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Notes on Terminology, Names,
and Sources

“MALAYA’ is used in this book as an abbreviation for the Federation

of Malaya when di ing events or 1 from 1948 to
September 1963. It is also used in an inclusive gcogmphmal sense
to refer to the insula as a whole, includi in dis-

cussing developments before 1948.
‘Malaysia’ is used whcn discussing dcvclopmcm.s aftcr Sep-

tember 1963 when the Fu ion of Mal: the
former Federation of Malaya, Sabah, Sarawak, and Singapore was
formed. Sii d from Malaysia to become a separate

political unit in August 1965.

Chinese names, whether of persons or of schools, are retained in
the form normally used by the persons or schools concerned where
this is known. When this cannot be established, names will be ren-
dered in pinyin.

Chinese words are rendered in Hanyu pinyin, with brief transla-
tions where possible. Chinese characters for Chinese terms and
names are provided in the Glossary.

All translations from Chinese sources are the author’s, unless
otherwise specified.

All currency references are to the Malayan dollar (8) as it was
then known or to the Malaysian Ringgit (MR).

Chapter 6 is a revised version of ‘Whither Chinese Education in
Malaya: The Controversy over Chung Ling High School,
1955-1957’, which appeared in Vol. 44 (1989) of the Journal of the
South Seas Society. The editors’ consent to use the same material in
this book is gratefully acknowledged.



Introduction

WHEREVER Chinese migrants have settled in significant numbers,
outside of China, they have established their own schools to edu-
cate their children in their mother tongue.! Only in Malaysia, how-
ever, have such schools survived to this day and retained their
identity as Chinese schools while flourishing as a vibrant part of
the education system of a multi-ethnic society. The 1992 Minority
Rights Group Report on the Chinese in South-East Asia noted
that ‘Malaysia has South Asia’s most p ive Chinese-
language system of education’.? Even in Singapore, where the
Chinese constitute more than 75 per cent of the population and
where Mandarin as a language is taught more extensively than
before, schools teaching entirely in Chinese no longer exist. In that
sense, the Chinese schools in Malaysia are unique.

Today, Malaysia has more than 600,000 children studying in
1,287 National-Type Chinesc Primary Schools. Most of these
schools have existed for decades but the oldest among them were
founded more than a hundred years ago. These 1,287 Chinese prim-
ary schools use Mandarin as the medium of instruction, form an
integral part of the national system, and provide free education, at
state expense, to 21.1 per cent of the total primary school students
in the country.? Eighty-nine per cent of Chinese children at prim-
ary school age are currently enrolled in these schools.*

At the secondary school level, more than 60,000 pupils study in
60 Independent Chinese Schools. These Independent Chinese
Schools teach mainly, but not completely, in Mandarin. They are
not part of the national system and are entirely supported by the
financial resources of local Chinese communities. In addition, there
are 54 National-Type Secondary Schools which stopped teaching
in Mandarin when they were absorbed into the national system
after the passage of the 1961 Education Act, As part of the national
system, these schools are funded by the state and their students do
not pay fees but their main medium of instruction is Malay, the
national language. Nevertheless, a significant number of such
schools are still regarded as ‘Chinese schools’ mainly because
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Chinese is still taught as a language within the curriculum, the
internal culture of the school remains identifiably Chinese, and the
schools have retained strong links with the local Chinese community.

Thus the Chinese schools in Malaysia exist both within the
national system (in the case of the primary schools and, arguably,
the National-Type Secondary Schools) as well as ourside the
national system (in the case of the Independent Chinese Schools).
Current enrolments indicate that both types of Chinese schools
remain popular choices with Chinese parents. A new, and intri-
guing, development of the 1990s is the discernible increase in the
number of Malay children, currently estimated at over 30,000,
studying in the Chinese primary schools.

Optimists would say that the future of the Chinese schools looks
even brighter. The continuing prosperity of the Asian region, and
especially the growing economic strength of China, may well
enhance the social and economic value of the Chinese language,
and, therefore, an education in Chinese. Within Malaysia, both the
Prime Minister and the Deputy Prime Minister have reccnd) tried
their hand at writing Chinese i at public
important if symbolic indication of a warmer attitude among
Malay leaders towards the Chinese language and things Chinese
and a greater Malay-Chinese cordiality.

Yet it was only eight years ago, in October 1987, that Malaysia
appeared to be hurtling towards a Malay-Chinese conflagration,
sparked off by the promotion of about 100 Chinese—but non-
Mandarin speaking—teachers to senior positions in Chinese
schools within the national system. The controversial promotions
may have been ‘an administrative hiccup’ but they were perceived
by of Chinese ed ion to be a g attempt to
‘change the character of the Chinese schools’.®

In October 1987, Chinese politicians within the ruling Barisan
Nasional coalition who had pledged to ‘sink or swim with the
Chinese schools’ were joined by Chinese opposition party leaders
in a massive rally to show that they were united in defending ‘the
essential character of the Chinese schools’. In response, UMNO
and Malay politicians planned an even bigger rally to demonstrate
that the Malays were united behind their leaders in withstanding
pressure from the Chinese.® The escalating racial tension was
defused after the Prime Minister, Dr Mahathir Mohamad, launched
‘Operation Lalang’ on 27 October which resulted in the arrest of
119 persons under the Internal Security Act (ISA). Among the
most prominent detainees were Lim Fong Seng, president of the
United Chinese School Committees’ Association (UCSCA);
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Sim Mow Yu, president of the United Chinese School Teachers’
Association (UCSTA); Twang Pik King, headmaster of an
Independent Chinese School; and Kua Kia Soong and Ong Tin
Kim, who were closely associated with the UCSCA.?

October 1987 was a particularly dramatic illustration of how
the Chinese education issue is one of the most :cnsmvc nerve

centres of politics in Malaysia. ‘O Lalang’
onc of the blggcs! nnd most wide-ranging rounds of pohucx.l
P lonial history, did not just target

the lcadcrs of Chinese cducauon organizations. But it was also not
the first time that the State had resorted to repressive action to curb
dissent from the Chinese education organizations. There had been
other ions when over Chinese ion led to
political brinkmanship, each time showing that the survival of
Chinese education, in its various forms, was a highly emotive issue.

To take another example, the Merdeka University campalgn
spawned highly charged i and 1 1 pol-
iticking in Malaysia until the Federal Court ruled in July 1982
against the possibility of a Chinese language university.® The
Merdeka University proposal, first mooted in 1967, atracted
widespread Chinese support when it was rcvxvcd in 1974. For
some Chinese in Malaysia, the Merd )¢ y issue was a test
to determine if the state would uphold the linguistic rights which
are constitutionally guaranteed to the Chinese as an ethnic minor-
ity. For other Chinese, the establishment of a university teaching
mainly in Chinese would have fulfilled the dream of a complete
system nf cducnuon in Chmcsc For yet other Chinese, the
Merdek y provided a channel to protest the
ethnic quoms for admission to institutions of higher learning which
were introduced as part of the New Economic Policy (NEP) and
which reduced access to tertiary education for non-Malays.

More episodes in the troubled history of Chinese education in
Malaysia could easily be cned Suﬁlcc it hcrc to note that October
1987 and the Merdeka U how
Chinese education issues could dnw the support of Chinese who
were themselves not educated in Chinese and might not have had
a direct interest in the survival of the Chinese schools or the estab-
lishment of a Chinese university.

Why has the cause of Chinese education become so suffused
with anxiety, emotion, and controversy, lending itself so casily to
‘politicization? Yet, how is it that the Chinese schools have
remained, on the wholc, such a n:slhcnl system of education
despite the political i in Malaysia’s mul hnic society?
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To answer both these questions, this study returns to a critical
fifteen-year period in Malaysia’s history—from 1945, when British
rule was blished over the insula, to 1961 when the pas-
sage of the Education Act marked a decisive point in government
pohcv mwards the Chinese schools. During these fifteen years, the

k and political of a new nation—
the Federation of Malay being S d. It was also the
period when an education policy—with the objective of integrating
Mnlay;ms from diverse cthnic groups, and linguistic and cultural

is into a single nationali being d. The
organizations and personalities involved in that political evolution
never questioned the need for a national system of education.
Instead, the controversy, from the start, revolved around the ques-
tion of whether a single language was an essential basis for national
integration.

The British colonial government wanted a Malayan system of
education based on multiracial schools which would teach mainly
in English. But the Malay leaders wanted the Malay language to
have pride of place in the future national education system.
Indeed, they wanted the Malay language to be the basis not only of
national integration but also for the creation of a national identity.
But a national education system based solely on English or Malay
left no room for the Chinese language or the Chinese schools. In
fact, the Chinese schools were seen by British officials and Malay
leaders as obstacles to the assimilation of Chinese children into

Malayan society.
In protest, teachers and Management Commm:es of the
Chinese schools | hed a ‘Chinese Ed o

ensure the survival of Chmcsc education and to fight for a legit-
imate place for the Chinese schools within the national education
system. In the process, the cause of Chinese education became
fused with a political struggle, the objective of which was to resist
cultural domination while undergoing political integration.
Chinese education became an important motif within an evolving
political vision. This envisaged the Chinese integrating into
Malayan society while retaining their cultural identity.

Chapter 1 discusses the origins of the Chinese schools, which
began in colonial Malaya, as minban xuexiao, that is schools estab-
lished and supported by their own local communities. Historically,
the British encouraged mass Chinese immigration to Malaya but
the colonial government never thought it necessary to provide
for the education of immigrant children. The Chinese set up their
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own schools and began a tradition of self-reliance in
Chinese schools sprang up in almost every town and village where
the Chinese setded.

In the first decade after 1945, thc Chmcse schools rccuvcred

from the ravages of the J: and d furi-
ously to meet the d dcmnnd for ion from a settled
and growing pcpulnuon Thus numerous Chinese schools were
already providing the most i source of ion for the

majority of young Chinese when the controversy over their future
arose. On this basis, the supporters of Chinese education sought to
defend these schools against the encroachments of colonial policy
when the British formulated a new education policy for post-war
Malaya. Herein lay the roots of the resilience of the Chinese
schools in post-colonial Malaya.

Chinese organizations opposed British policies as seeking to
impose a colonial language, English, upon a country that was on
the verge of independence. They saw the expansion of English
education as an attempt by a decolonizing power to continue its
cultural h into the p lonial era and ded thata
foreign language was not a proper foundation for nurturing social
and political integration amongst Malayans. But v.hc Chinese
schools of the i di years still d an anom-
alous link with China. Could they be transformed into schools that
could inculcate a new Malayan loyalty while preserving a Chinese
cultural identity? Chapter 2 shows that it was, ironically, the
British who initiated the transformation of the Chinese schools
from being remnants of a huagiao (or overseas Chinese) past to
becoming schools that could serve to produce future Malayan cit-
izens,

In opposing British proposals for a single system of schools
teaching in English, supporters of Chinese education had to seek
an alternative to fulfil their linguistic, cultural, and political asplm-
tions. Chapter 3 i di the central and
tions behind the launching of the Chinese education movement
and the articulation of a pluralistic vision in which the Malay,
Chinese, and Indian schools would coexist to form the multiple
bases for a uniq Mal system of ion. Their
was that national integration should not require uniformity of lan-
guage. Instead, Malaya’s multi-ethnic and multicultural society
called for equality of status and respect for all the languages and
cultures of the major ethnic components of the Malayan nation.
Accordingly, there should be a legitimate place for the Chinese
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language and the Chinese schools within the future national educa-
tion system of mdepcndcm Malaya

With i any i with the
British was, ulti Icss i than ing an accord
with the Malay leaders who were poised to inherit the power to
rule Malaya. Would the Malay élite accommodate other languages
and cultures generally and, in particular, the Chinese schools
within the national education system? Education policy became
one of the key issues which tested the range and the limits of inter-
communal accommodation between Malay and Chinese leaders
on the eve of Merdeka. Chapters 4 and 5 show that the Chinese
schools gained a foothold within the national education system as a
result of the crucial compromises arrived at between Malay and
Chinese leaders who were then united in their desire to be free of
British rule. But the i lusi of those p ises only
postponed several disagreements which led to later conflict.

The main features of the Merdeka Constitution, in the opinion
of some Chinese leaders, indicated that the UMNO leaders basic-
ally leaned towards a danyuan, or unitary, vision of the Malayan
nation. This vision placed the Malay people at the centre of the
Malayan polity and regarded the Malay language and culture as
the basis for a Malayan national identity. Such a vision was unac-
ceprable to the major Chinese organizations who urged the MCA
to stand with them to fight for a duoyuan, or pluralistic, approach
to nation-building. Among other things, this demanded parity for
the languages of the three major ethnic groups and equal rights for
all citizens as the proper basis of national integration.

Chapter 7 traces the post-Merdeka breakdown in the pre-
Merdeka compromises that had been struck between the Alliance
and the leaders of the Chinese education movement. It pays par-
ticular attention to the events that led to a climatic confrontation in
1961 between the Alliance and the UCSTA over the future of the
Chinese secondary schools This confrontation was :xpr:sscd in
various form s i public and
private negotiations—before ending in a historic parting of ways
between the Alliance and the Chinese education leaders. It ended
with the dissolution of the Chinese Education Movement which
had been launched in 1951.
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1
The First Hundred Years:
The Chinese Schools, 1849-1950

A Tradition of Community Schools

THE earliest mention of some form of schooling being arranged by
Chinese living in Malaya is Francis Light’s report in 1794 that the
Chinese in Penang ‘have everywhere people to teach their children,
and sometimes they send males to China to complete their educa-
tion”.! The next available report comes from William Milne, a mis-
sionary, who found three Chinese schools in Malacca in 1815.2 A
local researcher has claimed that the earliest Chinese school in
Penang was the Wufu Shuyuan (Academy of Five Blessings) estab-
lished in 1819.% In Singapore, three small dialect schools were
reported to be functioning in 1829.% By 1884 there were 52 Chinese
schools in Penang, 51 in Singapore, and 12 in Malacca.’

These carly schools have left no historical records that can be
studied to determine when and by whom they were founded. For
this reason, Tan Yeok Seong, a well-known researcher of the carly
history of the Chinese schools, has suggested that 1849 marks the
beginning of the recorded history of the Chinese schools.® The
plaque marking the foundation of the Chongwen Ge (Chamber of
Exalted Learning) in Singapore not only tells us that the school
was founded in 1849 and located in Teluk Ayer Street but also
provides us with the names of the school’s founders, their ideals,
and how they intended to run the school.” Two other Chinese
schools which can be reliably dated from the statements of their
founders are the Cuiving Shuyuan (Congregation of Talent
Academy) established in 1854 in Singapore and the Nanhua Yixue
(Southern Chinese Charitable School) founded in 1888 in Penang.®

The values that motivated some of the pioneers of Chinese edu-
cation in Malaya can be gleaned from the statements left by the
founders of the Ch Ge, Cutying Sh and Nanhua Yixue.
The Cuiying Shuyuan was founded with the rather lofty ideal of
“fostering learning and encouraging the talented’.’ The founders of
the Nanhua Yixue were, by contrast, more pragmatic. They hoped




THE FIRST HUNDRED YEARS 9

that the average pupil would, after studying at the school for three
years, have learnt enough ‘to be literate and able to earn a living’.}?
The founders of both the Cuiying Shuyuan and Nanhua Yixue
intended their schools, as yixue or charitable schools, to accept
pupils ‘regardless of whether they came from rich or poor families’.
One concern d in the foundi ofall
three schools was that students would, through getting an educa-
tion, also ‘learn to follow the moral path’ and ‘uphold the righteous
path of the ancient sages’.!!

The early Chinese schools in Malaya were replicas of the
pattern of schooling common in China during the Qing Dynasty
(1644-1911).!? There was in Qing China a broad-based demand
for a basic or elementary education. Many families in towns as well
as villages tried to see at least one son through a year or two of
schooling so as to have one functionally literate person within the
family. A functional literacy, meaning the ability to recognize and
use 1,000 to 2,000 Chinese characters, was desired by a wide
range of people such as traders, artisans, craftsmen, and even peas-
ants, because it was extremely useful for everyday purposes.!? The
state, however, plnycd no role in meeting this demand. Its role was

to the inati through which the court
recruited its officials and sponsoring a few élite academies that pre-
pared scholars for various stages in the official examinations.
Elementary education in China had, for centuries, been provided
through the family or through neigh d schools ized at
the local community level.

Young children in China started their early schooling either in
sishu (private schools) or in yixue (charitable or free schools). A
sishu was typically a small teaching unit consisting of a group of
20-30 students taught by a single teacher. It was a small, informal,
and flexible arrangement which could be set up by the teacher
himself or by a wealthy family that employed a teacher. Sishu could
also be set up by a clan, lineage, or village committee, indeed by
any group of people who wanted to share in an arrangement for the
education of their children and could agree on the terms for enga-
ging a teacher for dns purpose. Each year, thousands of men failed
in the official even after and
ended up providing a ready supply of teachers for the sishu.

The sishu normally charged fees but these were usually not prohib-
itive. Pupils in village schools in China sometimes paid the teacher
by bringing rice, dried meat, or vegetables. Children from poor
families were sometimes charged lower rates or exempted from
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paying. Some clans even ran schools especially for fatherless boys
or sons of poor households in the lineage. The sishu seldom had its
own buildi Classes were d in a spare room in the fam-
ily home or in the teacher’s house or in any available space in pub-
lic buildings such as village temples or ancestral halls with pupils
sometimes bringing their own chairs. Operating at the most rudi-
mentary level, all that was required was a space that could accom-
modate a small group of children for part of the day and a teacher
who was prepared to teach for the sum of money offered for his
services.

Yixue as charitable schools, unlike sishu, did not charge fees at
all. But like the sishu, yixue were usually small neighbourhood
schools housed in simple, sometimes makeshift, buildings. They
were il |t by an end of a piece of land or a
building but more often they were funded by collections of dona-
tions from richer families in the neighbourhood. Sometimes it was
the local official who played the leading role as the Qing Court fre-
quently called on its officials to set up yixue in the areas under their
jurisdiction. Established for the benefit of children from the poor-
est families in the area, yixue were usually administered by a com-
mittee and often had a founding Constitution. Hence the earliest
yixue in Malaya can be more easily traced than the earliest sishu
which left little documentation.

The curriculum and teaching methods of both types of schools
were similar. Pupils ranging in age from 5 or 6 to almost 20 years
were taught to read and write through the age-old method of mem-
orizing and copying three Classical Chinese texts which had been
used as teaching primers for centuries. These were the Qianzi Wen
(Thousand Character Classic) dating from the sixth century, the
Sanzi Fing (Trimetrical Classic) used as a teaching primer since the
Sung Dynasty (960-1279), and the Baijia Xing (Book of Hundred
S ), a collation of the most Chinese 3
Through these three texts, a student could learn up to 2,000 Chinese
characters as well as acquire a smattering of history and traditional
cthics. Some more ambitious teachers may have started their
brighter or older students on the Si Shu (Four Books) or the Wi Fing
(Five Classics), Confucian texts considered to be the core of a
proper scholar’s education. But these texts were far too difficult for
most students and simplified primers about the lives of virtuous
men of the past were used instead by way of moral education. %

By the end of the nineteenth century, the curriculum and teach-
ing methods of these traditional ‘old-style’ schools were being
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criticized as completely outdated. However, to many simple families
in the cities as well as villages of China, the system of neighbour-
hood schools in the form of a sishu or a yixue provided the most
accessible means for their children to acquire some rudimentary
literacy and numeracy skills. Reports of nineteenth-century
observers from different parts of China indicate that sishu or yixue
could be found throughout China and even the smallest village
often had its own little neighbourhood school. These schools con-
tinued to persist well into the 1940s even after modernizers in
China had started to i 5 yle’ schools delled on the
education system of Japan and the United States.! %

The carliest Chinese schools in Malaya were patterned on the
‘old-style’ sishu or yixue. Many immigrants to Malaya would them-
selves have gone to such schools for a year or two. As they sertled
here, and found the colonial authorities indifferent to the educa-
tion of the children of immigrants, they fell back on this tradition
of small neigh d schools blished and supp d by fam-
ilies, clans, villages, or local communities. Taking Penang as an
example, in addition to the Nanhua Yixue mentioned above, the
‘Tong Sian School was established in 1897 as a pingmin yixue (char-
itable school for the poor) providing free education to a small
group of pupils. The Sin Kang and Eng Chuan Schools were
founded by the Khoo clan and the Tan clan in 1906 and 1917
respectively. Both schools were initially conducted in the respect-
ive clan ancestral temples. Pupils came only from within the clan
and no fees were charged. Fees were charged only after the schools
began to take in pupils from other clans. Examples of schools
founded by dialect associations or provincial huiguan were the
Kong Min School which began as a sishu with less than 10 pupils
founded by the Guangzhou Tingzhou Huiguan in 1909; the Aik
Hwa School started in 1913 by the Hainanese; the Han Chiang
School established by the Teochews in 1919 and housed in the
huiguan’s premises; and the Sum Sun School founded by the Hock
Chew group in 1928. The Shang Wu School’s name, literally
Commercial Affairs School, reflects its origins. This school began
in 1909 as a night school to teach shop assistants and apprentices
the practical skills of letter writing and basic bookkeeping.!®

From available school histories, similar patterns can be found in
the other states.'” These histories tell with pride how the schools
began modestly with a handful of students and a single teacher
whose job was to take his charges through the first stages of learn-
ing to read and write. The conditions of these early schools were as
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rough and basic as those of their counterparts in China. This is
how Xu Suwu describes the conditions in some of the early sishu:
“The facilities were dilapidated and appalling in the extreme ...
with discoloured blackboards and chairs which were falling to
pieces. All students, no matter what their numbers, were crowded
into a single classroom where the ventilation was bad and the light-
ing inadequate.”’® As for the teachers in the ‘old-style’ Chinese
schools, Victor Purcell had this to say: “The teacher, as likely as
not, combined his profession with that of fortune teller, or geo-
mantic diviner, letter writer, and general learned odd man of the
village, and any man who could read and write fluently was consid-
cred as fully qualified to teach.’!® The carly Chinese schools may
have been far from satisfactory from the point of view of their
teachers, the physical facilities, or the outdated classical texts they
used as teaching material. However, as the school histories
justifiably claim, they provided their students with the only oppor-
tunity to receive an education, however basic. And it was from
these humble beginnings that many schools slowly grew.

In 1904 the first ‘new-style’ Chinese school in Malaya, the
Chung Hwa School, was cstablished in Penang. This was pat-
terned on the new of schooling and ed ion being
introduced by modernizing officials in the last two decades of the
Qing Dynasty’s rule. China’s defeat by the British in the Opium
Wars of 1839-42 and at the hands of the Japanese in 1895 had
spurred attempts by reformers like Zhang Zhidong and Kang

Youwei to ad: of its edi ion system. The
‘old-style’ sishu were criticized as outdated both in content and in
teaching hods. Moderni: d instead a system of

‘new-style’ schools with proper buildings, trained teachers, regular
timetables and all the other features that Chinese reformers
thought were part of a modern system. The old teaching texts and
Confucian classics were replaced by specially written textbooks
and the iculum was ded to emb a spectrum of sub-
jects such as history, geography, science, and even music and phys-
ical edi ion. Foreign | too were included for the first
time as part of the school curriculum.?®

The founding Constitution of the Chung Hwa School in Penang

il d the ch isti i with a * yle’ Chinese
school. The school was to teach history, geography, arithmetic,
physics, art, and physical education in addition to the Chinese lan-
guage as well as the more traditional areas of the classics and
ethics. The hours to be devoted to each subject were specified. In
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addition, the Constitution required that English should be taught
as the foreign language most suitable for a school located in a
British colony. As a ‘new-style’ school, the Chung Hwa School was
to have its own building which was planned to eventually accom-
modate 800 students, a distinct breakaway from the small units
typical of the sishu. Though restricted by limited space in its first
year, the school took in 160 students.?!

Following swiftly in the footsteps of the Chung Hwa School in
Penang, ‘new-style’ schools were set up in other towns having large
concentrations of Chinese. For example, the Confucian School
was established in Kuala Lumpur in 1906, the Yuk Choy School in
Tpoh in 1907, the Pay Fong School in Malacca, and the Foon Yew
School in Johore Bahru in 1913. It was in the towns, too, that the
establishment of girls’ schools began to appear; for example, the
Kuen Cheng Girls’ School in 1908 in Kuala Lumpur, the Perak
Girls’ School in 1914 in Ipoh, and the Fukien Girls’ School in
Penang in 1920. This followed a new emphasis on the importance
of education for women which was one of the features in the mod-
ernization of China’s education system.

The most important factor spurring the growth of Chinese
schools in the first two decades of the twentieth century was the
increase in the number of children bcmg bom in Malaya. The
Chinese lation on the peni doubled
from 419,355 in 1901 to 855,863 in 1921.* The 1911 Census
showed that 23.5 per cent of the Chinese living in the Straits
Settlements were local born. For the peninsula as a whole, according
to T. E. Smith, the 1921 Census indicarted that ‘the Chinese had
already gone some way towards becoming a permanently settled
community’. This, Smith argued, was clear from the birth registra-
tion records as well as the spread of Chinese settlement outward
from the towns into the rural areas as more Chinese engaged in
mining and agricultural activities.>> In 1901, out of a total of
13,339 Chinese children below 15 years of age in the four
Federated Malay States of Perak, Selangor, Negri Sembilan, and
Pahang, an estimated 2,000 were enrolled in Chinese schools com-
pared to 600 in English schools.>*

The spread of the Chinese population out into the rural areas
noted by T. E. Smith was reflected in the establishment of Chinese
schools in smaller urban centres, villages, and outlying rural areas.
Most of these schools, unlike the ‘new-style’ institutions being
established in the bigger towns had humble beginnings reminiscent
of the ‘old-style’ sishu. For example, the Chio Min School in
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Kulim, Kedah, began in 1918 with only seven pupils in a shop-
house. Similarly, the founders of the Khoon Aik School in Kangar,
Perlis, rented a small shophouse to accommodate its first group of
students in 1921. The first Chinese school in Sungai Petani, the
Sin Min School, started in 1911 with 10 pupils and one teacher in
an arap house. In Perlis, the Chung Hwa School’s first classes were

d d in a thi lled room, ing 14 feet by 14 feet,
with the fourth wall removed to provide the entrance, the exit, and
ventilation!** In Victor Purcell’s memoirs, there is an amusing
account of how, as Inspector of Chinese Schools in the early
1920s, he tracked down an unregistered school. To get to the
school, he had first to row up a river with thickly wooded shores,
then * ing out in i-dark [we] bushwacked for an
hour or so until we espied a clearing and I heard the unmistakable
sound of youthful voices chanting a lesson in unison’.?® In this par-
ticular case, the unregistered Chinese school was located in
Labuan, then part of the Straits Settlements. Purcell’s anccdote
illustrates how neighbourhood Chinese schools sprouted up even
in the most far-flung and remote settlements.

Slowly, the schools grew as the number of children born in the
area and the financial resources of the small communities support-
ing the school increased. As more pupils enrolled in a school, addi-
tional teachers would be employed. When enough money was col-
lected, the school might get its first proper building and as the need
arose additional classrooms would be added. Thus, by 1930, the
Chio Min School in Kulim had moved into new buildings after a
piece of land was bought for the school. Enrolment had by then
increased to 70 pupils. In 1926, the Khoon Aik School in Kangar
moved into a residential house which was converted to accommod-
ate four classrooms, a school hall, and a teachers’ room. The Sin
Min School in Sungai Petani benefited from the help of Lim Lian
Teng, a wealthy businessman in Penang, who helped the school
acquire a two-storey building in 1917. In 1941, five neighbouring
shophouses were bought over and converted into classrooms to

the school’s 1 which had grown to 400.77
The same pattern of gradual expansion is described in the histories
of most schools, whether big or small, rural or urban. The schools
in the bigger towns expanded faster with more impressive build-
ings and facilities as rich merchants in the towns could afford to
contribute much more than local leaders in the small villages.

The colonial government played no role at all in setting up
Chinese schools except that the state government of Selangor took
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over the running of two Chinese schools in Kuala Lumpur. One
had been initiated by Yap Ah Loy, the first Kapitan China in 1884;
the second was founded by Kapitan Yap Kwan Seng in 1928.2%
These were the only two Chinese schools that provided free educa-
tion in Chinese at the colonial government’s expense. It should be
noted, however, that Christian missionaries did help to start some
Chinese schools.?’

