsement of democracy. The approach to
international relations had, despite rhe lalluns oi Wllsun. become more
Wilsonian. *... party leaders end ion” in the
1920s because their supreme commitment was to the defense and
enhancement of Japan’s imperial interests.” As a result of these trends, the
Japanese governments pursued policies of commercial rather than imperial
expansion. Shidehara’s policy of ‘China friendship' was preferred. China
was on the way to modernisation, and Japan should welcome that, rather
than obstruct it. KMT (Kuomintang) policies were following a ‘trail once
blazed by Japan in her struggle to emerge from a position of international
inequality’.

Neither the approach of the Western powers, nor that of the Japanese,
appeased the impatience of the Chinese nationalists. That was initially
fuelled by the alliance of the Kuomintang with the fledgling Chinese
Communist Party. When that broke up, it was fuelled by the KMT’s anxiety
to avoid the criticism that it was unwilling to resist the imperialists. The
impact of the urge to undo the uncqual treaties, and to regain full
sovereignty, was felt initially by the British, so much of whose enterprise was
based in the Yangtse region. But as the Northern March reached the north,
the interests of the Japanese came into question. To extreme Japanese
nationalists Shidehara's approach scemed inadequate: in 1928 officers in
the Kwantung army took action on their own initiative, eliminating the
Manchurian warlord. That only prompted his son to proclaim adherence to
the KMT and thus intensify the clash berween Chinese nationalism and
Japanese imperialism. The depression after 1929, which hit the Japanese
cconomy hard, made friendship with China yet more difficult to pursue. The
1931 ‘incident’ followed. Internally Japan shifted to a more bureaucratic
approach to decision-making in the hope, it may be, that it would lead to
greater moderation in foreign policy. In fact foreign policy tended to become
the sum total of what the most important ministers wanted.

The Japanese engaged in an ambitious venture in China. They moved into
it without a careful calculation: they failed to artain their objectives, but
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expanded them. The undeclared war of 1937 illustrated the paradox. Faced
with a vast task, the Japanese needed vast resources. The military thought in
terms of a long build-up, avoiding incidents meanwhile. The Konoe
government adopted a bolder approach. An attempt was to be made to
secure resources in China which alone would make the pursuit of Japan's
objectives possible in the longer term. The all-out endeavour did not
succeed. *Konoe's summer gamble - ending the incident with one immediate
blow and paying for the effort later - had failed.”™ What it did was once
more to expand Japan's objectives without attaining them. It also alarmed
other powers, though not to the extent thar they effectively intervened.
Indeed they tended to conclude, as did Sir John Brenan at the British Foreign
Office in 1938, that *in the long run the Chinese would be more than a
match for the Japanese and the extent of Japan's military dominion on the
mainland will be the measure of her difficulties in the years to come™.”

These endeavours, though in one sense a new extreme in Japanese impe-
rialism, were still shrouded in a form of idealism. Japan was liberating Asia
from the West. In 1934 Amau spoke of a Monroe doctrine for East Asia. By
1936 the rhetoric had taken on the colouring of Japanese militarism. Konoe
in turn spoke at the end of 1938 of a ‘New Order’ in East Asia, a notion
again with a Western parallel, borrowing the rhetoric of the European
dictators. Pan-Asianism had not, however, been abandoned. The approach
to puppet rulers — first in Manchukuo, then in China itself — was supported
by it. The new focus on Southeast Asia was presented in the form of a
Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere.

Southeast Asia had been in Japanese minds before this, of course, both in
terms of pan-Asian idealism, and in the terms of imperialism. The mutiny of
Indian troops in Singapore in 1915 had led the Japanese to proffer assistance
to the British. “The pitiful state of a colony without effective power was
brought home to me’, wrote a Japanese journalist. *“What', Tsukuda asked
his Tokyo readers in 1916, ‘is the significance to be attached to the fact that

the flag of the Rising Sun was set up in the centre of Singapore?'' Postwar
the Japanese had returned to Netherlands India, the Dutch less apprehensive
of them than they had been during the war. Their interest in oil particularly
focused their attention on Borneo and Sumatra, and the Manchuria incident
of 1931 revived Dutch apprehensions about them. Might the Japanese not

make a sudden descent on those parts of the Indie:
it might not be possible to get them out.

It was only in the middle of the decade, however, that Southeast Asia
began to feature in the programmes of the Japanese, in particular as a result
of the interest of the imperial Japanese navy. That was at once nervous about
cess to its resources, and apprehensive about trying to guarantee it. Japan’s
oil mostly came from the Americas and had to cross the American-
dominated Pacific. A more secure source, nearer at hand, would make Japan

Once they were there,
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better able to pursue its policies in Asia without the risk of American
interposition. Securing such a source, however, might not be feasible if the
Americans stepped in, and taking on the Americans was not something the
navy could readily contemplate. The Fundamental Principles of 1936 thus
endorsed *footsteps’ in the south.'

What turned those footsteps into the heavy print of invaders’ boots was,
above all, war in Europe. The frustrations the Japanese faced in China
indeed made them look towards Southeast Asia. Continued resistance in
China they tended to blame on support for the KMT from the West, and
that prompted them to attempt to restrict supplies from Burma and from
Indo-China. The opening of the war in Europe, and in particular the
dramatic collapse of France in June 1940, led them to step up their pressure.
The Burma Road was closed, and they moved into northern Vietnam,
though without displacing the Vichy regime.

The fortunes of the war in Europe also led the Japanese to focus on the
south. It was not merely that the European regimes might be open to
pressure. Still more important was the build-up in American power that
followed the collapse of France, coupled with the growing indications that
the US attached more importance to the fate of Southeast Asia than it
had to the fate of China. The Americans wanted to keep British resistance to
the Germans alive as long as possible. Keeping open to them the resources
of Asia and Australasia became an important consideration in US policy.
“The fate of Britain in Europe was inextricably linked with the fate of Britain
in the Orient. And our policy of aiding Britain to resist Germany was not
confined to Europe. Any weakening of Britain, as by a Japanese attack in the
Orient which interfered with the supplies she needed from the Indian Ocean
and Australasia area for her struggle in Europe, would be indirectly an
attack on us, and could not leave us indifferent.’* The Americans were
thus more likely to resist Japanese dominance of Southeast Asia. At the
same time, the Americans had recognised that they had also to build up
their own defences, and they resolved to build a two-ocean navy. That
would cnable them more effectively to interpose in the path of Japanese
expansion.

In a sense the Japanese were faced in 1941 with the kind of choice they
had presented themselves with in 1937. In order to carry on the struggle
with any chance of success, they felt obliged to take a gamble. That might
secure the resources needed; it might merely expand the war. But the gamble
of 1941, by contrast to that of 1937, involved an attack on the major
maritime powers, to their surprise, indeed, on both of them at once. ‘The
firmer your attitude and ours’, Churchill had mistakenly told Roosevelt,
‘the less chance of their taking the plunge’.”

‘Determined to find a way of life in a fateful situation and to see justice
and right, we have challenged the oppression of Britain and the United
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States’, the leading article in the February 1942 issue of the popular maga-
zine Kaizo proclaimed. “We must ponder carefully how in India, Burma, the
traits Settlements, Borneo and Malaya, we are to reconstruct in the wake of
people who have merely been extortionists. Our policies for the people we
shall free, will require sagacity and great boldness.™*

The Japanese invasions of Southeast Asia overthrew the colonial system.
That in itself had more impact, no doub, than the residual pan-Asianism it
carried with it. Pan-Asianism, however, expanded the welcome the Japanese
initially received in Ind and it ¢ lidated their ion with the
Burman radicals, though it meant far less to the Filipino elite, already pro-
mised independence in 1946. The legacy of their war in China brought the
Japanese no welcome from the Chinese communities. Indeed they were
rightly apprehensive of the policies the Japanese would pursue towards them.

In the course of the war, the other communities were reminded of the
limits of pan-Asianism by the harshness of the conditions under which the
new empire laboured or which it imposed. But it did set up regimes that
would counter the return of the colonial powers, and that would in some
sense tic Southeast Asia and Japan together in the future. ‘If the Japanese can
make their forced withdrawal secem to be a further invasion of Asia by
imperial white powers, they can leave behind them the foundation for
another cffort sometime in the future’, George Kerr commented.” The
Gaimusho argued that ‘the ideological foundation developed during the war
of liberation in Greater East Asia by the Empire, is, regardless of the course
of the war, an eventuality which even the enemy must follow and accept.”™

Undoubtedly the setting-up of pscudo-independent regimes - in Burma,
as in the Philippines, in 1943 - and the Koiso proposals for an independent
Indonesia in 1944 were designed not only to enlist support in the war but to
make the return of the colonial powers more impracticable. In that they
succeeded. In the future Japan was able to deal with a post-colonial
Southeast Asia and thus to approach it on state-to-state and regional bases.
The policies and practices it had adopted during its occupation had not,
however, been so sagacious as Kaizo had hoped. The post-colonial entente
with Japan was not built on ties of gratitude or sympathy, though it reflected
a Shidehara approach to foreign policy. @
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GAINING INDEPENDENCE

Independence is one of those words, like nationalism, which are often used
in political discourse and the meaning of which seems clear. Closer
examination suggests that frequent usage does not imply clarity. Morcover,
the meaning of the word will vary, in particular cases in substance and in
seneral over time. Realising that will, however, make it easier to give an
wtelligible explanation of the gaining of independence. It will help to explain
why independence is more easily won on some occasions than others and by
some states than others.

It is not inappropriate to approach the task of definition indirectly.
‘Independence’ means after all non-dependence: it describes a position of not
being rather than of being. An independent state might thus be one that is
not dependent on another state. That would also mean that its governance
is not dependent on another state, and that its governors are not provided by
others. In some way or ways it produces its own.
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Dependence perhaps implies a question of degree. Independence seems
absolute. A state might thus be more or less dependent, dependent in some
ways and not in others. An independent state, by contrast, would have no
such ties ar all. But it may be more intelligible, if not more logical, to regard
independence, too, as a matter of degree, so that a state may bv. more or less

i i

The apy it lity is reduced by i d the issue of

perception.

The perception of independence may be considered from two points of
view. From the point of view of the governed, the government of the day
might still appear remote, if not alien, even if it were of indigenous origin:
its dependence or independence hard to assess, perhaps even irrelevant. In
this discussion the second point of view, that of other states, is a more signifi-
cant consideration. A sx.ur vull be seen as independent by other states. None
of them may be ab 1 depends What indic: 4 d is
acceptance by other states, in Western dipl y
the post-war world, more often than not, accompanied by another process,
acceptance as a member of the United Nations. Independence becomes a
matter of convention,

Over time the concept has indeed changed. It belongs to the system of
states that emerged in Europe with the collapse of the Holy Roman Empire
and the failure of would-be successor superordinates, Napolconic Empire,
the happily much-less-than-1,000-year-old Rugh European states duelnpcd
a pattern of dipl y based on ind rec
Theoretically they were equal, even though they were not t'qu.ll in p()\\cr
They sent ambassadors to each other’s courts, not tribute missions.

The development of such a system in Europe both excluded the rest of the
world and invited it in. While it appeared to be susceptible of world-wide
application, it grew up in Europe. There were unspoken assumptions about
acceptance and recognition. There were, or came to be, criteria, and these
varied over ime. A state had, perhaps, to be capable of defending itself. Were
there other conditions of viability? Did a state also have to meet ¢
standards? Could its government be revoluti y? Must it be c.
Must it provide stability? Must it be democratic? If independence was a
matter of convention, that convention shifted on the shifting sands of time.

The expansion of Europe’s contacts with the rest of the world took place
even as this system was emerging in Europe. In some ways, the system, and
the conventions that developed, became more exclusive to Europe, but their
world-wide potential also became apparent. Was it possible, indeed, for
states that were independent of one another in Europe to hold vast tracts of
the rest of the world in subordination? In theory, it was; and in fact the
creation of wealth and power overseas was spurred on by assertions of
independence in Europe and rivalries that ensued. But in practice the
European system began to take hold outside Europe as well.