The Intrusion of Politics from China

One feature of the Chinese schools which disturbed the British and
resulted in the colonial government taking steps to control the
schools was the active participation of teachers and students in
China-orientated political activities. This arose from four inter-
related factors. First of all, the period from the late nineteenth to
the carly twentieth century was one of social and political upheaval
in China. China’s defeat at the hands of invading Western powcrs
as well as Japan spurred the devel, of modern nati
movements. The major events in China’s political history, from
the overthrow of the Qing Dynasty with the 1911 Revolution
through the warlord years to the civil war between the Kuomintang
and the Communist Party of China, lie beyond the parameters of
this discussion. What is important, in the context of this chapter, is
the fact that many of the Chinese living in Malaya, like huagiao or
overseas Chinese in the rest of South-East Asia, were swept by
patriotic feelings into supporting China’s cause. Visiting leaders
from China reminded the Chinese in Malaya of their duty to
China in her hour of need and detailed reports of happenings in
local Chinese newspapers kept the Chinese-educated constantly
in touch with the world of China’s politics. Teachers and students
in the Chinese schools, as an educated group, were especially sus-
ceptible to the appeal of huagiao nationalism.>°

Secondly, a new i i ia had d in China as a result
of the abolition of the official examinations in 1906, the setting up
of modern secondary schools, teacher training colleges, and uni-
versities, and the return of large numbers of students who had
been sent to study in Western countries as part of China’s modern-
ization drive. The younger teachers recruited from China to teach
in the Chinese schools in Malaya in the 1920s and 1930s belonged
to this new generation. They were critical of traditional values,
fired by new social and political ideas, and saw themselves as
the vanguard of change and hope. Imbued with idealism and
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natonalistc fervour, they sought, in turn, to inspire the same spirit
in their students. Teachers and students became enthusiastic par-
tcipants in political activities.

The May Fourth Incident of 1919, in which students and workers
in China staged demonstrations to protest the terms of the Treaty
of Versailles which allowed Japan to retain control over the
Shandong Peninsula, symbolized the birth of this new intelligentsia.
What began as demonstrations against (.hmn s humllmuon by the
Versailles Treaty ded into an intell
the May Fourth M calling for | changes in the
entire fabric of China’s traditional society. One of the May Fourth
Movement’s most important legacies was its espousal that collo-
quial Mandanin (or bashua) should become the standard form of

* the Chinese language to be taught in schools and used in modern
literature to make both language and literature more widely and
popularly ncc:suble 3! In Malaya, Chinese school teachers and
pupils were i in violent anti-J: d in
Singapore, Penang, and Kuala Lumpur in June 1919 in support of
the May Fourth demonstrations in China. The British were so
alarmed that martal law was declared in Singapore and Penang.
After June 1919, teachers and students from Chinese schools con-
tinued to play a leading role in the demonstrations, protests and
fund-raising campaigns that were organized as part of huagiao
support for China right up to the eve of the Japanese conquest of
the peninsula in 1941.32

Thirdly, textbooks imported fmm China were anolhcr channel
through which a China-ori d political was
filtered to students. This became a problem after the classical texts
used in the old-style schools were replaced by the new textbooks of
the 1920s and 1930s. The old texts taught literacy through the lin-
guistic idioms of classical Chinese and were bearers of a traditional
moral orthodoxy. The new written in ial Chinese,
often came with overtly political content and the intention to
inculcate a patriotic and nationalistic fervour. History, geography,
and Chinese-language textbooks, for example, included stories
about revolutionary heroes or lessons about China’s humiliation at
the hands of the Western powers. Used in the Malayan context,
these textbooks taught political loyalty towards China and anti-
imperialism towards Western powers which British officials con-
sidered subversive.’?

Fourthly, the Chinese schools became a site for contests between
opposing political factions in China because, as Yen Ching-hwang
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has explained, the schools ‘offered the key to influencing the mem-
bers of the educated circles, and hence to other sections
of socicty. The schools were able to offer jobs to professional
reformists and revolutionaries, and they provided the best cover for
their political activities.”* When Kang Youwei and Sun Yat Sen
visited Malaya during the first decade of the twentieth cmtury, lh.ey
called on their to i to China’s mod

effort by establishing schools to educate the young. Some of the
carlicst ‘new-style’ schools, such as the Chung Hwa School in
Penang and the Confucian School in Kuala Lumpur, were
affiliated with Kang’s reform group. The revolutionary group’s
influence was seen mainly in night schools for adults as well as in
schools established by the yueshubao she, reading clubs which were
set up as centres for disseminating new political ideas. The reading
clubs provided Chinese newspapers and other forms of political lit-
erature to keep its members up to date on political events in China.
They also served as centres for talks and other political activities.>>
Examples of schools founded by reading clubs in Perak were the
Yit Chee School in Pusing (1902), the Tat Chai School in
Tanjung Rambutan (1910), and the Sin Hwa School in Parit
Buntar (1913). Examples in Penang were the Chong Teik School
in Balik Pulau (1911), the Chung Shan School in Bayan Lepas
(1914), and the Chung Ling School (1917).3%

Successive governments in China tried to exert or claim some
control over the schools as important links to a younger generation
of overseas Chinese. The Qing Court sent several delegations to
offer the schools encouragement and support before it was over-
thrown in 1911. The republic, established after the overthrow of
the ang, went further. Having recognized Chmesc living abroad
as Is under the iple of jus inis, the blican gov-
emment also considered the Chinese schools outside China to be
an integral part of its education system. Between 1913 and 1917,
the central government in Beijing and provincial governments in
Fujian and Guangdong sent 2 number of emissaries to inspect,
adnsc, and regulate the Chinese schools in Malaya. After the

(KM blished a g based in Nanjing
in 1927, it issued i for the i ion of
Chinese schools, included them in its 20-year plan for educational
development, and sent a succession of delegates to advise and
supervise Chinese schools abroad. It also decreed that Sun Yar
Sen’s political principles, the San Min Chu I, which had been
adopted as the party ideology, should be taught as part of the
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curmiculum in all Chinese schools, Several conferences were organ-
ized to bring headmasters and teachers from overseas Chinese
schools together and persuade them to adhere to KMT policies, "’

However, the Nanjing government, like the Republican govern-
ment and the Qing Court, lacked the financial resources to offer
the schools significant assistance, Beset by their own political prob-
lems, the governments in China in actual fact exerted little effect-
ive control over most of the schools. Above all, they did not have
the legal basis to enforce their regulations on schools which were
not located within China’s borders, The Chinese schools in
Malaya came, in fact, under the jurisdiction of the colonial state
which ruled the Straits Settlements directly as a British colony and
the rest of the peninsula mdlmll\' as Protected Malay States, But
untl the June 1919 d the colonial authorities had
not moved to exercise any control over the Chinese schools.

Brinish Colonial Policy: Negative Containment

Bruish policies in Malaya were, in general, guided by the belief
that socal order was best maintained by keeping the Malay peas-
anuy on the land while confining immigrant labour to work in the
mines, plantations, or petty trade in the towns. In the arca of edu-
csnon, the colonial government decided that it was necessary to
develop a system of schools for Malay children and began to set up
Malay primary schools in the Straits Settlements and Malay States
soon after Brinsh rule began. The education provided in these
schools, though free, was extremely rudimentary. In the famous
wards of a Brinsh official, the aim was no more than ‘to make the
son of 2 fisherman or peasant a more intelligent fisherman or peas-
o1 No secondary education in Malay was provided and only a
smzll proportion of those who finished their primary schooling in
Malay were recruited to be trained as teachers for the primary
schools. The Sultan Idris Training College was set up for this pur-
pose m 1921, replacing two earlier and smaller teacher training
centres. >
As for the children of Chinese and Indian immigrants, the pre-
nlm British view vns that ‘it is not the proper policy for the
0 d ion of the alien, temporary
popukum in their own languages’.* The responsibility of provid-
ing an education 1o the duldrm of Indian immigrants was shifted

10 their parents’ p were required by law to




THE PIRST HUNDRED YEARS 19

provide schooling and day-care centres for children of their
employces and thus became ‘the reluctant custodians of the educa-
tion of the vast majority of Indian children'*' The Chinese im-
migrants were left largely to their own devices as they showed
sufficient interest and initiative in seeing to the education of their
children,

A small minority of children living in the Straits Settlements or
major towns in the Malay States were able to find places in, or
could afford the fees charged by, the few English schools available.
Most of the English schools were established by Christian mission-
i N or renibius iisdividite, - Hicliding soute
prominent Chinese leaders.*? An élite boarding school, teaching in
English and having staff recruited from England, was set up in
1905 to train the scions of the Malay aristocracy for recruitment
into the admmuuauw: service. The status of the English schools as
élite insti ible to, and providing mobility for, only a
select few was further safeguarded by the colonial government’s

i refusal to meet d ds from both Malays and Chinese
for more English schools to be established. Colonial officials were
generally reluctant to expand English education partially because
of the costs involved. But they were also concerned that an excess-
ive supply of English-educated locals who might not be able to
find employment could be socially disruptive and politically dan~
gerous.

The result of these policies was the development of a dualistic
system of education in which a small élite was brought together in
the English schools while the masses were separated in schools
teaching in ? The lation of the major-
ity of Malay, Chinese, and Indian children in separate schoois
sowed the ‘seeds of separatism’ by socializing the younger genera-
tion into different linguistic and culrural raditions. Ths system of

muluple | schools d and

istics of a plural soqctymwhmhdiﬁ'zmcdnm:gmups hived
P LIy and cul-

turally distinct lives.

Until 1920, the development of the Chinese schools bad met
with little interference, but also no active encouragement or sup-
port, from the colonial government. The scale and character of the

June 1919 4 jons and the identify of Chinese school

teachers and stud their leading 3 led the
colonial government to take immediate action to &ry and bring the
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Chinese schools under its control. In May 1920, a Bill requiring all
schools and teachers to register with the Education Department
was introduced in the Straits Settlements Legislative Council. In
presenting the Bill w}uch snpulmed vanous regulations governing
the running of 1 the y-General
explained that the objectives were to ensure that all schools were
‘properly conducted’, that teachers had been given ‘effective train-
ing’, and that the teaching provided was not ‘against the interest of
the government of the Colony’.** The main intention, stated
explicitly in a confidential dispatch to the Colonial Office, was ‘to
prevent the teaching of undesirable political doctrines’.*5 The Bill
empowered the government to order the closure of schools which
did not comply with its requirements. These included speci-
fications on physical facilitics such as sanitation and ventilation.
Such regulations were intended to apply to all schools but political
control was directed especially at the Chinese schools. The
Secretary for Chinese Affairs considered such control to be ‘most
necessary in the case of the Chinese vernacular schools’. %

There was vehement opposnmn to the Bill from many Chinese
school teachers, pri and ity leaders, includi
Chinese Legislative Councillors. The Chinese feared thar the
British would use the Bill to arbitrarily close down existing Chinese
schools and impede the establishment of new ones. The colonial
authorities’ attempt to exercise control over the schools was
resented because the Chinese felt that the government had no right
to control schools which it had neither set up nor supported.
Delegations were sent to both London and Beijing to petition
against the Bill. This was the first confrontation between the colo-
nial state and leaders of Chinese society over the Chinese schools.
Opposluon eventually Crumblcd when the colonial government

ined firm in its d to impl the Bill. Similar
legisl was ], for the F d Malay States in
1921 and the Reglstranon of Schools Ordinance subsequently
underwent several rounds of amendments to increase the colonial
authorities’ powers over the schools. As a palliative, but also to
draw the Chinese schools within the web of official inspections and
control, a system of grants-in-aid for the Chinese schools was
introduced in 1923.47

The registration and supervision of the Chinese schools came
under an Assistant Director of Education who functioned, not as
part of the Department of Education, but as part of the Chinese
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Protectorate which dealt with Chinese Affairs. Purcell’s descrip-
tion of his job as an Inspector of Chinese Schools indicates that the
British were interested mainly in political control over the schools:

My job, it cannot be denied, was in essence police work. It entailed interfer-
ence with the liberty of the subject to teach what he liked, to read what he
liked, and to learn what he liked. Certainly, when necessary, we dxd not hcs.-
tate to use our powers of ing a teacher’s i a
grant-in-aid, or closing down a school, and even, in many cases, returning a
teacher to the country of his birth (regarded as the severest of all penalties). 48

Political vigilance did lead to the closure of a few schools each year
and the expulsion of some teachers during periods of more intense
political actvity. But the implementation of the Bill did not lead,
as some Chinese had feared, to the elimination of the Chinese
schools. Neither, however, did the colonial government keep its
pledge that the Bill would be used to improve the Chinese schools.
Measures to assist in the training of teachers, or in the compilation
of textbooks suitable for local needs and to make improvements in
their curriculum were, according to one study, ‘half-heartedly
undertaken and usually after long procrastination’.*” The grants-
in-aid for the Chinese schools were given at levels far below those
provided to the English schools. For example, in 1929, Chinese
schools in the Federated Malay States received aid at the
rate of §9.78 per pupil compared with the rates of $54.00 and
$87.50 per pupil paid to aided and government English schools
respectively.®®

The implementation of the 1920 Bill did not induce the Chinese
schools to become more local or Malayan in their orientation.?! It
did, however, force those in charge of the schools to recognize the
authority of the colonial state. The threat of closure of a school and
deregistration or banishment of teachers did force those inclined to
political activitics to be more circumspect or restrained. On the
part of the colonial government, officials began to realize ‘that
political control brought with it some very definite educational
responsibilities”.?* But there was little agreement amongst colonial
officials on what the government’s policy should be with regard to
the education of the children of Chinese migrants. Some officials
favoured a policy of encouraging the Chinese to move to English
schools. Others thought that the government should force both
Chinese and Indian immigrants to accept Malay education. The
latter policy was advocated by Sir Cecil Clementi during his tenure
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as Governor of the Straits 1 and High Cq issi of
the Malay States between 1929 and 1934. In line with this policy,
harsher and more discriminatory actions were taken against the
Chinese schools. The government stopped further increases in aid
to the Chinese and Tamil schools in 1932, Though this restriction
did not apply to the English schools, fees were increased to make
an English education more prohibitive. In addition, Clementi also
took more stringent measures to curb political activities amongst
the Chinese. The KMT was banned and so were textbooks con-
taining KMT propaganda. Surveillance over the schools was
increased by employing more Inspectors of Chinese Schools.®

Clementi’s policies were unpopular with Straits Chinese who
wanted more English education for their children and alienated

. those Chinese who wanted their children to be educated in their
own language. After Clementi retired in 1934, a reappraisal of pol-
icy took place under his successor, Sir Shenton Thomas. The
response to Clementi’s policy had shown that it was unrealistic to
force the Chinese to go to Malay schools which provided an educa-
tion which had little utilitarian value in colonial Malaya. The
Secretary for Chinese Affairs of the Straits Sertlements advocated
that the government should ‘try to wean the Chinese from verna-
cular education to English education’.>¥ But this policy was not
carried out as the colonial government was not prepared to meet
the costs. In a confidential memorandum, dated 1938, A. Keir, the
Director of Education of the Straits Settlements, estimated that the
costs of i ing a policy of providing free v
English education for Chinese children alone would amount to
$9 million. The policy would, of course, have to be extended to
children of other ethnic groups. This would cost $16 million! Keir,
h d cheaper ives such as i ing facilities
for afternoon classes in English schools and persuading Chinese
schools to change over to the English medium.>® Tt is significant
that colonial officials had begun to think of ‘converting’ Chinese
schools into English schools at this stage.

Thomas decided that the government should start by adopting
“a policy which would assist significantly the financing of Chinese
education to enable constructive innovations to be undertaken
under the supervision of the Education Department’.* In line with
this policy, government aid to the Chinese schools increased after
1935. The government also began to play a role in co-ordinating
the Chinese schools and helping them to improve their educational
standards. Teacher training classes in Chinese schools were sub-




THE FIRST HUNDRED YEARS 23

sidized to help build up a supply of locally trained teachers. In 1935
the government took over the running of common examinations
for students in the final year of primary and the third year of
secondary schools. These examinations had been initiated in 1931
by the Hokkien Hoay Kuan of Singapore to institute some unifor-
mity in standard amongst the Chinese schools. A committee, with
representatives from major Chinese schools, was sct up in 1939 to
start drawing up a curriculum for Chinese primary schools which
would be more suitable to the Malayan context.’”

Though these were all steps in a more positive direction, they
were insufficient and came too late to effect significant changes.
‘Total grants to Chinese schools in the Federated Malay States did
increase from $128,209 in 1935 to $342,369 in 1938. But spread
out over an additional 161 schools and 31,247 more pupils, the
per capita rate of aid in fact declined from more than $7 per pupil
to $6.74 ecach (Table 1.1). In the Straits Settlements, in 1938, the
government paid an average of $65.42 towards the cost of each
pupil studying in government or aided English schools whereas it was
paying only $7.47 per pupil in aided Chinese schools.>® Thus the
increased aid was insufficient to help the Chinese schools to upgrade
their facilities or raise the standard of teaching. The attempt to start

TABLE 1.1
Government Aid to Chinese Schools in the Federated Malay States,
1924-1938
Total Grants to Chinese Total Federal

Schools Expenditure % of Total
Year O] (8 mallion) Expenditure
1924 33,000 2.02 1.6
1925 39,000 2.29 17
1027 48,000 2.70 18
1928 56,000 2.97 1.9
1929 74,000 229 3.2
1930 78,000 2.42 32
1932 81,000 2.93 28
1033 78,000 2.65 29
1935 80,000 2.67 3.0
1937 158,000 397 42
1938 195,000 3.80 5.1
Source: Philip Loh Fook Seng, Seeds of Educational Policy in Malaya,

Separaism:
18741940, Kuala Lumpur: Oxford University Press, 1975, p. 93.
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on a local curriculum came too late to have significant effect
before British rule was abruptly ended in 1941 by the Japanese
invasion.

Throughout the 1930s, colonial officials continued to be more
concerned with the problem of teachers and students participating
in China-centred political issues. These fluctuated between years
of relative quict, for example between 1932 and 1935, and intense
activities during the dramatic climaxing of huagige nationalism
after 1937 when the Japanese invasion of China began. The colo-
nial government’s attitude towards such activities was ad hoc and
ambivalent. It vacillated between alarm when these had an anti-
colonial or anti-British tone and tolerance when British interests
were not threatened.>®

In general, though the Chinese schools were frequently accused
of instilling a China-ori d political i in their
pupils, colonial policies did not assist them to become schools
which could produce young Chinese who were Malayan in their
thinking and outlook. This was related to a basic problem that
remained unresolved throughout the pre-war years. What was the
legal and political status of the growing population of non-Malays
which had already bered the Malay lation in several
states by the 1930s? This and the unification of the peninsula into
a single political and administrative unit were issues which the
British tried to resolve with new constitutional proposals when
they returned to rule Malaya after the Japanese surrender in
August 1945,

Chinese Schools in the 1930s: Growing Patns

By the 1930s, according to T. E. Smith, the majority of the
Chinese population in Malaya were no longer ‘mere sojourners’.
Restrictions on male immigration and fewer ints on entry
for Chinese women immigrants led to a more balanced sex ratio
which in turn saw an increasing number of children being born
locally (Tables 1.2 and 1.3). With this demographic change, the
Chinese population had become clearly sertled in nature. As
T. E. Smith observed, though repatriation to their country of
origin at government expense was offered to Chinese workers during
the depression years, ‘the great majority of the Chinese population
endured the depression years in Malaya’.*

‘The growing number of children led to more Chinese schools
being established throughout the 1930s. Table 1.4 shows the
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TABLE 1.2
Sex Ratio of Chinese Population in Peninsular Malaysia, 1911-1957
Year Femalss per 1,000 Males
1911 215
1921 371
1931 486
1947 815
1957 926
Source: Charles Ethnic and Social ion in Pemsnsular Malaysia,

gton: American 1974, p. 12.

steady increase in the number of Chinese schools registered with
the government from the early 1920s, when registration was
enforced, up to 1938, the last year for which official figures are
available before the Japanese invasion. In 1931, the Annual Report
on Education reported that ‘there are facilities for the primary ver-
nacular education of Chinese boys in all villages of any size and
schools of 20 or even fewer students are maintained by the Chinese
community so that no one may be denied instruction’ (p. 26). By
1938, the Chinese schools were the largest component of the edu-
cation system of Malaya. At a total of 996 schools, there were more
Chinese schools, catering for more students and employing more
teachers than the Malay, English, or Tamil schools (Table 1.5).
The colonial government’s political surveillance over the Chinese
schools did not prevent more schools from being established
because the basic motive for them was cultural and educational,
not political. Yung Yuet Ling’s study has documented how an
enthusiasm for education led many Chinese to contribute to the

TABLE 1.3
Percentage of Chinese Population Born in Peninsular Malaysia,
Including Singapore, 19211957

Year % of Total Chinesc Population
1921 209
1031 20.9
1947 63.5
1957 75.5

Source: As for Table 1.2, p. 10,
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TABLE 1.4
Chinese Schools, Pupils, and Teachers in the Straits Settlements
and the Federated Malay States, 1921-1938

Year No. of Schools Pupils Teachers
1021 252 na. 589
1922 391 na. 980
1923 537 na. 1,362
1924 564 27,476 1,257
1925 643 33,662 1,390
1926 657 36,380 1,493
1927 665 40,760 1,637
1928 696 43,961 1,806
1929 711 46,911 1,900
& 1930 716 46,367 1,980
1931 657 39,662 1,867
1932 669 41,858 1,929
1933 731 47,123 2,021
1934 766 54,618 2,371
1935 824 62,014 2,730
1936 860 70,483 3,058
1937 933 79,993 3,415
1938 1,015 91,534 3,985

Source: Yung Yuet Ling, “The Contributions of the Chinese to Education in the
Straits Settlements and the Federated Malay States, 1900-1941, MA thesis,
University of Malaya, 1967, pp. 72-3.

TABLE 1.5
Primary Schools, Pupils, and Teachers in Malaya, 1938
Medium No. of Schools Pupils Teachers
Malay 788 56,904 2,810
English 27 41,917 2,350
Chinese 996 86,147 3,556
Tamil 607 26,271 864

Source: Malaysia, Ministry of Education, EPRD, Educational Statistics of Malaysia,
1938-1967, Kuala Lumpur: Dewan Bahasa dan Pustaka, 1968, Tables 4-11, 20,
21, 24, and 25.

Note: The total number of Chinese schools provided in this source differs from
that of Table 1.4.




THE FIRST HUNDRED YEARS 27

development of English schools both in the Straits Settlements and
Federated Malay States.®! However, as she rightly pointed out, it
was the Chinese schools which attracted far more enthusiasm and
support, not only from wealthy Chinese but also from ‘countless
people of ordinary means’. Most of the people who invested their
time, money, and energy in founding and running Chinese schools
were, as Yung suggested, motivated by a simple pride in their cul-
ture and the desire to have their children educated in their own
language and culture. As migrants ‘living in a foreign country
where they were treated as aliens’, Yung observed further, ‘the
Chinese were eager to establish at least a cultural link with the land
of their origin’.®2 Such sentiments can be found in the histories of
most of the schools.

Yung is also right in pointing out that the Chinese schools were
not looked upon as commercial or profit-making ventures but were
in effect public community projects.®® They are usually referred to
in Chinese as minban xuexiao, literally schools run by the people.
As minban xuexiao, the biggest problem the Chinese schools faced
was a constant struggle to make ends meet. Fees charged by the
schools before the war varied from 50 cents to $2.00 for students
in primary classes with secondary students paying between $2.00
and $10.00. However, children from poor families were often
charged lower fees or exempted from payment.* The schools had
to devise various ways to meet a constant deficit between income
and expenditure. Apart from running costs, the money for physical
facilities such as buildings or equipment always had to be raised
because aid from the gov , even where available, never cov-
cred capital expenditure. Teachers and headmasters too were often
required to help in raising money for their schools, a duty which
some resented. Sometimes teachers went without pay while the
school’s sponsors desperately went around raising money to
replenish the school’s depleted coffers.® It was not unusual to find
in the school histories that the school had to close temporarily for a
year or two due to financial di Itics. During the i
years of the 1930s, the number of schools registered with the gov-
emment dropped from 716 in 1930 to 657 in 1931, recovering
slightly in 1932 with a total of 669 (see Table 1.4).

Money to keep the schools going was raised through annual
donations, collection of monthly dues, or special fund-raising cam-
paigns. In the Unfederated Malay States where Chinese schools
did not receive any government aid until after the Second World
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War, money was sometimes collected through ‘taxes’ on local
products or trading activities. Some schools in Johore, for example,
were supported by rubber or rice dealers’ associations which col-
lected a cess from their members for the schools. In Kelantan and
Trengganu, two Malay states with smaller Chinese populations,
many schools were launched with small initial collections of
around $700 to $900 which were then bolstered by collections of
monthly dues. Two particularly interesting cases are the Yuk Tsee
School in Tumpat and the Kwong Hua School in Dungun. The
Yuk Tsee School began with an enrolment of 30 pupils under the
charge of a single teacher in two houses donated by a Fee Heng
Chang in 1916. No fees were charged because a tax levied on
import and export of goods in the town was sufficient to cover the
running of the school. The Kwong Hua School, faced with an
increasing enrolment and no proper school buildings, sent a group
of representatives to Singapore to collect money for the school’s
building fund in 1936. The $20,000 raised was used to buy a piece
of land and construct a two-storey building.®®
How a school fared depended very much on the character of the
individuals who were involved in setting up and running the
school. The biggest financial contributors automatically became
benefactors of the school and usually also became dongshi or mem-
bers of the school board as well. In the bigger schools, dongshi were
elected at biennial meetings of all benefactors of the school. The
dongshi would then constitute the Management Committee (MC)
or if the number of dongsii was too big, they would clect from
amongst themselves a smaller group, that varied from 8 to 15 per-
sons, to occupy the positions of chairman, vice-chairman, secretary,
, and i b
In Chinese society, successful businessmen who aspired to be
leaders would usually contribute handsomely to the welfare of their
ity. Making ibuti to Chinese schools was an
important part of such philanthropic activities. To be a dongshi
definitely enhanced a man’s social status and, for wealthy Chinese,
sitting on the boards of several schools was one way of extending
one’s web of influence, patronage, and power. Whatever the
rewards of being a member of the MC of a school, it meant bearing
the ultimate responsibility, socially and morally, of always finding
the resources to keep the school going. This meant being prepared
to dip into one’s pockets as well as going round to pressure one's
friends or peers into parting with their money. Of course, there were
limits beyond which local leaders could not or were not prepared
to go. These limits became more apparent in the 1950s when the
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costs of upkeeping the schools became more formidable as the
schools grew in number and in size and teachers expected more pay.

Being a member of the MC also involved time and energy as the
MC not only made most of the major decisions for the school but
was responsible also for the hiring and firing of its principal and
teachers. The livelihood of the principals and staff of Chinese
schools rested in the hands of the MC. Teachers who incurred the

ispll of i bers of the MC could sometimes
lose their jobs. Some MCs were happy just to take care of the
financial aspects, leaving pedagogic matters and the actual running
of the school to the principal. At the other extreme, there were a
few individuals who treated the school almost as their fiefdom,
imposing their control over all aspects of the school.

Schools could sometimes suffer because of petty disputes within
the MC. For example, construction plans for the Yu Chai School
in Kuala Krai, Kelantan, were held up for three years, from 1932
to 1935, because the MC could not agree whether brick or wood
should be used for the new buildings! As a result, the school con-
tinued to operate in two rented plank houses and lost out on gov-
ernment aid offered on condition that the school was housed in
proper buildings. Another school in Kelantan, the Yok Eng School
in Pasir Mas, closed for a year in 1934 because of trouble amongst
its committee members. The school was reopened the following
year when it was presented with a piece of land but disagreement
within the committee surfaced again in 1938. This time the head-
master decided to run the school without a committee until 1941
when a group of prominent Chinese in the town managed to get a
new committee together. There were, on the other hand, examples
of bers of MCs who to carry out the
duties of the headmaster temporarily or even to teach for a while
when the school found itself without the necessary staff.®”

By the 1930s the Chinese schools had undergone some changes.
The old-style sishu with its unstructured classes had by and large
been replaced by a system of six years of primary education fol-
lowed by another six years of secondary education, divided into
three years of Junior Middle and another three years of Senior
Middle classes. Most of the Chinese schools in Malaya, following
China, had also switched from teaching in the provincial dialects to
using Mandarin or Kuo Yu, as it was then known, as the medium
of instruction. However, the MCs of the Chinese schools, made up
mostly of businessmen who had received only a few years of educa-
tion and sometimes none at all, were not able to address a funda-
mental problem faced by the schools. The schools remained in
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many ways transplants of a system that had its origins in China but
they were educating a generation of locally born children who were
likely to continue living in Malaya.

Through their u:xrbooks and teachers, the Chinese schools in
Malaya inued to 1 a China ori ion amongst their
students. From 1928 the colonial government began to ban books
that ined political ive from the British point
of view. These measures purgcd the textbooks of blatant KMT

da and i but students still
continued to learn more nboul China and little or nothing about
Malaya from them.®® In 1932 two major publishers in China began
to produce special editions of textbooks for use in Chinese schools
outside China.®® But there was no move as yet to produce text-
books in Malaya with a Malayan perspective.

Even after 1945 the colonial government’s main concern was to
expunge Chinese school books of political da. In 1948
a Chinese Education Technical Advisory Committee, comprising
officials from the Education Department and some teachers and
headmasters of Chinese schools, was appointed to vet textbooks
used in Chinese schools. A report on the work of this committee
showed that it spent most of its time trying to reduce China-
orientated content through ad hoc measures such as ‘deleting
unsuitable sections and substituting in their place others considered
more suitable for children in Malaya’. The results were often
bizarre as publishers tried to salvage their products simply by
blocking out di or sections and pasting in sub-
stitutes. The i ¥ ledged that such pi | scissors
and paste work was no more than a ‘temporary expedient’.”® The
need for textbooks specially written for the Chinese schools in
Malaya was one of the reasons for appointing the Fenn-Wu
Committee in 1950.

Annual Reports on Education in the 1930s continued to note
that the vast majority of staff in Chinese schools were recruited
from China. Social and political upheaval led many educated men
and women to flee China and seck jobs in Malaya, amongst other
places. Local supply of teachers was very limited for several rea-
sons. Up to 1938 there were only 36 schools which had secondary
classes and the total enrolment in these classes totalled just 3,200.
This was a relatively small pool from which to draw recruits to
teach in the 996 Chinese primary schools operating then.’
Teacher training facilitics were extremely limited. Only a handful
of secondary schools conducted what were known as ‘normal
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classes’.”® For three years, trainees in such clum would spend a
few hours in the t ing or d classes them-
selves while ding lectures in the . They would then
spend another two years teaching under observation after which
those who were found to be satisfactory would be awarded a teach-
ing certificate. Trainees for Junior Normal Classes were recruited
after they finished six years of primary education while those for
Senior Normal Classes camie: from thosc who hzd finished three
years of Junior Middle v had
done little to assist in training teachers for lhz Chmeu schools.
Between 1926 and 1932, the Education Department ran some
normal classes which produced a handful of grad After 1935
it confined itself to subsidizing some of the normal classes con-
ducted by the Chinese schools.” As a result, up to 1948, aword—
ing to H. R. Ch the first p Director of E

50 per cent of Chinese school teachers still came from China.”

A memorandum written in 1948 by G. Webb and supported by
W. L. Blythe, two senior officers who had served in the Chinese
Protectorate before the war, revealed that officers dealing with
Chinese Affairs had advocated for many years that the government
should start a training college to produce locally trained teachers
for the Chinese schools. Webb argued that the Chinese schools
were ‘the strongest link in the chain of connection with China’
because their teachers who came from China continued to have
strong loyalties to China. This, said Webb, was ‘the root of the
matter’ and ‘we have done practically nothing to stop it’. But the
colonial government took no action. The British began to consider a
college to train teachers for the Chinese schools only in 1948. This,
Webb commented, was ‘starting at least twenty years too late”. 7

Post-war Recovery: Old Problems, New Challenges

The years of the Japanese Occupation from February 1942 to
August 1945 were years of destruction and despair for the Chmuc
schools. Many school buildi and i

damaged or destroyed while school records, books, and dncumcnxs
were burnt.” Throughout the Occupation, the use of Chinese as 2
medium of instruction was prohibited and from March 1944
teaching Chinese as a language too was forbidden. Under these
restrictions, most Chinese schools remained closed. The few which
upened functioned, in effect, as Japanese schools. “This was part of
aj; policy to ‘Nipponize’ the local 1l T




32 POLITICS OF CHINESE EDUCATION

As soon as the Occupation ended, there was a rush to open the
schools to accommodate the thousands of young Chinese anxious
to make up for lost time during the war years. The 1946 Annual
Report on Educati P d that 1 in the Chinese schools
increased monthly and by March 1946, barely six months after the
Japanese left, had already passed the 1941 enrolment. Another
six months later, enrolment had reached 172,000. This represented
an increase of 55 per cent over 1941 figures.”® The money
and energy for the post-war recovery came entircly from the
Chinese themselves. Of the 1,105 Chinese schools existing in 1946,
90 per cent were public schools managed by ‘properly constituted
committees’. There were just 27 mission schools and the govern-
ment remained responsible only for the two schools in Kuala
Lumpur.” These two schools remained the only Chinese schools
totally supported by the colonial government. In a confidential
report on the Chinese schools dispatched to the Colonial Office in
1955, the High C i of the Federati ined that

government was not in a position to meet all the educational needs of
post-war Malaya and the new insistent demand for education on the part
of the Malays absorbed a great part of the resources available. The
Chinese, still left largely to their own resources, recognized the serious
position which was facing their children, and money was forthcoming to
finance a further rapid expansion of vernacular schools.®

The demand for schooling continued unabated for the next
decade. The first post-war census in 1947 showed that the propor-
tion of local-born Chinese had increased to 62.5 per cent in com-
parison to the 29.1 per cent indicated in the 1931 census. By the
1957 census, 74.4 per cent of the Chinese population was local-
born. The number of Chinese children below the age of fifteen
rose from 747,452 in 1947 to 1,129,926 (Table 1.6). Enrolment in
Chinese schools increased from 193,340 in 1947 to 391,667 in
1957. There was no dramatic increase in the total number of

schools which ined around the i of slightly over
1,300 schools (Table 1.7). This was probably because there were
many i of schools ing to pool their resources

after the war. Movement of population during and after the
Occupation required new schools to be set up. Thus the total
numbcr of schools remained relatively stable though their enrol-
ments 1. The rel of large bers of rural Chinese
in New Villages during the Emergency resulted in old schools
being relocated and some new schools being established.®!
Perak had 129 New Villages, the highest number in any single
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TABLE 1.6
Chinese Children below Fifteen Years of Age in Malaya, 19211957

No. of Chinese Children

Year below 15
1921 230,211
1931 434,021
1947 747452
1957 1,129,926

Sources: 1921: J. E. Nathan, The Cemsus of Bruish Maloya, 1921, London:
Warerflow and Sons, 1922.
1931: C. A. Viieland, Bricish Malaya: A Report on the 1931 Census,
Westminster: Crown Agents for the Colonies, 1932.
1947: M. V. Del Tufo, Report on the 1947 Census of Population: Malaya

R

1957: H. Fell, 1957 Population Census of the Federation of Malaya, Report
No. 14, Kuala Lumpur: Department of Statistics, Federation of Malaya,
| 1960.

state, and contained 36 per cent of the total New Village popula-
tion in Malaya.®* As a result, 41 new schools were founded in
Perak in the 1950s.%

The most notable feature of the 1950s is the growth of Chinese

) TABLE L7

] Chinese Schools, Pupils, and Teachers in Malaya, 1946-1957

!

i Year No. of Schools Pupils Teachers
1946 1,105 172,101 4513
1947 1,338 193,340 5,293

h 1948 1,364 189,230 5,337
1949 1,338 202,769 5,495
1950 1,319 216,465 6,240
: 1951 1171 206,343 6,369
1 1952 1,203 239,356 6,057
h 1953 1214 250,881 6,748
i 1954 1,236 252,312 7,055
1955 1,276 277,454 7,606
l 1956 1325 320,168 8345

1957 1,347 391,667 9,663

Sources: MU, Annual Report on Education, 1946 and 1947; FM, dmnual Repore an:
Educanon, 1948-57.
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secondary education. In 1946 there were only 15 Chinese schools
with secondary classes. The total secondary enrolment was just
4,508 pupils. By 1957 this had increased more than tenfold to
49,536. The number of Chinese secondary schools had jumped to
60 and teachers employed in them had also increased tenfold from
194 in 1946 to 1,060 in 1957 (Table 1.8). Several factors may be
identified as contributing to this growth. Some of the demand
came from the young Chinese whose education was interrupted by
the Japanese Occupation. The increase in primary school enrol-
ments from 1945 to 1950 would have further contributed to the

bers seeking dary ed: ion in the 1950s. While before
the war it was possible to send older children to China to continue
their schooling, this was no longer possible after the Communist
victory in China in 1949. There was thus a greater demand for sec-
ondary education to be available locally.

Finally, it is important to note that the increased demand for
secondary education was part of a sea change in attitude towards
education. The Chief Education Officer of Malacca captured this
very well when he observed in his 1955 Annual Report that

from being something that was frequently regarded with indifference by
many parents before the war, when all who wanted it could obtain it, edu-
cation, since 1945, has come to be looked upon as a sine qua non in
the lives of young and old alike. Interest in education has increased one

TABLE 1.8
Chinese Primary Schools, Pupils, and Teachers in Malaya,
1946-1957
Year No. of Schools Pupils Teachers
1946 1,004 158,037 4,064
1947 1,379 190,349 5,179
1948 1,362 185,670 5,328
1949 1,336 198,126 5,348
1950 1,317 210,336 5,865
1951 1,168 198,840 5,942
1952 1,199 227,803 5,565
1953 1,211 236,041 6,282
1954 1,231 232,818 6,458
1955 1,265 255,158 6,642
1956 1,311 279,549 7,380
1957 1,333 342,194 8,521

Sources: As for Table 1.7.
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hundred-fold because more and more people have come to realise its value
as the key to advancement in life. Parents have suddenly realised that edu-
cation will help their children to obtain good jobs with high salaries and
they have therefore become anxious that their children should be educated
in order that they may eventually enjoy the material benefits which educa-
tion will bring them.*

Education, in other words, was very much desired for its economic
value. The Chinese schools which had played an important role in
providing an education in the mother tongue would also have 1o
meet this newer challenge; an education in Chinese must also lead
1o better jobs and higher education facilities. The issue of examina-
tions and qualifications became a critical issue for the Chinese sec-
ondary schools in the 1950s.

The p 1 to blish a Chinese uni ity, mooted by Tan
Lark Sye in Singapore in January 1953, was a response to the gen-
eral demand for higher education from Chinese society. The estab-
lishment of the yang Uni ity was i ded 1 ly to
provide Chinese school graduates with an accessible outlet for
higher education. Universities in China had become inaccessible
after 1949. The University of Malaya, established in 1949,
required proficiency in English and qualifications such as the

TABLE 1.9
Chinese Secondary Schools, Pupils, and Teachers in Malaya,
1946-1957
Cear No. of Schools Pupils Teachers
1946 15 4,508 194
1947 22 3,194 201
1948 21 3,474 220
1949 27 4,450 265
1950 32 6,159 380
1951 38 7,503 426
1952 40 11,378 462
1953 46 14,840 455
1954 53 18,306 503
1955 55 23,397 964
1956 70 40,330 1,037
1057 60 49,536 1,060

Sources: As for Table 1.7.
Note: Number of schools includes both institutions in which secondary classes
were conducted and institutions which were separate secondary schools.
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C i School Certi for issil These were not
within the reach of most Chmese sccundary school students. There
was a clear need for an for the th ds of
young Chinese coming out from the Chinese schools in the
Federation and in Singapore.

The 1o the N g Uni posal was so enthu-
siastic that within six mon!hs, in July 1953, the land for the pro-
posed university had been bought and the foundation stone was
laid. In March 1956 the Nanyang University took in its first batch
of students. Though the biggest contributor was Tan Lark Sye
himself, support for the university came from a wide spectrum of
Chinese from trishaw riders and taxi drivers to businessmen.®> As
H. E. Wilson commented in his study of education in Singapore,
the establishment of the Nanyang University was a good example
of how ‘the Chinese community characteristically decided to meet
its needs on its own initiative and out of its own resources’.*® With
the opening of the Nanyang University in March 1956, it was poss-
ible to have an ed ion in the Chinese from the primary
level to the university level.

Until 1950, the Chinese schools had been patterned on models
of education drawn from China with teachers and textbooks
imported from China. In the context of post-war constitutional
and political changes, the Chinese living in Malaya had to define a
new political identity for themselves as Malayan citizens. In such a
context, China-orientated schools for Chinese children were, more
than ever before, an anomaly. Schools which perpetuated the links
of young Chinese to China were not acceptable. It was no longer
enough that the schools filled a need neglected by the government.
The Chinese schools’ future existence would have to be premised
on their ability to educate young Chinese to be future citizens of
Malaya. This was the chall that those ible for the
schools had to take up in 1951.

1. Francis Light, ‘Notices of Pinang', Journal of the Indian Archipelago, 5
(1850): 9, as cited in Lee Ting Hui @ Lee Ah Chai, ‘Policies and Politics in
Chinese Schools in the Straits Sertlements and the Federated Malay States,
1786-1941", MA thesis, University of Malaya, 1957, p. 1.

2. William Milne, Protestant Mission to China, Malacca, 1820, p. 151, as cited in
Lee Ting Hui, *Policies and Politics in Chinese Schools’, p. 1.

3, Kuang Guoxiang, ‘Liushi nian lsi Bincheng Huaxiao shihua', Shizhong
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Xuexiao sishi chounian jinian tekan, Hong Kong, 1954, p. 71. Kuang, however, pro-
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date on one of the pillars in the Wifu Shuyuan indicates that the building was put
up in 1863. Sce his ‘Bincheng Wufu Shuyuan yu Zheng Jinggui', SPJP, 3 October
1951. 1 would like to thank Tan Kim Hong of International Collcge Penang for
these two sources.
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twenty-two boys is cited in Charlcs Burton Buckley, An Anecdotal History of Old
Times in Singapore, 1819-1867, first published 1902; Kuala Lumpur: University of
Malaya Press, 1965, p. 206. It is also mentioned in Song Ong Siang, One Hundred
Years' History of the Chinese in Singapore, first published 1923; Singapore: University
of Malaya Press, 1967, p. 26.

5. From the 1884 Annual Report of the Straits Setlements, as cited in Lee Ting.
Hui, ‘Policies and Politics in Chinese Schools’, p. 1.

6. Tan worked for some years as an Inspector of Chinese Schools of the Straits
Setdements before resigning in 1939 to work in a firm publishing books for Chinesc
schools. His writings on Chinese cducation, published in various places in the
1950s and 1960s, were collected together with the rest of his other writings in
Yeyinguan Wencun, published in three volumes in 1984 by the South Seas Society.
A supplementary fourth volume was added in 1987. As the original versions arc
now difficult to locate, citations from Tan's work will refer to the Yeyinguan
Wencun.

7. Sce text of the plaque in Tan Yeok Scong, Yeyinguan Wencun, Vol. 2,
pp. 307-9.

8. Sce texts of plaque marking the foundation of the Cuiving Shuyuan and
the founding Constitution of the Nanhua Yixue, in Yeyinguan Wencun, Vol. 2,
Pp. 223-6.

9. Tbid., p. 223.

10. Rule 6 of the Nanhua Yixue Constitution in ibid., p. 225.

11. Yeyinguan Wencun, Vol. 2, pp. 223, 224-6, and 307-8.
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shi, first published in 1936; Taipei: Taiwan Shangwu Yinshuguan, 1966; Sally
Borthwick, Education and Social Change in China: The Beginnings of the Modern Era,
Stanford: Hoover Institute Press, 1983; and Evelyn Sakakida Rawski, Educarion and
Popular Literacy in Ch’ing China, Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1979.

13. See Rawski, Education and Popular Literacy, Ch. 1, for definition of func-
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14. Borthwick, Education and Social Change; Rawski, Education and Popular
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a sishu. See also Victor Purcell, Problems of Chinese Education, London: Kegan Paul,
Trench and Truber, 1936.

15. Borthwick, Education and Social Change, p. 25, estimates that up to
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40 per cent of males in Qing China would have attended a neighbourhood school.
Rawski, Education and Popular Literacy, Chs. 1 and 4 have more extended discussions.
She estimates that generally 30-45 per cent male Chinese were functionally literate
during the late Qing years but the southern province of Guangdong probably had
higher rates of literacy at 40-50 per cent with rates possibly reaching 80 per cent in
urban centres such as Canton.

16 These examples were sclected from the historics of 66 Chinese schools in
Penang in Lin Youyu (comp.), Malaixiva Huaviao Guominxing Zhongiaosue rexin
siaayu renshi daquan, Penang: Lin Youyu, 1982,
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this study are Wang Zhiyuan (ed.), Malaiva Huaxiao quanmao, Penang: Wang
Aiyang, 1961 and Tay Lian-s00 and Gwee Yee Hean (eds.), Malaixiva Xinjiapo
Huatoen Zhongsue tekan tiyao fu xiaoshi, Kuala Lumpur: Jabatan Pengajian Tionghua
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18. Xu Suwo, Ninjiaopo huagiao jiaoyu guanmao, Singapore: Cultural Books Co.,

. 1950, p. 18.
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Oxford University Press, 1967, p. 228.

20. See Barthwick, Education and Social Change, for an interesting discussion of
the different stages in the modernization of China's education system.

21. See the transcript of the school Constitution and Tan Yeok Seong's account
of the carly history of the school in Yeyinguan Wencun, Vol. 2, pp. 260-70.

22 Cheng Lim Keak, ‘Growth, Structure and Spatial Pattern of the Chinese
Population in Peninsular Malaysia, 1750-1980', Paper presented at the Chinese in
Malaysia Workshop, Kuala Lumpur: University of Malys, 1953

23 T. E. Smith, ‘Immi and of Chinese and
Indians in Malaya: And the Future Growth of the Malay and Chincse Com-
munities’, in C. D. Cowan (cd.), The Economic Development of South-East Asia,
London: Allen and Unwin, 1965, pp. 174-85.
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1874-1940, Kuala Lumpur: Oxford University Press, 1975, pp. 37-9.
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26. Victor Purcell, Memoirs of a Malayan Official, London: Cassell, 1965, p. 159.

27. Director of Education File 69/51, ANM.
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1900-1941', MA thesis, University of Malaya, 1967, p. 22. For the histary of the
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2
A Decade of Critical Changes,
1945-1955

ThE Chinese schools entered a phase of vigorous growth after the
Japanese Occupation ended in 1945, The impetus for this came
from two social forces; a rapidly growing population with increas-
ing numbers of children reaching schooling age, and a surge in the
demand for education which had come to be perceived as essential
to social advancement. During d'ns period of growth, the Chinese
schools found th 1 by the threat of
exclusion from the national system of education being proposed by
the Briish. To those deeply concerned about the future of the
Chinese schools, this threat was seen as bringing with it the poss-
ible danger of extinction in the long run. British officials wanted to
have a system of multiracial ‘national schools’ teaching mainly in
English to replace the separate vernacular schools. Maluy leaders
demanded that the Malay should have a role
within the future national system of education. This left little
room, in the minds of both the British and Malay leaders, for the
Chinese schools or the Chinese language.

From 1945 to 1955, it was the British who held the power to
make and to implement education policy. But the British returned
to rule over Malaya, in effect, as a decolonizing power. Though
no umetable had, as yet, been set for concrete steps towards self-
g this was an lity that had to be taken into

! 3 Almost i diately upon their return, the British
found that there were much stronger local political forces than they
had anuapated; first in the form of Malay opposition to British
proposals for a Malayan Union, then in the form of an armed
struggle for liberation from colonial rule led by the Communist
Party of Malaya (CPM). This forced the British to accommodate
some local aspirations, to make adjustments to their original plans,
znd finally to yield to a pace of decolonization much faster than
they had thought possible. This chapter discusses British attempts
to leave 2 legacy of an education system centred on the ideal of
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multiracial schools teaching in English. It shows how despite their
long-term policy objective of edging the Chinese schools out of the
cducaunml mmnuream, the Bnulh were forced by political and
to policies towards the
Chinese schools which, ironically, gave them a longer lease of life.

Constitutional Changes and Education Policy

It is well known that the original plan of the Colonial Office was to
unify all the Malay States and the two colonies of Penang and
Malacca into a Malayan Union. In pre-war days, British control
over Malaya was spread over what technically comprised ‘nine
legally sovereign States with ten sovercign Monarchs (nine Malay
and one British) ... ten legislatures, seven judicial systems, seven
police forces and seven civil services’.! The Malayan Union
appeared, on paper at least, to be the neatest alternative; a single
lcguslauvc, judiciary, and administrative system for the entire

In with the long- jective of creating
a single nation out of the Union, liberal citizenship rights were to
be accorded to non-Malays resident in the peninsula. All citizens
regardless of race or descent would have equal rights. Singapore
was excluded because !he British still required it as 2 naval and
military base. Its ly Chinese jon would also
have upset the racial balance in the Union. This plan was concep-
tualized by a Malayan Planning Unit set up by the Colonial Office
in 1943. British officers of the Malayan Plznmng Unit in London
worked out the Malayan Union prop little vledge of
changes in political mood among the populauun living in Malaya.?
Consequently, the plans fell apart as soon as they were taken out of
the artificial glasshouse of the planning room.

The Malayan Union débicle is generally regarded as a major
turning-point in Malaya’s political history. For the history of
Malay nationalism, it is certainly the watershed. The intensity
of Malay opposmon w© the Malayan Union and the speed with
which Malay were ized into a mass
astounded British officials in 1946, forcing them to beat a hasty
retreat. The three features of the Malayan Union that were the focus
of Malay protests may be summarized as follows: ‘Firstly, the sov-
ereignty of the (Malay) rulers was to be transferred to the (British)
Crown; secondly, the autonomy of the separate Malay states was
10 be lost within the Union; and thirdly, the privileges of the Malay

ity were to be ded to the other races.”” Taken
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together these features of the Malayan Union, in the words of a
Malay researcher, amounted to ‘an overpowering threat to the
security of the Malay race and to their survival as a respectable
community in their native land.”* The Malayan Union would have
cnabled roughly 83 per cent of the 1,884,000 Chinese and 75 per
cent of the 531,000 Indians resident in the Malayan peninsula to
become citizens.® The granting of such liberal citizenship rights for
non-Malays was threatening to the Malays because non-Malays
outnumbered Malays in several states and overall comprised a size-
able proportion of the total population. In 1931 Malays comprised
just 49.2 per cent of the total population and in 1947, the Malay
proportion of the population was 49.5 per cent (Table 2.1). In pro-
viding citizenship rights for the majority of non-Malays and, at the
same time, rejecting the special position accorded all along by
pre-war British policy to Malays as the ‘natives of the land’, the
Malayan Union cut at the very foundations of Malay political
supremacy. The plan represented a reversal of the frequently stated
British stand that Malaya was historically a Malay country. This
drastic change from pre-war British policies hit Malay political
sensitivities particularly hard in the immediate post-war context.

Cheah Boon Kheng’s study of the Japanese Occupation in
Malaya has shown how the racial divisions incipient in the plural
society of colonial Malaya were transformed into ‘open and lasting
conflicts’ when the Occupation ended.® Japanese policies that were
generally conciliatory towards the Malays but repressive of the
Chinese accentuated the persistent racial divide between the two
races with Malays being stereotyped as collaborators. In the chaotic
interregnum between J: der and the blish
of British control, Chinese resistance groups emerging from the
jungle meted out brutal punishments on Malay villagers whom
they d of being J; 1lab. There were violent
reprisals as Malays, ized into religi cult , took
revenge on neighbouring Chinese villages.” These experiences
fuelled long-standing Malay fears, which had alrcady surfaced
in the 1930s, that they were outnumbered and could easily be
subjugated in their own land.®

This was the background to Malay anxieties which were not
comprehended by the British officers of the Malayan Planning
Unitin London. Several studies of Malay reactions to the Malayan
Union have also identified the manner in which the plans were
implemented, in particular the infamous MacMichael treaties
which the Malay rajas were pressured into signing, as contributory




TABLE 2.

Ethnic Composition of the Population in Peninsular Malaysia, 19111957 ('000)

Population by Year

1911 1921 1931 1947 1957
Race No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Malay 1,370 58.0 1,569 54.0 1,864 49.2 2,428 49.5 3,126 49.8
Chinese 693 29.6 856 294 1,285 33.9 1,884 38.4 2,334 37.2
Indians and Pakistanis 239 10.2 439 15.1 571 15.1 531 10.8 707 11.3
Others 37 1.6 43 L5 68 1.8 65 13 112 1.8
Total 2,339 100.0 2,907 100.0 3,788 100.0 4,908 100.0 6,279 100.0

Source: Charles Hirschman, Ethniz and Social Stratification in Peninsular Malaysia, Washington: American Sociological Association, 1974, p. 9.
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factors to the d veh of Malay i More
recent studies have gone beyond these immediate events to locate a
more complex range of factors that contributed to the famous cli-
maxing of Malay nationalism in a few dramatic months in 1946.%
In those same months, a new Malay political organization, the
United Malays National Organization (UMNO), was born. Under
its first leader, Dato Onn Jaafar, UMNO assumed the mantle of
being the vanguard of Malay interests and soon eclipsed other
existing Malay political organizations.!®

Edward Gent (the man appointed Governor of the Malayan
Union to implement a plan he had led in conceptualizing as
head of the Malayan Planning Um: in the Colonial Office) and
Malcolm Macdonald (the C i General whose job was

# 1o co-ordinate post-war British policy in South-East Asia) quickly
recognized that the wisest move for the British lay in opening lines
of negotiation with UMNO leaders as well as the Malay rajas.
They i diately tried to blish the traditional working rela-
tionship between the British and the Malay élite. What the British
feared most in 1946 was that anti-Malayan Union protests could,
under the sway of more radical Malay nauonnlls(s, bc mmsformcd
into a militant anti-British
emancipation from colonial rule. Events in nearby Indonesia
where the return of Dutch rule had been met with violent resist-
ance were being watched with apprehension by the British.
Negotiations with UMNO leaders and representatives of the
Malay rajas were started immediately to identify possible points of
agreement. By December 1946 the terms of a new Constitution
had been agreed upon and were published. In March 1948 the
Federation of Malaya officially replaced the Malayan Union.!'!
Gent was briefly the first British High Commissioner of the
Federation until he was recalled for consultations a week after the
Emergency was declared in June 1948. He died in a plane crash on
the way back to London.'?

‘The British side lost little in exchanging the Malayan Union for
the Federation of Malaya. Once relinquished, the original plan was
soon recognized as a faux pas which had been criticized from its
own side not only by ‘Old Malayan hands’, retired officials of the
pre-war colonial era, but also by some of its older officers returning
to serve in post-war Malaya. A few of these officers even threat-
ened to resign rather than administer such a scheme.'® The
Federation of Malaya still brought the entire Malay peninsula
under a central government with administrative and executive
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powers centred in the hands of a High Commissioner who had the
right to appoint the members of both the Executive Council as well
as the Legislative Council, Citi ip rights for Malay resid-
ents were retained in principle but with more restrictive terms.**
Singapore remained excluded as it was one of the features of the
Malayan Union that did not meet with opposition from UMNO.
There were, as in the Malayan Union, no provisions for any steps
towards self-government.

For the Sultans and UMNO leaders, it was a significant victory.
At their insi ives had been excluded
from the negotiation process because, it was argued, treatics
involving the Malay States had been and should remain a matter
bcrwccn v.he Bnush and rcprcscnuuvc! of the Malays. A

was inted to allow Malays to
submu their views on the terms of the Federation agreement but
only after these were finalized and published in December 1946.1%
With the Federati the i of the Sultans was
d; state g ined jurisdiction over some import-
ant areas such as land; and, Malay Mentris Besar were appointed
to head state governments in the Malay States. Special rights for
Malays were reinstated and Malay was recognized as an official
language alongside English. The principle that Malaya was histor-
ically the land of the Malays who, as the definitive people of the
country, should have distinctive special rights, was re-established.
UMNO?’s role in the negotiations consolidated its claim to repres-
ent Malay political interests laying the foundations for its dom-
inant role in Malay politics throughout the 1950s, a position it has
retained to this day.

UMNO leaders were alert in responding to the first British ini-
datives in education policy. Opposition from UMNO forced the
British to withdraw two policy proposals; the first in 1946 and the
second in 1950. H. R. Cheeseman, the Director of Education
between 1946 and 1948, had drawn up a council paper on education
policy which would provide free primary education through four
streams of schools teaching in English, Malay, Chinese, and Tamil.
English was to be taught as a language in Malay, Chinese, and
Tamil primary schools and English would be the main medium of
instruction beyond the primary school level. This differed from
pre-war policies in one significant aspect; it committed the state to
supporting fully all four streams of primary schools.'® After the
Malayan Union Advisory Council accepted the Cheeseman pro-
posals in December 1946,'7 the UMNO Secretary-General wrote
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to Gent protesting against the discussion of education policy at a
time when a new Constitution had just been negotiated. Gent was
informed that ‘it is UMNO’s opinion that the future education
policy of this country should conform with the terms, aims and
ideals of the new Constitution”.'® The letter from UMNO indic-
ated to the British that an education system providing equal status
to English, Malay, Chinese, and Tamil schools was not acceptable
to UMNO.

In September 1948, six months after the Federation of Malaya
agreement officially came into force, a Ccmml Advisory Ccm-
mittee (CAC) was d to ion policy.'®
M. R. Holgate, who had replaced Cheeseman as Director of
Education, was Chairman of the CAC. Aﬁer UMNO 's opposition

# oc s P ls, the under
Holgate had moved in the direction of seeing ‘l.he wide extension
of English education as the real solution to the problem of interra-
cial education’.?® This was the central theme of the First Report of
the CAC which was published in May 1950.3!