86

|
i
(




Gaining independence

Initially, indeed, the Europeans had not always assumed the imperial
mantle: they had been prepared to deal with states outside Europe, Queen
Elizabeth I addressed the Sultan of Aceh as *our loving brother’.! That view
shifted, as the gap in power widened the gap in perception, and by the carly
nineteenth century the Europeans were less ready to see the states in other
systems as being equal, or even capable of being equal, to those in their
system. They might, however, be susceptible of becoming so. That could
require time; it could require guidance; it could require a period of imperial
rule. But the view came to be held, especially among the British, that the
whole world should come to be patterned on Europe. It would be a world
of states, not of empires, dealing with each other on the basis of a theoretical
equality, abiding by accepted conventions, providing stability and oppor-
tunity for trade. In the meantime other states might lose their independence,
to regain it after a period of tutelage and development, Preferably, however,
they would, if need be, occupy an intermediate position. ‘Imperfectly
civilised States’, to use the phrase Palmerston applied to Siam, China and
Turkey,* would engage in ‘uncqual’ treaties with the Europeans.

The clash between this system and non-European systems was not less
dramatic than the clash of empires. The latter indeed might be more
comprehensible than the new European approach. Certainly the systems in
other parts of the world for the most part differed from the one that emerged
in Europe. The most famous, that of the Chinese, saw the world in terms of
superordinate state and tributary states. The system was in fact not so much
a system as a collection of relationships with an emperor who was the
mtermediary between heaven and carth. There were in fact degrees of
dependence, but there could be no independence. Even the emperor himself
had to have a mandate from heaven. Dealing with other states on a basis of
cquality, or even on a presumed basis of equality, was impossible. No state
could be the equal of a state that encompassed the world as it knew it. No
dependency could enter relationships that breached its tributary status.
Much more was involved in 1840-2 than Britain’s defeat of China. The new
system challenged the old.

The concept of a world of states, the relationships among which were
based on a theoretical equality, on stability, on international trade, was
undermined by the great depression of the 1930s. The long period of
expansion, brought about by the industrial revolution of the nineteenth
century, came to a halt. Presumptions were challenged, and other views of
the state, and of the relationships among states, were thrust into promi-
nence. Some f; Ce ist i ionali p ised as it was
by the Stalinist revolution. Others looked rather to blocs as the basis for
future economic development. That meant also new forms of dependence
and ind d Interdepend h ised the Japanese articulati
it not the actuality of a Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere. Within that
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sphere Burma and the Philippines were granted ‘independence’, and Indo-
nesia was belatedly put on the same track.

How real that independence was the Allies doubted. Japan promised
‘complete independence’ in 1943, the exiled Governor of Burma, Reginald
Dorman-Smith observed. “That she will not be in a position to fulfil that
undertaking does not matter to her. It is good propaganda ... In a sense, no
doubt, it was again a matter of perception. Did those who were governed see
their state as independent? The concept of the puppet state, developed in
Manchuria, indeed shadowed these political ventures. Too obvious a control
meant that the states had no perceived independence; too little control meant
that they were not dependent enough. In China the puppet state gained no
credibility. In Southeast Asia it could at least be seen — in Burma, if not the
Philippines — as an advance on Western colonialism. Bur in general the
Japanese concept was unconvincing: it could not provide for dependence
and independence.

The US, now the major world power in succession to Britain, had never
accepted the concept of economic blocs: it inherited the concepts of world
trade and free access to world markets. It was this view of the world that it
wished to prevail after the defear of Germany and Japan, and which it
continues to pursue,

Postwar, Asian countries came together and cnduned statements like the
*five p ples of ¢ . They were d as a counter to Western
imperialism. But in another sense they witnessed the final acceptance of the
view of the world that the Europeans had begun to propound centuries
before. Commenting on but also imbibing the rhetorical spirit of the Bandung
conference of 1955, R. W. Parkes, the Counscllor in the British legation in
Jakarta, declared that the East was *no longer age-old, inscrutable, unchang-
ing’, but ‘young, eager, drunk with new nationalism and freedom’. Let us talk
of the *glorious future that may open up for the Orient - if not disrupted by
communist subversion and aggression — when Eastern nations ... can share
with us the full enjoyment of those civil and other liberties for which we, in
Western history, fought with such determination and sacrifice.™

Even that world did not, however, stay still. In 1945 a few states were
clearly more powerful than others, and the structure of the UN recognised
that. But, if the Security Council might be constituted out of the powerful {or
at least victorious), the General Assembly might more readily expand. Fora
while, indeed, it was a slow process, because decolonisation was at first a
slow process. And onc reason was the question of viability. Could small
states survive? Could they fulfil their obligations to other states? Could they
be seen as independent? Could they be recognised? Could they become
members of the UN?

In the 1950s some of the British, unlike David Marshall, thought the
answer had to be negative. For Singapore, ‘full self-government and




Democratic institutions

independence’ seemed to Patrick Dean ‘doubtful propositions. . . almost the
same size as the Isle of Wight.... It cannot exist effectively as an entity on its
own'.! By the 1970s the situation had changed out of all recognition. That
was because the conventions had changed. The multinational character of
the world ec v and the f ion of icati did not
make the state obsolete or even obsolescent. It changed its position. If none
could now be seen as really independent, real independence ceased to be a
criterion for acceptance by other states.

How those who were governed saw the change is less certain. In states
that were democratic, it may have produced a sense of powerlessness, and
thus a cynicism that endangered the stability thar was fundamental to both
democracy and to economic expansion. An elected government seemed less
responsible to those who had elected it than to holders of power and makers
of opinion outside the country. In respect of states that were not democratic,
the change tended to question whether i ion and d i
values were indeed after all allied, as the success first of the UK, and then of
the US, had tended to suggest. The criteria of civil society were eroded by
assertions that the only relationships that counted among citizens were those
that could be counted. The criteria of a society among nations, never fully
developed or accepted, were even more readily reduced to the narrowly
economic, @
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DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS

‘Independence scems like a marriage. Who shall wait until the salary rises,
say to 500 guilders and setting up house is complete? Marry first!"! Readi-
ness for self-government or independ was a notion in prewar
discussions of the evolution of empire. The humourist Will Rogers imagined
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a conversation between President Hoover and Patrick Hurley after his visit
to the Philippines in 1931. ‘I asked Pat, “Pat, are they ready for Inde-
pendence?” He says, “No." I'say, “How can you tell when a Nation is ready
for Independence?™ He says, “I don't know. I never saw a Nation that
was"."?

The clite among those who were ruled viewed the prescriptions of their
rulers with a degree of cynicism that was by no means wholly unjustified.
Were the criteria merely self-serving? Were they designed merely to delay the
inevitable? Preparation for sclf-government was indeed in a sense impos-
sible: the only preparation was the practice of it. In that way Robert Taylor
turns Rogers’ Hoover on his head. ‘British-Indian policy’, he writes,
*assumed that it was possible to find a political elite in Burma that would be
able to operate a parliamentary political system in such a way as to maintain
stable government, ting economic interests and the tie with the British
Empire.” But, he adds, *British policy makers failed 1o note that in order to
allow an indigenous political elite to govern the country, that clite would
have to be able to respond to the problems of its electorate.” In Burma that
was impossible, at least before the introduction of the 1935 ¢ i

The debate was thus a muddle of principle and politics. Within it, how-
ever, the idea was, albeit ob cly, embodicd that self-government meant
not only good government but participatory government. Self-government
meant in fact government by themselves. In a way that was part of the
argument for independence. In the |||umpn|u1n u)nmms rhc advance of
democracy made it hard to lise an old-fash lonialism based
simply on dominance, profit and extrac ‘It is the tradi of our race to
be independent ourselves and to insist on political liberty, and to give it to
others’, Thomas Reed, MP for Swindon, was to declare in a British debate
on Burma in 1947.* A different rationale had to be offered. In a democratic
polity it was hard to deny that other peoples should not also advance poli-
tically, and that must involve the same kind of participation as the metro-
politan population enjoyed. The concept of an advance to self-government
became the paradoxical rationale for continued, though temporary, rule. It
implied political advance in terms of political participation. It involved
clectoral pol It set a ime limig, though that might be imprecise.

The concept of participation, of course, extended the paradox of prepara-
tion. If self-government or independence were to depend on wider participa-
tion, then readiness for them might be a still more remote prospect. Was
power to be transferred only to an elite? Or were the masses to be educated
so that they might take a real part in a really democratic system? A colonial
autocracy might seek to justify itself by the need for a post-colonial demo-
cracy. The chance that the former could produce the latter was, of course,
slim. But if the criteria were not met in the period before self-government or
independence were granted, the chances of enforcing them thereafter were
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likely to be still less. An outside power would be scen as interferingly neo-
imperial. Only a population conscious of its rights could check an elite dis-
posed to ignore them. An outside power might, moreover, prefer to support
the elite.

The idea of participati bedded albeit doxically in the concept
of preparation for self-government, offered some opportunity for the
population at large and some check on the elite. Participation and indepen-
dence became associated. If the first had been an argument for the second in
metropolitan countries, the second was an argument for the first in depen-
dencies. A more participatory form of government showed that a country
was ready for independ capable of ining it, deserving of recog-
nition. It was part of the armoury of the struggle for independence.

The leadership might thus enlist the support of those who supported the
concepr of independence in the metropolitan country. It might also enlist the
support of other states, including the super-powers, the US and the USSR,
cach with its concept of a world of states and its concept of democracy. It
might enlist the support of the growing number of independent states, each
of them aspiring to a participatory form of government. In the course of
enlisting such support, the elite was likely to find itself committed to a
democratic approach. It was the best argument for independence, If it was
hard for athers to deny, they could not themselves deny it.

Nor when independence was secured could the elite abandon it. No inde-
pendent state emerged withour ar least the trappings of Western-style par-
ticipation. That, of course, still left the elite a great deal of flexibility, for the
legacy of the West was far from unambiguous. It was possible to look to
the political philosophies of the Germans, not merely of the Americans, the
English, or the French, let alone the Russians, to look to corporatism as well
as Communism, It was possible also to interpret the legacy of the Asian past
to justify a different approach. But rarely was the concept itself abandoned.
Parties, elections, assemblies had become part of the fabric of states in a
world of states.

In Indonesia the preparations for ind began in the latter months
of Japanese rule, some months after Koiso's pronouncement. The structures
the clite envisaged reflected the authoritarian approach of the Japanese and
borrowed from the Germans. Even so they recognised the need to acknow-
ledge participation: those states after all emphasised mobilising the people,
by contrast to the colonial regimes. The Japanese defeat, and the victory of
the Allies, shifted that mobilisation in a more democratic direction. Adopt-
ing the trappings of democracy might win the independence movement
support from the Allies. Even those who had no strong belief in Western
democracy saw the strategic value of this approach. Those who believed in
it, however, assumed a bolder political role, like Sjahrir. A republic that
scemed not only stable and in command but also democratic in stance might
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win the support of the Americans. It was an argument against the return of
the colonial power. No elections were held in Indonesia until 1955, but a
parliamentary system was set up, and a single party pattern was replaced by
a multi-party one.

What effect that had on the winning of independence is a matter for
debate. Arguably it enabled the Ind ians to win support in other states
and, inasmuch as that was crucial for securing independence, the adoption
of the political system was justified. It might also be argued that a more
unified approach would have enhanced the resistance to the Dutch forces in
Indonesia, though that may in the end have been insufficient on its own. It
was ne ry to balance between two strategies for independence, rather
than adopt one or the other. The need to resist the Dutch after all helped to
promote a wide measure of unity among Republicans that survived the
political struggles and limited them. Crucially that unity also survived the
attempted Communist coup of 1948, And once again that helped the Indo-
nesians win international support, that of the US in the new conditions of
the Cold War. The question was whether such a degree of consensus would
in turn survive the defeat of the Dutch.

In the the democy approach app rightly or wrongly, to
be associated with the winning of independence. It was also, with Indonesia
as with other states at that time, seen as a mark of maturity, alongside
recognition by other states and acceptance as a member of the UN. After
1949 the Indonesians felt bound to fulfil the democratic programme. So f:lr
parliament had been i. Somewhat rel  its
the way for elections, hdd in 1955, In one way, lhc\ were a mumph The
involvement of the Indonesian masses was quite remarkable. Whatever it was
they made of the process, they turned out in a way that could shame other
states allegedly experienced in democracy twice in one year, to vote in
clections first for a parliament, then for a constituent assembly. The drawback
of the elections was not only that they revealed divisions among Indonesians

but that they lidated them into repr by four major parties.
Moreover mummy and mediatory Lll,"lt'l“\. which had been represented in
the app liament, were sq { out of the elected one. Those who

had never l‘LlIC\Ld Western democracy would work attacked the system. The
President, a leading critic, advocated, however, a different kind of democracy,
rather than no democracy at all. 'l am not a managing director of the
Indonesian republic and 1 don’t want to become a dictator because it is
contrary to my conscience. | am a democrat. But I don't desire democratic
liberalism. On the contrary | want a guided democracy...'

In Vietnam the quest for independ and the ce on democracy
were closely associated by the Viet-minh. Again it was, of course, part of a
strategy for enlisting American support over against the returning colonial
power. In 1945 Ho Chi Minh and his colleagues explicitly referred to the
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American declaration of independence. **All men are created equal. They
are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights...”” Now, the
declaration of 2 September went on, ‘if we enlarge the sphere of our
thoughs, this statement conveys another meaning: All the peoples have a
nght to live, be happy and free.* The sincerity with which the idea was held
might be limited: the concept would certainly be perceived in a way that
differed from that of the Americans. The words still meant something. In
particular they implied a commitment to participation that was new to
Vietnam as it was to most of Southeast Asia. One of the most significant
legacies of colonialism was something that it had itself often been reluctant
to accept and that it could hardly implement.

The British in prewar Burma had gone further down the track than the
other European colonial powers, at least so far as the Burman peoples were
concerned. What Governor Dorman-Smith and the AFPFL differed about in
1945-6 was the nature of participation. At the end of a war against
totalitarianism, neither the governor, nor indeed his superiors, were ready to
accept what they saw as a one-party regime. Burma must develop ‘in.an
orderly way; and it would be contrary to the true interests of the country
that a particular programme should be imposed through the rapid seizing of
power by one group’.” Aung San and his colleagues, by contrast, saw British
policy as divisive. Mountbatten backed them. Dealing with AFPFL was the
best option in the long as well as the short term, he believed, a one-party
state though it might favour.

Something of the same paradox affected American policy in the Philip-
pines. Republicans and Democrats had agreed that it was headed for
independence. The Republicans had, however, been less anxious to speed the
process and opposed fixing a date. They argued that the Philippines was not
ready and that early independence would consolidate the tendency to rule by
the few. It would, Taft had declared, ‘subject the great mass of their people

babl o

to the domi of an oligarchical and, minority”.*
There was much in their view, though, to set against it. There was the
| question: could independ; be prepared for by limited parti

pumn‘ Their view did not prevail. The system remained oligarchical, at
times perhaps almost totalitarian, too. *Our President has more power than
Mussolini®, Ccncml I’aulmo Sanms, an admirer of Quezon, declared.” But
the tw d, wh meaning might be
attached to it from time to time.

Neither in Burma nor in the Philippines did the democratic system
provide effectively for the minorities. A strong point with colonial systems,
that is indeed a difficulty participatory regimes often share. Democratic rule
is likely to be majority rule, and minorities are sure to be apprehensive of the
impact of government decisions by a majority government. Federal systems
can provide an answer. But they may not be readily accepted by the majority,
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p1mcu|nrly if they are assoclan:d with colomal powers and their dmslvc—
ness, Federalism was le in 1 ia because it was i
with the Dutch during the struggle for independence. The British had made
what one official called undertakings that were *very nearly mutually incom-
patible” in 1945, when promising self-government to Burmese Burma and a
special regime to the Frontier Areas.!”

Malaya perhaps provides an exception. The colonial power held out the
prospect of elections as a stage in the advance to independence. After the
Kuala Lumpur clections of 1952, majority Malays worked with the Chinese
and the Indians in an alliance designed to win the national elections and
persuade the colonial power that independence was feasible and indeed
inevitable.

Siam had not known colonial rule. Its commitment to p;\nicipmion arose

not from a search for ind, d but from the p * coup of 1932,
That indeced prcupnnud “rule by lh: few, and ng l’ramdhmok was to
criticise the of their tod . Indeed it was his

argument for abdication. ‘Now that I see that my desire that the people have
a real voice in the affairs of the country has not been fulfilled, and as I feel
that there is no longer any way for me to assist and protect the people |
therefore desire to abdicate and leave my position as king from this
time...""! The idea had, however, taken root, in Siam/Thailand as elsewhere.
It was part of being a modern state. Some states had to attain modernity by
overthrowing colonial rule. Siam/Thailand sought it by overthrowing an
absolute monarchy that had often behaved like a colonial power, if only the
better to resist colonial powers. ®
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INTERNATIONAL FACTORS IN THE WINNING OF
INDEPENDENCE

Ferdinand Blumentritt, Rizal’s friend and admirer, wrote to him wisely of the
prespects for the independence of the Philippines. ‘Whenever a people have
risen against another people that ruled them, a colony against the metro-
polis, the revolution has never succeeded on its own strength’.! Was indepen-
dence possible to gain and sustain in a part of the world where imperialism
prevailed? Rizal's revolutionary-minded successors indeed found that it was
not. Their brave attempt to found a republic collapsed. No states would
recognise it. One imperial state sold the country to another. And that put
down resistance by a potent version of the normal imperialist mixture of
force and coopration. Fifty years later the Philippines secured its indepen-
dence, and other former colonial territories in Southeast Asia were to follow.
To what extent was that due to international factors? To what extent was it
due to revolutionary struggles? How were they combined?

The international factors themselves may be categorised in two ways:
there are states with independent status; there are states far more powerful
than others. Blumentrite's remark suggests the importance to the gaining of
independence by one state of the existence of mdcpcndnncc on the p1n of
others. In the 1890s there was a dent for Philippi in
the independence won by and accorded to the posbcolomal Latin American
states earlier in the century. But that was not seen clearly to apply in Asia.
There the Indian Congress had been founded in 1885. Bur the British con-
quest of Burma had only recently been completed, and the French acquisi-
tion of Laos was more recent still. In the 1940s an Indian Dominion was
able to support the Indonesian cause. And the Australians decided they
should do so, too. Moreover in the 1940s, and still more in the 1950s,
international forums were available for di and ad g the cause
of independent nations.
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It is, however, hard to deny that the other category of international actors
played a more significant role, though it was not uninfluenced by the
existence of nationalism or putative nation-states, by the presence of lesser
actors on the stage, nor, indeed, by the presence of nationalist agents, exiles,
and sympathisers. The Japanese incursion destroyed the hold of the imperial
powers, France first by pressure then by coup, the US, Britain, the Nether-
lands by invasion. Once destroyed, it would be impossible, as the French had
foreseen, to restore it. They must attempt, as Chauvel of the French Foreign
Office put it, *at all costs to stay in Indochina. They feel that once they are
forced out of the colony their chances of ever regaining possession . ... would
be slim indeed.™ A pattern of collaboration, combined with a minimum but
decisive deployment of force, would have been hard to restore. The division
among the imperialists would have given the nationalists too great an
opportunity. Indeed the Japanese, as defeat threatened them, set up addi-
tional obstacles to the return of the other imperialists by extending a pro-
gramme of independence, already applied to Burma and the Philippines, to
the Netherlands Indies also.

The rolé of the imperial powers after the defeat of the Japanese is less
obvious, but needs analysis. Their relative strength is one factor, their aspira-
tions another. Their priorities differed, and they shifted over ume. The gain-
ing of independence by Southeast Asian countries was deeply affected by
contingent relationships with these factors. Much was, as a result, to depend
on the judgments made by Southeast Asian leaders, and their ability to
sustain their leadership. That is, of course, another context in which to
consider the revolutionary element in the winning of independence.

Initially the super-powers were important for what they did not do as well
as for what they did. Neither the US nor the Soviet Union accorded South-
east Asia a high priority in their policy-making at the end of the war. As a
result, British initiatives were all the more important. Britain’s policy-makers
were conscious, however, of the need to shape a policy that took account
both of the super-powers and of the vacuum that their approach might leave.
They d that the old imp - with which they had been so
much sciated = could not be revived. They believed, however, that it
should be succeeded by a new relationship between East and West and a new
relationship between metropolis and dependency. These prospects they saw
in world-wide terms, in regional terms and in territorial terms. World-wide
it would give Britain a continued world role: indeed, to avoid the conflict of
the super-powers in the post-colonial world seemed to require such a role. At
the same time, the role would differ from region to region and from territory
to territory.

In Southeast Asia Britain had its own special interests, in the resources of
Malaya, in the strategic significance of Singapore. But its main emphasis was
on coming to terms with nationalism. That would pre-empt the prospect of
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Communist dominance, of which the British had a long-standing apprehen-
sion: ‘there had been a long tradition of anti-communist policing in South
and South-East Asia’." At the same time, it would give them a role which
might to some extent be independent of the Americans. It did, however,
require the other European powers to see the prospects in their territories in
the same way, particularly as the British were closely connected with them
in Europe., The British were not able to persuade them to do so. As their own
position deteriorated, they sought American and Commonywealth support in
a more determined fashion. The onset of the Cold War meant that it was
more forthcoming. The Americans had objectives of their own. So, however,
did the Commonwealth partners, and that gave the British a measure of
leverage with the Americans.

The Philippines was the first Southeast Asian country to gain indepen-
dence, just as it had been the first to seek it. But being first was not necessarily
advantageous. The independence of the new republic was accompanied by
constraints and conditions required by the metropolitan power that other
countries were to avoid (or cast aside) on gaining independence. There were
no precedents to use against them. But it was also true that the members of
the elite of the Phil were at best ambig in their attitude, not only
to the conditions and the constraints, but even to independence i
certainly seems that the Philippines gained its indep when it
mulr of an American determination to stick to its programme and to

to others its i to decol ion. The limited inde-
pendence that emerged, however, was not, in the event, a very convincing
example. ‘The country is certainly less independent than the British Domi-
nions now are or than India will shortly become’, L. H. Foulds of the British
Foreign Office wrote in November 1946.*
err since the Americans took over in the Ph:hppmw. (hc) had cnnsngcd
! that was the hat ironic ped to justify
an anti-imperialist power in becoming an imperial one. Americans were
divided over ‘when' rather than ‘whether’. Republicans tended to argue that
a period of preparation was nceded, since an early independence would
merely perpetuate the domi of the oligarchy. De though aware
of this irony, were ready to see the cause of lndecndclla advanced. The
Jones Act of 1916 committed the US to grant it when the Philippines were
ready. Fixing a date was not in the event the result of ideological commit-
ment. New legislation was pushed through as a rcsull of the depression and
the concern of American sugar producers over Phili ition. The
Hare-Hawes-C uan Act set up a Commonwealth, with an elected president
but withour full i d That was scheduled after ten years of further
preparation; 1946 was the due date. The US was, no doubt, made more
determined to implement it, rather than less, by its defeat meanwhile at the
hands of the Japanese. It would be a sign of its victory.
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The attitudes of the clite had been shaped by these policies, though its
members had also helped to shape them. The introduction of an electoral
system on a national basis intensified their hold on politics, and also meant
that they had to advocate independence, since no other political programme
could outbid its clectoral appeal. At the same time, they were nervous about
its consequences for themselves and for their country. Their own ties to the
US were intensified by the economic opportunities it offered them: even as
the Americans looked towards political independence for their new colony,
their policies before the depression tied it more closely to the metropolitan
market. Destruction of those markets might undermine Philippines society
and open the islands to intervention. Japan had acquired Taiwan in 1895,
and its increased power and ambition after the First World War was a source
of apprehension. Manchuria only increased that. The elite advocated
independence, but it was better to advocate it than gain it. Quezon and his
colleagues were nervous about the Hare-Hawes-Cutting legislation. He even
sought to join the British Commonwealth. “The prospect of receiving a new
Dominion into the fold will no doubt warm the cockles of the D{ominion]
Offfice|’s heart’, wrote Robert Craigie at the Foreign Office, *~ but such a
liability would cause less enthusiasm amongst the Service Departments.”

In 1943 the Japanese offered independence within the sphere. That only
made it more difficult for the victorious Americans not to stick to their pro-
gramme, or for Filipinos to argue for a delay. Some of the constraints were
likely to be more or less readily accepted by an elite still concerned with the
markets in the US, and rightly uncertain about security in a postwar world,
even though Japan had been defeated. But the US drove a hard bargain: once
again interest overcame idealism, not only in respect of military bases but in
respect of economic advantage.

Independence in the Philippines may not have been an example to others.
Even if the Americans had been more generous, the example they set in their
own dependency was superfluous. Other metropolitan powers were aware
of the attitude of the Americans. Other Southeast Asian peoples were not
only anxious for independence but believed that the Americans might have
a role in assisting them to secure it. That was true of the Indonesians. But
other states and would-be states were also important to their cause.