“The First Report of the CAC introduced a new approach to edu-
cation policy. The multiple types of schools which had been
allowed to develop in the past was to be replaced by a single system
of schools which could integrate and unify young Malayans. A
single system of schools meant that all children would have to be
taught ‘through the medium of one common language’ (para. 1).
In introducing this new approach, the First Report of the CAC
defined the framework of official education policy for the next five
years. The question which the CAC posed from the beginning
(para. 1) was: “What system of education would contribute most to
the nullifying of communal divisions and the integration of all into
one Malayan entity? Its answer to this question was ‘the English
schools’. The reasons given for this answer were (a) none of the
existing vernacular schools were acceptable to all racial groups and
(b) the one language everyone was prepared to accept as a common
language was English (para. 6). The Report described the English
schools in glowing terms. Each class in the English schools was a
miniature Malaya, racial or religi di Ities seldom app
The Englnh schools were Crcdllcd with making ‘the greatest .

to d ding and b

(para. 4).

The First chon of !hc CA(, recommended, therefore, that the
‘wltimate desi: j ! of ed ion policy should be ‘free
(and finally compulsory) primary education in the medium of
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English’ (para. 5; emphasis and parentheses in original). Progress
towards this objective was 1o be ‘by rather than by
imposition’. The government would expand English education ‘as
rapidly as funds permit’ so that more and more parents could send
their children to English schools. As a possible intermediary stage,
the CAC suggested two main types of primary schools, one teach-
ing in English with Malay as a compulsory subject and the other
teaching in Malay with English as a compulsory subject. Both
types of schools would provide facilities for learning Chinese and
“Tamil, if parents desired this for their children (paras. 6 and 7).

When Holgate presented the First Report of the CAC to the
Legislative Council in July 1950, he emphasized that the ultimate
objective suggested in the report was not immediately possible. In
the interim, the govi would on improvi
English and Malay schools with funds for new buildings and exten-
sions. Holgate also asked for approval to increase aid to the
Chinese and Indian schools because there was no immediate al-
ternative available to replace these schools. Holgate's proposals were
denounced by Dato Onn as ‘a gratuitous insult to the Malays and
the Malay language’. In the Malay view, said Dato Onn, ‘there is
only one vernacular language in this country and that vernacular is
Malay. Even English is a foreign language ... but it is accepted
because we consider it necessary’. Government money should
therefore only be used for education in these two languages. To
go beyond them and finance education in ‘Chinese, Indian,
Hottentot, Eskimo and I don’t know what’, said Dato Onn, would
end up creating ‘a Babel in this country’.?

In the aftermath of the fight against the Malayan Union, Malay
leaders were more assertive in sccking a central role for the Malay
language. They also wanted more attention to be paid to the edu-
cational problems of the Malays. The CAC’s proposal that the
English schools should be privileged as the crucible of social and
political unity went against the grain of Malay views.?> Holgate’s
plea for more assistance to the Chinese and Indian schools made
matters worse. The Legislative Council, at Dato Onn’s suggestion,
decided to postp further di ion on education policy until
the Barnes C i ppointed to study the 1 of Malay
education, had submitted its report.?* Education policy was not
raised again in the Legislative Council until September 1951. This
meant, in effect, that there was no change to the pre-war policy of
allowing four streams of primary schools teaching in English,
Malay, Chinese, and Tamil.
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The negative response of Dato Onn and other Malay members
of the Legislative Council to the First Report of the CAC should,
perhaps, have been anticipated by Holgate. A year earlier, he had
reported to a meeting of Directors of Education that the Malay
state governments had made it clear to the Federal government
that priority should be gwcn !o cxtcndmg education facilities for
Malays before any addil was for the
education of non-Malays. The Malay position, Holgate had ex-
plained, was that ‘safeguarding the special position of the Malays
was the special responsibility of the Federal Government’.% It
should be noted here that under the Federation of Malaya agree-
ment, legislative power over education policy lay with the Federal
government but it was the state governments which held the power

» to administer and execute policies.
The Barnes Committee was appointed on 25 July 1951. Its
terms of reference were to examine the existing system of Malay

d ion, the ad of ed ion facilities for Malays, and the
question of how to uplift the general level of Malay scholastic
attainment.*® Four days later, on 29 July, Sir Henry Gurney, who
had replaced Edward Gent as the High Commissioner, wrote to
the Secretary of State for the Colonies suggesting the appointment
of another committee to study problems relating to Chinese educa-
tion.?” The appointment of what later came to be known as the
Fenn-Wu C i on Chinese Education was thus not made
after the release of the Barnes Report as suggested in two earlier
studies on educational policy.?® The Fenn-Wu Report was, in fact,
released in July 1951 barely a month after the release of the Barnes
Report in June 1951. The need for a committee to study Chinese
education arose from the Emergency which forced the colonial
government to seek urgent solutions to some of the problems in
the Chinese schools.

The Emergency and the Chinese Schools

British officials had been keen to start negotiations with the com-
paratively moderate leadership of UMNO because another and
more radical challenge to the British was building up under the
leadership of the CPM. The CPM had been a wartime ally of
the British, had played a major role in organizing resistance against
the Japanese during the Occupation years, and was the most effect-
ively organized political force when the British returned in 1945,
With the advantage of being able to function as a legal political




A DECADE OF CRITICAL CHANGES, 1945-1955 51

party, the CPM i diatel; barked on mobilizing urban work-
ing class support towards an open confrontation with the British.?

By March 1947, according to one study, the CPM was ‘at the
peak of its power’, having organized ‘more militant and successful
strikes than ever before ... and having brought Singapore trade to
a near standstill in late February 1947°.3° John Dalley, the head of
Malayan Security, estimated in June 1947 that the CPM was in
control of 75 per cent of organized labour.>! The CPM was at the
same time giving its support to the Pusat Tenaga Rakyat-All
Malayan Council of Joint Acuon (PU'['ERA -AMCJA), a multi-

cthnic lition of political under the leadership of *
Tan Cheng Lock. PUTERA-, AMCJA was organizing a mass-
based ition to the Fi on the grounds that
it provided no provisi for the inni of self-gt LA
Federati ide hartal ized by PUTERA -AMCJA in

October 1947 effected business shutdowns in most of the major
towns in the peninsula as well as Singapore.’?

From February 1946 the colonial government had begun to
arrest and deport persons identified as instigators of violent
demonstrations but this did not stop the CPM from continuing
in its build-up towards a confrontation. Outright war against
the CPM was declared after three British planters were killed on
16 June 1948. Within threc days, a state of Emergency was
declared throughout the peninsula. The PUTERA-AMCJA coali-
tion collapsed as most radical activists went underground to escape
arrest and detention. The CPM was outlawed and continued its
struggle from its jungle bases, relying mainly on Chinese living in
the rural outskirts for support.>

As many studies of the Emergency have shown, the war between
the British and the CPM caused much hardship for many ordinary
Chinese who were caught ‘between two millstones’. > British
officials later ack ledged that i diately after the
Emergency began, government officials as well as European
planters and miners advocated policies of ‘bashing the Chinese’ as
Chinese in general ‘became targets of hate and suspicion’.’
However, the Emergency also forced the British to reassess their
neglect of Chinese problems which had been overshadowed by
concern with Malay opposition to the Malayan Union. Non-Malay
views had essentially been set aside in coming to terms with the
Malay élite on the main features of the Federation of Malaya. To
win the war against the CPM, the British had to fight the CPM not
only on the military front but also on the political and ideological

S e
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fronts. The British had to work on getting more Chinese to actively
support them against the CPM. There was an ironic racial twist to
this struggle for the ‘hearts and minds’ of ordinary people. The
CPM, predominantly Chinese both in its leadership and support,
fought an uphill battle to garner Malay support while the colonial
government found that its main problem lay in winning over the
Chinese.®

At the beginning of the Emergency, the colonial govcmmem
found itself without the hinery and enough Chi
British officers to deal directly with the Chinese population. Part of
the problem was due to the dismantling of the pre-war Chinese
Protectorate, a separate section of the colonial administration that
had dealt with all matters relating to the Chinese population,
including the Chinese schools. The administrative readjustments
required when the Malayan Union was replaced by the Federation
had exacerbated the problem. Gurney acknowledged that the ab-
olition of the Protectorate, ‘though a necessary and good decision’
had resulted in ‘government losing touch with ordinary Chinese’.
He also realized that the Federal governiment was largely staffed by
officers who had been trained for service in the Malay States and
had little experience dealing with the Chinese population. A worse
situation pertained at the level of state governments which, accord-
ing to Uumcy, ‘have a strong Malay bms at the lnghcr levels’.*

the k in its e hinery, the
colonial government made immediate changes. Secretaries for
Chinese Affairs were appointed to all states to oversee the enforce-
ment of Emergency regulations and to provide points of contact in
cach state between the Federal government and the Chinese popu-
lation in the state. Equally important, the Emergency resulted in
the recruitment of more Chinese into the state administrations.
‘The Emergency thus brought more Chinese and more Chinese-
speaking colonial officials back into the forefront of the colonial
administration.? Their input began to have an impact on all policy
matters relating to the Chinese population, including the Chinese
schools.

The Chinese schools in Malaya had come directly under the
Education Department for the first time as a result of the dismant-
ling of the Chinese Protectorate. The Education Department
found itself without enough British officials who could deal with
this new responsibility. In July 1948, there was only one British
officer who knew the Chinese language. He had under him
10 Chinese Inspectors to keep track of 1,364 schools in the
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Federation.*® After the declaration of the Emergency, the Chinese
section of the Education Department was strengthened with more
staff because the British wanted to keep up effective political sur-
veillance over the Chinese schools. In 1952, 10 additional posts for
British officers were created for the section. By 1953 there were 35
local Inspectors of Chinese Schools working under three British
officials.®®
The Chinese schools came under a general pall of suspicion in
the context of the Emergency. Their role as educational institu-
tions tended to be overlooked by Special Branch officers who saw
them only as ‘congenial breeding grounds’ for political influences
from China which were ‘harmful to the good order and well-being
of Malaya’.*! The colonial administration’s Chinese Affairs
officers, such as G. Webb and W, L. Blythe, were no less negative.
They thought that the Chinese schools fermented ‘Chinese racial-
ism’ and produced ‘good little Chinese nationalists from our local-
born Chinese children’.*? The English schools, on the other hand,
were seen as producing Chinese who were ‘loyal to us’. Such views
led the Chinese Affairs officers to agree with officers in the
Education Department that the objective of the government
should be to expand English education to attract Chinese away !
from the Chinese schools. Both Webb and Blythe believed that 1
most Chinese parents would send their children to English schools 1
because of the better prospects available for those who had
received an English education.*? The recommendation to displace W
the Chinese schools by channelling more children to English |
schools was made by the Joint Chinese Affairs Committee of the
Federation in January 1949. It was stated again in a ‘Paper on
Education Policy for the Chinese in the Federation’ in June
19494
However, the government could not close down existing
Chinese schools and their enrolments were, in fact, growing from
year to year. In 1949, there were more than 200,000 pupils in
these schools and this had increased to 216,405 by 1950 (see
Table 1.7). The Chinese schools had recovered from their wartime
d ion and ded their 1 with little help from
the British. Government aid to the Chinese schools had remained
at pre-war levels. Until and unless the government was able to pro-
vide al; ive schools to date these pupils, it had no
choice but ‘to increase government control and obviate the grave
dangers of neglect’ of the Chinese schools.*> As Gurney pointed
out in a January 1950 dispatch to the Secretary of State for the
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Colonies, ‘the battle against the communists has also to be fought
in the schools’.*¢

From February to June 1950 there were appeals from many
Chinese schools and izations for the govi 1o increase
aid to Chinese schools.* When Holgate presented the First Report
of the CAC in July 1950, he had explained that the government
was considering these requests sympathetically because ‘we cannot
convert these schools overnight into Malay and English schools
even were it desirable to do so. We cannot close the schools and
cast the pupils into utter darkness. Clearly they are meeting a need
for which there is no present or carly substitute and it is our duty to
see them continued and improved.’#*

Despite Dato Onn’s negative reaction to Holgate’s recommenda-
tion to increase aid to the Chinese schools, the Federal govern-
ment proceeded to take action. The Emergency was at its height
and the Communist victory in China in 1949 had boosted the
morale of the CPM and its supporters. The colonial government
could not afford to neglect the Chinese schools. This would pro-
vide the CPM with an issue to stir up anti-British feelings. In
August 1950, the Chief Secretary wrote to all State and Settlement
Secretaries asking them to consider doubling previous levels of aid
to Chinese schools as a matter of political necessity. He emphas-
ized that in the context of fighting the communists, ‘it is vital that
Chinese children should not grow up uneducated in any language
and therefore an easy prey to communist doctrine’, Pointing out
that 93 per cent of Chinese children of school-going age were born
in Malaya and their parents were contributing in taxes to public
revenue, the Chief Secretary argued that neglect of the Chinese
schools would cause the Chinese to be cynical of their position as
Malayan citizens.** It took almost a year for this proposal to be
approved by all the states and an increase of 100 per cent in aid to
Chinese schools was finally announced in June 1951.5

In the i the first i in relocating rural
Chinese, in particular squatters on the jungle fringe, to separate
the CPM from its main support and recruitment bases had
begun.®! Under the Briggs Plan, launched in April 1950, this
expanded into a massive scheme in which a total of 572,917
Chinese were uprooted and resettled in 480 New Villages over the
next four years.3? Chinese schools in these New Villages had to be
rebuilt and started up in their new locations. The government pro-
vided assistance for education and other social amenities as meas-
ures to keep the New Villages ‘contented communities’ to insulate

them from ‘further intrusions by communists’.**
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A special scheme of aid for Chinese schools in the New Villages,
available only for the first two years after resettlement, was pro-
vided directly by the Federal government under Directive 13 of the
Emergency Regulations. These came into effect in February
1951.5% Expenditure on New Village schools in 1951 and 1952
amounted to slightly over $2 million, spread over a total of 216
such schools. In 1953 this increased to a peak $6 million, account-
ing for 6 per cent of total expenditure on all types of schools, but
after that began to decrease (Table 2.2). These measures to
increase government aid to Chinese schools were essentially short-
term measures arising from the political exigencies of the
Emergency. They did not reflect, as yet, any significant change
from the pre-war policy of ‘negative containment’.

A noticeable change in the colonial government’s policy towards
the Chinese schools began after the release of the Fenn-Wu
Report in July 1951. Perhaps more important than the report itself
was a confidential memorandum which Fenn had written to
Gurney, conveying frank observations that could not go into a
public report. Fenn told Gurney that he was appalled at the antag-
onistic attitude towards Chinese schools he found prevalent in

TABLE 2.2
Government Expenditure by Type of School, 1948-1957 ($ million)
Type of School
Year English Malay Chinese Indian New Village

1948 11.7 (44) 12.2 (45) L1 @) 1.9(7) =
1949 12.6 (40) 15.3 (49) 14 (4 2.1(7) =
1950 13.8 (41) 16.0 (48) 1.7 (5 2.1 (6) =

1951 21.9(41) 23.0(43) 3.6 () 29(5 2.2(4)
1952 226(38) 253(42)  67(11) 3.2(5 23 (4)
1953 334(38) 34.1(37) 137015 3.7(4) 6.1 (6)
1954 36.2(40) 34.6(38) 11.8(13) 3.9(4) 5.0 (5)
1955 35.0(39) 32.1(35) 17.4(19) 3.9(4) 2.6 (3)
1956 42.4(40) 37.6(34) 23.6(22) 4.2(4) 1.8(2)
1957 44.4(40) 41.8(38) 17.6(16) 4.6 (4) 17(2)

Sources: IBRD, Report on the Economic Development of Malaya, Baltimore: John
Hopkins Press, 1955, p. 471, and FM, Annual Report on Education, 1949-57.
Note: 1. Excludes expenditure not attribuable by type of schools.
. Excludes expenditure on English streams in vernacular schools and
‘ra‘ayat” schools which were featured only in the 1955-7 Annual Reports.
3. The figures within indicate of total
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official circles. This was apparent in ‘both public utterances and
official actions’. He cited, as an example, that the Director of
Education had said ‘I want only the end of all Chinese schools as
they now are’. The government could hardly expect much co-
operation from the Chinese, said Fenn, if Education Department
officials confirmed Chinese impressions that the British were out
to ‘eliminate the Chinese schools’. He called on Gurney to ‘reverse
present policy towards Chinese schools’ and emphasized that ‘now
is the time to win Chinese constructive partnership in the building
of Malaya’. Fenn agreed that Education Department officials
could be right in thinking that as ‘more English schools are avail-
able, Chinese schools will decrease with the weak and poor schools
being weeded out eventually’. However, it was foolish to announce
this as an objective and alienate the Chinese. It would be far more
effective, he argued, to let this happen as a ‘slowly engincered
process’. Sometimes, suggested Fenn, ‘the longest way around
could be the shortest way over’.* After 1951, officials dealing at
the ground level with the Chinese schools began to take Fenn's
advice. At the level of defining an official policy, however, it was a
rather different story.

‘National Schools’: The British Model

From the composition of the Barnes and Fenn-Wu Committees,
we can see which of the two committees was intended to play a
more important role in determining education policy. The Barnes
C il had 14 b These consisted of nine Malays,
L. D. Whitfield, Deputy Director of Education in 1950 and Director
of Education from 1951, as well as three other officials from the
Education Department.*® The Fenn-Wu Committee was made up
of two i and included neither rep i from the
Education Department nor from local Chinese organizations.”?
Unlike the Barnes Committee, the Fenn-Wu Committee was thus
not intended to incorporate official views nor be a forum for con-
sulting local opinions.

In fact, just before the Fenn-Wu Committee arrived in Malaya,
the gov had d that the C i was to study
the Chinese schools with a view to ‘bridging the gap between the
present communal system of schools and the time when education
will be on a non-communal basis with English or Malay as
medium of instruction and other languages as optional subjects’.>®
The Fenn-Wu Committee protested that this announcement
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made it appear as if the Committee was appointed as ‘a mere tool
designed to further an established policy’. Gurney then agreed to
accept the Fenn-Wu Committec's rephrasing of its own terms of
reference as follows: ‘to survey sympathetically but objectively the
entire field of the education of the Chinese in Malaya and to re-
commend such constructive changes and improvement as would
lead to the Chinese schools making the greatest contribution to the
future welfare and happiness of the people of Malaya and in partic-
ular of the Chinese who have chosen that prosperous land as their
home’.?* With the Fenn-Wu”Committee smmng from such
premises and the Barnes C i ion policy
from the viewpoint of improving education for the Malays, it is not
surprising that the two Reports presented diametrically opposed
recommendations.

From its survey of the :)usung system of education for the
Malays, the Barnes C came to the lusion that the
segregation of Malay pupils in bad schools with poor teachers had
militated against Malay progress in education. Malay vernacular
schools had failed to help the Malays improve their status ‘relat-
ively to the other ities in the ion’ (p. 20). d
from Malay schools were also hampered in their access to sec-
ondary and tertiary education, available only in English. This was
an unacceptable situation when the Malay community’s aspiration
was ‘to make itself the main vehicle of the national idea’ (p. 20).
Though the Barnes Report did not recommend that Malay should
be the main medium of instruction, it did advocate that there
should be a prominent role for the Malay language within the edu-
cation system to ‘safeguard the position and status of the Malay
language’ and to enable it to develop into ‘a comprehensive means
of expression and communication in the major fields of human
endeavour’ (p. 22).

In its general approach to policy, the Bamnes Report echoed the
First Report of the CAC. Primary education in Malaya, said the
Barnes Report, ‘should be treated avowedly and with full delibera-
tion as an instrument for building up a common Malayan national-
ity’ (p. 20). Proceeding from this premise, the Bames Rzporl
(para. 4) stated its main dation for primary ed
even more strikingly than the First Report of the CAC had done:
‘In principle, we recommend the cnd of separate vernacular schools
for the several racial i and their )! by a
single type of primary schools.” This new type of primary school
should teach in both Malay and English to produce students who
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would be effectively bilingual. They would then be able to progress
smoothly to secondary and tertiary education which would be
available only in English.

The Barnes Report adopted for the first time the term of
‘National school’ for its proposed new primary schools, which

were described as ‘schools for cit: hip’ and ‘nation-building
schools’. The Report called into question the allocation of public
funds for the mai: of separate lar schools and re-

commended that all public funds be devoted in future to the pro-
posed ‘National schools’. These schools would then successfully
autract students away from existing vernacular schools (p. 20). The
Barnes Report differed from the First Report of the CAC in pro-
viding no place for Chinese or Indian languages to be taught. Non-
Malays who regarded Malaya as their permanent home and as the
object of their loyalty were asked to ‘set aside their vernacular
attachments in the interests of a new social unity’ (p. 23).

The Fenn-Wu Report, in total contrast, advised against the
‘restrictive imposition of one or two languages’ and called for a
‘natural mingling of diverse cultural elements’ as the best possible
way of developing a truly Malayan identity. It supported the teach-
ing of both Malay and English in all schools but recommended
that the various communities of the country should be permitted to
retain their own languages and cultures (pp. 4-6). This, for the
Chinese in Malaya, would mean trilingualism, which the
Fenn-Wu Committee thought was what most Chinese would want
for their children (p. 6).

The Fenn-Wu Report pointed out that the Chinese schools
were not exceptional in lacking a Malayan orientation since ‘the
English schools ... were still heavily orientated in outlook toward
England and Europe, Indian schools toward India and Malay
schools toward a Malay nation’ (p. 7). After assessing both the
strengths and weaknesses of the Chinese schools, the Report re-

ded that the g should help the Chinese schools
to evolve into ‘truly Malayan schools’. They could then become
‘equal partners with other schools’ in the future educational system
of the country (p. 11). An immediate increase of 200 per cent in
aid to the Chinese schools was recommended by the Fenn-Wu
Committee as a first step in this direction (p. 12).

The release of the Barnes Report in June 1951 and the
Fenn-Wu Report the very next month sparked off a heated public
controversy on education policy and the related problems of lan-
guage and culture that ‘highlighted the emerging bimodal values of
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the two major communities’.%> While one side argued for a single
system of schools centred on Malay and English, the other advoc-
ated a pluralistic and open approach which would allow schools
teaching in different languages to be part of the Malayan system of
education. Malay organizations and dailies came out in support of
the Barnes Report and condemned the Fenn-Wu Committee’s
recommendations, the opposite was the case for the Chinese press
and organizations.®’ The big debate was also conducted in the
English %2 H. R. Chi the former Director of
Education, contributed to the debate with a long article in two
parts that was critical of the Barnes Report.®?

Meanwhile, behind the scenes, a different kind of exchange had
been taking place between Fenn, Gurney, and the Colonial Office
in London. Gurney tried to exert some pressure on Fenn through
Sir Christopher Cox, Adviser on Education for the Colonies, with
whom Fenn was scheduled to have discussions before writing his
report. Gurney was anxious that Fenn should not write a report
‘which might have the effect of encouraging the Chinese in their
reluctance to accept Barnes’. He wanted Cox to pressure Fenn to

ize ‘the iding imp of ishing a
stream of education’. In the Malayan context, said Gurney, Fenn
‘will do more harm than good’ if he were to express too much sym-
pathies for the Chinese.®*

Fenn’s view, however, was that the British should reverse their
policy of trying to eliminate the Chinese schools. Instead of alien-
ating the Chinese with this negative approach, Fenn recommended
a more subtle approach to the problem of Chinese education to
win the Chinese over politically. Cox agreed with Fenn that it was
politically more important to win Chinese co-operation and sug-
gested to Gurney that ‘the best way out is for a policy with more
language flexibility than Bames and one which allows the Chinese
schools to slowly become National schools’.% The problem with
the two Reports, as Cox saw it, was that ‘each sees only one side of
the picture’ with the result that it is ‘unpalatable to the other
side.’6®

Gurney avoided bringing two such conflicting reports to the
Legislative Council. He sent both reports first to the CAC. The CAC
wrote a Second Report which basically endorsed the proposals of
the Barnes Report. An attempt by two Chinese members of the
CAC 1o present the unfavourable reactions of most Chinese orga-
nizations to the Barnes Report was brushed aside by L. D. Whitfield
who, as Director of Education, was chairman of the CAC.*" In its
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Second Report, the CAC relinquished its earlier proposal for free
and compulsory primary education only in English. It recommended
instead a system of primary schools in which either English or
Malay was the medium of instruction. This differed from the
Barnes Report which recommended a bilingual system in which
both languages would be used. Another difference was that while
the Barnes Report had not recognized the need for other languages
to be taught, the CAC retained the proposal already contained in
its First Report that there should be provisions for Mandarin and
Tamil to be taught in the proposed ‘National schools’ (p. 4).98

The Second Report of the CAC endorsed the Barnes Report’s
recommendation that priority in the allocation of public funds
should be given to the ‘National schools’ and government aid to

# vernacular schools should be continued only ‘as long as there are

not enough acceptable National schools to take their place’. The
government meanwhile should through ‘persuasion and induce-
ment’ try to ‘modulate existing Vernacular schools so that their
eventual tr into ble National schools will be
natural and voluntary’ (p. 6). Thc vocabulary used in this sen-
tence, larly the term * ion’, hinted that what the
colonial government had in mind was the ‘conversion’ of all exist-
ing v lar schools into ‘National schools’ teaching in English.
This was in fact how the Federal Executive Council understood
the Report’s recommendations when it met in August 1951 to dis-
cuss it.*” But the colonial government’s intention to try and ‘convert’
vernacular schools into multiracial schools teaching in English was
not revealed until much later when the White Paper of 1954 was
released in October 1954.70

Gurney decided that the best way to get education policy through
the Legislative Council was ‘to codify it into a Bill and allow no
substantive discussion till the Bill is presented’.’! Thus the
Legislative Council was asked, on 20 September 1951, to accept a
purely procedural motion to appoint a Special Committee on
Education, to be headed by the Attorney-General, to draft
legislation to cover all aspects of education policy.™ Gurney was,
of course, right that the Legislative Council could not reject a
purely procedural proposal. It was a clever move also because the
procedural motion nevertheless gave its members an opportunity
to air their views which could, if necessary, be taken into account
in drawing up the Bill. In addition, to ensure Legislative Council
acceptance of the Ordinance when it was duly drafted, Gurney co-
opted leaders from the major political parties into the Special
Committee.




A DECADE OF CRITICAL CHANGES, 1045-1955 61

By September 1951 Dato Onn had left UMNO and formed the
Independence of Malaya Party (IMP) while Tunku Abdul
Rahman had taken over as leader of UMNO. The IMP was then
more closely aligned with the British. Three of the five locals who
had been i d by the High C issi to take on portfo-
lios as Members of the Executive Council came from the IMP.
These included Onn Jaafar himself as Member for Home Affairs
and E. E. C. Thuraisingt as Member for Ed ion.”® The
Member system was introduced to give some local leaders a
chance to be involved in the government as one of the steps
towards gradual il duction of self-g . The Special
Ci i ion includi "l‘ isingh Onn Jaafar,
and two orhcr IMP leaders; Tunku Abdul Rahman and Dato
Abdul Razak Hussein from UMNO; and H. S. Lee and Leung
Cheung Ling from the MCA.7 The composition of the Special
Committee marked a distinct change from the earlier committees
in which expatriates had been in the majority. The inclusion of
representatives from the three leading political parties reflected
British recognition that the local élite had to be included in the
determination of education policy.

‘Thuraisingham, the Member for Education, led the debate in
the Legislative Council on the mouon to appoint a Special
C i to draft an ion O His views revealed
that he was in agreement with the British position. Thuraisingham
supported the British view that it was ‘chiefly in the English
schools that there is any fusion of races and any cultivation of a
common Malayan outlook’. He dismissed the principle of educa-
tion in the mother tongue as ‘overstated’ and ‘impossible of real-
ization’ because the home languages spoken by the Chinese and
Indians were too diversc 10 be represented by either Mandarin or
Tamil. The most imp bl to Thuraisingh was to
provide places in school for lhc large numbers of children still
deprived of an education. This, he said, was ‘the sole responsibility
of the state’.”®

UMNO and MCA councillors expressed views that were more
reflective of the controversy taking place outside the Legislative
Ceuncil. Malay speakers generally supported the Barnes Report
while Chinese speakers were very critical of it. To Tunku Abdul
Rahman, the most urgent problem was the disparity in standard of
education between Malays and non-Malays. The Malays, said the
Tunku, ‘must be lifted from the rut in which they live today’ so
that they are ‘properly equipped to take independence in the coun-
uy’. Dato Abdul Razak Hussein, who was later to be the first
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Minister of E i in 1955, hasized that ‘any cultural
development of this country must be centred and built upon the
Malay language which should ultimately become the official lan-
guage of this country’. There was, he said, an important difference
between the status of the English and Malay languages; English
was necessary for pragmatic purposes but Malay was ‘the national
language of the Malays’. The Barnes Report was most severely
criticized by Tan Siew Sin, who thought some of its vlcws smacked
of ‘racial bigotry, racial i and d

of fundamental political principles’. Tan contended that it was
possible to have ‘unity in diversity’ and ‘the only regimes which

have insisted on unity through uniformity are (the] totalitarian
) 76

regimes’.
A year elapsed before the 1952 Education Ordinance was pre-
sented to the Legislative Council in N ber 1952. The Report

of the Special Committee and the 1952 Education Ordinance
committed the Federal government to the ambitious goal of pro-
viding universal, compulsory, and free primary education. A bold
vision of ‘National schools’ which charged no fees and provided
books, transport, school uniforms, meals, and even medical and
dental treatment to children from poor families who needed such
services was presented. The ‘National schools’ were to be both
models of interracial integration as well as quality schooling.””