The struggle with the Dutch was, of course, an important feature of the
Indonesian revolution. It was not merely a matter of amour propre for the
Indonesians: they had to fight for their independence. Involving other
powers, however, also helped them to achieve it. To interpret the story of the
winning of md('pcndu!cc involves weighing both factors and assessing their
erc To P ies, of course, the contention presented
itself as between perdjuangan (struggle) and diplomasi (diplomacy). The
Indonesians often saw these as rival solutions. What brought success,
perhaps, was interrelating the two, partly by design, partly by accident. The
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struggle with the Dutch on the ground helped to bring abour their defeat.
The mixture of struggle and diplomacy brought success on the international
front, which completed the discomfiture of the Dutch.

In some sensc the Indonesians contrived to reverse the policies the Dutch
had followed in the colonial period. The Dutch had disposed of limited
force, and (hc) had aimed to maximise its effect by using it to back a
complex of hips with a divided Indonesian people. It was important
for the Dutch to avoid or put an end to the international relationships the
Indonesians might pursue, and in that lay the most important contribution
that their otherwise rather humiliating relationship with the British made ro
the establishment and preservation of their power. Indonesian nationalists
had seen prewar the need to reduce divisions among themselves as a means
of confronting the colonial power more effectively. But they had not been
able to internationalise their cause.

Now they had that opportunity, and they used it effectively. The Dutch
attempted to turn to account the divisions among the Indonesians. But they
had no real way of countering the internationalisation of the issue. Even had
their governments enjoyed more political flexibility at home, it is hard to see
how they could have effectively countered the appeal the Indonesians made
n the postwar world. The challenge of the Communists, which came to
alarm the Americans, only prompted them to endorse the Indonesian cause,
and put pressure on the Dutch. The Dutch failed to use the Communist
threat as an effective argument in their favour. Their resort to force,
however, had undermined more Western-style moderates like Sjahrir. In the
nationalist phase force could not develop or sustain a collaborative
framework as it had in the colonial phase.

The Indonesians were indeed divided, and apparently in no better state to
pursue a coherent policy than the Dutch themselves. But even their divisions
could be turned to account. At the end of the war, they were faced with the
defeat of the Japanese, the arrival of the British forces, the prospect of the
return of the Dutch, the possible sympathy of the Americans, the less
expected sympathy of the Australians and of the less independent Indians,
What was important was to play the others off against the Dutch. At the
outset, therefore, it was important that the republic should demonstrate that
it was in command, moderate, stable, and that indeed there was no call for
the return of the Dutch. It must detach itself from its Japanese origins and
from the taint of collaboration, and it must not identify itself with social
revolution. At the same time it should hint that negotiation was the best
answer. Worse might befall if the Allies did not accept the new regime. The
objectives were brilliantly 1chxc\cd The disorder was sufficient, but suf-
ficiently ¢ lled iation. Struggle backed diplomacy,
not only by what it did, but by \\hnr it threatened. Tan Malaka aptly spoke
of a *fighting diplomacy™.*
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The British were not unresponsive. Not only was their commander,
General Christison, ready to accept the cooperation of the republic, they
were also concerned to avoid conflict between their largely Indian forces and
the Indonesian nationalists, since that was likely to react upon the position
of the army in India and their chances of retaining a military framework
there that would allow them to programme India’s advance to independence.
At the same time they did, as ever, recognise that the Dutch were important
to them in Europe as well as in Asia, and they had obligations to their allies.
Uneasily committed to the Dutch, but concerned to avoid conflict in the
Indies, the British sought to promote a negotiated settlement before they
withdrew their forces. That, they hoped, might set the Dutch relationship
with the Ind on a progressive path, reconciling East and West in the
post-imperial phase in wa \s that they hnpcd to see rcplu.aud throughout the
region. The climax of their endes s was the | r of
November 1946.

The failure of the agreement was marked by the first Dutch police action
in July 1947. That, John Street commented at the Foreign Office in London,
was ‘basically stupid’. The Dutch would lose far more by it than h\ lrymg
to be patient and limiting their d is to what an Ind
would accept’. It was also problematic for Britain. *We shall be in thc embar-
rassing position of trying to follow an uncasy compromise berween our
position vis-a-vis South East Asia and our desire not to split Western
Europe..."”" The police action prompted more vigorous policies from the
Australians, the Indians, and more importantly, the Americans. But it was
the impact of the Madiun coup that led the Americans to exert real pressure
on the Dutch to come to terms with the republic. In the context of the CCP's
approaching triumph, as well as their growing perception of a world-wide
threat from Communism, the Americans were impressed by the success of
the Sukarno-Hatta nationalist leadership in dealing with Musso and

Sjarifuddin. The cleavage bﬂ\mn lists and C sy

was ‘most welcome g prospect C ist threat Ind
would be isolated .1nd dn»poud of at favourable stage in process creation
*. The mod could be offered no quid pro quo, but

the &r:uc Department ‘would necessarily reconsider desirability press Dutch
for conciliatory attitude towards Repub and acceptance draft agreement
should Repub compromise on Communist issue”.* The second Dutch police
action in December 1948 seemed a real threat. Instead of installing a more
moderate government, it might only displace those who had shown them-
selves, not only relatively moderate, but also effectively anti-Communist.
The US exerted pressure on the Dutch to reach a deal.

By a mixture of struggle and diplomacy - and of some luck - the Indo-
nesian elite had won endorsement from a major power and ensured the
independence of their country, A comparison might be made with Iraly. It
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secured its existence as a state by its own efforts, but also by the efforts of
others, skilfully turned to account. If the Italians had to make Italians after
making Italy, a similar problem faced Indonesians. The new state faced
much division, which the Eisenhower administration was tempted to
exploit,” but it held together. The relationship with the former colonial
power, however, was bad and became worse. The regional hopes of the
British were disappointed.

For the Vietnamese the opportunities were fewer, and they were not able
to use the international situation so effectively. They recognised the
significance of the Americans and sought to appeal to them, for example by
drawing up a declaration of independence, far more elaborate than that of
the Indonesians, that evoked that of 1776. But the returning British were
more helpful to the French than they had been to the Dutch. That was true
of the local commander in the south of Vietnam: Douglas Gracey did not
behave like Christison. In any case the Viet-minh were weaker in the south,
and the French were able to gun a foothold there, as they had in their
original col ion. The d st ion in France made for an even
more unconstructive policy than rhm of the Netherlands, but the British
were able to exert less pressure on the French than the Dutch: ‘the French are
notoriously sensitive to intervention from outside in their affairs, and such
intervention is liable to produce prejudicial and unsatisfactory results."?
Above all, perhaps, the French benefited from their carlier errors. Their pre-
war policies had tended to throw the leadership of the nationalist movement
into the hands of the Communists. They could now argue that they were
defending Indo-China from Communism. As the Cold War unfolded, and
the CCP approached victory, the US supported the colonial power in Indo-
China in a way quite unlike that in Indonesia. A long war ensued. No doubt
the French were better able to sustain one than the Dutch, and they received
substantial American aid. But the chances of the kind of region-wide
approach that the British had hoped for were still further diminished.

International factors were less significant in the case of postwar Burma.
The Japanese war had dislodged the British, and the Burmans ensured that
they never effectively regained control. But the British were also influenced
by their concern over the Americans. Their policy had in part at least been
designed to show their Allies that their policy was forward-looking, despite
Amery’s declaration that ‘By Gad! Sir’ he was ‘not at all prepared that
anyone, Yank or Chink, should poke cither projecting or flat noses into the
problem of the reconstruction of Burma’.!! That the British had to ahcr the
policy, and don their bled h, again owed to
their anxiety over India. Pitting a lnr[,cl) Indian army against Burman
resistance was ruled out, lest it break up the Indian army. “There can be no
objection to the use of Indian troops against dacoits or bandits...’, Sir
C. Auchinleck wrote, *but political difficulties will arise if they are used to
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quell any political or quasi-political disturbances, particularly those
professing to aim at the independence of Burma’."* Britain’s policy was also
affected by its concern abour Communism, which pre-dated that of the
Amecricans. It was better to make a deal with more moderate nationalists
than drive the nationali to by insisting on the
programme laid out in the White Paper of 1945. It was better indeed to look
for a stable Burma outside the Commonwealth rather than risk destabilising
it by insisting on its remaining in the Commonwealth, at that time only
possible if the monarch remained the head of state. In 1947 Britain had
determined to cut its losses in India, but still hoped to retain it as a
Dominion. There seemed some chance that the Indians might after all accept
independence on that basis. The Burmans were not prepared to do so, and
the British would not modify the conditions for staying in the Common-
wealth for them alone. In fact the hoped-for stability did not eventuate.
Independence worsened the ethnic problems which the imperial phase had
failed to resolve and may even have exacerbated. The Karens felt betrayed as
well as threatened.

Independence for Malaya was at the end of the war seen as a more remote
prospect. The British believed that they had to build an intercommunal
Malaya first. That the union plan was dropped was partly due to inter-
natonal factors: Indonesia might have proved an attractive option to Malay
extremists. The .1b.|ndnnmcm of the union for the federation was followed
‘the emergency’, so described partly in order to stress its internal char-
acter, but in fact also seen as part of an international Communist threar.'
That was resolved not only by force, more thoroughly as well as more subtly
deployed than that used by the Dutch in Indonesia or by the French and
Americans in Vietnam, but also by political change. Malaya took the path to
independence far more quickly than had been anticipated.

International factors could also work against independence. That was
the case in Viemam, It was also the case in Borneo. No one believed in the
1950s, for example, that Sarawak could be an independent state. It was too
small to survive in an insecure world. The same was true, it scemed, of
Singapore. Malaya became Malaysia. In the event Singapore was soon to
become completely ind dent, and tr ly 50, but Sarawak, and
Sabah, remained pm of the new fed d ism had
helped to consolidate their relations with the peninsula in the carly days of
the new federation. @
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ARMIES

The *Western' image of the army is of the kind of force that emerged with the
modern European state. The army’s role was to defend that state from its
external enemies, who might or might be thought to be threatening it. Its role
within the state was largely associated with its role outside the state. At times,
indeed, it might be called upon to deal with domestic crises or with internal
unrest. For the most part, however, its focus was ourwards. That could, of
course, be useful domestically. A regime might win support at home by
concentrating on enemies abroad, and the army might win a corresponding
influence at home, and a corresponding share of the budget. But such were
ioge likely to be the effects of international crisis, which would affect

ic as well as authoritarian regimes. The role of the army within
states would change because the relationships among states changed.

In some sense the colonial world was insulated from this process. Before
the colonial powers arrived, Southeast Asia had, of course, known intra-
regional conflict, sometimes on a large and indeed devastating scale, in
particular, perhaps, in respect of the conflicts between Burma and Siam. The
establishment of the colonial powers was often marked by bursts of viol-
ence, sometimes succeeded by periods of guerilla warfare, as again in Burma,
and in Vietnam, too, and on American entry into the Philippines. But once
that authority was established, military conflict diminished. In a perhaps
unprecedented way, Southeast Asian socicties were demilitarised. Insofar as
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the colonial powers used force, and did not rely on coopting clites, they used
it on as limited a scale as possible. Its deployment was intended to back up
a political structure, not replace it. Occasional bursts of terror were designed
to reduce the overall use of force not increase it.

The colonial armies, often drawn from minority peoples, or from colonial
territorics other than the one in hand, were more like armed constabularies
than armies. They were not designed to defend the territory from its neigh-
bours. That was ensured by the relationships of the powers elsewhere, in
Europe above all, and later in East Asia. The territorics were protected, too,
by the disposition of naval forces. They were, thirdly, protected by the
predominance of the British throughout the nincteenth century, joined as a
status quo power by the Americans in the twentieth. When these defences
failed, the territories were without defence. It was difficult to develop armies
to defend the territories at so late a date. It was indeed not clear that, in the
absence of a sense of identification with the colonial power, armies could
have been raised that would have fought for the status quo. There was a
sense in which the colonial regimes must fall if they could not defend them-
selves. To clicit loyalty they would have to behave like the independent states
they could not in fact be. Even the strongest of the colonial powers generally
shrank from raising national armies. Such an army, recruited from the
majority people, might render the continuance of colonial rule impossible.

The winning of independence implied that armies in Southeast Asia must
expect to be different and to assume a different role. The territories became
states in a world of states, and in a world of states the armed forces must
become defence forces rather than mere constabularies. But if there was a
change in principle, the change in practice was a slower process. For one
thing, the new states emerged from fragments of empire, and the armies
were given, or assumed, a large role in nation-building. At the same time, the
international sity ation, full of tension among the great powers, tended to
preserve the inte; of the small ones. Conflict among them, though not
unprecedented, occurred but rarely. The Cold War world was a post-colonial
one. Only with the end of the Cold War did a new kind of uncertainty
emerge. Then the Southeast Asian states, pressed by new security concerns,
as well as by the established interests of their armed services, began to arm
more determinedly while at the same time secking a regional consensus as a
sanction for the status quo.

The armies of post-colonial Southeast Asia reflected this sequence of
changes in their structure, in their perception of their role, in their recruit-
ment, in their size, in their armaments. But ofxcn the armies retained sub-
stan al internal functi and indeed d them by | in
devel Di hing it from the *p lism’ of earlier armies,
that .mg,mmmnun is sometimes gap:urtd in, if not rationalised by, the term
‘new professionalism’.!
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The Indonesian army was put together from a number of sources thar
reflect the stages of development in the state itself. Some of its officer elite
was drawn from the KNIL, the Dutch-recruited army of the colonial period,
recruited from the majority people of the Indies, the Javanese, but charac-
teristically from a range of others (in 1937 it included 12,700 Javanese,
5,100 Menad 4,000 Amb, 1,800 Sund 1,100 Timorese,
and 400 Madurese, Bugis, Acchnese, and Malays).? Others, more often
Javanese, came from the Japanese-period army, the PETA. Yet others were
drawn from the guerilla forces that were mobilised against the return of the
Dutch. Creating an army for the republic out of these disparate component
parts was a difficult task, especially if it were to be modernised, better
armed, and thus reduced in size. The army indeed reflected the divisions of
Indonesia in the 1950s more than it resolved them. That no doubr helped to
restrain it from taking power itself, though it had, since the struggle against
the Dutch, scen itself as a special guardian of the state. Sukarno’s proclama-
tion of martial law and Suharto’s take-over opened up wider opportunities
for the military. They not only helped to consolidate the army. They also
rooted it more deeply in civil society. Though powerful, and indeed
predominant within Indonesia, it was still focused on internal affairs. The
largest state in Southeast Asia concentrated its force on maintaining its unity
rather than on asserting its regional predominance by other than diplomatic
means. In so doing, of course, it provoked other tensions within the state,
and diminished the options for resolving them. The dwifungsi concept
suggests that civilian and military authorities are both involved in security,
both involved in development. The concept is widely accepted, though its
interpretation may be questioned.

The Burman army offers some parallels. Its initial leaders came partly
from the BDA of the Japanese phase, partly from the British-trained
minority forces. Its role was hened by the i that foll d
independence, though it also polarised the relationships of B and
minority groups. The army seized power in 1962 and has never relinquished
it since. Again, however, it is an army concerned with its own interests and
with holding the state together, in this case as a Burman-dominated union,
and upholding an authoritarian, as against a democratic, approach.

The role of the army in the Philippines was far less prominent before the
advent of Ferdinand Marcos as president in 1965. ‘Marcos characterized the
military in various terms like: “catalyst of social change”, a “training insti-
tution for national leaders”, the “defender of the seat of government”, a
“nation builder”, and a “model of national discipline and self reliance”."
Even before Marcos, however, it had begun to undertake ‘civic action’ tasks
that were not seen as an army’s in Western countries. Often that was con-
sidered worthwhile and justified. It was not merely that it had to deal with
the Huk guerillas. Should not an army that has no substantial role in defence
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use its trained personnel and its equipment in worthwhile civic action? The
risk was, of course, the politicisation of the army. Of that there had already
been some. But what may have been acceptable under Magsaysay and
Macapagal became an abuse under Marcos. The army’s share of power and
of the budger vastly expanded.

The case of Vietnam is different again. There, of course, the Communist-
led nationalist movement engaged in a long struggle with the metropolitan
power. That was followed by a long struggle with a super-power, the US. That
power also endeavoured to sustain a South Vietnamese state and to enable
that state to fight with its own power. The endeavour collapsed, and Vietnam
became independent under the C ists. In postwar Vietnam, not unnat-
urally army officers had a large role. The impact of the changes in the Soviet
Union on the Seventh Party Congress in 1991 indeed prompted an increase
in military influence. “This heavy concentration of military men is likely to
find reflection in opposition not only to cuts in the size of the armed forces
but to any move towards greater pluralism or multi-party democracy."

Though army officers are powerful there, too, Thailand also differs. It
never fell 'under colonial rule. No more did it fight a major power, apart
from its tussle with Vichy France in 1941, its mild resistance to the Japanese
later that year, and its formal declarations of war on the UK and the US carly
in 1942, The army had, however, secured a prominent role after the 1932
coup, increasingly, indeed, a dominant role. Despite the democratic ideals of
some of the Promoters, Thailand was a bureaucratic state. In many ways the
army was itself a bureaucratic structure. *Politics is government service and
government service is politics... If the military is also responsible for
government service, how can it be separated from politics?” General Arthit
Kamlang-ck asked.® Greatly strengthened when Thailand was seen as a
bastion against the Communists, the army still did not focus on conflict
outside the borders of the state, but on manipulating conflict within ir.
Parlamentary Thailand has to 4 date it and acc date to it.

The armies of Southeast Asia indeed remained in the post-colonial period
armies devoted to sustaining authority within the frontiers — sometimes their
own as much as the government’s — more than to providing for their defence
from outside attack; still less were they designed for aggression against their
neighbours. The elements of which they were made up had changed. Their
size had grown. They had different political roles. But they were above all still
constabularies. Such a stance was likely to shift in the post-Cold War world.
A constabulary role might still be required in several countries, but Southeast
Asian states would generally need to enhance their defence capacity. Their
disposition was, however, to collaborate, not by formal alliance, but through
a network of regional rel personal and ional

It might indeed prove that other elements in the armed forces would
undergo greater change than the armies. The colonial status quo had been
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sustained over against other powers by naval more than by military strength,
in pumcular by that of the British. The post-colonial order was sustained in
part by the positioning of the US 7th Fleet. Building a navy is a
task still lying ahead for most of the Southeast Asian states, though island
Indonesia had long been aware of the need, and controversially sought an
instant increment of naval power in the sell-off by East Germany. Navy-
building may affect relationships within Southeast Asia. But, again, the
region as a whole must take account of the naval plans of the major powers,
above all the People’s Republic of China.

British power was overthrown not only by military and naval attack but
by attack from the air. It may indeed be in the air that the defence concerns
of the independent Southeast Asian states are most clearly demonstrated.
Thailand and Malaysia appear to see their air forces as deterrent, But again
there are elements of collaboration across the region.

Within the regional framework, the smallest states may still have
particular concerns. A small and wealthy state with a population mainly
Chinese in origin, Singapore has decided to demonstrate that it will not be
casy to eliminate. Some of its closest military contacts have been with Israel.
A Muslim state, Brunei is even smaller and even wealthier. It, too, can afford
armed forces, the purpose of which is mainly deterrent. @

1 quoted J. Soedjati Djiwandono and Yong Mun Cheong, eds, Soldiers and Stability in
Southeast Asia, Singapore, ISEAS, 1988, p.17.

2 H.L 2Zwitzer en C.A Heshusius, Het Koninklijk Nederlands-Indisch Leger 1830-1950, The
Hague: Staatuitgeverij, 1977, p. 10.

3 Salim Said, Genesis of Power, Singapore: ISEAS, 1991, p. 142.

4 AF Celoza, The Rise of an Authoritarian Regime in the Philippines, PhD thesis,
Claremont Graduate School, 1987, p. 252.

S Michael C Williams, Vietnam at the Cross roads, New York: Council on Foreign Relations
Press, 1992,p. 37.

6 quoted Soedjati and Yona, p. 23.

107



MILLENARIANISM

There has been much excellent historical writing about millennialism,
messianism and millenarianism in Southeast Asia. Some of it has been partly
or wholly theoretical in nature. Sartono Kartodirdjo's Peasant Movements in
Rural Java, for example, makes a useful attempt to define and categorise.
Other works have been more narrative in style, while still being analytical in
character. Sartono’s own The Peasant Revolt in Banten in 1888 is an
example of this genre.? In Pasyon and Revolution, Reynaldo lleto has

led our und ding of the Philippi revolution by relating
peasant involvement to the millenarian promise implied by translating the
Christian ‘message of resurrection to this world.' In his Prophets of
Rebellion: millenarian protest movements against the European colonial
order, Michael Adas has described peasant unrest in Burma,* and Hue-Tam
Ho Tai has written of Millenarianism and Peasant Politics in Vietnam.' The
topic has fascinated historians and students, and it is complementary to
several of the central topics of the present book.

Some questions arise as a result of a focus on Southeast Asia. Are such
movements peculiar to that region? Are they peculiar to a colonial world?
The answer to both questions is negative. Elsewhere in Asia millenarianism
is well recognised in peasant history. The Little Tradition in China comprises
a strong clement of it, and so do the yonaoshs or *world renewal’ movements
in Japan.® Nor, as these cases suggest, is the movement confined to colonial
countries. Indeed millennial attitudes are famihar in European societies, too,
particularly (though not exclusively) in peasant societies. Sartono’s move-
ments mostly belong to colonial Java, but it scems likely that this is because
the records for that period reveal more evidence, rather than because such
movements did not exist before the Dutch arrived. Certainly they existed in
most peasant societies, and the spirit is not dead even in more sophisticated
societies.

What the movements have in common is not a colonial experience: it is
an experience of a non-participatory polity. Often such movements arise at
a time of change, and its adverse results provoke a wish to recapture an
apparently better past or to pre-empt a happier future, or both. Those who
participate are clear that change cannot be effected in any other way than by
inspired action, by trust, by faith, by following a charismatic leader, by a
kind of magic. It is not satisfactory to regard it merely as an irrational
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approach, but it does not follow the rationality of political participation.
That is not available, or not seen to be available.

In a colonial structure that, of course, is a likely state of affairs. There can
be little sense that change can be brought abourt by political action of a
‘modern’ kind if the rulers are demonstrably of another race and backed by
outside power. But the state of affairs is not peculiar to a colonial structure.
There was little sense that change could be brought about, or reversed, in
China or in Japan. In Europe itself, after all, Marx had to contend with
utopianism. That, he believed, was indeed a main enemy. It conduced to
action that was bound to be ineffectual, revolutions that were certain to be
disappointed. He urged what he called a ‘scientific’ approach, that took
account of historical trends and practical realities. Even he retained a residue
of utopianism. *He had simply thrust the happy consummation a little
farther off into the future.”

Marxist activists had to work their way through this contradiction. The
most successful were those who insisted on patient political work, indoctri-
nation, organisation, coupled with planned violence, and discounted rapid
results. Mao had to oppose the adventurism of Li Li San. Ho had to organise
the Vietnam Communist Party after the disasters of the 1930s. The
Indonesian party had perhaps the most chequered history of all. It was the
oldest in Asia, but one of the least successful. The strain of millenialism it
picked up in Indonesia it failed to counter by patient political work. More
than once it acted prematurely. More than once, it was virtually destroyed
as a result: in 1926-7, in 1948, in 1965.

Indonesian Communism had an r1r|) start, as a result of the contacts
with the Dutch Ci ists. In the C ism was of much
later origin, dating not only but the advent
of a middle-class leadership that sought to modemise them. The mil-
lenial movements were, as lleto has shown, deeply influenced by popular
Catholicism: its promise of redemption was transferred to the world of the
present and the immediate future. Most famous were the colorum sects,
deriving from the movement of Apolinario de la Cruz. Even in that case
there was a link between peasant unrest and middle-class leadership, since
Apolinario was a disappointed secular cleric. In the 1930s the link was
established in another way. Ramos, a disappointed place-holder, capita-
lised on peasant unrest with his Sakdal movement. But his attempts to
modernise it were a failure. The ruling oligarchy was not disposed to
permit much pamupanun in politics. And the belief in mvulncmbxhry
was d d by bulary hullc(s. *Exaltation turned to
ment, followed quickly by blind panic.”® The unrest during and after
the Pacific war was canalised more effectively by the Hukbalahap leaders,
who indeed shared Communist ideas, though hardly attempting to create
a cadre party.
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Peasant unrest took more traditional forms in Burma, too. There, indeed,
Communism, inhibited by British rule, was slow to take hold, and when it
did, slow to attempt political work among the peasants. The Saya San
uprising of 1930-1 was traditional in character, evoking the values of
Buddhism and of the monarchy the British had overthrown. “The Burman
peasants in general are amazingly superstitious and extraordinarily ignorant
and credulous, a fact which is well attested by the pathetic and widespread
belief among those who participated in the various risings, that “tattoo
marks”, “charmed handkerchiefs”, “embedment needles™, “charmed oil”,
“charmed lime™, “magic gong”, “charmed stanzas”, etc., would render
them *immune to bullets and dah cuts™.™ With the emergence of the Thakin
|c1dcr§h||’! and lhc Japanese occupation, the Burman leaders set out to secure
Within that there were self-styled Communists
and, zhou;,h they were denied a share of power, the regime pursued left-wing
policies. That may have limited the revival of millenialism.