The Special Committee endorsed the basic formula of multiracial
primary schools but rejected the Barnes Report’s recommendation
of using both English and Malay as medium of instruction.
Instead, the proposed ‘National schools’ would teach in either
Malay or English depending on the requirements and wishes of the
inhabitants of the area in which the school was located. Facilities
for teaching Mandarin and Tamil as languages would be provided
‘to those children whose parents so desire where there are at least
15 pupils in any standard who wish to take advantage of such facil-
ities’.” Though the Education Ordmnncc did not specify exactly
how this provision was to be i d, the statutory provision
for other languages to be taught became the government’s chief
defence against accusations that its educational policy was
intended to eliminate the Chinese and Tamil languages.

Significantly, the Report of the Special Committee discussed the
possibility of ‘converting’ existing schools to ‘National schools’.
‘The Report envisaged that some existing government English and
Malay schools could be easily converted into ‘Nauonal schools’,
since they were already hing in the app I
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Aided English schools as well as Chin:se and Indian vernacular
schools could also be convert th

into multiracial ‘National schools‘ " This echoed the Second
Report of the CAC and was later to emerge again in the 1954
White Paper. The government would establish new primary or sec-
ondary schools only as a second ahcmauv-: aftcr existing schuols in
the area had been asked to into

schools’. M hile, gowi aid would i to ‘Con-
forming schools’ (schools which taught in either English or
Malay), ‘Special Agreement schools’ (Chinese schools essentially),
and ‘Employer A:ded schools (Tamil schools csscnually) 8.

The Ed i was pp! by the
Legislative Councll with reservations expressed only by one
Chinese member. Wong Pak Choy was concerned that the effect of
the Ordinance would be ‘to make it more and more difficult for
non-English and non-Malay schools to exist, and eventually bring
about their reduction or extinction’.*! However, he did not cast a
dissenting vote against the Ordinance. Gurney, who was assassin-
ated in October 1951, had not lived to see the success of his strat-
egy in fmnlly getting chlslauve Council to approve the colonial

on ion policy. The Legislative
Counal’s unammous approval of the 1952 Education Ordinance
was a point which colonial oﬂicmls were to constantly use in
defending the Ordi against i from Chinese organiza-
tions, especially from Chinese school teachers.

Pragmatic Innovations in the Chinese Schools

While general policy was being formulated and debated, the colo-
nial government acted on the ground level to bring the Chinese
schools more within the administrative control of the state and to
steer them towards a more Malayan orientadon. In 1950 aided
Chinese schools were required to teach Malay as well as English as
part of their curricul This followed from a Legislative Council
decision in November 1949 requiring all aided schools to teach
both the official languages.®? Most of the Chinese schools had
been teaching English since the 1930s%? but the inclusion of Malay
was a new and a significant step in the schools becoming more
Malayan in their orientation. By 1951 Malay was being taught in
268 Chinese schools and the total had risen to 408 schools in
1952.%4 The Chinese schools were also asked in 1950 to follow the
same academic calendar as the English schools. This came from a
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suggestion in the First Report of the CAC that the academic calen-
dars of the different streams should be streamlined to facilitate
transfer of students from vernacular to English schools.®*

There was a noticeable change of policy towards the Chinese
schools after the release of the Barnes and Fenn-Wu Reports in
June and July 1951 respectively. The vehement objections of
Chinese organizations to the Barnes Report’s proposal to eliminate
vernacular schools and Fenn’s confidential memorandum to
Gurney warning against such a policy as short-sighted and detri-
mental to British efforts to win the Chinese over politically pointed
to the need for a more subtle approach. As D. Gray, the Acting
Secretary for Chinese Affairs, observed, the colonial administra-
tion should approach the problems of the Chinese schools ‘quietly
and in a friendly way’.®® In 1952 the colonial government began to
take several measures in line with Fenn's suggestion that the
“‘longest way over may be the shortest way across’. The British had
come round to the idea that helping the Chinese schools to do a
better job, though in conflict with stated policy, was more in line
with British political interests.

A good example of this was in the area of teacher training. All
the official policy statements advocated that public funds should
only be used to train teachers for the proposed ‘“National schools’.
But, locally trained teachers were desperately needed by the
Chinese schools. Training teachers for the Chinese schools had
been advocated even before 1941 by the colonial administration’s
Chinese Affairs officers who had pointed to textbooks and teachers
as two urgent areas for action to reduce the ‘alien’ character of the
Chinese schools.” The Fenn-Wu Committee had also identified
this as an urgent and immediate area for action. Briush officials
finally accepted that government expenditure on, and control over,
teacher training was the best way to influence teaching in the
schools. In May 1952 a full-time training school for Chinese
teachers, ‘the first of its kind’ according to the 1952 Annual Report
on Education, took in its first group of 148 trainees. The aim of this
school was ‘to provide Chinese school teachers with a Malayan
background competent to teach in English and Malay as well as
Chinese’. The emphasis, in this first training college for teachers of
Chinese schools, would be on ‘training for citizenship with special
attention being given to all kinds of extra-mural activities such as
scouts and guides™.®®

The other urgent nced was for textbooks written spccmll\ for
Malayan schools with a disti Malay
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action was taken on the Fenn-Wu Committee’s recommendation
that a Special Cq i ponsi to the D of
Education be sct up to oversee the writing of new textbooks for the
Chinese schnols 8 ln February 1952 the Executive Council

pp! d | to take i diate action on books for
Chinese schools ‘This was drawn up by C. E. S. Adkins from the
Chinese Secretariat.”> The following month, Chinese school
teachers were invited to send rcprcsenmuves to the Syllabus and
Textbook C i set up by the E: D

‘The teachers were, at first, suspicious of the government’s

motives in calling for changes in the content of teaching in the *

Chinese schools since other schools were not being asked to do the
same. They were also hesitant because they feared that teacher
representatives would be in the minority in the two committees
and would be used purely to rubber-stamp decisions made by
Ed i D officials. N hels leaders of the
Chinese school teachers were fully aware that the content of teach-
ing in the Chinese schools was outdated and in need of change.
They therefore decided to co-operate with the Educan'on

Department on this imp project especially after E
Department officials scemed ready to meet their requests to
increase teacher ion in the 92

Without the teachers’ co-operation, the work of writing textbooks
with a Malayan perspective would not have been possible. This
was acknowledged in the 1952 Annual Report on Education (p. 2)
which praised ‘the hard work put in and the time so freely given by
the Chinese teachers’ in working on this project.

By April 1952 two i with ives from the
Chinese school teachers, had begun work on drawing up new syl-
labuses with a Malayan outlook for the various subjects taught in
the primary schools. Throughout 1952 and 1953, smaller subcom-
mittees were set up to draw up detailed guidelines for textbooks for
each subject.” These were then handed to the publishing firms. By
the beginning of 1954, the first of the new Malayan textbooks for
Chinese primary schools were in use.® Finally, the Chinese prim-
ary schools were no longer totally dependent on China for text-
books and teachers.

A third important change in government policy towards the
Chinese primary schools came in June 1952 when a new system of
aid was announced.® Since 1923 aid to the Chinese schools had
been given at fixed per capita rates based on average annual enrol-
ments. Rates of aid to Chinese schools were much lower than

o rrmasendamn Nobarw
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those provided to aided English schools. Malay vernacular schools,
by i were fully d from public funds. This had
been a source of frequent complaints from Chinese school teachers
and managers, who accused the colonial government of discrim-
inating against the Chinese schools, From the government’s point
of view, per capita aid was unsatisfactory because it gave the gov-
ernment no leverage over the management of the schools. The
government had no control over the salaries paid to teachers or the
fees students were charged.

The New Salary Aid Scheme was intended ‘to afford greater
government control and promote the development of an efficient
and contented body of Chinese school teachers’.”® The scheme, in
one brilliant stroke, gave teachers better terms of service while the
government acquired more control over the schools by reducing
some of the powers of the Management Committees (MCs). The
government hoped that with better pay and greater security for
teachers, the new aid scheme would reduce the ‘social dangers
inherent in a discontented intelligentsia’.?” This was an important
consideration because the Chinese school teachers had emerged as
the most vocal critics of official policy after the release of the
Barnes Report in June 1951.9%

Under the new aid scheme, the government would be respons-
ible for half of the emoluments paid out to teachers with the
other half covered by the fees paid by students. The Education
Department would determine both the fees students were charged
and the salaries paid to teachers. These would be brought in line
with salary scales of vernacular teachers in government schools. All

i or dismi: as well as of staff would have
to be approved by the Education Department. Lower fees for
students, standardized salary scales for teachers with annual incre-
ments, security of tenure, and better conditions of service, includ-
ing medical benefits, were the immediate benefits of the new
scheme.®® The MCs lost their power to hire and fire teaching staff
but were freed of the perennial need to cover the gap between fees
and teachers’ salaries. However, they remained responsible for the
capital and development expenditure of the schools as the aid
scheme only covered running costs.

The benefits offered by the New Salary Aid Scheme made it
attractive to the teachers but they approached it with great caution,
realizing that it implied a loss of autonomy for the schools. The
teachers had to balance between their own material gains and the
implications of the government acquiring greater control over
the schools. When the scheme was first announced, the Executive
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Committee of the United Chmc:e School Teachers’ Association
(UCSTA), an ing Chinese School
Teachers’ Associations at the district and state levels, decided that
it was unacceptable for two reasons, First, the pay scales proposed
were not fair since Chinese school teachers would still be paid less
than teachers in the English schools. Second, the scheme would
result in a loss of in the of the
schools. In the opinion of the UCSTA leadership, the Chinese
schools would lose ‘their special characteristics’ if they were not
autonomously run by their own MC: 100

Realizing the serious impli of ing the new aid
scheme, MCs and teachers met to discuss the implications of the
New Salary Axd Scheme. Thcsc meetings bcgan at the state level
and culmi d in a gath of of Chinese school
teachers and MCs from all the states in the Federation of Malaya
on 9 November 1952. This meeting, stimulated by the need to
make a co-ordinated decision on the New Salary Aid Scheme, was
to have a significance beyond this particular issue. The 9 Nov-
ember meeting symbolized the inception of the Chinese education
mo\'cm:nl.""

between the and Chinese education
organizations on the New Salary Aid Scheme began after the
9 N ber meeting and i until early 1953. The govern-

ment agreed to meet the teachers’ requests for adjustments to be
made to the proposed salary scales to ensure that no one lost out
under the new scheme. The Chinese school teachers tried to push
for their salaries to be raised to those paid to teachers in English
schools. But this was rejected by the government. Ultimately the
material benefits of the scheme, especially after the government
had made several concessions, induced almost all the Chinese
primary schools to accept the new scheme.'%? By 1953, 75 per cent
of the Chinese primary schools had been persuaded to accept the
new scheme.!” The implementation of the new aid scheme resulted
in a doubling of di on Chinese schools, from
$6.7 million in 1952 to $13.7 million in 1953 (see Table 2.2).
The change in British policy towards the Chinese schools in
1952, in particular the introduction of the New Salary Aid
Scheme, was due to a group of Chinese-speaking officers who were
ded to the Educati in 1952. According to a
British officer who was remmcd as the Superintendent of Chinese
bchools in Selnngor in 1954, this group of officers brought greater
to the ’s handling of the Chinese
schools.!™ His view is corroborated by 2 20-page Report on the

araksiakanh NouGTS
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Chinese Schools written by three unnamed British officers who
joined the Education Department in January 1952. There was no
date on this report but, as it was sent to the Colonial Office in May
1954, it was probably written in late 1953 or carly 195419

The Report on the Chinese Schools surveyed changes in policy
which had been introduced in 1952 and made follow-up recom-
mendations for the future. Its views echoed in many ways those
expressed by Fenn in his confidential memorandum to Gurney in
1951. The colonial government was asked to recognize that the
Jarge number of Chinese schools in existence was serving an
important and, basically, effective educational role. The govern-
ment’s main objective should be to prevent these Chinese schools
from becoming an obstacle to official policy. To do this, the best
method was for the government to spend more money to establish
greater control over the schools. This would then enable the gov-
ernment to transform the schools so that they were better suited to
the needs of Malayan socicty. Changes should, however, be intro-
duced slowly and almost imperceptibly rather than through drastic
measures, '

The most significant feature of this Report on the Chinese
Schools is the clear difference in approach which it recommended
towards the primary and secondary schools. The Chinese primary
schools were accepted as too well established for the government
to attempt any change in their medium of instruction. This would
be too drastic. Therefore, the government’s main objective should
be to maintain the control that had been established through the
New Salary Aid Scheme and to transform the schools through
locally trained teachers and textbooks. The secondary schools,
however, were seen as more malleable as they were just beginning
to_expand in the early 1950s.

The Report recommended that the government’s objective
should be to resist the development of a full-fledged stream of
Chinese secondary education. This should be done by discour-
aging any more Chinese secondary schools from being established
while those schools which had already started should be pressured
to convert themselves into schools teaching in English. The gov-
ernment should be prepared to spend more money on schools
which were prepared to ‘conform’ to this policy and should deny
aid to those schools which refused to do so. Little resistance was
expected to this policy because the writers of the Report thought
that ‘most Chinese were aware of the importance of English at the
level of higher education’. The government was already giving
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extra aid to Chung Ling High School in Penang to pay for teachers
trained to teach in English, Chung Ling was teaching most sub-
jects in Lnghsh and prcparcd students to sit for the Cambridge
School Certil The should be pre-
pared to extend more aid to those schools which followed Chung
Ling's example.'??

‘The writers of the Report had astutely rccogmzcd that the
growth of Chinese dary schools d the g
with a problem that should, if possible, be nipped in lhc bud before
it could flower. There were no Malay nor Tamil secondary schools
in the 19505 and all official policy statements had recommended
that education at the secondary and tertiary levels should be in
English only. If Chinese secondary schools expanded further,
this would mean that the government would have to address the
problems of separate teacher training and textbook production in
Chinese at the secondary level. Thus, the Report recommended
that administrative barriers should be used to deter the Chinese
from setting up more secondary schools and aid be used to
pressure existing schools to follow the Chung Ling model.!%%

This policy towards the Chinese secondary schools was imple-
mented from carly 1953. In March 1953 the Education Depart-

ment ized a seminar by 92 principals and senior
staff of Chinese sccondary schools to explain the oﬁcﬂ! vu:w
on the llab and ? of d.

In April 1953, a circular from the Education Deparmcm mformed
all Chinese schools that plans to start secondary classes must be
subrmm:d for approval six months prior to implementation. The
Ed D required that dary classes must be
accommodated in a separate building with its own separate
staff.!!® This set up 2 major obstacle for the establishment of sec-
ondary classes as the Chinese schools usually grew class by class,
occupying existing rooms and deploying available staff until the
financial resources could be found for building additional rooms or
employing additional staff. As each application to start a secondary
section was received, the school was pressured to adopt a curric-
ulum similar to !he English schools and to use English as the
medium of i ially at the upper dary level.!!?
As the Assistant Director of Education explained to one of the
schools:

Thenlmofan) new Chinese Senior Middle school should be to lead to
Senior Middle ination and the C: s School

ettt i Nauses
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Certificate. The object of this policy is to equip the Senior Middle gradu-
ate with qualifications which are of value in this country, and to provide
schools which will in part prepare students for entry to the University of
Malaya. There is little point in a Chinese Senior Middle school which is
an end in itself or which serves to prepare students for entry only to a uni-
versity in China.'!?

Gov officials rep dl hasized that the Chinese
schools should produce students with the qualifications that would
lead to higher ed ion or suitable

Government efforts to discourage the growth of Chinese
secondary schools were not too effective. This can be seen from
Table 1.8 showing the growth in number of secondary schools and
their enrolments in the first post-war decade. The demand for
places in sccondar) schools waﬁ so great that education officers in
the states led to the Eds ion Department to
allow more classes to be set up.'® As the government was not
building sufficient new schools to accommodate this increased
demand, it had little alternative but to allow the Chinese schools to
set up more secondary classes. Nevertheless, colonial officials per-
sisted with their efforts to try and get the Chinese secondary
schools to follow the Chung Ling pattern. To make the Chung
Ling pattern attractive to other schools, the colonial government
not only gave this school additional aid in 1953. In July 1955, it
offered to give Chung Ling full aid comparable to that usually
given to English schools.!'* This policy towards Chung Ling in
particular and the Chinese secondary schools in general laid the
groundwork for the Alliance government’s policy towards Chinese
secondary schools after it came into power.

The British in Retreat

While the government was pushing ahead with more innovative
policies in the Chinese schools, not much scemed to be done
towards realizing the bold vision of free primary educauon in
‘National schools’ 4 in the 1952 Education Ord! 13
Scveral times in 1953, questions were raised by local Legislative
Councillors, including Dato Razak who had been a member of the
Special Committee that drafted the Ordinance. The British were
pressed for information on progress in the implementation of the
Ordinance. The government provided vague replies, as for example,
when the Financial Secretary talked about an already expanding
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budgcx on :ducauon. or disingenuous answers, such as when
T as for Education said free primary educa-
tion was alrcady available in Malay and estate schools,)'®
‘Thuraisingham’s answer was particularly weak as he had eulogized
the 1952 Ordinance as a commitment on the part of the govern-
ment to the objective of making free primary education available as
widely as possible.

Yeap Chong Kong, whu had supported the 1952 Education
Ordi as a of ise’, tabled two motions
in January 1954. One of them called on the government to ‘pro-
vide as soon as possible as many schools and/or facilities for
schooling as are required in every State and Settlement’ and the

second asked the o ‘give i ion to the immedi-
ate lmplemcnmuon of the new Eduutmn Pohcy l'or free primary
The by the motions

to the effect that implementation would have to be in accordance
with ‘available financial resources’.!!7

Local Legislative Councillors had become more assertive and
vocal because there was a major change in political mood in the
country. After the introduction of local level elections in 1952, the
initiative began to pass more and more into the hands of the local
élite. By 1953 the British found that they were no longer able to
determine the pace of political change nor dictate who their polit-
ical successors were going to be. In 1953 the Legislative Council
became a battleground between Dato Onn’s IMP and a growing
partnership between UMNO and the MCA. This began soon after
Dato Onn’s IMP was trounced by an electoral pact between
UMNO and the MCA in the Kuala Lumpur municipal elections in
February 1952. The UMNO-MCA combination then went on to
outshine the IMP in other local level elections held later in 1952
and in 1953. Having begun the electoral process, the British found
themselves in the awkward position of having backed the wrong
horse. The IMP had lost out to the UMNO-MCA Alliance in the
contest for popular support.!®

Within the Federal Legislative Council as
well as the Executive Cnunc], nominees from the IMP outnum-
bered those from the UMNO and MCA. This became a point of
strength for the UMNO-MCA Alliance. Operating astutely as an
opposition, UMNO and MCA leaders began to cast the Alliance in
the role of a nationalist movement that was fighting for eariy inde-
pendence from the Bntxsh. The IMP, dacn Izkmg a more conser-
vative of: ting a slower 1o seif-
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becnusc of its defeats at the pclls, was portrayed as a party that was
ing with British col, lists and trying to delay independ-
ence. In May 1954 Alliance leaders went to London to push for the
first Federal elections to be held by the end of 1954. When this
delegation returned home unsuccessful in Junc 1954, the Allmncc
d that all its bers were withd from
tion in Federal and State governments. The British were forced to
yield to Alliance pressure. The Alliance won a symbolic victory
when a compromise solution was offered by Donald MacGillivray
who had taken over from Templer as High Commissioner.
Elections were to be held in July 1955 and the party which won the
majority of the seats open to electoral contest would be assured of
a workable majority through the right to nominate five additional
# members of the Legislative Council.!!?

With d towards self- in full swing, it was
not surprising that the White Paper on the implementation of edu-
cation policy which the British presented to the Legislative Council
in October 1954 received an extremely bad reception. The White
Paper’s proposals provided UMNO-MCA leaders with more
ammunition for their position that a colonial government simply
could not meet the aspirations of the local population. There were
two main points in the White Paper. The first was a major
modification in the policy of “National schools’ as proposed in the
1952 Ordinance. The second was a whole range of cut-backs on
expenditure on education. The basic reason for these recommenda- |
tions was financial; there was going to be a deficit of §200 million |
in the govcmm:m s budget for 1954. Over the past two years, the

’s revenue was d ing whilst its di had
hecn increasing.

‘The White Paper explained that the cost of implementing the
policy of ‘National schools’ as defined in the 1952 Education
Ordinance would cost an estimated $200 million. And this would
only cover primary education. Since the total revenue for the 1954
fiscal year was estimated at $600 million, it was ‘clearly impossible’
for the g to its limited on building
new ‘National schools’. The White Paper proposed instead that
the ‘National schools‘ concept should bc nnplcmen(cd by intro-
ducing ‘N; | streams’, ial classes teach-

ing in English, in all vernacular schools. Primary 1 classes would
be introduced in the first year and more classes would be added
progressively each year until within six years there was a complete
‘National stream’ within what was originally a vernacular school.
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This proposal implied that all vernacular schools would cvcmu-
ally be i and perhaps ulu displaced, by N 1
streams’ since these streams would receive more financial support
from the government as a central feature of policy as contained in
the 1952 Ordi This implication was further d by the
fact that the backs on ed: i di P in the
White Paper would restrict expansion in the vernacular primary
schools. There was to be a brake on any further increases in aid to
all vernacular schools. Fewer Malay primary schools were to be
established and no secondary Malay schools at all. !

‘These proposals made the White Paper the target of severe criti- *
cisms within the Legislative Council and the subject of intense
attacks outside it. Coming so soon after the 1952 Education
Ordinance’s promise of greater government commitment to edu-
cation, the problems of finance raised by the White Paper sounded
like Jame excuses as well as an admission of bad planning on the
part of the colonial government. The govcmmcnl was rapped for

ing to reduce di on ion when demand for

was i i h The White Paper evoked

a sense of outrage because the reductions of expenditure on educa-

tion would definitely result in more children being deprived of an

education. Its proposals to cut back on aid to vernacular schools

meant that even where physical facilities in these schools were

available the government would not provide money to help pay for
teachers so that more classes could be opened.!?!

The White Paper’s proposal that English streams should be
started in vernacular primary schools was perceived by both
Chinese and Malay school teachers as an attempt by the colonial
government to use the ‘National schools’ policy to convert verna-
cular schools into English schools. The White Paper was described
by the Chinese school teachers as a final desperate attempt by the
British to eliminate the Chinese schools by forcing them to convert
into English schools. It was criticized by Malay school teachers as
an attempt by the British ‘to oust the Malay language’.!??

That the British intended to use the White Paper of 1954 to
strengthen the position of the English language within Malaya’s
education system can be supported by two developments,
unknown to the public at that time. First, the colonial govern-
ment’s record on educational development had already been criti-
cized, confidentially, in a working paper prepared in July 1954 by
Profcssor Falk who was part of the International Bank for

ion and Devel, mission to Malaya. Falk had
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criticized the policy proposed in the 1952 bducnnon Ordinance as
impractical and declared the obj; of
schools by ‘National schools’ to be financially not feasible. In
actual practice, he pointed out, the Education Department had in
effect d the need for schools to continue. He
herefi that the proposal to create i
schools’ as defined by the 1952 Education Ordinance should be
abandoned and the government should adopt openly as policy
what, in effect, it had been practising. Falk advocated that the mul-
nplc vernacular system of schools be retained, expanded, and
p as an i di; ity. More bridges for pupils to
transfer to the English stream could be set up to make the English
schools the confluence of the different streams of vernacular prim-
ary schools and the i of d i He
emphasized that with only 56 per cent of cluldrcn of school-going
age admitted into schools, the gap between the demand for and
supply of education in Malaya was reaching ‘crisis’ proportions.
The gov:mmcm s first pnonry should be to expand educational

through izing the existing v schools
rather than try to replace them by restricting their growth. 123 Falk’s
were defini quite different from those pro-

posed by the British in the White Paper.
Machln’rs) s response to Falk’s report indicated why Falk’s

were not to his He
described Falk’s to ‘th g the Edu-
cation Ordinance ovcrboard’ Tlus, said MacGillivray, would have
the effect of further sy and critici of the

government especially from those who had all along opposed the
Ordinance. MacGillivray named the Chinese school teachers as a
group which would like to see the Ordinance thrown overboard.
He was, h that the 1952 Ordi should stay in
place.!?* Hence the White Paper, in contrast to Falk’s reccommenda-
tions, proposed to retain the British policy of ‘National schools’ by
trying to introduce multiracial classes teaching in English into
vernacular schools. The choice of MacGillivray’s government was
to spend the limited money available on strengthening the concept
of multiracial classes teaching in English. This had been an ideal
embedded in statements of British policy since the First Report of
the CAC in 1950.

“This 1 ion is further by the second develop-

ment. This was MacGillivray's attempt to get the government of
the United Kingdom to sponsor the setting up of 300 special
schools as models of the ‘National schools’ proposed in the 1952
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Education Ordinance. MacGillivray wanted the 300 special schools
to set the standard in quality education, so that ‘the vernacular
schools will wane in popularity’. ‘Sir Donald MacGillivray’s
Proposals for National Schools in Malaya’ generated much discus-
sion and paperwork in the Colonial Office in June and July 1955
when MacGillivray was on home leave in England.!?’ The basic
idea was for the government of the United Kingdom to provide the
necessary funds for setting up 300 ‘National schools’ as a ‘parting
gift’ to Malaya. MacGillivray’s plan was to announce this gift at
the opening session of the first elected Legislative Council in
August 1955, 3

‘The basic reason for his proposal was, as MacGillivray himself
acknowledged, a political one. The 300 special schools would seed
the right kind of education system while the British still had the
influence and power. A system of multiracial schools teaching in
English, said MacGillivray, was crucial to combatting the dangers
of communalism and fighting the attractions of communism. It
was also an important way of safeguarding Britain’s political object-
ive of ‘a united Malayan nation attached to the British connection
and firmly aligned with the anti-communist world’. The amount
involved, estimated at $2 million per year for the next 14 years,
was in MacGillivray’s opinion ‘not an excessive premium’ to safe-
guard British investment in Malaya. The British had, after all, been
spending an estimated 65 million pounds sterling per year on
maintaining fighting forces during the Emergency.!2¢

MacGillivray’s proposal was supported by the Foreign Secretary
and the Colonial Office but Treasury officials were worried that
special aid for Malaya would set a precedent for similar requests
from other British colonies. The British government had made a
decision to reduce its commitments abroad and could not come up
with the money for MacGillivray’s proposal.’*’ In the end,
MacGillivray’s 300 special schools never materialized.!?®
Nevertheless, the proposal and the interest it generated in the
Colonial Office support the interpretation that the British were still
trying to leave a legacy of schools in which the English language
had a dominant role just before they handed political power to the
local élite.

In June 1955 the British were not only running out of money.
They were also running out of time. The White Paper was put to
the Legislative Council in October 1954. This left too little time
for its proposals to have much effect before a locally elected gov-
emment took over after the July 1955 elections. The proposal to
establish English streams in vernacular classes was opposed so
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vehemently that it was never really implemented. Opposition to
the White Paper’s proposals, in fact, reflected the strong desire of
both Chinese and Malays to have their children educated in their
own languages at least at the pnmnxy school level. Soon after the
Alliance won the electi a G was inted to review
education policy.
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3
Genesis of the Chinese Education
Movement

THE release of the Barnes Report in June 1951 precipitated a sense
of crisis in Chinese society. To the Chinese school teachers, the
Barnes Report’s dation that all lar schools
should be abolished and replaced by a single system of primary
schools teaching in English and Malay sounded like :hc dﬁth knell
of Chinese ed ion. They i diately began them-
sclves to come to the defence of the Chinese schools. The first
national-level meeting of teachers was held in August 1951. The
United Chinese School Teachers’ Association (UCSTA), an organ-
ization representing Chinese school teachers throughout Malaya,
was formed in December 1951.