The same kind of challenge faced the Communists in Vietnam. Depres-
sion, floods, the growing threat of war affected the population of Nam Bo
in the 1930s. But mass movements were not enough: ‘the assumptions and
the aims of secular politics must be well understood if the popular base is to
remain cohesive for any length of time. The cadres had to teach the peasants
not only how to form committees of action and how to draw up lists of
grievances and demands, but also why this type of nuuuy was. dmucnr
from joining sect-or ions and particiy g in i
violence

Peasant unrest does not necessanily take the form of millenial or more or
less political movements. In The Moral Economy of the Peasant: Rebellion
and sub ce tn South Asia and Weapons of the Weak: Everyday forms
of peasant resistance, James Scott had described other forms of peasant
resistance, small deeds that limit the exactions of landlords, or frustrate the
excesses of the powerful.'" Nor, on the other hand, is millenial aspiration
necessarily connected only with agrarian unrest. The frustration that is its
characteristic origin is found in the city as well as in the countryside, as the
Rizalista cults suggest.'* The only counter is in fact an open political system,
in which participation takes place and appears to achieve satisfactory results.

The people’s revolution in the Philippines followed upon the repressive
dictatorship Marcos had inaugurated by declaring an emergency in 1972,
That had retained but emasculated democraric forms. Its overthrow in 1986
was not simply the result of a political and military coup: it was also the result
of a massive popular intervention. Some of its potency derived no doubt from
the millennial strand in Philippines political life: it was a rare success for
popular forces. At the same time it left a legacy of expectation that the
successor Aquino regime could not fulfil. In another sense, it related to
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Philippines nationalism. The year 1986 seemed to be an example to other
authoritarian countries, just as, in Mabini's hopes, 1896 had been
‘contagious’. @
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FOREIGN POLICY

The political entities of Southeast Asia have had various systems of
interrelationship over the ies. It would be mi: to describe them
as international relations, since that would presume that they were
relationships among *nations’ or ‘nation-states’. Such did not exist. Even the
word ‘state’ may convey a mistaken sense of the reality. A more neutral
term like *political entity’ may itself not be neutral enough, but it avoids
some ‘presentist’ presumptions, and offers some means of describing the
past which is itself ‘another country’.

Relationships existed that reflected the relative position of such entities
and allowed them to find a recognised place within a commonly conceived
world. The main relationship in East Asia was that between China and its
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neighbours. It was one that depended on the concept of a Middle Kingdom,
between heaven and earth. This was ‘the mechanism by which barbarous
non-Chinese regions were given their place in the all-embracing Chinese
political, and therefore cthical, scheme of things’.! Other states, other
entities, found their place in the world in relation to it according to their
greater or lesser levels of civilisation and to their readiness to accept both thc
lements of inty and lage and the el of d

on which the system rested. Like other systems of rglnnumhxp among,
cntities, it allowed for an element of make-believe. Formality had its own
importance, even if it did not always conform to reality.

Indeed, the system lent itself to paradox. Some states were inclined to
imitate the inimitable, and themselves to define their relationships with
neighbours, and indeed with more remote states, in terms of suzerainty and
vassalage. The most obvious example and the strongest paradox are found
in the case of Vietnam. Seeking in internal affairs often to adopt the Chinese
model, as Alexander Woodside has put it, it was tempted to adopt it for its
relationship with others, too, and to list a series of dependencies in some
kind of imitation of the Middle Kingdom itself. *This meant that diplomatic
intercourse with them could only be carried out at the Viemamese court if
their envoys to Hué followed the ritualized behavior of vassals.™

The example of China was, however, not the only reason why the rela-
tionships between entities might be conceived in such a way. Some entities
were more powerful than others, and the system afforded a means of accep-
ting that. A confession of *vassalage” would not only redound to the credit
of the greater, but it would help to preserve the position of the weaker. It
might enable a lesser entity to preserve a degree of independence of a greater.
In effect, by recognising its neighbour’s power, it might limit the temptation
to use it. A *de jure' acceptance of suzerainty might, to adopr European
terms, avoid a ‘de xercise of sovereignty. The Vietnamese were adept
at this. Siam itself saw fit to send missions to the Middle Kingdom until the
mid-nincteenth century. In some sense it was an insurance policy.

The system also reflected the narture of the entities themselves in Southeast
Asia. Characteristically the states lacked the rigid geographical frontiers of
later systems. Tribute and allegiance were related to the more personal links
that bound political entities together and that related rulers and peoples.
Sometimes, indeed, it was possible, as it might be desirable, for a ruler to
offer allegiance to more than one great neighbour. It reflected a reality in the
affairs of a state like Cambodia, placed between Siam and Vietnam; of a
state like Kedah, sceking to limit the exercise of Thai suzerainty and,
according at least to the Thais, its ruler so thinking ‘of connecting himself
with the Burmese enemies, to whom he sent a man with letrers’. At times it
could be a risky policy, rather than a reflection of reality. It was in any case
a way of operating the state system of the time, a kind of diplomacy.

mn2




Foreign policy

The advent of the colonial powers changed the system. It did not happen,
of course, all at once. The climination of the Chinese relationship was
achieved only with the Franco-Chinese war of the 1880s and the negotiations
between Britain and China over the frontiers of British Burma. Elsewhere in
Southeast Asia, colonial powers both used and displaced the old system. It
was convenient for France to assert Vietnamese claims over Cambodia and
Laos. It was convenient for Britain to accept or even later to take over some
of the Thai claims on the Malay Peninsula, and to modify and reject others.
The Dutch might base a claim to West Irian on the claims of the Sultan of
Tidore, though in the end making West New Guinea part of, indeed the last
part of, their empire in the Indies.

Characteristically, however, Southcast Asia became divided among colo-
nial powers. In substantial part, it ceased to have a system of inter-entity
relations. The diplomacy that affected Southeast Asia was conducted among
metropolitan powers, often indeed only as part of a wider diplomacy, and
subject to the dictates of interests in other parts of the world. The
relationships among the rulers of Southeast Asian territories were cir-
cumscribed. The relations of governor of the Straits Settlements and the
governor of the Netherlands Indies were less important than the relation-
ships of London and The Hague: indeed they rarely, if ever, exchanged
correspondence, let alone visits.

The Thais, remaining independent, profited from the situation, They
could limit their contacts with the governor of the Straits Settlements and
work through the British Foreign Office’s representative in Bangkok: they
alone had a state that, in some sense, belonged to the world of interstate

lationsk Mong} lighted to receive the letter

ips that was 2l gkur was d
from Queen Victoria that Harry Parkes delivered in 1856: he was thus
“admitted unreservedly into the brotherhood of European royalty’, and *his
position as a King thus clearly recognised by the Sovereign of the most
powerful European State’. Those who sought to emerge into that world
realised the significance of their inability to conduct a foreign policy. Quezon
was to be frustrated by the semi-ind, d of the C Ith of the
Philipp *he could now definitely say one thing, which was that he would
never recommend to his people a perpetuation of the present condition of
semi-subordination’.* How could he prepare for the independence of the
Philippines if he could not conduct foreign policy as well as enjoy domestic
autonomy?

The postwar period saw the spread to Southeast Asia and then to other
parts of the world of the system of nation-states and with it the system of
international relations that the Europeans, and then the Americans, had
been building up over a century or more. It was a system that again mixed
rhetoric and reality. States were equal in sovercignty, but not in power.
A state had to be ‘recognised’ by others and that normally was accompanied
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by a seat in the UN General Assembly. But in fact independence was a matter
of degree. To enjoy as much of it as was possible, a state had to recognise the
limits of the possible. To be independent, a state had to recognise that others
were more independent. Only an acceptance that power was differentially
distributed made the concept of theoretical equality viable.

Understanding the foreign policy of the emergent states, as indeed that of
others, requires some such consideration of the nature of the system in which
they had to work. It also requires some consideration of the aims of forcign
policy in such a system of states. A state must aim first of all at securiry, at the
preservation of its frontiers, and at a due measure of independence. It has
also come to be accepted, second, that a state has to seek the prosperity of its
subjects, and that diplomacy can no longer be merely concerned with political
security. Third, a state may be expected to aim, in part perhaps to ensure these
objectives, but in part also because of the dynamics of the system, to exert an
influence in the region and in the world commensurate with its power, its size,
its wealth. Itis the acceptance of that, both on the part of the stronger and of
the weaker, that lics at the very heart of the system. It is the moderation, the
I3 d the mutual and fort ther liation of
divergent interests, that form the stuff of its diplomacy.

Understanding the foreign policy of states in a world of states requires
some additions to this simple model. The model emphasises interests rather
than ideologics, for mple, perhaps unduly. Pursuing an ideology may
support the pursuit of an interest; it may complicate it; it may even damage
it Itis also likely to change the perception of a state’s policy on the part of
other states. Even if a state does not avowedly include an ideological formu-
lation in its foreign policy, it may approach foreign policy in preconditioned
ways. The policy-making elite may have a conception of the state that is
reflected in its foreign policy. The Indonesian clite, for example, saw their
republic, though the inheritor of Dutch frontiers, as born of revolution: that
made it difficult to accept the validity of the creation of a Malaysian state
that seemed to be born of colonialism and compromise, ‘the marriage
between Malay feudalism and British imperialism',* adding to the other
challenges Malaysia seemed to represent, perhaps to Indonesia’s security,
certainly to its sense of itself as the regional leader.

The role of public opinion in foreign policy has long been a source of
controversy, One issue is its definition. European statesmen, like the great
Lord Salishury, might refer to it, but even in parliamentary Britain, it scemed
to be rather an excuse than a reason for a particular policy. Were the elite
using public opinion to support a predetermined line, to 2 acommitment,
for example? Certainly the involvement of public opinion, once evoked,
might reduce the room for manocuvre that a maker of foreign policy might
have. The discrediting of secret dipl, y by the outbreak of the First World
War led to a demand for open agreements, openly arrived at. But that was in
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fact impractical. Openness could only become a camouflage, if not an
obstruction, to a diplomacy that has to be secret. Nor was the wisdom of the
many necessarily better than the wisdom of the few in a kmd of human
relations that required gi d-take,

The definition of public opinion is itself a difficult task. The casiest
sources for an historian to pursue are the newspapers of the day. But news-
paper readers do not necessarily share the opinions of newspaper editors or
leader-writers. Other avenues have been explored in order to determine, as
in Jean Jacques Becker's case, why the French went to war in 1914.7 We
know enough of Italian ‘public opinion’ to know why Italy should not have
gone to war in 1915, and we know how a minority of the ‘public’ was
allowed to overwhelm parliamentary opinion.

In new states, as indeed in ltaly itself, a cause in foreign policy may indeed

arouse public opinion even more than in old ones. Evoking a national cause
may unify the nation, but there may well be a cost in foreign policy. Will it
drive foreign policy beyond its rational limits? Will it prejudice its objectives,
security, prosperity, an influence in the world commensurate with the
ion of power? The case of konfrontasi is a case in point.
Indonesia had pursued a strikingly successful foreign policy ever since
Indeed winning independence had been part of it: it was not
a heroic military struggle, but a clever diplomatic one, in which
Indcncsm took account of US and *world” opinion, of the attitudes of India
and Australia, in a way that completely evaded the Dutch. The mixture of
force and diplomacy, in a sense a rejigging of the combination the Dutch had
themselves used in Indonesia, served them well, too, in securing West New
Guinea in 1961 But it did not work when they ‘confronted’ Malaysia, and
Indonesia was driven, by the combination of frustration and internal
pressures, into an extreme policy that was unlikely to bring success abroad
and likely indeed to bring division at home. Konfrontasi had its rational
side. As the major regional state, Indonesia had a ‘right’ to a say in the fate
of its neighbours, though how that was to be effected was unclear. But it
tended to obscure its real claim to be involved by a high-pressure mix of
force and diplomacy that was in the end counter-productive. It alienated
world opinion, and did not win US support. And it tended to consolidate
Malaysia rather than break it up. Only in the longer term might its policy be
deemed to have enjoyed some kind of success. The pressure on Britain had
been considerable, and it made it more likely that it would reduce its
commitments in Southeast Asia in the late 1960s and 1970s, particularly as
Suharto had destroyed the Communists. The way was prepared for
Indonesia to pursue a regional role in a more moderate style.