Community leaders who sat on the Management Committees
(MCs) of the Chinese schools were the second major component
of the movement to defend the Chinese schools. It was the MCs
which made most of the decisions for the schools. Therefore, their
views and the extent to which they were prepared to continue pro-
viding financial support was a critical factor in deciding the future
of the schools. In November 1952, leaders of the Malayan Chinese
Association (MCA) joined teachers and MCs of Chinese schools
:u a mcexmg which symbolized the inception of the Chinese

‘The inclusion of the MCA, an organization
formed to unite the Chinese politically, provided the Chinese educa-
tion organizations with a direct channel to the most important
local politicians emerging in Malaya in the crucial years before
independence. This chapter discusses the political orientations,
organization, and leadership of the three groups that came together
in the Chinese Education Movement.

The end of the Second World War marked the beginning of a
new era for the Chinese living in Malaya. The Malayan Union
would have provided citizenship rights to 83 per cent of the
Chinese then resident on the peninsula as 62.5 per cent of them
were born locally and ’1.3 per cent had Im:dexhya since u'
before 1930.! The F ion of Malaya
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reduced the numbers of Chinese who qualified for citizenship.
Nevertheless, its provisions, together with amendments introduced
after 1952, enabled more than a million Chinese to obtain citizen-
ship by 1953.2 The right to citizenship meant that the Chinese
had to make a clear choice as to where their political loyalties lay. A
new phase in which the Chinese had to work out a new political
identity as citizens of Malaya had begun. What did this new polit- |
ical identity mean in terms of their cultural identity? What would
happen to the language, culture, and schools of the Chinese in the
future? The leaders of the Chinese Education Movement began to
formulate answers to these questions as they grappled with the |
problem of the future role of the Chinese schools. |

|

. The Chinese School Teachers

Teachers in the Chinese schools were a poorly paid group which
enjoyed no job security at all. Before 1941, teachers’ salarics
ranged from $25 to $50 per month. In 1946 salaries had improved
to a range stretching from $65 to a maximum $263. But, in fact,
most teachers found themselves being paid at the bottom of this
range. Senior Normal graduates, for example, were paid 865 to
$85 per month while those with more years of experience might
can from $90 to $120. Only secondary school teachers or prin-
cipals carned $200 and above per month. By comparison, teachers
of English schools were paid in the range of $240 to $400, with
even higher salary scales for university graduates.* This disparity in |
pay between Chinese and English schools was a source of dissatis- |
faction and frustration for teachers in the Chinese schools.
Chinese school teachers did not enjoy security of tenure in their
jobs. They were loyed on yearly or si hly contracts and
contract Is d ded entirely on principals or the MCs of !
the schools concerned. Any change in the MC, or the principal of !
the school, could mean loss of employment for the school’s teachers. :
Needless to say, the teachers did not enjoy the benefits of annual |
increments, medical treatment, or retirement schemes. The plight {
of the teachers was well captured in this description in the 1952
Annual Report on Education (p. 9): “The teachers in Chinese
schools have always been insecure as wage-carners in this country,
with the inevitable shifts and straits and lack of professional dignity
and social status which have made them poor itinerants, packing
bag and baggage for the annual mass migration to other jobs in
other schools.” The teachers described their pay and working con-
ditions as worse than that of domestic servants!®
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Despite their poor pay, Chinese school teachers were respected
members of an immigrant society which placed a high value on
education. As an educated élite, the teachers were looked upon as
opinion leaders. On their part, the teachers saw themselves as
having a moral duty to lead because of their education and position
as intellectuals. The tradition in which they had been educated
taught that ‘learning was for this world and that it had a moral and
social purpose.’® Within this basically Confucian tradition, those
with knowledge had the duty to propound and uphold what was
right. The highest admiration was always reserved for ‘those who
were fearless in their pursuit of principles and who followed their
ideals no matter what the obstacles and, most of all, were brilliant
in their ability to articulate these ideals’.” In the twentieth century,
this traditional world-view was overlaid by a newer concept of
political activism as the intelligentsia in China became the leaders
of modern nationalistic movements.

Throughout the 1920s and 1930s, the Chinese school teachers
in Malaya played a dominant role in the political life of the
Chinese. They were active ici of Chii i

i isti iviti S of both the Kuomintang
(KMT) and the Communist Party of China (CPC) could be found
amongst their ranks. Politically committed teachers sought, in
turn, to influence their students. As a result, they were targets of
British surveillance and control. All teachers were required to re-
gister with the colonial authorities after the 1920 Registration of
Schools Ordinance was passed. A careful record of the teachers
was kept. Those whom the Central Criminal Registry thought
were undesirable were refused registration, and therefore employ-
ment, as teachers. Sometimes they were deported back to China. A
teacher whose registration had been approved would be given a
lecture by a colonial official in something like the following terms:
‘You must remember that you are not now in your own country
and that you must teach nothing which is likely to cause disaffec-
tion against the State of Johore [for example] which is a Malay
state. You must not teach politics and you must not take part in
anti-British activities.”®

When the Japanese invaded Malaya, Chinese who had been
involved in huagiao nationalism or portive of anti-J;
activities were amongst the victims of the infamous suging (or
purification by elimination) campaign in which thousands of
Chinese were rounded up for summary execution.® Amongst them
were Chinese school teachers and students.! The most politically
committed amongst them may have joined resistance forces in the

Z Bloam
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jungle under the leadership of the Communist Party of Malaya
(CPM) or guerrilla groups organized by the KMT. Some sought
refuge in villages in the rural outskirts or remote areas. For ex-
ample, David Chen the headmaster of Chung Ling High School in
Penang found refuge with friendly Chinese villagers in the
Cameron Highlands for the entire duration of the Occupation.'!
Many turned 1o other trades and occupations to survive. Lim Lian
Geok, a teacher at the Confucian School in Kuala Lumpur, spent
the Occupation years rearing pigs for a living.!? A few, like Chou
Man Sha, who was a Chinese school teacher in Penang when the
war began, were forced to learn Japanese and teach in Japanese in
the handful of Chinese schools which opened during the
Occupation.’?

After the Japanese surrender in September 1946, most of the
teachers who had survived helped in the rehabilitation of the
Chinese schools. David Chen returned to his post as headmaster of
the Chung Ling High School; Lim Lian Geok sold all his pigs and
used the proceeds to help rebuild the Confucian School, and Chou
Man Sha helped to found the Beng Teik School in one of Penang’s
most densely king-class districts. Chou sub
became the school’s headmaster. All three men were to play leading
roles in the formation of the UCSTA in 1951.

A survey of the Chinese schools in 1945 by T. P. Cromwell, the
Assistant Secretary for Chinese Affairs, found that the CPM and
KMT were engaged in a fierce competition for control over the
schools. Both parties were allowed to function as legal political
organizations after the British took over. The CPM tried to control
the Chinese schools through its subsidiary organizations, the
Culture Association, the Peoples’ Committees, the Women, and
Youth O izati The KMT’s infl was exerted through
its consular staff and its local supporters, usually to be found
amongst the MCs and some staff of the schools. Cromwell found
the Culture Association in control of some schools and signs of
KMT influence in others. There were reports of teachers being
threatened or even killed. One frightened headmaster tried to
avoid trouble by flying a number of different flags and displaying a
portrait of Stalin beside that of Sun Yat Sen. !4

After the Emergency was declared in June 1948, the British
reimposed registration of teachers and schools. There was a tight
control on political activities. The Special Branch sometimes carried
out raids in the schools and many Chinese school teachers
were aware of infc amongst their coll and
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students.'® Surveillance was directed at supporters of the CPM
which was banned after the declaration of the Emergency. The
KMT was not banned until May 1949 and some of its branches
remained open till September. The KMT consuls remained at
their posts until the middle of 1950 when the People’s Republic of
China was recognized by the British. Even then, the influence of
the KMT amongst both teachers and MCs was left largely
untouched. Despite the fact that the KMT was a patently China-
orientated political party, the British used it as a counterbalance to
the influence of the CPM.' As a result the KMT influence
remained strong amongst the Chinese in Malaya throughout the
1950s.

Until 1941 the political orientation of most of the Chinese
school teachers would be typical of what ‘Wang Gungwu has char-
acterized as Group A Chinese in his analytical model of different
political orientations amongst the Chinese in Malaya., Group
Chinese, ing to Wang, isted mainly of fi i
migrants born and educated in China for whom China continued
to be the centre of their political lives.!? Before 1941, the teachers
who were politically active were involved mainly in the huagiao

ionalisti and other Chil i ivities.
‘They had not addressed themselves to the local political scene as a
group and were not even organized to bargain for better pay or
working conditions.

Teachers in a few states had begun to organize Chinese School
Teachers’ Associations (CSTA) before the Japanese invasion, but
as a social group the teachers were, in Lim Lian Geok’s words, ‘a
basin of loose sand’ lacking in co-ordination and leadership.!®
Three CSTAs were formed before the war—in Penang, Malacca,
and Muar.'® The Kuala Lumpur CSTA was officially inaugurated
in 1949 though the first steps towards its formation had begun in
1946.2° By 1946, the Annual Report on Education recorded that
there were CSTAs in all states except Pahang, Kelantan, and
Trengganu.?! Some CSTAs were based in a town, others covered a
district, and yet others represented all the Chinese school teachers
of an entire state (see Table 3.1).

From the CSTAs’ own description of their activities before
1951, they functioned principally as mutual benefit organizations
much like any other Chinese social organization or professional
guild. The Kuala Lumpur CSTA, for example, provided its mem-
bers with financial assistance in case of death and illness as well as
when they retired.?? The North Perak CSTA took up the issues of
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TABLE 3.1

Chinese School Teachers” Associations in the
Federation of Malaya, 1960

Name of Organization

State English Chinese
Selangor  Kuala Lumpur Chinese School  FRbg I A 22
Teachers' Association (CSTA)
Klang and Coastal District kit b ROz 22
CSTA
Selangor Chinese Senior Normal
Graduates Association
(CSNGA)
Perak Perak Assoctanon of Chinese
School Teachers’ Organizations
Ipoh City CSTA Al e F o &
Hua Yi Rural District CSTA KAt 'H'I!tﬂ\!u‘ *
Kampar CSTA E
Dinding CSTA
Lawer Perak (Anson) CSTA
North Perak (Taiping) CSTA Ll (AF) " umx 53
Batang Padang (Bidor) CSTA U (X)L S
Perak CSNGA W4 A
Perak Chinese School Teachers #5753 (1245t 58
Training Classes Graduates
Association (CSTTCGA)
Penang Penang and Province Wellesley b HedehiZr &2
Association of Chinese School
Teachers’ Organizations
Penang CSTA BEAR B M 2 22
Penang CSNGA BeRk ] 2
Penang CSTTCGA B R UII‘!’.E[ (L
Kedah South District (Kulim) CSTA AT () e sehin
Central District (Sungai Patani) #1741« (&if K4 ‘RH ¥
CSTA a2
North District (Alor Star) CSTA H Itl‘ G 1AT) b
Kedah and Perlis CSTTCGA !*i R
Perlis Perlis CSTA BN 2
Trengganu  Trengganu CSTA I E e ¥ 2 &2
Pahang East Pahang (Kuantan) CSTA %l (¥:/}) ‘RRHHA S
Bentong District CSTA. KA O 22 22
Raub District CSTA TSI 2 22
Lipis District CSTA AL RO

Temerloh District CSTA

5O ERE YA 2
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TABLE 3.1 (continued)

Name of O

State English Chinese

Negri Negri Sembilan State CSTA
Sembilan  Negri Sembilan CSNGA
Malacea  Malacea CSTA
Pay Fong High School CSNGA
Gy

A 2

Malacca CSTTCGA YA I U il 7
Johore Johore Association of Chinese AR N 2

School Teachers’ Organizations

South Johore (Johore Bahru) A (HiMl) SFHM L
CSTA

Central Johore (Batu Pahat)  fop (k) FHEG2A L

Muar District CSTA WA EVE NN 2 22

Kluang District CSTA PRI YR 2 22

Segamat District CSTA AFIARAL YO 2 52

Xin Wen Long CSNGA BCRAR S

Source: Jiaoshi Zazhi, 1,3 (May 1960).

cost of living allowance and medical benefits for teachers with
MCs in their region.”> The Malacca CSTA asked the state
Education Department to specify that the 100 per cent increase
in aid to be given to Chinese schools in 1951 should be used ‘to
increase the meagre salaries of teachers’.? Though some efforts
to fight for improvements in teachers’ pay and working condi-
tions had begun, the CSTAs did not function as unions. Nor was
there any attempt to bring Chinese school teachers in different
states together in a pan-Malayan organization until 1951,
although the Malacca CSTA had made such a suggestion in
December 1950.2

Leadership of the UCSTA

According to one of the founder members of the UCSTA, the
teachers realized the urgency of forming a national organization
only after the Fenn-Wu Committee met them during the
Committee’s survey of Chinese schools in the peninsula between
February and April 1951. As a result of discussions with the
Fenn-Wu Committee, the teachers were alerted to the implications
of the Barnes Committee’s recommendations even before the

B Fancakaan NEER
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report was published.?® Hence they were prepared to act immedi-
ately after the Barnes and Fenn-Wu Reports were released. On
24 and 25 August 1951, a month after the release of the Fenn-Wu
Report, representatives of 12 LSTAs from nm: states in Malayn
met in Kuala Lumpur. A d
tions in the Barnes Report and supporting the Fcnn~Wu Report
was passed, The meeting agreed to set up a pan-Malayan organiza-
ton to co-ordinate the views and activitics of all CSTAs in the
country. An organizing committee was clected to draft a
Constitution and to convene the inaugural meeting of the pro-
posed organization.??

The inaugural meeting of the UCSTA was held on 24 and
25 Drccmbcr the same year. This meeting accepted the draft

ion and the I Mani of the UCSTA. The
three main objectives of the UCSTA, according to its Inaugural
Manifesto, were to promote Chinese culture and defend Chinese
education, to improve Chinese education through co-operation
with the government, and to safeguard the interests and improve
rhc workmg conditions of the Chinese school teachers.?® The
i for the leadership of the UCSTA to be
romcd amongst its constituent members, the various CSTAs at
town, district, or state levels. Each year a Presiding Unit would be
clected and the Executive Committee of the CSTA elected to be
the Presiding Unit would form the Executive Committee of the
UCSTA.?" This was a system common amongst pan-Malayan
Chinese social organizations.

In 1951, when the UCSTA was formed, there were 6,369
Chinese school teachers. This represented the potential strength of
the organization while the more than 200,000 students in the
Chinese schools refiected the possible breadth of influence of the
teachers as a social group. Though the financial resources of this
group of poorly paid teachers were meagre, they were an important
group politically. In October 1951 the CPM changed its strategy
from concentrating on armed conflict to consolidating its
mass support through building up links with potential open front
organizations.® The UCSTA in particular and Chinese school
teachers in general were an important social group to the CPM.
This was known to the British who were on the look out for those
with any links to or even sympathies for the CPM. There was, in
addition, the KMT which had been banned in 1949, Its stalwarts
were on the lookout for organizations to penetrate and use.

The delicate situation that the UCSTA’s leaders were in was
highlighted by the fate of its first president. The Penang CSTA was
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clected the first Presiding Unit of the UCSTA at its inaugural
meeting in December 1951. Its president, David Chen, became
the first president of the UCSTA. Born and educated in China,
Chen had come to Malaya to be the headmaster of the Chung Ling
High School in 1931. He was a graduate of Zhingling University in
Nanjing and had taught for a few years in Indonesia before coming
to Malaya.*! Under his leadership, Chung Ling had grown into the
biggest and most prestigious Chinese secondary school in the
country. Chen was a founder member of the Penang CSTA and a
leader who was widely respected by his peers.?? He was one of the
few CSTA leaders who were effectively bilingual and able to com-
municate directly with Education Department officials. Politically
Chen was a well-known and high-profile supporter of the KMT.

On 4 February 1952, two days after he had chaired the first
meeting of the UCSTA Executive Committee in Penang and
barely two months after he had assumed office as the UCSTA’s
first president, David Chen was shot at point-blank range outside
the office of the Penang CSTA. The Penang CSTA was then
located on Macalister Road, one of the major thoroughfares in the
city, and Chen was about to get out of his car to enter the building
when he was shot. He died within minutes of the shooting. > A few
weeks before his death, Chen was known to have received death
threat letters. It was generally believed that Chen was the targer of
assassination by the CPM because of his KMT affiliation.>*

In fact, unknown to the public, the CPM did claim responsibil-
ity for his death. An issue of The Red Lamp, the publication of an
underground CPM unit amongst Chung Ling students, stated that
‘David Chen was the most iniquitous reactionary element, who
knew only how to be loyal to the British Imperialists and to the
KMT reactionaries. Impudently and without fear he carried on his
nmi-rcvoludon/anti»" i i i iviti He was
s0 stubborn and persistent in his own self destruction that in the
end our Army was obliged to eradicate him.3> At the other
extreme, David Chen'’s standing as far as the colonial government
was concerned is clear from the special tribute paid to him in the
1952 Annual Report on Education (p. 2). This described him in the
fc ing terms: ‘a distinguished ed ionist and a man of out-
standing personality and great moral courage. His clarity of mind
and independence of judgement will long be missed by those who
have the welfare of the children of this country at heart.” According
to a British source, David Chen was the leader of the KMT group
within the UCSTA and with his death, the KMT group in the
UCSTA ‘lost its nerve’.36
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Chou Man Sha depicted the atmosphere amongst Chinese
school teachers in Penang following Chen’s assassination as one of
‘general fear and panic’. The secretary of the Penang CSTA, and
therefore of the UCSTA, disappeared. For two months, both the
Penang CSTA and the UCSTA were without a president and sec-
retary. Up to 5 April the Penang CSTA was unable to find people
willing to fill these two posts and Chou Man Sha was left to hold
the fort as the acting president.’” It was only at the end of April
that Lec Po Wen, a teacher in the Chung Hwa Confucian School
in Penang, was finally persuaded to take on the twin posts of pres-
ident of the Penang CSTA and the UCSTA.* A tall, quict, and
unassuming man, Lee spoke very little English. His Mandarin was
heavily accented as Lee had been educated in his native dialect,
Hainanese. A distinct contrast to David Chen, who was known to
be a dynamic and controversial figure, Lee was, by his own admis-
sion, a reluctant leader who had been persuaded to be a carctaker
president only until the next general meeting of the UCSTA.3?

In December 1952 the Ipoh CSTA was clected the Presiding
Unit of the UCSTA. Its president, Tsai Jen Ping, was the
UCSTA’s next president. Tsai was headmaster of the Yuk Choy
School in Ipoh, a leading Chinese school in Perak. Tsai, too, was
born and educated in China and spoke little English. During his
tenure as president, he requested to conduct all correspondence
with the colonial government in Chinese, a request which the
Director of Education rejected.* Neither Lee nor Tsai seemed to
have the temperament or the dynamism to propel the UCSTA into
the centre stage of Chinese politics. In fact, during their terms of
office, Lim Lian Geok, as president of the Kuala Lumpur CSTA,
was already playing a more prominent role.

The Kuala Lumpur CSTA was the first to come out with
detailed criticisms to the New Salary Aid Scheme when this was
announced in June 1952. Lim recognized this as an important
decision the Chinese schools would have to make, prepared a long
article on the scheme, and called a meeting of the Kuala Lumpur
CSTA 1o discuss it. One of the main points raised by Lim was that
the salaries offered to Chinese school teachers were not on par with
those paid 10 teachers in English schools.*! The Assistant Director
of Education, E. M. F. Payne, invited Lim to the Education
Department for a long discussion on the benefits of the scheme.
Payne then sent H. R. Howse, the Superintendent of Chinese
Schools in Selangor, to explain the scheme in detail to members
of the Kuala Lumpur CSTA.*? Based on these discussions, the
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Kuala Lumpur CSTA then published a report on the merits and
deficiencies of the new aid scheme,*

Later, in August 1952, it was again Lim who suggested to
the UCSTA Exccutive Committee that they should request
a meeting with the Special Committee which had been appointed
to draft the 1952 Education Ordinance. Lim, together with another
Kuala Lumpur leader, Ting Ping Sung, drafted the UCSTA
memorandum and presented it to the Special Committee on
2 September.* Lim also played a prominent role in two meetings
with representatives from the MCs and the MCA in November
1952 and April 1953 which led to the formation of a Central
C i on Chinese Ed ion. The Kuala Lumpur CSTA,
which had been a driving force within the UCSTA for two years,
was duly clected the next Presiding Unit in December 1953 and
Lim became president of the UCSTA. In December 1954, the
UCSTA Constitution was amended to allow a Presiding Unit o be
elected for ive terms. This indi a ition both of
Lim’s leadership qualities as well as of the need for continuity of
leadership within the UCSTA. From 1954 until 1960, the Kuala
Lumpur CSTA remained the Presiding Unit and Lim the president
of the UCSTA. In 1960 the UCSTA Constitution was amended
again to provide for bers of the E: ive C i 0 be
clected on an individual basis. Lim was again elected president
under this new system.*5

Like many other UCSTA leaders in the 1950s, Lim was born
and educated in China. He migrated to Malaya most probably in
1927 and from 1935 onwards he taught in the secondary section of
the Kuala Lumpur Confucian School.*® In 1951, when he was
clected president of the UCSTA, Lim was 50 years old. A small,
thin, and frail-looking man, his manner of dress was so casual as to
make him appear almost unkempt. He led a modest style of life,
living in an azap house in a Malay kampong on the outskirts of
Kuala Lumpur and using an old bicycle as his means of trans-
port.¥” He is remembered by many people as an eloquent and
rather fiery orator in Chinese but his lack of knowledge of English
hampered his communication with both colonial officials and
MCA leaders.*® His speeches and his writings reveal a man who
had a rather provocative streak as well as a spirit of bravado.*?
Fiercely proud of his cultural heritage, Lim was adamant that the
Chinese schools should have a legitimate place in Malaya. More
than any other UCSTA leader, it was Lim who built up the image
of the UCSTA as a leading Chinese organization. Colonial officials

g
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and, later, UMNO leaders found Lim abrasive because of his out-
spoken views and penchant for scoring debating points.

A notable aspect of Lim Lian Geok’s leadership is that despite
the limited financial resources of the teachers and the many polit-
ical stnictures they were working under, he was able to carve out a
new niche for a different kind of Chinese leadership which was not
based on the power or prestige of wealth. He relied on his skills of
artculanon to project himself as a voice speaking for Chinese as-
pirations. Lim exploited to the full the status of the teachers as an
educated class whose views would be heard as well as respected.
Chinese P and friendship links with and ed-
1tors, were the main channel through which Lim reached out to his
audience and kept the UCSTA constantly in the public eye as an

* opinion leader and an important pressure group. Through a steady
stream of press releases, pamphlets, and speeches, Lim cast him-
seif and the UCSTA in the role of a loud and irrepressible critic of
official policies and a staunch defender of Chinese interests. As a
result, the UCSTA, or Fiaozong as it was usually referred to in
Chinese, became an organization that was widely known amongst
the Chinese-educated Chinese and a force that could not be |
ignored by politicians.

An Alternative Vision of the Nation

In August 1951 teachers like Lim Lian Geok and Chou Man Sha
were galvanized into activity because they were convinced that the
Chinese schools were facing ‘a crisis of lifc and death’. The teachers
looked upon themselves as the custodians of Chinese education
and, by extension, of Chinese language and culture. They felt that
it was their yiwu, or moral duty, to arouse public interest on the
issuc and whip up support to defend the schools’ right to exist.>
The UCSTA leaders began as a voice of protest against colonial
policies on education which they saw as seeking to impose an
Anglo-Malay hegemony on the Chinese by excluding the Chinese
schools as Mu as the Chinese language and culture from the
Mal, Their first objective was to claim a legit-
imate place for the Chinese language, the Chinese schools, and
Chinese culture within the boundaries of the national, This devel-
oped gradually mm an alternative vision of dm Mxlnyan nnuon
which h d that of its multi-cth 3
gual, and i h. i was ial to
integration and was a source of the nation’s strength.
This vision took several years to take coherent form but it was
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UCSTA leaders like Lim Lian Geok who played a key role in articu-
lating the rhetoric of this new political vision for Malayans of
Chinese descent.”! There were other Chinese who shared in this
vision, most notably Tan Cheng Lock who came from a very dif-
ferent background altogether from Lim Lian Geok and the
Chinese school teachers.” But Lim Lian Geok’s articulation of
this vision is different from Tan Cheng Lock’s in two important
ways, First, Lim reached out to the Chinese-educated who were a
larger and therefore more significant segment of Chinese society,
As one indication of this, in 1953 there were 52,500 Chinese
studying in English schools compared to more than 234,000
enrolled in Chinese schools.3

Sccond, Tan Cheng Lock as a Straits Chinese who came from a
family which had lived in Malacca for generations would be a typ-
ical Group C Chinese in Wang Gungwu’s classification. Group C
Chinese consisted mainly of local-born Chinese who had stopped
looking on China as the focus of their political lives and were
already committed to some kind of Malayan identity.* For
Group C Chinese, Malayan citizenship helped to make this identity
clearer and stronger. It did not call for a complete reorientation.
For Chinese like Lim Lian Geok, however, acquisition of citizen-
ship was the beginning of the difficult transition from being Group A
to becoming Group C Chinese.

In September 1951 Lim Lian Geok became a Malayan citizen by
application under the provisions of Clause 125 of the Con-
stitution.*> Up to 1950, only an estimated 150,000 Chinese had
become citizens by application.® Few among the older Chinese
school teachers who had come from China applied for citizenship
so early. According to Chou Man Sha, this was because becoming
a Malayan citizen then was still equated with being a British sub-
ject in the minds of many of the teachers. Unlike the Straits
Chinese who took pride in being loyal British subjects, the
Chinese-educated abhorred this as a form of colonial subjugation.
Chou acknowledged that he applied for citizenship in 1953 when it
was impressed upon him that as a non-citizen his credibility as a
spokesman on the Chinese education issue would be suspect.s?
Lim’s application for citi hip in 1951 indi d an astute recog-
nition on his part that there could be no question of ambivalence
as far as political identity or loyalty was concerned. If he intended
to continue living and working in Malaya and, above all, if he
aspired to be a leader of the Chinese in Malaya, he had to commit
himself unequivocally to citizenship and a new political identity.

It is important to bear in mind, however, that while the acquisi-
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tion of citizenship can be dated, the change in political orientation
was a slow metamorphosis that took many years. Some never did
the i ining an ional
to China that never really died. Those with a deep sense of
attachment to Chinese culture, like Lim Lian Geok, found in the
concept of the Chinese as a minzu (ethno-cultural community) a
way of marrying a Malayan political identity with the retention of
core elements of Chinese culture. As more first-generation Chinese
immigrants like Lim Lian Geok and Chou Man Sha acquired
Malayan citizenship, they became an important new subgroup
within Group C Chinese. Group C became a larger and more
complex category while Group A withered in size and significance.
The cultural assertiveness of this new type of Group C Chinese,
. represented by Lim Lian Geok, rankled many Malays who felt that
the Chinese should be prepared to assimilate culturally as well as
politically.’® Within Group C, there were Chinese who were more
prepared to yield to Malay views on questions of language and
culture. These differences are important to understanding the later
conflicts between UCSTA, MCA, and UMNO leaders. |
The UCSTA's first few statements focused mainly on the issues |
of language and mother tongue education. As teachers they were of |
the opinion that ‘the most effective language medium at the prim-
ary school level is that which the children know best’, that is, their
own mother tongue. Malaya was a multiracial country where the
Chinese ised half the i h ‘the schools of
the various races should be given equal treatment’.”® The
UCSTA’s Inaugural Manifesto argued further that for any race to
use its advantaged position to ‘discriminate against or seek to
destroy the culture of another race’ would lead to divisiveness
amongst the races.®®
In their memorandum to the Special Committee in September
1952, the UCSTA described the Chinese schools as an ‘important
P within the i set-up of the country’. The gov-
ernment was called upon to provide equal rights and opportunities
to vernacular schools for the various racial groups as this was ‘a
legitimate right of all the component groups within a multiethnic
socicty”.%? In a pamphlet addressed to ‘the Chinese public’ in
November 1952, the UCSTA called on the Chinese to unite in the |
struggle for a hefa tiwei, or legitimate status, for Chinese education |
in Malaya. This slogan has come to represent the UCSTA’s posi-
tion since 1951 up to the present. Any attempts to exclude the
Chinese schools from the national education system should be
opposed because this contravened ‘the principles of justice and the
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Iegiti; rights of ities to cultural and educa-
tional freedom’.62

The imprint of the Chinese school teachers’ earlier Group A
perspective and a certain confusion of political orientations can be
seen in some of their carly statements. The Kuala Lumpur
CSTA’s statement on the Barnes Report, written in August 1951
most probably by its president Lim Lian Geok, still referred to the
Chinese schools in Malaya as huagiao jiaoyu, or overseas Chinese
education. It referred to the Chinese living in Malaya as huagiao
but described them as people who ‘looked on Malaya as if it was

their homeland’. Most Chinese were loyal to Malaya, said the *

statement, because Malaya was where they and their families lived
and where their property was located.®3 The vocabulary of the
temporary sojourner still marked the emerging perspective of a
person settling into a Malayan locale. Up to 1954 the UCSTA still
wanted the birthday of Sun Yat Sen to be a public holiday for the
Chinese schools, a request which the Education Department
rejected. A holiday in honour of Confucius was, however,
accepted.

Chinese culture is frequently referred to in UCSTA statements
as the legacy of an ancient and great civilization as well as ‘one of
the most refined [cultures] in the world’.®> The teachers’ great
pride in their cultural heritage was sometimes expressed in super-
cilious terms. As an example, David Chen, in his speech as first
president of the UCSTA on 25 December 1951, said that ‘Malaya
itself has, as yet, no culture of its own. Its culture will be a mix of
Eastern and Western cultures. And of the Eastern half, a large part
will come from China’s culture.’ For this reason, said David Chen,
the UCSTA must safeguard the continued existence of this culture
and not allow it to be destroyed so that it could contribute to the
development of a Malayan culture. The teachers frequently
spoke of Malaya as a bare country which had been developed
through the combined efforts of Malays, Chinese, and Indians.
These views grated on Malay nationalists for whom the peninsula
had been the site of Malay history and culture long before the
waves of Chinese immigration began in the twentieth century.

When the UCSTA leaders became involved in the drafting of a
Malayan curriculum and writing guide-lines for new textbooks for
the Chinese primary schools in 1951, they were forced to come to
grips with the problem of balancing between their to
‘China’s culture’ and the need for more Malayan content in the
curriculum of the Chinese schools. At their first meeting in August
1951, the teachers laid down the following three principles for the
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writing of new textbooks. First, the emphasis should be on
Zhongguo wenhua, or China’s culture; second, those knowledgeable
on the education of the Chinese should be involved; and third,
local educational materials should be used.®” The teachers
acknowledged the need for ‘materials of local interest’ but felt that
what was taught in the Chinese schools must ‘reflect the special
characteristics of the culture of the Chinese people’.*®

An anecdote from Lim Lian Geok’s memoirs illustrates how the
old China orientation still popped up as a spontaneous response
while the Malayan perspective came from more self-conscious
reasoning. Lim was one of the senior staff of Chinese schools
invited to a seminar by the Education Department in March 1953.
The teachers suspected that the purpose was to persuade them to
drop the history and geography of China from the school curriculum
and were on the ive. During a di ion on geo-
graphy, a government official proposed that Europe, America, and
Australia should be the first three continents to be studied, fol-
lowed by Asia, which would include China. When Lim objected to
this proposal he was asked which country he thought should come
first. Lim’s immediate response, by hxs own nccount, »\as ‘Chmn
Then after he i that o
students should start with what was most familiar to them, Lim
proceeded to describe what would be an ideal syllabus. This time
Malaya came first, followed by South-East Asia, then the rest of
Asia including China.*”

Working on school syllabuses and textbooks was the teachers’
first experience in translating into concrete terms their claim that
the Chinese schools could play an important role in integrating
young children into Malayan society and inculcating loyalty to
Malaya. Chan Yik King, an Inspector of Chinese Schools, who
worked closely with UCSTA leaders on the new syllabuses and
textbooks for Chinese primary schools for many years starting
from 1951, found them 1o be sincere in trying to reorientate the
curriculum to a Malayan perspective. Nevertheless, as Chan
pointed out, the teachers were only beginning to face the contra-
dxcnons between their desire to sustain Chinese culture and the

of a Malayan ive. This d
during discussions of history and geography.” The history syllabus
that was finally agreed upon for the Chinese primary schools was
divided into three parts, of which 50 per cent was devoted to the
history of China, 30 per cent to the history of Malaya, and 20 per
cent to World History.”! China still got more space than Malaya!

Up till November 1952, UCSTA leaders’ sights were focused
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purely on the objective of a legitimate place for the Chinese schools
with little awareness that this objective would be linked with the
question of Chinese being recognized as one of the official lan-
guages of the country. According to Lim Lian Geok, it was only
after UCSTA leaders met with Sir Donald MacGillivray, then the
Deputy High Commissioner, on 8 November 1952, that he real-
ized that the two issues were closely related.” Present at the meet-
ing were MacGillivray, E. E. C. Thuraisingham, the Member for
Education, the Director and Assistant Director of Education, as
well as the Attorney-General, who was the Chairman of the Special
Committee on Education. Representing the UCSTA were Lim
Lian Geok and Sha Yuan Roo from the Kuala Lumpur CSTA and
Chou Man Sha and Waung Yoong Nien from the Penang CSTA.

MacGillivray’s main purpose was to assure the teachers that the
government was not trying to eliminate the Chinese schools or to
destroy Chinese culture. The teachers were more interested in try-
ing to understand why the Chinese could be accepted as citizens
bur their schools could not be accepted into the national education
system. MacGillivray’s answer to this question was that national
schools could not use Chinese as a medium of instruction because
Chinese was not one of the official languages of the country. The
teachers realized, for the first time, that their objective of claiming
a legitimate place for the Chinese schools must include fighting for
Chinese to be accepted as official language.”

After this revelaton from MacGillivray, the official language
issue was incorporated into the UCSTA’s subsequent statements.
However, when UCSTA leaders were engaged in negotiations with
UMNO leaders, they were asked to forgo their campaign for the
recognition of Chinese as an official language in exchange for
UMNO’s acceptance of Chinese schools within the national edu-
cation system. But the official language issue surfaced again as a
problem for the Chinese secondary schools, and the UCSTA,
when the language to be used in public examinations became a key
issue after the Razak Report.

MCs: Social and Historical Background

In 1946, 90 per cent of the Chinese schools were run by MCs who
were elected by, and from the ranks of, the benefactors of the
school. It was the MCs” ibility to mobilize the b

of the schools in regular fund-raising campaigns whenever new
buildings or equipment was needed. It was the MCs who must find
the money to pay the school staff and the resources to keep the
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schools going from year to year. Thus whilst it could perhaps be
said that the Chinese school teachers’ livelihood depended on the
survival of the schools; the survival of the schools depended, in
effect, on the MCs. No Chinese school could survive without
an MC, however inept some of its members might be, for it was
through the MC’s social influence that funds to sustain the school
could be mustered. Thus the British were always careful not to
force drastic changes on the MCs. Should the MCs withdraw their
financial support for the schools, the state would then have to take
over the running as well as capital expenditure of the schools. This
was a financial burden the British were not prepared to shoulder,

The small Chinese schools in rural and semi-rural arcas were
usually run by village- or district-level leaders. Members of the
MGC:s of the bigger schools in the towns were, however, usually the
biggest or richest businessmen in the town if not in the state. These
were usually men who were already acknowledged leaders of
their communities. Such men were typical of the third of Wang’s
categories of political orientation amongst the Chinese in Malaya.
Group B Chinese were *hardheaded and realistic’ in their political
lives, directing their activities to ‘safe and achievable goals’ rather
than distant and vague ideals.” The leadership and power of
Group B Chinese was based in the complex network of Chinese
organizations usually referred to as shetuan (literally, social organ-
izations). To understand the location of the MCs in Chinese soci-
ety, it is important to understand a little about the sheruan,

Shetuan is the umbrella term conventionally used in Chinese to
refer to the whole range of organizations based on clan, regional,
and i links. Such izations were set up by migrant
Chinese, as mutual benefit associations, to take care of their com-
mon interests as they settled in a new and strange environment. In
Malaya, some shetuan were known to have existed from as early as
the late eighteenth century but the majority were formed as the
number of migrants increased in the late nineteenth.and early
twentieth centuries. A 1946 study conducted by the Overseas
Chinese Affairs Committee in Taiwan found that there were 1,400
shetuan in all in Malaya and Singapore while another study, based
on a survey of a more loosely defined category of ‘Chinese soci-
eties’ found that there were, in the Federation alone, a total of
1,562 such societies in 1949.75

The same person could be a member, and a leader, of several
shetuan, for example, of a surname or clan organization, a profes-
sional guild or trade association, as well as of a number of regional
associations as he identified himself with Chinese from the same
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village, cnunry, or pmvmc: The entire network of :hauan, with
their i the

for those who were wealthy and nmblunus to work their way up to
the apex of the shetuan power structure. The most important
Chinese organizations in the state were the Chinese Chambers of
Commerce and the Chinese Assembly Halls.?® The shetuan net-
work was, as G. W. Skinner observed, the ‘internal power struc-
ture’ of migrant Chinese communities.”

The leadership of shetuan was dommalcd by men of wealth.
A Chinese i i who had in pursuit of a
better life, wealth was the criterion of success, the main indicator _
of social status, and a basic qualification for becoming a leader.”®
To gain entry to leadership status in any shezuan, a man had ﬁrst o
make sub ial financial ibuti to the i
question. As Wan Ming Sing pointed out in his study of lcad:lshxp
in Selangor, a man had to be secure enough in his business
ventures to have the time and energy to participate actively in the
activities of the shetuan, if he was to be an effective and not just
a nominal leader.”® The tremendous resources required to become
leaders meant that there was a “‘monopoly of leadership’ held by
the wealthiest.%° These men, by virtue of their leadership positions,
were d to be the ‘benef: and dians of the com-
munity’.!

The tumult of the Second World War and the problems of living
under a different nnd more (cmfymg political master during the
J: ing effect on the image and
influence of Group B lcaders. The Japanese had marked out
wealthy men in positions of social prominence as targets from
whom to extract money and as centres of influence over the
Chinese population. In March 1942 a group of prominent Chinese
leaders were ordered by the ]apanes: authorities to collect 850 mil-
lion as a ‘Gift of A * for pre-war anti-J: by
the Chinese. In addition, they were instructed to organize Overseas
Chinese Associations to marshall Chinese support for and ensure
their co-operation with the Japanese regime. Participation in the
Overseas Chinese Associations was difficult to avoid for the indi-
viduals who had been targeted by the Japanese. However, in the
eyes of younger Chinese, all those who associated with the
Japanese were looked upon as either ‘traitors’ or ‘collaborators’.52

‘When the British returned in 1945, they found that ‘the old
Chinese towkay had, for the time being at least, entirely lost his
leadership of the community’.?> The shetuan had ceased function-

ing during the O ion and the shetuan leaders’ role
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as the ‘benefactors and custodians® of the Chinese had been lost to
the CPM and the CPM-led Malayan People’s Anti-Japanese Army
(MPAJA). It was the CPM and MPAJA which provided the lead-
ership for resi: to the Jap during the O ion. Thus,
when the Malayan Union prop were by the British
there was little response from the sheruan leadership who had not,
as yet, recovered from their wartime hiatus. Many of the older
Group B Chinese were ambivalent regarding the issues of citizen-
ship and nationality because of a persistent orientation towards
China. They were, at the same time, uncertain of what the new
o i P ded. The political situation in China in 1946
was complex and uncertain, the local situation no less so with
Malay nationalism on the rise and the tussle for influence between
the CPM and KMT even more open than before the war. Tt is ne-
cessary to keep in mind that CPM influence was at its peak in the
immediate post-war years. Amongst the Chinese businessmen,
however, there were more KMT supporters and this continued to
be the case for many years. Thus when the Malayan Union pro-
posals were announced, some sheruan leaders in Kuala Lumpur
met to discuss the issues involved with the KMT Consul, They
decided to adopt a wait and see attitude as they were anxious to
preserve dual nationality. >

By January 1947 when the British set up a Consultative

to consider Malay views on the Federation of
Malaya proposals, some sheruan leaders had formed clearer opin-
ions and realized the i of ing their role of ing

on behalf of what they perceived to be the interests of the Chinese,
The Chinese Chambers of Commerce of Malacca, Perak, and
Selangor as well as nine other shetuan submitted memoranda to
the Consultative Committee.®5 For a brief but significant period, the

Associ; Chinese Ch of C ing all the
state-level Chambers, joined the PUTERA-AMCJA in opposing
the Fo i posals. Chinese busi in all the states

gave their full support to the hartal called by the PUTERA-
AMCJA in October 1948.% This showed that by 1948 Group B
leaders had begun to realize that new channels of political activity
were necessary. They could not confine themselves to the internal
politics of the shetuan. In February 1949, when the MCA was
formed, shetuan leaders provided the MCA with the essential local
bases at the district and state levels.

Just as it had taken some time for the shetuan leaders to recover
their pre-war influence, similarly it took some time for the MCs of
the Chinese schools to re-establish their control as the CPM
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exerted strong local influences in several areas. A survey of the
Chinese schools in November and December 1945 found & mixed
picture. In some places, the CPM forces seemed to be ascendant,
For example, the MC of one Chinese school in Klang was too
frightened to accompany Cromwell, the Assistant Secretary for
Chinese Affairs, during his visit to the school. In Perak, two
schools were still closed because their MCs were “too nervous’ to
reopen them. In the Kuen Cheng School in Kuala Lumpur, the
MC avoided a clash with the CPM forces then controlling the
school by doing nothing beyond paying rent for the school. In 3
some places, however, the MCs seemed to have made a come-
back. In Menglembu, Perak, the CPM forces had lost out to alee
Khun Mun, who convened a meeting of local Chinese to support
him in reopening the school. The school had previously been sup-
ported by his father as well as himself. In Penang, a group of
wealthy and prominent Chinese had re-established their control
over three schools which were all reported to be ‘functioning
smoothly’.87

Slowly, the businessmen were able to re-establish their positions
on the MCs. They were aided by two factors. First, the MCs were
needed in their old role of iding money, i 2]
repair wartime damage. Second, the British supported all those
known to be di: by C i in i those
known to have KMT sympathies. Reports on the Chinese schools
in 1948 and 1949 indicate strong and open KMT affiliation in
many schools with frequent reports of the KMT Consul visiting
Chinese schools.®® After the Emergency was declared in June
1948, the MCs position was further strengthened as the CPM
forces went underground. The Chinese schools faced a tremend-
ousinﬂuxufpupilsinlh:postﬂwuyms.'{hemhof&uxpB
leaders was very i in iding the financi
needed by the schools dmingthisuiﬁulpaiodoﬁhdrm

Until the New Salary Aid Scheme was implemented in 1953, the
MCs had total authority over the hiring and firing of staff.
However, since many of the MCs were often not knowledgeable
about educational marters, it was not unusual for them to rely on
(eachmmdpﬂndpnhofdzeschonkfnrndv‘n:wbmixmm
matters such as icul extbooks, and the selection of addi-
tional teachers. Some MCs entered into the day-to-day running of
the school much more than others. Chin Chee Meow, the chair-
man of the MC of Kuen Cheng Girls’ School in Kuala Lumpur for
mnyyuls,us:dmvisitmescboulmuﬂﬁmesawe&ikmu
inquire into, mdpmﬁdehisopﬁliomon,dmoammd
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the running of the school.*® On the other hand, Ong Keng Seng,
the chairman of the Chung Ling High School MC, left the running
of the school completely in the hands of its headmaster. In the case
of Chung Ling, it was the headmaster rather than the MC who
made the major decisions of the school from its cumculum to the
1 of i ion and even to initi for spe-
cial aid for the school from the government in 1955.% In contrast,
the headmaster of the Chan Wa High School in Seremban was
completely left out when the MC decided to accept full assistance
from the government in October 1957. He resigned at the end of
the school year in protest against a decision he could not agree
with. The man behind Chan Wa’s decision was Yap Mau Tart, the
chairman of the Chan Wa MC, who almost single-handedly
initiated and closed the deal with the government on behalf of his
school.®! As the MCs of different schools varied so much in the
exercise of their powers, any attempt by the government to reduce
these powers was likely to be viewed differently. The MCs were
thus a less cohesive group than the teachers.

Another point to keep in mind is that the MCs, who came from
the ranks of businessmen and community leaders, were usually
more amenable than the teachers to strike what they considered to
be realistic compromises with the powers that be. They were less
likely to adhere rigidly to principles that scemed untenable. As
Wang Gungwu has observed of Group B Chinese, they ‘rarely

on ions of political ideals and long-term
political goals’. Though this did not mean that they abstained
completely from all political activity, they were always careful to
ensure that such activities did not prejudice their interests and did
not ‘damage their credit with the local authorities’.?? In short,
while the MCs might express the same views as the teachers, as
businessmen they would be far more cautious when it came to
actions that might bring them into conflict with the power of the
state.

The UCSCA: Organization and Leadership

After the release of the Barnes and Fenn-Wu Reports, the Chinese
school teachers immediately began to form the UCSTA to mobil-
ize their forces on a peninsula-wide basis. Unlike the teachers, the
MCs did not feel the same need to set up a new organization.
Instead, they used their control of the shetuan network to respond
to the two reports. On 7 July 1951, barely a week after the Barnes
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Report was released, the Perak Chinese Chamber of Commerce
and Chinese Assembly Hall jointly convened a meeting of repres-
entatives from MCs of Chinese schools and sheruan in the state to
discuss the Report.”? In the next two months, similar meetings
were organized in Selangor, Penang, Kedah, Negri Sembilan,
Malacea, and Johore.” Following these i

opposing the Barnes Report and supporting the Fenn-Wu Reports
were submitted to the colonial government.

The main difference between these memoranda and those sub-
mitted by the Chinese school teachers was a greater emphasis
on the right of the Chinese to be consulted on such an important *
policy matter. This was based on the argument that the Chinese

i a signifi ion of the lati One
memorandum claimed that the Chinese comprised ‘almost half the
population of Malaya’. Another contended that ‘the Chinese and
Indian populations totalled more than half the entire population
and contribute to the revenue of the country’. A third asserted tha
‘the Chinese lation in the Federation and Si which
are geographically one territory, is greater than the Malay popu-
lation’.%%

With regard to the substantive proposals of the Bamnes Report,
the memoranda from the MCs and shetuan raised similar criticisms
to those submitted by the teachers. All memoranda opposed the
Barnes Report because it ‘not only makes no provision for the
teaching of Chinese in the proposed national schools but also sug-
gests the eclimination of Chinese schools’. Another
opinion constantly expressed was that ‘every race in this country
has its own tongue, written and spoken, its own religion’. Any
attempt 10 suppress these differences would ‘divide the races of
this country and plunge it into strife and consequently decadence
and darkness’. As part of this more pluralistic vision, the memor-
anda frequently emphasized that ‘loyalty and allegiance to a state
are not necessarily won through the adoption of one or two
national languages or by the adoption of a single culture’. ‘A true
Malayan citizenship’, it was argued, ‘could only be built upon
mutual respect, tolerance, understanding and the strict practice of
democratic principles based on equality.” Long-term planning for
any society must be ‘founded on the collective wisdom and con-
sent of the people as a whole”.%¢

The memoranda from the MCs and sheruan were similar 1o
those submitted by the teachers in secking a legitimate place for
the Chinese schools within the national system alongside the other
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schools. They defended the principle that children should be
taught first of all in their own mother tongue, and upheld the right
of the Chinese schools to be provided with equal treatment, and to
be accepred as an integral part of the Malayan system of education,
One memorandum described the Fenn-Wu Report’s recom-
mendation for a 200 per cent increase in aid to the Chinese schools
as d > and most d ded aid equivalent to that given to
Malay and English schools. The Associated Chinese Chamber of
Commerce called on the government to bear the entire cost of
primary aducation in the various languages,*?

There were no attempts to bring the MCs of all the Chinese
schools together under an umbrella organization until the
announcement ol‘ the New Salary Aid Scheme in 1952, The need
for co~ord ing to this from the govern-
ment prompted lhe first meetings of MCs at state level. ‘The MCs
of Chinese schools in Perak, Johore, Kedah, and Negri Sembilan
met in August 1952 to discuss the new aid scheme and resolved
then to form Chinese School Committee Associations (CSCAs) in
these states.”® Later in 1952 the Penang and Kelantan MCs met to
discuss the New Salary Aid Scheme and the CSCAs of these two
states were formed in 1953.% The Johore CSCA was the only
CSCA 10 be formed before the New Salary Aid Scheme was pro-
posed. According to Wong Yoke Nyen, it was formed in early
1951.1%

The structure of the CSCAs was basically the same in all the
states. The MC of every Chinese school in a state was automat-
ically a constituent member of the CSCA in that state and would
be invited to send two delegates to a biennial meeting to elect
the Executive Committee of the state CSCA. The Executive
Committee of the CSCAs usually came from MCs of the biggest
Chinese schools and were all based in the biggest towns or cities in
the state, They were usually men who sat on the MC of more than
one school, apart from leadership positions in several shetuan.
Tables 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 show the positions held by CSCA leaders
in Selangor, Perak, and Penang.

From Table 3.2 we can see that the major figures in the Selangor
CSCA were Ang Khe Tho, Cho Yew Fai, Chong Khoon Lin, and
Chin Chee Meow. Both Cho Yew Fai and Ang Khe Tho were
described in a study of Chinese leadership in Selangor as typical
examples of Chinese leaders who emerged into prominence
through their ibutions to and i in a wide range of
social organizations and Chinese schools. Ang had, in addition,
played a major role in the Selangor Chinese Assembly Hall, !0




TABLE 3.2
Leaders of the Sclangor Chinese School Committees’ Association

Name Position in the CSCA MC Position Shetuan Position.
Ang Khe Tho Chairman (1953-5) Chairman, Kuen Cheng President, Selangor CAH (1948-55)
Girls’ School (1945-6, Vice-President, Selangor CCC (1946-58)
1948-9, 1955-60)
Vice-Chairman, Kuen Cheng
(1950-4)
Chairman, Chung Hwa School
(1949-54)
Chin Chee Meow Honorary General Secretary  Secretary, Kuen Cheng Executive Committee Member, Xuelane
(1953-5) (1945-54) Jiayin Huiguan
Chairman (1956-64) Member, Confucian School Executive Committee Member, Selangor
CCC (1946-60)
Executive Committee Member, Sclangor
CAH
Cho Yew Fai Committee Member Member, Confucian School Honoraty Secretary Selangor CCC
(1953-7) (1946-58)
Treasurer (1958-61) Executive Committee Member, Selangor
CAH (1935-6)
Chong Khoon Lin Treasurer (1953-7) Chairman, Confucian School President, Xuclane Jayin Huiguan

Committee Member
(1958-61)

President, Xuclane Guangdong Huiguan
(1954-61)

(continued)




TABLE 3.2 (continued) -

Name Position in the CSCA

MC Position

Shetuan Position

Leung Cheung Ling  Vice-Chairman (1953-9)

Wen Tien Kuang

Vice-Chairman, Kuen Cheng
(1955-60)
Member, Confucian School

Honorary General Secretary  Member, Kuen Cheng

President, Mailaya Guangdong Huiguan
Lianhehui (1955-9)

President, Selangor CCC (1955-8)

President, Selangor Chinese Miners
Association

President, Malayan Chinese Miners
Association

Trustee, Selangor CAH

President, Jilongpo Guangyu Huiguan

Vice-President, Xuclane Guangdong
Huiguan

Vice-President, Xuelane Guangzhou
Huiguan

Vice-President, Selangor CCC (1957-8)

Executive Committee Member
(1948-56, 1959-60)

Not available.

Sources: Dongzong Chuban Zu (comp.), Dongzong 30mian, Kuala
Lumpur: UCSCA, 1983; Guangdong Huiguan Lianhehui 1967 mian-
bao, Kuala Lumpur, 1967; Huang Kunfu, Mahua Shangh shi, 1974;
Kuuncheng Nusi Zhongxue liushi zhounian jinian tekan, Kuala Lumpur,
1968; Pili Jiaying Huiguan qishi zhownian xinsha luocheng kaimu tekan,
Tpoh, 1975; Pili Keshu Gonghui kaimu jinian tckan, Tpoh, 1951; and
Xuelane Zhonghua Dahuitang qingzhu woushisi hourian imian tekan,
Kuala Lumpur, 1977

Notes: 1. Tables 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 represent anly a selective listing as it
has not been possible to identify all posts held by each indi-
vidual as some school magazines and shenuan publications do
not list these.

Posts held after 1960 arc generally not listed.

Where the source of information does not provide dates of
posts held, these arc stated in the relevant columns without
dates.
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TABLE 3.3
Leaders of the Perak Chinese School Committees’ Association

Name Position in the CSCA MC Position Shetuan Position
Ong Chin Seong Chairman (1953-9) Vice-Chairman, Yuk Choy Exccutive Committee Member, Perak CCC
School (1951-7) (1947-58)
Vice-Chairman, Perak Girls’
School (1951-5)
Member, Poi Lam School
(1951-8)
Choong Sam Vice-Chairman (1953-9) Vice-Chairman, Yuk Choy Executive Committee Member, Perak CCC
Chairman (1959-60) (1952-3) (1951-9)
Chairman, Yuk Choy Vice-President, Pili Jiayin Huiguan
(1954-9) (1952-3)
Vice-Chairman, Perak Girls’ President, Pili Jiayin Huiguan
(1951-3) (1954-7) (after which he was appointed
Chairman, Perak Girls® Honorary President)
(1954-9)
Foong Seong Treasurer (1953-9) Vice-Chairman, Yuk Choy Treasurer, Perak CCC
(1952-7) (1947-8, 1951-4)
Member, Yuk Choy Executive Committee Member, Perak CCC
(1958-9) (1949-50, 1955-60)
Vice-Chairman, Perak Girls'  Founder Member and office-bearer of Perak .
(1954-7) Chinese Miners’ Association =
Member, Perak Girls'
(1958-9)

(continued)




TABLE 3.3 (continued)

Name Position in the CSCA

MC Position

Shetuan Position

Yeoh Kim Tian Auditor (1953-9)

Pch Seng Koon

Cheong Chee

Member, Yuk Choy
(1948, 1950-60)
Member, Perak Girls'

(1951-9)
Chairman, Poi Lam

(1955-8)
Member, Poi Lam

(1959-60)

Member, Yuk Choy (1948)

Vice-Chairman, Yuk Choy
(1959-60)

Member, Perak Girls'
(1951-3, 1956-7)

Vice-Chairman, Perak Girls'
(1958-60)

Member, Poi Lam
(from 1960)

Chairman, Yuk Choy
(1948-53)

Chairman, Perak Girls'
(1951-3)

Not available

President, Pili Fujian Gonghui
(from 1954)

Vice-President, Mailaya Fujian Huiguan
Lianhchui

Executive Committee Member, Perak CCC
(1947-55)

Vice-President, Perak CCC (1955-60)

Vice-President and President, Malayan
Rubber Traders’ Association

Vice-President, Perak CCC
(1947-54)

Sources: Dongzong Chuban Zu (comp.), Dongzong 30nian, Kuala
Lumpur: UCSCA, 1983; Pii Fujian Gonghut fushe Peinan Zhongxue
chuzhong pive tekan, Ipoh, 1957-61; Pili Nusi Zhongxue sanshi zhoun-
ian finian tekan, Tpoh, 1961; Pili Zhonghua Zengrhanghe liss,

ian ji xinsha luocheng jinian tckan, Ipob, 1970; Song Zhemei (ed.),
XinMa renezu zhi, Hong Kong: Southeast Asia Rescarch Institute,
1969; and Yucai Zhongxue xiaokan, Ipoh, 1948 and 1953-63.

Notes: As for Table 3 2




TABLE 3.4
Leaders of the Penang Chinese School Committees’ Association

Name Position in the CSCA MC Position Shetuan Position
Ong Keng Seng Chairman (1953-62) Chairman, Chung Ling High Executive Committee Member, Penang
School (1946-60) CCC (1946-8, 1950-60)
Vice-Chairman, Penang Girls' President, Penang CCC (1949-50)
School (1948-9) Chairman, Tongan Jinxia Huiguan
Chairman, Penang Girls’ (1956-60)
(1950-60)
Member, Phor Tay School
(1947-60)
Saw Seng Kew Treasurer (1953-8) Secretary, Chung Ling President, Penang CCC (1954-8)

(1946-60)

Secretary, Penang Girls”
(1948-50)

Vice-Chairman, Penang Girls®
(1951-7)

Chairman, Phor Tay
(1947-60)

Executive Committee Member, Penang
CCC (1958-60)

(continued)
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TABLE 3.4 (continued)

Name Position in the CSCA MC Position Shetuan Position
Lee Guat Cheow Committee Member Asst. Secretary, Chung Ling Treasurer, Penang CCC (1947-60)
(1953-8) (1946-60)
Treasurer, Penang Girls®
(1948-60)
Treasurer, Xiche Xuexiao
(1957-60)
Chairman, Xiche Xuexiao
(1957-1960)
Tan Boon Peng Committee Member Member, Chung Ling Exccutive Committee Member, Penang
(1953-8) (1957-60) CCC (1950-2)

Asst. Secretary, Penang Girls’

(1952-5)

Secretary, Penang Girls'

(1956-60)

Member, Phor Tay

Sources: Bincheng Tongan Finxia Gonghui jinxi jinian tekan, Penang,
1973; Binzhou Zongshanghui jinxi jinian tchan, Penang, 1975; Figian
Nu Xuexiao sanshi zhounian jinian tekan, Penang, 1950; Binkua Nuzi
Zhongxiaoxue sishi zhourian jinian tekan, Penang, 1960; Puai tekan,
Penang, 1947; Bincheng Puti Zhongxue xinixaoshe iuocheng rekan,

Penang, 1961; Xiche xiaoxun ji ershizu shounian finian tekan, Penang,
1953; Xiche Zhongxue sishi chounian finian tekan, Penang, 1968; and
Zhongling Zhongxue xiaokan, Penang, 1946 and 1951-61.