The Philippines had also end d to intervene in the creation of
Malaysia. Its policy was again a mixture of interest and ideology. North
Borneo had originally been secured partly by agreement with the Sultan of
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Sulu, and now it was to change its status, perhaps finally, by becoming part
of a nation-state. The sultan’s heirs were interested; so indeed was the
itself, despite the treaty its predecessor, Spain, had made with
Britain in 1885, Its interest, however, was not merely cconomic; it was also
political. In some sense Filipinos such as Mabini had seen themselves as
leaders in Southeast Asia, and this aspiration to a larger role had become
associated with the North Borneo claim. President Macapagal drew on this
tradition. At the same time, it ought to be said, as in the West New Guinea
case, the new state had some reason to be dissatisfied with the old boundary
it did not make it easier to maintain security. The foreign policy of the
Philippines was a failure. Maphilindo, its achievement, was an ephemeral

Phil

: the comb ion of Malaya, ines and Ind ia did not

and ideology are interspersed in the foreign policies of mainland
states as well. For Vietnam it was uscful that the Communist great powers,
China and Russia, contended: it could reduce its risk of dependence on the
former by a judicious connexion with the latter. Placed between India and
China, Burma pursued a policy of isolationism that could be rationalised by
its position as well as by the ideology of its leaders. The changes since 1989
are challenging the approaches of both countries but also promoting rela-
tions with their Southeast Asian neighbours. @
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Part Three

PERIODS AND
PERSPECTIVES

Part One of this book sought to outline the emergence of the modern states
of Southeast Asia. Part Two discussed a number of topics in their history
that can be consi lly and ly. Both approaches can

be criticised from the perspective of a modern Western historiography. That
itself is, of course, not the only perspective on the past that has been adopted
in the West, nor, indeed, in Southeast Asia.

The third part of the book discusses some of the distinctive features of
that historiography and some of the ways in which they have been or can be
turned to account.
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TIME AND PLACE

“Time has no divisions to mark its passage, there is never a thunderstorm or
blare of trumpets to announce the beginning of a new month or year. Even
when a new century begins it is only we mortals who ring bells and fire off
pistols.” We mortals differ in the way we divide up time. Those differences
themselves alter over time.

In the oral environments Barbara Andaya describes in her work on
Southeast Sumatra, stories were handed down from the past: they were
‘ever-mutating’, but ‘perceived as unchanging’? There was no sense of
sequential time. Lucian Pye felt that ‘the Burmese lack any feeling for
tidiness in history; they do not sce history in terms of stages or phases, and
so they are not led to see one sequence rounded off before the next is
begun’.' *What could provide a time-referent for different groups’, Barbara
Andaya continued, *... was the reign of a common overlord’* The lives of
kings could present ‘a means of identifying a shared block of time".5 That, of
course, remained a common concept in other socicties, in Europe and
elsewhere, where there was a greater sense of the passage of time. One lived
in Good King Charles” Golden Days or in the Meiji era.

Such a view of the passage of time sometimes had, both in Asian and
European  socictics, another dimension: the concept of decline and
restoration. It suggested that change was neither evolutionary nor, except in
a special sense, revolutionary. The Meiji i psulates the notion.
But such a view was not peculiar to Asia. It had not been uncommon in
Renaissance Europe: indeed the concept of renaissance is not incompatible
with it. Machiavelli’s Discorsi may itself have been recapturing the attitude
of the Romans, and his own I/ Principe did not follow the same pattern. But
something of the same approach was evident in the English Revolution. It
aimed to restore the time past.

every age
Appears to souls who live every age in't (ask Carlyle)
Most unheroic. Ours, for instance, ours...
A pewter age - mixed metal, silver-washed;
An age of scum, spooned off the richer past.
[E. B. Browning, Aurora Leigh)
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Nonetheless a more linear view of time had begun to prevail. Time could
now be saved and wasted. The idea of progress, the subject of a book by
J. B. Bury, The Idea of Progress,* overlaid and reinforced it. The French
revolutionaries decided that a new era had started, Year 1. Even those
countries that counted by regnal years accepred that their history was a
lineal one, moving from Rama 1l to Rama IV, or indeed from Meiji to
Taisho. Sir John Plumb proclaimed in 1963 that *if there is one idea that
makes sense of history, it is the idea of progress ... The world is less savage,
less brutal, less tyrannical than it was one hundred years ago.”

Reigns have yet remained useful to historians, as labels, as characterising
descriptions, such as the Victorian Era. An alternative is to use Christian
centuries. Perhaps it was only in the last one that the end of the century was
associated with decadence, ‘fin de stecle’, *a kind of decimal determinism’.*
Sometimes centuries are stretched to suit, for example, Braudel’s long
sixteenth or Hobsbawm'’s short twentieth.

If most mortals like to break up time, writers have to. How are *abridg-
ments’ otherwise to be made manageable? Butterfield asked. *The difficulty
of the general historian is that he has to abridge and that he must do it
without altering the meaning and the peculiar message of history..." Things
have to be left out: but abridgment must not do violence to the complexity
of the historical process. Too often, text book writers were at fault, com-
piling indecd from other abridgments. Abridgment had to maintain the
‘texture” of history.'"

More recently, French historians have attempted an alternative approach,
splitting time, as it were, horizontally rather than vertically. ‘For Braudel,
time, like Gaul or the Almighty, could be divided into three parts... The
short-term produced the “event”, the middling the “conjuncture”, and from
the long duration came the “structure”™,"

Both approaches, vertical and horizontal, have their dangers. What may
seem the convenience of the first can be an inconvenience. If the historian is
secking explanations, they will not be readily confined within a chrono-
logical framework. Even in a single state, changes are sure to be too complex
to be aptly related to the activities of even the strongest monarch. If the
century has to be compressed or stretched, what validity has it as a des-
criptor or a divider?

The second approach risks imbalance in the relationship of the long-term
and the contingent. It may underplay the events - often political - in favour
of the continuities, and diminish the political, even though the political may
be part of the context. It is a guide to thinking about the problems of writing
history. But it can be as inadequate as a *narrative” can be

Both approaches, of course, are tied to prescriptions about what is
significant or important that has occurred over time. *. ... periods are modes
of dealing with specific questions and must change with the questions’,

122




Time and place

Anthony Reid has declared.'? Adopting a time-frame may be the result of a
decision as to what is important, or it may lead to a decision as to what is
important. Writing a general text is likely to fall into the first category. The
problem is to do that without falling, or appearing to fall, into the second.

The only valid approach is perhaps what might be called the ‘health
warning' approach. Bear in mind the nature of the historiographical
enterprise. No book offers the final word. No structure will comprise the
whole mansion. No explanation will be plete. No time-lines will do
Justice to a story that has a beginning but no beginning and an end but no end.

If these are counsels for a singly authored work, they are even more
difficult to apply to a multi-authored one. Such may have to be divided
volume from volume, as well as contribution from contribution. Contribu-
tion may be divided from contribution by content as well as time-frame.
There will be no answer appropriate to all the topics, let alone one that
satisfies all the authors or all their readers. The editor will be criticised;
haunted, too, by the fear that decisions that had to be arbitrary have become
the guiding principles, if not of the authors, then of the students and the
teachers who use the work in first coming to terms with the history or
histories concerned.

In the 19505 and 1960s, when independent states had just been set up or
were being set up, there was a concern, too, to decolonise historiography.
John Bastin and his critics discussed the *Western element’ in Southeast
Asian historiography, and John Smail conceived of “autonomous” histories.
At times the contending parties went too far. “Taken to the extreme,
autonomous histories that push the colonizers or their elite collaborators
into the shadows would produce the same distortions as do colonial
histories that push the “natives™ or subaltern groups into the shadows’, as
Lauric Scars has recognised.'

The historians of several Southeast Asian states are now concerned to
write ‘national” history. What that might be is a subject of much discussion
in the profession. Is it a history designed to serve a *national’ purpose? That
seems to be one facet of it, and the search for a book or books that might be
used in schools and in junior university courses seems to point that way. For
some, however, it goes further than that. It is an assertion that history cannot
be written by other than *nationals’ and can only be written in the *national’
language. That case has been put strongly by some of the historians at the
University of the Philippines and by others in Thailand and in Brunci
Darussalam. It represents in some sense a recrudescence of views that were
common in the decolonisation period of the 1950s and 1960s. Now
*decolonisation’ is not at issue, but ‘globalisation’ may be. Nations not only
seck to boost their unity, but also their distinctiveness. The ‘global village® is
not in prospect. Or if it is, each house will have assertively different
architecture and its own garden to cultivate.
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Edward Said has expressed his concern. ‘I one believes with Gramsci that
an intellectual vocation is socially possible as well as desirable, then it is an
inadmissible contradiction at the same time to build analyses of historical
experience around exclusions that stipulate, for instance, that only women
can understand feminine expericnce, only Jews can understand Jewish suf-
fering, only formerly colonial subjects can understand colonial experience.”*

An historian may well wonder where this places the profession that has
emerged, in Europe, in the US, in Australasia, in Southeast Asia itself, in the
twentieth century. Writing textbooks is bound, as Butterfield pur it, to
*foreshorten” history: indeed he argues that the mechanics of the task
ensured the adoption of what he called a Whig interpretation. ‘Presentism’
is certainly a danger. How is the historian going to structure, to periodise, to
resource, the history of a country the frontiers of which may be only recent,
the heroes of which may have fought each other, the cultures of which are
diverse? It is, after all, striking how few satisfactory histories there are of
that strange agglomeration, the UK. It could nor have a ‘unified histori-
ography’, J. G. A. Pocock has argued.'* Is there not a tendency to write the
history of -Britain as if it were the history of England? How indeed is the
history of Scotland and of Wales to be part of a *national” history?

*Too close a concern with the remembered past of the various Indonesian
peoples always threatened to endanger rather than confirm the newly
defined unity’, Tony Reid has observed in respect of the history-writing of
the early revolution.™ The structural problems for the historian must also
lead to a questioning of the political purpose. If that is to create a sense of
nationhood, it is necessary to ask if it is to be a history of the predominant
element in the modern state. Might not a sense of belonging be best ensured
by a national history at once more subtle and more inclusive?

Nor 15 the notion that ‘national’ history is *nationalised” history a happy
thought. It is true that overwhelmingly the history of England has been
written by the English and that of the US by Americans. But the insights of
others have often been profoundly helpful. Could English history of the
cighteenth century ever be the same after Lewis Namier? Does not Paul
Kennedy tell us something of the US?

There is a political issue here, too. Nations will have to live with nations,
rather than furiously rage together. Assertive national histories will prejudice
such a prospect. A sense of nationhood is after all born of knowing others
as well as oneself.

The writing of the history of Southeast Asia, and of countries within
Southeast Asia, has advanced immeasurably, if irregularly, since the war. It
has been stimulated not only by political change and by the expansion of
education. Its own controversies have also been stimulating. New evidence
has been made available. New approaches have been adopted. It has been a
warld-wide endeavour, not merely a national one. Surely it has been the
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better for that. The approach of Braudel to the Mediterranean past inspired
the New Zealander/Australian Tony Reid to tackle the Age of Commerce in
Southeast Asia. He was no doubt inspired, too, by the relevance of that age
of commerce to the present one.
Like the present author, Professor Reid adopted a regional approach.
d

Thatalso is ¢ 1. What relationship do the individual states have to
their neighbours? In what sense, if any, do their peoples sce themselves as
South Asian? The historiographical issues that the concept raises are

again both a reflection of the contemporary issues and a contribution to the
discussion of them. e
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SEPTENTRIONALISM

Discourse analysts and deconstructionists, though they may have been
destructive in some respects, have been constructive in others. They have
stressed that truth, like beauty, lies in the eye of the beholder. Historians
have long accepted that different interpretations arise from different
viewpoints, and that one person’s fact will be another’s fiction. They have
accepted relativism, though they would mostly not push it to the sterile
extremes adopted by those disciplines that appear to have come to it recently
and adopted the notion with the passion of the newly converted. It may,
after all, be possible that post-modernism is itself only a passing phase,
offering a concept that may cast light but not provide the only illumination.

Those who have worked on the history of Southeast Asia have long been
aware that the material they have to work with is not only scanty, but
slanted. Recent historians have shown that it is necessary, but also possible,
to work ‘against the grain’ of received accounts. What do chronicles tell us?
What do colonial records tell us? It is possible to make more of both by
juxtaposing both, as the Andayas have shown. Out of archives originally
collected for another purpose, James Warren has been able to reconstruct the
lives of Sulu pirates and their captives, of Singapore rickshaw coolies, of the
prostitutes who were part of Japan’s carliest export drive. The challenges are
often difficult, and authors themselves rarely feel they have surmounted
them. But they, and their readers, usually feel they have come nearer a
truthful account, even if it is not the only one. Not belicving that a final truth
can be reached does not invalidate attempts to get nearer it, nor suggest that
all the attempts are equally valid or equally inadequate.

It is certainly true, if one may be allowed to offer so bold a statement
without its being itself subject to deconstruction, that, in general, viewpoints
shift and, more particularly, that the imperialist phase privileged a kind of
discourse from which it was difficult to escape. The long European
connexion with Southeast Asia, even though it was irregular and spasmodic,
tended to support a colonial view, and even to encourage Europeans to see
its carlier history as if it were but a fragment of the history of its great
neighbours. To see Southeast Asia for itself, and its people for themselves,
was difficult. But imperial officials in fact made serious and parrially
successful efforts to break away from the conceptual framework of
imperialism. Critics like George Orwell, J. S. Furnivall and Victor Purcell
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emerged within the system, even within a single mind, like Hugh Clifford’s.
The study of the Indonesian past enjoined upon officials in Netherlands
India, though it began as a means to better control, led to a recognition of
its autonomy. The most startling case is that of J. C. van Leur, his chermn
sociological approach undermining the enched colonial histori
of his fellow Dutchmen.!

Indeed the ‘Orientalism’ of which Fd\\ard Said has so influentially writ-
ten has perhaps never domi | the h hy of Southeast Asia as it
has in his view that of the Middle East, or pcrlnps the Sub-Continent or the
Far East. The diversity of the region perhaps stood in the way. So, perhaps
paradoxically, did the long European cnnncuom with it. The early years
were rarely marked by a sense of total i or total ali
The fact that it was difficult to see Southeast Asia as a whole perhaps made
it casier to see parts of it clearly.

Sceing it as part of Asia as a whole might lead, however, to a kind of
orientalism, and diversity could lead thar way, too, if it pmmprcd an
impatient baffl casily I d with pt, and a disp
to aggregate that m;ngmincd the chance of misunderstanding. The counter-
part of such confrontation is a reversal of roles: what seemed incompre-
hensible becomes the only truth; what seemed a source of fear becomes the
only source of comfort. Some who are not Asian decide they are; some with
a culture of their own devalue it and thus devalue all.

The present author has ventured to use the agglomerant words ‘West' or
“Western'. They are a shorthand also easy to misread, sometimes too casy. It
one of the continuing villainies of imperialism has been located in an
inherited European rhetoric which racially essentializes and reduces the
colonized (“the Malay™), I cannot fight it or partly distance myself from it’,
writes Susan Mmgan, ...through a rhetoric which essentializes and reduces
the 1d-b izers (“British i ialism” or “the British colonial/
imperial perspective™).”*

Allan Patience criticised The Voice of Asia by Mahathir Mohamad and
Shintaro Ishihara® in yet bolder phrases. “The “Asian values™ they evangelise
are echoes of imperial manners, making Mahathir and Ishihara pathetic
compradors of a passé nco-colonialism... Their idea of the “West” is
tendentious, a reversal of Said’s “Orientalism”. .. Maybe we need a book on
Occidentalism — which would demonstrate how some “Asian" leaders are
trying to construct an idealised account of the “West™ to parody it for
political purposes.™ It is partly in such a context that the present author has
suggested yet another perspective. But that cannot be what, but for its
unpronounceability, he would be tempred to label Septentrionalism.

Australia and New Zealand have shared only a slight part of their history
with the islands and mainland to the north. Australia’s contacts even with
the Malay peoples were few, New Zealand's nil. The Dutch named New

127



Three: Penods and Perspec

Holland and New Zealand, but their real concern was with their monopoly
in Maluku. In the late eighteenth century, as both areas were embraced by
British naval power, a more positive connexion between Southeast Asia and
*Austral-Asia’ seemed possible. But sut to the antipod
colonies pmduu:d a severance rather than a development of contacts with
Asia. The A li became d in Philippines sugar, in North
Borneo timber, in Malayan tin. But contacts with Europe, or rather with
Britain, predominated, and it was in relation to them, or in reaction from
them, that the Australasian colonies rather self-consciously sought an
individuality that they were unspectacularly acquiring in any case. The
assignment of Southeast Asia to a number of colonial powers, though largely
under the umbrella of the British, further insulated it from Australia and
New Zealand, just as it added to the area’s own internal division.

In the ecarly twentieth century changes were in preparation; but the
revolution came with the Second World War. The decline of British pre-
ponderance, the independence of India, the Communist triumph in China,
created, in the context of a world struggle for power, a new environment for
relations between Australia and New Zealand and Southeast Asia. Within
Southeast Asia the colonial regimes were displaced, one by one, by inde-
pendent regimes, which had to face crucial economic, social and political
problems. Australia now had quite different and apparently unstable
neighbours and, with the resolution of the West Irian question, acquired a
common frontier with the most populous and powerful of them. New
Zealand, more rcmulc, remained more isolated. But a reshaping of the
policies of both domi seemed I: a rez isal, too, of popular
attitudes; and, on both grounds, the introduction of educational pro-
grammes, designed to bridge the intellectual and emotional gap created by
the distinctive histories of Southeast Asia and Austral-Asia.

Attempting these tasks meant facing the emotional obstacles thart the
mlpuulm past had left the Australians and New Zealanders. Asia was
hing large, difficult to unds i, mysteriously b
wealth and poverty. The apprehension was sharpened, particularly in the
case of Australia, by a sense of proximity, a sense of vulnerability. “What
Great Britain calls the Far East’, as R. G. Menzies put it in 1939, *is to us the
near north™.* And the British were no longer able to sustain the status quo
that had offered security.

The relationship became both more complex and more positive in the
postwar years. In part that was the result of economic trends. While Britain
joined the EEC, the Japanese economy boomed and the ‘Tigers’ emerged.
Without aband Ct ic rel hips with other parts of the world,
Australia and New Zealand became more involved with the changes in what
was now called the Pacific Rim. The revolutions in transport and com-
munication tended, not only to diminish distance, but to enhance contact.
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The contact was personal, too: students and tourists went to .-md came fmm
Asian countries, as did officials and busi
have followed. That, however, only posed the problem of the relationship
with Asia in new forms.

There were two reactions at the extremes. One was the view that
Australia and New Zealand were themselves part of Asia. Some insisted, in
reversal from an early separation, that they were, after all, ‘Asian’ and others
might use the larger rhetoric to describe what in effect was a smaller change.
‘Australasia’ indeed meant ‘southern Asia’, not, as some had seemed to
think, a kind of Australian dominance over the Tasman. But the real
meaning behind the name might be no more accurate than the meaning
previously given it. The second reaction was *Septentrionalism’, ‘Asia’ was
viewed from the Far South as a whole. Of it the observers in general felt that
they were not part, even that it was ‘the other’. What these two views had
in common, perhaps, was a tendency to see Asia through antipodean eyes.
That might distort it. It would obscure its real character by diminishing or
exaggerating the differences between Far North and Far South, continuing
1o lump the Asians together, and either lumping in the Australasians or
lumping them out. The view from the South could, however, add a new
perspective, and a valid one.

Public discussion in Australia and New Zealand has often addressed Asia
as a market, latterly as a region about which the community in general, and
especially the business community, should be more ‘literate’. In both cases,
and in others, the label should carry a w.:rnmg Aam is nota umty, nor docs
it see itself as such. In a world of
Australians and New Zealanders should think not ui r\sl:\, but ofjapan, of
China, of India, of Ind of the Philippi Si and Mal
of Burma, Thailand, Vietnam and Cambodia. Doing otherwise will not be
appreciated, nor will it promote ‘literacy’ about them. The British are
sensitive about being called Europeans, the Japanese about being called
Asians. Do Australians and New Zealanders like to be called Australasians?

They should question, too, the hyphenated linking, Asia-Pacific. Traffic
among the countries along the shores of the Pacific may be growing, but to
understand their future, and indeed the prospects of that traffic, their
diversity must be recognised: look, not only to the Asia-Pacific, but to the
Asia-specific. The development of APEC, with its emphasis on trade facili-
tation perhaps leading to trade liberalisation, is starting to make some sense
of the concept of the Asia-Pacific region. But progress will be slow, and
diversity will remain the region’s most obvious characteristic.

There is a risk, too, in going the other way, of sinking the identitics of
Australia and New Zealand in an amorphous *Asian’ or *Asia-Pacific’ mass.
Some of the rhetoric of New Zealand's *ASIA 2000" programme, though by
no means all, headed in this direction. In their anxiety to awaken New
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Zealanders to the *reality’ of Asia, opini kers i i iously
told them they were *part of the greater Asian region’, or were themselves
Asian. That was as mistaken as it was unwise. It was unwise because, an
over-reaction itself, it produced another over-reaction. New Zealanders did
not consider themselves Asian, and quite reasonably so. As the Foreign
Minister, Don McKinnon, has said, ‘this initiative to assert our place in Asia
does not mean removing history or our heritage. New Zealand’s unique
identity is an important plus as we seck to enhance our relations with the
Asian Region'. *Asians indeed did not see New Zealanders” endeavours to
be viewed as Asian as convincing. What the aim should properly be is to
assert an identity as New Zealanders, anxious to be informed about Asian
countries, to deal with them s and peopl people and
economy-to-economy.

In the consideration of the issues and in bringing them before a wider
public, the universities clearly had a major role to play. Characteristically
they had been centred on the study of European cultures. Now new material
was to be introduced, so as at once to arouse and to satisfy the interest of
their students. The universities were also to do what they could to help the
community as a whole adjust to the changed situation. If possible, too, they
had to help respond to the chall facing South Asian scholarship:
major gaps had to be filled, major revisions undertaken. In facing them
Australians and New Zealanders were not without certain advantages. It
might be that A lians and New Zealanders could free th lves of
Europ terminol and chronologies without flying to anti-colonial
extremes, and so contribute to a better all-round understanding of Southeast
Asian history. If the shortness of their history and the tightness of their
British connexion committed Australians to some sort of love-hate relation-
ship with European influences, this itself could help them to understand the
artitudes of Indonesian intellectuals to the Dutch legacy. Australians and
New Zealanders shared apprehensions of China with some Southeast Asian
countries, But they might be especially fitted, in view of their own back-
ground, to understand the nature of the Chinese community in Southeast
Asia: not a community drawn from the upper classes of its homeland, but
none the less loyal to its culture. Belonging themselves to small nations,
without a substantial imperialist history, students from Australia and New

caland might the img in South, Asia of the doctrines
of nationality and self-d i of the aspirations of the new states or
‘narions’,

Over the past thirty or more years the universities of the Far South,
particularly those in Australia, have made major contributions to the
understanding of Southeast Asia. They have nor only served their national

ies; they have also ibuted to the scholarly world in even more
ways than the hopeful anticipated. At a time when the study of Southeast
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Asia was waning in the old colonial territories, and the interest in the US
rose and fell, the contribution of the Australians, all the more assiduous, was
all the more necessary. It is not part of Asia, but it may be the place where
parts of Asia are being best studucd

Ruth McVey predicts ‘a i i ionalization’ of South
Asian studies. ‘Eventually, we should expect the emergence of a planetary
system in which various foreign centres of research orbit around a Southeast
Asia which is their powerful source of analysis as well as of study material.’
That, however, may take a long time, given the ‘regnant paradigm’, and its
focus on modernisation and the nation-state. No alternative vision has
emerged, as she adds, but the very lack of it may leave the way open for
creative scholarship.*

The present book does not seck to escape the ‘regnant paradigm’ by resort
to other disciplines or theoretical approaches. The author does, however,
suggest that setting the emergence of the modern states of Southeast Asia in
a larger context could at once also chall, that digm and ibute to
an understanding of what is currently cal]cd ‘globalisation’. @
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