Notes: As for Table 3.2,

il
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Chong Khoon Lin and Chin Chee Meow were both born and edu-
cated in Malaya and represented a younger generation of Group B
leaders. Chong was educated in an English school and his know-
ledge of English made him more acceptable to the colonial govern-
ment as well as enabled him to play a wider range of roles. He was
appointed by the British to sit on the Central Advisory Committee
on Education in 1951 when this Committee met to consider the
Barnes and Fenn-Wu Reports. He was elected to the Federal
Legislative Council as part of the MCA team in the July 1955 elec-
tions.'%? Chin Chee Meow was Chinese-educated and had taught
for a few years in a Chinese primary school before deciding to join
his father's business concern.!®® As chairman of the Selangor
CSCA, Chin was to play a more active role than the other three in
the United Chinese School Committees’ Association (UCSCA)
after its formation in 1954.

Two other leaders of the Selangor CSCA who played important
roles in the UCSCA were Leung Cheung Ling and Wen Tien
Kuang. Leung and Wen came from slightly different backgrounds
from the other Selangor CSCA leaders. Both were university gradu-
ates and fluent in English as well as Chinese. Leung was born in
Hong Kong and held a degree from the University of Hong Kong.
He had begun his career in Malaya as an Inspector of Chinese
Schools but resigned from this post to enter the world of business
after 1945.'% Leung was a nominated member of the First Federal
Legislative Council and one of the founder members of the MCA.
He was appointed by the British to sit on both the Central
Advisory Committee on Education as well as the Special
Committee which drafted the 1952 Education Ordinance.

Wen’s educational credentials were even more impressive. After
graduating from a university in China, Wen had gone to study in
the United States. There he obtained a Master’s degree in philo-
sophy from the University of Columbia in New York.!%% Wen’s
command of both English and Chinese, especially his ability to write
well in English, was his greatest asset apart from the fact that he
was Chong Khoon Lin’s law. Wen, a full-ti
of the MCA from 1952 to 1958, was put in charge of the MCA’s
cultural and educational platform. During this period, he was also
an active member of the Selangor CSCA and, through this, of the
UCSCA. Wen was for many years the most important link
between the three components within the Chinese Education
Movement.1%

The Selangor CSCA was more dynamic and alert in responding
to various matters affecting the Chinese schools than the CSCAs
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of the other states. The Selangor CSCA was the first CSCA to
respond to the New Salary Aid Scheme. It called a meeting of MCs
of Chinese schools in the state to discuss this new scheme on
17 August 1952 after which a memorandum was sent to the Mem-
ber for Education. After a reply was received from the Member for
Education, the Selangor CSCA decided to convene a dational-
level meeting of MCs and teachers from Chinese schools to discuss
the implications of the new aid scheme on 9 November 1952.107
This meeting can be regarded as a natural climax to those already
held at the state levels to discuss the New Salary Aid Scheme. The
significance of the meeting changed after the MCA was included
and representatives from the teachers, managers, and the MCA
decided at the meeting to form a joint organization to fight for
Chinese education.
The UCSCA itself was formed much later. A meeting of repres-
from all level CSCAs to the UCSCA
was convened only in August 1954.'% The Constitution of the
UCSCA provided for a standing committee to be elected biennially
at a general meeting to which each state CSCA would send three
delegates.'® From its UCSCA lead p devolved
on the Selangor CSCA. The chairman of the Selangor CSCA was
the first president of the UCSCA and remained in this position
until 1962. In this capacity, Chin Chee Mcow worked closely with
Lim Lian Geok, who respected him personally as a man who
‘stood by his principles’, 110

The Malayan Chinese Association

The Malayan Chinese Association (MCA) was formed on
27 February 1949, There are several studies of the MCA which
credit different people with the origins of the organization.'!! For
the purposes of this discussion, it is more important to note the
three general points of agreement in these studies. First, the im-
petus for the formation of the MCA was directly related to the
Emergency. The fact that support for the CPM came mainly from
the Chinese had resulted in ‘a slanderous and traitorous image of
the Chinese community’.!> The MCA was formed to repair this
image. It was intended as a gathering point for Chinese to demon-
strate their loyalty to Malaya in general and support for the gov-
ernment in its war against the CPM in particular. Second, the
founding members of the MCA consisted of Chinese who were
then bers of the L lative Ci ill such as H. S. Lee,
Yong Shook Lin, and Leung Cheung Ling. Heng Pek Koon’s book
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differs from carlier studies in giving Tan Cheng Lock a bigger role
in the MCA’s formation. Heng regards the formation of the MCA
as an extension of the Malayan Chinese League which Tan tried to
set up in May 1948.'"? Third, Henry Gurney played an important
role in giving the organization his enthusiastic support and in get-
ting UMNO leaders like Dato Onn Jaafar to accept the need for
such an organization amongst the Chinese.

Gurney saw the MCA's role, rather narrowly, as essentially an
anti-Communist platform for the Chinese. He wanted MCA leaders
to declare at their inaugural meeting that they were anti-
Communist and to state that the principal purpose of the organiza-
tion was ‘to promote and assist in the maintenance of peace and
good order for the attainment of peaceful and orderly progress in
Malaya’.!'" The foundcrs of the MCA, however, wanted a broader
role for their ion. This is indi d in their of
the MCA’s primary objectives in the inaugural rules of the organ-
ization. These were firstly ‘to promote and maintain inter-racial
goodwill and harmony in Malaya’, and secondly ‘to foster and
safeguard the social, political, cultural and economic welfare of the
Malayan Chinese by legal or constitutional means’. At the insist-
ence of Gumney, the maintenance of peace and good order was
included as the third objective of the MCA.''*

Tan Cheng Lock, the first president of the MCA, had had a long
and distinguished career of public service before the war as a
Legislative Councillor and a member of the Executive Council. He
had retired in 1935 disillusioned and frustrated because he had
failed to convince the colonial government to take action on issues
which mattered most to him.'*® Tan had decided then that should
he return to public life it would not be to work within the British
colonial system again. Instead, he hoped to ‘work among members
of the public and organize them into a strong political body’.'"?
Tan had mooted the idea of a Malayan Chinese organization in
1934. He had also started discussing the idea of a Chinese political
party with Yong Shook Lin before the Second World War
began.''®

Tan Cheng Lock spent the Occupation years in India where he
continued presenting his views as a Malayan Chinese to the British
government. On his return to Malaya after the Occupation, Tan
became a vocal supporter of the Malayan Union.'!* However, this
turned out to be a futile exercise. Tan Cheng Lock returned to
Malaya in June 1946 when the British had already decided to with-
draw the Malayan Union plan. Angcrcd that the non-Malays had

not been during on the F i of
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Malaya proposals and were being presented with a fait accompli,
Tan decided to join the political groupings which had come
together under a Council for Joint Action to oppose the Federation
agrcemcm The Council for Joint Action wanted a united Malaya
i full self-g with a fully elected cen-
tral legislature, and cmzen:hxp with equal rights for all who were
permanently resident in, and undivided in their loyalty to, Malaya.
The Council for Joint Action subsequently expanded into the first
multiracial political coalition in Malaya, the PUTERA-AMCJA.
Tan Cheng Lock was its president. In this capacity, Tan addressed
several mass gatherings organized by the PUTERA-AMCJA. He
was, in effect, the leader of what was a nationalist anti-British
movement until the PUTERA-AMC]JA fell apart just before the
declaration of the Emergency in June 1948.'%° According to Heng
Pek Koon, from May 1948 Tan had already begun exploring
another avenue for political action in the form of the Malayan
Chinese League.'?! This was several months before the formation
of the MCA was mooted in December. 22
When Tan Cheng Lock became president of the MCA in
February 1949, he was already 65 years old. His two years with
the PUTERA-AMCJA had given him his first taste of mass-based
politics. He had worked closely with English-educated leaders
of the Malayan Democratic Union, a component of the
PUTERA-AMCJA as well as Malay and Chinese leaders who
came from left-wing and radical political organizations. Now, as
president of the MCA, he stood at the opposite end of the political
spectrum. While the PUTERA-AMCJA had been supported by
the CPM, the MCA had within its ranks many Chinesc leaders
who had been prominent KMT supporters or leaders. This prob-
ably was why he was the target of a grenade attack in April 1949.12
But Tan Cheng Lock was undeterred. After recovering from his
injurics, he continued with his efforts to build the MCA into an
organization which could effectively represent Malayans of Chinese
descent. As MCA president, he travelled to speak at openings of
MCA branches in different parts of the peninsula, calling on MCA
members to shoulder all the responsibilities of citizenship, but
encouraging them at the same time to insist on their legitimate

rights.!24
From February 1949 to Scplcmbcr 1951, Tan Cheng Lock was
also a member of the C Liaison Cq i This was a

small group of English-cducated leaders from different ethnic
groups which held a series of closed door meetings to hammer out
some compromises on issues on which Chinese and Malay leaders
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had opposing views. The most important amongst these was
the question of citizenship rights for the Chinese. Apart from
Tan Cheng Lock, 10 other MCA leaders were involved in the

anson C i Through these meetings, a
wm’hng ip as well as dship ties were blished
amongst the top English-educated élite in lhc country. It was, in
many ways, a of the ional pattern of

adopted later by the Alliance coalition. For the MCA leaders who
took part in these meetings, it was an important channel through
which they established close ties with British officials as well as
Malay leaders.!?5

The MCA leaders who were nominated to participate in the
C ities Liaison C; i d its leadership at the
national or central level. This was made up of wealthy Chinese
who were mostly English-educated and who were either successful
businessmen or professionals. Men like Tan Cheng Lock and
Yong Shook Lin, typical of Wang’s Group C type of Chinese,
helped to give the MCA the image of an organization of Chinese
who were truly orientated towards Malaya. However, such men
commanded little mass support as they were cut off culturally and
sometimes even linguistically from the majority who were Chinese-
educated and more Chinese in their identity and orientation. Few
among the MCA’s top leaders, except perhaps for H. S. Lee, had a
base in the shetuan network. They lacked an organizational base
from which to recruit membership and command mass support in
Chinese society.

‘This weakness of the top echelon of MCA leadership was over-
come when many Group B Chinese responded to the formation of
the MCA by taking on leadership of the MCA at the state, district,
and town levels. After the MCA's inauguration in February 1949,
it was established shetuan leaders like Lau Pak Khuan, president of
the Perak Chinese Chamber of C; and Chinese bl
Hall; Ong Keng Seng, president of the Penang Chinese Chamber
of Commerce; and, H. S. Lee, president of the Selangor Chinese
Chamber of Commerce who formed MCA branches in their
respective states. State and district branches of the MCA were
frequently housed in the premises of the leading shetan with
the president or chairman of that shetuan serving as the chairman
of the branch or ward in question. The shetuan network provided
the MCA not only with the most influential Chinese leaders at the
local level but also the ready-made organizational bases for mem-
bership recruitment.!?® Through the shetuan network, the MCA’s
membership grew quickly because members of a shetuan frequently
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followed their leader in joining the MCA. In November 1949,
cight months after the MCA’s inaugural meeting, its membership
had reached 103,000. By February 1953 the MCA’s membership
strength had doubled to 250,000.'%7

Another factor that helped the MCA membership to grow in its
carly years was the role played by well-known KMT members and
supporters who joined the new organization because of their anti-
Communist political ideology. After the KMT was banned in May
1949, the MCA became a focal point for ex-KMT leaders, some of
whom transferred the organizational bases they had built up in the
now defunct KMT over to the MCA. Amongst those with a KMT
background who became well-known MCA leaders were Lau Pak
Khuan, Leong Yew Koh, and Ong Chin Seong in Perak; H. S. Lee,
Ang Khe Tho, and Cho Yew Fai in Selangor; Ong Keng Seng and
Saw Seng Kew in Penang; and Yap Mau Tatt and Lee Tee Siong
in Negri Sembilan. So dominant was the KMT presence in the
MCA that the list of MCA state leaders in the 1950s is said to
resemble a list of the pre-war KMT leadership.'?® As a result of
these factors, the MCA was able, within three years of its forma-
tion, to emerge ‘as the most significant competitor to the Com-
munists in wooing the allegiance of the bulk of the Chinese’.!2*

The combination of three different types of leaders who joined
or supported the MCA for different reasons was a source of strength
in helping the MCA to establish itself in the first few years.
However, it was also the source of a fundamental weakness. The
MCA could not possibly be a special type of sheruan, a convenient
replacement for the defunct KMT, and develop into a modern
political party for Malayans of Chinese descent, all at the same
time. Heng Pek Koon has described this situation as a confuslon of
three different ideological hes within a single i
‘leading to confusion and uncertainty over the party’s exact iden-
tity’.!*® More than this, it was a source of contradictions and inter-
nal conflict which became more marked after 1953 when the MCA
formed a coalition with UMNO and became part of the Alliance.

These problems were not so apparent in the first three years of
the MCA's existence when its activities were largely related to the
problems faced by Chinese living in Malaya in the context of the
Emergency. At this stage, the organization’s work revolved mainly
around helping New Villagers who had been dislocated by the
colonial government’s resettlement drive. The MCA’s acunucs
then d those of a itarian or welfare
rather than those of a political party.">! These activities, though
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useful to building up the MCA'’s image as an organization working
for Chinese interests, contributed to the lack of clarity of long-term
direction.

In June 1950 Tan Cheng Lock had begun to express concern
that unless the MCA had a clearer sense of purpose and a tighter
organization, it would dic a natural death with the end of the
Emergency.'* The following year, he wrote a Memorandum on
the MCA'’s organization warning that the MCA was in danger of
becoming ‘a basin of loose sand held together by the mere name of
the MCA’. He suggested that reorganization was needed to enable
the MCA to become ‘an effective political force’.!*> In 1952 the
MCA did begin to consolidate its organization by recruiting three
full-time personnel at the party’s headquarters to strengthen the
central committee’s control over the party and to broaden the
range of the organization’s activities. T. H. Tan was appointed
the Chief Executive Secretary and Wen Tien Kuang was recruited
as the Under-Secretary in charge of the Benevolent, Social, and
Cultural (Education) Subcommittee.' T. H. Tan was to play an
important role in UMNO-MCA relations throughout the 1950s
while Wen was a central figure in the MCA'’s relationship with the
UCSTA and UCSCA.!»

As part of its reorganization efforts in 1952, the MCA invited
Victor Purcell and Francis Carnell to visit Malaya as the organiza-
tion’s advisers. Purcell and Carnell agreed that it was time for the
MCA to make a clear redefinition of its role. In their report, the
two visitors outlined three possible scenarios in the future develop-
ment of Malaya. If the British remained in control of the peninsula
for an indefinite period, the MCA should become a powerful com-
munally based political party standing up for Chinese interests.
But if the British withdrew and Malaya became an independent
country, then the various ethnic groups would have to work out
some system of sharing political power. In this scenario, too, the
MCA’s role would be that of a political party representing Chinese
interests but committed to the growth of parliamentary demo-
cracy. Finally, the MCA would have no role to play if Malaya came
under communist rule or was ruled solely by Malays. In short,
their advice was that the MCA’s future role should be that of a
political party representing the Chinesc in Malaya.!*

However, Tan Cheng Lock himself was ambivalent about the
role of the MCA as a political party because he was personally not
in favour of communally based political parties. Through the
Communitics Liaison Committee, Tan Cheng Lock and Onn Jaafar
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had been drawn together. As a result, both had become committed
to the ideal of a non-communal political party. According to
Heng Pek Koon, both Onn and Tan tried to ‘decommunalize’
their respective organizations, the UMNO and MCA. However,
both failed in convincing their rank and file to go along with their
ideas. When Onn left UMNO to form the IMP, Tan Cheng'Lock,
together with many other MCA leaders like Yong Shook Lin,
gave the IMP their full support. They did not, however, leave or
disband the MCA.1¥7

The Kuala Lumpur Municipal elections in February 1952 was
the turning-point. An electoral pact had been made purely at the
local level between H. S. Lee, the chairman of the Selangor MCA,
and Dato Yahaya bin Abdul Razak, the chairman of the UMNO
election committee. This was due to the intervention of Ong Yoke
Lin, another Selangor MCA leader.!*® The UMNO-MCA com-
bination defeated IMP candidates in 9 out of 12 seats. After
this success, H. S. Lee wrote to Tan Cheng Lock suggesting
that UMNO and MCA leaders should meet to discuss further co-
operation. Tan replied that he was ready to meet with the Tunku
and arrangements for a meeting were soon made.'** From this
point on, according to Tregonning, Tan Cheng Lock’s ‘dallying
with the IMP ended’.!* However, Heng Pek Koon contends that
Tan did not cut off all links with Onn’s IMP until 1953 when Onn
began attacking the MCA as part of a KMT fifth column that was
trying to make Malaya a province of the China.'*! Onn turned on
the MCA because his IMP was threatened by the UMNO-MCA
combination which continued to defeat the IMP in local-level
clections in several other states. His attacks on the MCA clinched
the final decision for MCA leaders. The institutionalization of the
UMNO-MCA relationship into a formal Alliance began from
February 1953. A year later, in October 1954, the inclusion of the
Malayan Indian Congress (MIC) completed the formation of the
Alliance as a coalition involving the three major ethnic groups in
the country, 42

The MCA and the Issue of Chinese Education

Up to November 1952, the MCA as an organization had made no

on the sur ding the Barnes and
Fenn-Wu Reports or on the 1952 Education Ordinance. This
silence should not be interpreted as lack of interest or concern
amongst individual MCA leaders. Tan Siew Sin, Tan Cheng
Lock’s son and a well-known MCA figure in his own right, had
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delivered perhaps the most critical speech on the Barnes Report in
the Legislative Council when the Report was discussed in
September 1951. Two other MCA leaders, H. S. Lee and Leung
Cheung Ling, were members of the Special Committee which
drafted the 1952 Education Ordinance. They could, and did, in
this capacity present some Chinese views to the Committee. But
they were bound as members of the Committee to support the
Ordi when it was to the Legislative Council in
November 1952.'%3 The MCA'’s position was therefore quite dif-
ferent from that of the teachers and the MCs.

‘There is no evidence to support Lim San Kok’s contention that
the Central Committee of the MCA had expressed satisfaction
with the Report of the Special Committee. There are also no
grounds for his statement that Tan Cheng Lock wanted the
1952 Ordinance to be accepted as a fait accompli.'* In fact, on
9 November 1952, Tan Cheng Lock led MCA representatives to
a joint meeting of teachers and managers. At this mecting, the
MCA representatives joined the teachers and MCs of Chinese
schools in opposing the policy proposed in the 1952 Ordinance.
However, two weeks later, MCA members in the Legislative
Council joined other Legislative Councils in ing the 1952
Education Ordinance. All this points to the lack of a clear policy on
Chinese education that was binding on all members of the MCA,
as well as lack of co-ordination amongst MCA leaders.

The MCA’s decision to join the teachers and managers in
November 1952 is not surprising given that it was then trying to
organize itself into an effective political party. Through links with
the Chinese school teachers and managers, the MCA could reach
out to a broader base of support amongst the Chinese-educated
Chinese. As a political party representing the Chinese, the MCA
could not ignore an issue that had attracted so much attention
within Chinese society. Many of the MCA’s state- and district-
level leaders came from the ranks of shetuan leaders which had
already come out against the Bamnes Report. There were also
MCA leaders at the state levels who were active members of the
state CSCAs. Wen Tien Kuang, the MCA’s newly appointed
Under-Secretary, was a member of the Selangor CSCA which was
the convenor of the 9 November meeting. It was through Wen that
!hc MCA came to be included in the meeting.!*> The MCA’s par-

i in the Chinese E ion M could be seen as an
extension of its links with shetuan at the local level.

Nevertheless, there were some MCA leaders who felt uncasy
about the MCA going beyond these links and coming out openly
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in support of the Chinese school teachers or becoming closely
linked with them, This is indicated by T. H. Tan’s words of cau-
tion to Tan Cheng Lock before the latter attended the 9 November
1952 meeting. T. H. Tan had been asked to comment on a draft of
Tan Cheng Lock’s speech for the meeting. He took the opportunity
to warn Tan Cheng Lock that ‘the MCA should not expose itself
too much by taking part in a very controversial issue’.!% But Tan
Cheng Lock decided that the MCA should attend the meeting.
During the meeting, he unequivocally committed himself and the
MCA to a defence of the legitimate right of the Chinese schools to
exist and be i part of the Mal system of ed i

As it was Tan Cheng Lock who led the MCA into the Chinese
Education Movement, it is necessary to discuss some of the poss-
ible reasons which may have led him to this decision. First, Tan
had taken a consistent interest in the education of the Chinese. In
his earlier career as a Member of the Straits Settlements Legislative
Council, he had advocated free primary education in English so
that English could become the common basic language to unite all
Malayans. But he also argued that the colonial government should
support schools for Chinese in their own language. In addition,
‘Tan was in favour of the Chinese language being taught to all
Chinese. This, he said, was desirable so that the Chinese ‘may pre-
serve their customs, instituti and and be
with ancient Chinese classics and culture’.'¥” Tan had a strong
interest in Chinese culture himself. His specches were frequently
dotted with quotations from the Chinese classics.

More specifically, on the issue of education in the mother
tongue, Tan Cheng Lock had stated in his ‘Memorandum on the
Future of Malaya’, written in 1943, that ‘the Chinese must neces-
sarily receive instruction through the medium of their mother
tongue as they can best develop themselves along the lines of their
own culture and tradition in which they can take deep root’. In
another memorandum written in India where he had sought refuge
during the war years, Tan contended that English education
should be available to the large numbers of Malayans who
demanded it but argued at the same time that the government
must also support the Chinese schools. This was because a large
section of Chinese desired to have education in Chinese. The educa-
tion policy that Tan proposed for post-war Malaya was ‘universal
compulsory education for all races through the medium of their
respective mother-tongue’.**¥ Tan was not only supportive of the
Chinese schools in Malaya, he also supported the proposal to set
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up the Nanyang University.1*? From his specches as MCA pres-
ident, his general position was that the Malayan Chinese should
give their undivided political loyalty to Malaya but this was entirely

i with their maintaining a disti Chinese cultural iden-

tity.
Tan Cheng Lock’s general views on language and education,
therefore, were surprisingly similar to those being articulated by
the Chinese school teachers, He, too, thought it was legitimate for
the Chinese to seck to preserve their language, schools, and culture
while becoming loyal citizens of Malaya. Though he was a Straits
Chinese who did not speak Chinese himself, this linguistic gulf did
not prevent him from sharing some of the ideas and values of the
Chinese school teachers who were first-generation immigrants. In
fact, the UCSTA leaders found themselves revising their stereo-
type of a Straits Chinese as someone without any knowledge or
love for Chinese culture after they met Tan Cheng Lock. They
found that Tan had a surprising interest in and a genuine love for
Chinese culture. As a result, they developed a healthy respect for
him and were prepared to accept his leadership.!5°

The MCA'’s relationship with the two Chinese education organ-
izations not only strengthened its own position as a Chinese polit-
ical party. It was through Tan Cheng Lock’s leadership that the
Chinese school teachers and the MCs were brought into the main-
stream of interethnic bargains that had to be made during the crit-
ical pre-Merdeka years. The next chapter will discuss the first
meeting between the three major components of the Chinese
Education Movement. This set off a series of events which culmin-
ated in a historic bargain between the Chinese education organiza-
tions and UMNO leaders in January 1955,
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4
A Historic Bargain

First Coming Together, 9 November 1952

ON 9 November 1952, a meeting of teachers and managers of
Chinese schools from all the states in the Federation of Malaya was
called. The original objective was for these two groups to arrive at
a common decision on the New Salary Aid Scheme for Chinese
primary schools. The meeting acquired far greater significance for
two reasons. First, a delegation of Malayan Chinese Association
(MCA) leaders led by its president, Tan Cheng Lock, was present.
Second, leaders of the three organizations decided to form a joint
committee to oppose the d 1952 Ed ion Ord and
to defend the future of Chinese education in Malaya. In the event,
the meeting extended for two days and was immediately hailed in
the Chinese press as an unprecedented show of unity in support of
Chinese education.! The 9 November meeting, in fact, launched a
close working relationship between the MCA and the two Chinese
education organizations which lasted until July 1959.

Since the release of the Barnes Report in July 1951, there had
been many meetings called by various Chinese organizations to
rally to the defence of Chinese education. In 1952 teachers had
been involved in meetings to discuss the new curriculum and new
textbooks for Chinese primary schools. The announcement of the
New Salary Aid Scheme in June 1952 precipitated another round
of meetings as those responsible for the Chinese schools tried to
work out the implications of the scheme. They were suspicious of
British motivations behind the increase in aid when the official
objective of education policy was to exclude the Chinese schools
from the proposed national system. Meetings to discuss the New
Salary Aid Scheme had brought the teachers and managers
together. Given the many overlaps between Selangor Chinese
School Committees’ Association (CSCA) and MCA leadership at
the state levels, MCA leaders were already involved as well. But
the MCA, as an organization, was as yet not involved. There is
good reason, therefore, to see the 9 November meeting as a natural
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coming together of the three groups with the most obvious reasons
to be involved at a time when concern over the Chinese schools
was at its height.?

‘The idea of calling a national-level meeting of teachers and man-
agers from all the states first came up during a CSCA meeting on
17 August 1952. This had been called to discuss the New Salary
Aid Scheme.’ Lim Lian Geok has claimed in his memoirs that he
was the one who suggested the national-level meeting. Wen Tien
Kuang, who was also present at the meeting as a member of the
Selangor CSCA, then suggested that the MCA should be
included. Wen indicated that the MCA would not only like to take
part but would be prepared to bear the costs of organizing the
meeting, including the costs of travel, board, and lodging for dele-
gates. Wen’s suggestion was accepted and as a result he became
the main organizer of the 9 November meeting.*

Wen was then the MCA'’s Under-Secretary for Social and
Cultural Affairs. It is very plausible that from Wen’s dual position,
as a member of the Selangor CSCA and an MCA man seeking to
expand the MCA’s role in social and cultural issues, he recognized
this as a good opportunity for the MCA to establish links with
two important groups in Chinese society. After the 9 November
meetng, Wen went on to play a key role in sustaining the MCA’s
relationship with both the United Chinese School Teachers’
Association (UCSTA) and the United Chinese School Com-
mittees’ Association (UCSCA).

Until the 9 November meeting, the MCA had not taken an
official stand on the issue of the status of Chinese schools in the
future system of education of Malaya. Tan Cheng Lock’s speech at
the 9 November meeting was the first public signal from the MCA
president that he was prepared to pledge his personal support, and
that of the MCA, to the cause of Chinese education. In his speech,
Tan declared unequivocally that: ‘at this critical juncture in the
history of the growth and devel, of Chinese ed ion and
culture in Malaya ... its cause has the full support of the MCA
which stands for the democratic principle of equality, without
dlscnmmauon of race, class or creed’.> Tan began his speech by

the principle of ion in the mother tongue on the
gmunds that this, according to expert opinion, was the most effec-
tve way of teaching young children. Education in the mother
tongue, said Tan, would also strengthen Chinese culture and tradi-
tion. Most important of all, the Chinese in Malaya, especially those
who spoke Chinese at home, should be educated in their mother
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tongue because ‘a man’s native speech is like his shadow, insepar-
able from his personality’.® This phrase later became a favourite
quotation of UCSTA leaders who frequently cited it as an example
of how knowledge of the mother tongue was valued even by
Chinese like Tan, who did not themselves know Chinese.

The 9 November meeting made three major decisions. First, a
resolution opposing the Report of the Special Committee and the
1952 E ion Ordi was i A memor-
andum conveying this stand and detailing the reasons for Chinese
opposition to the Ordinance was sent to the High Commissioner
immediately after the meeting. The memorandum was signed by
Wen Tien Kuang, on behalf of the MCA; Lee Po Wen, on behalf
of the UCSTA; and Ang Khe Tho, on behalf of the Chinese school
managers.” Second, the meeting decided to set up a joint organiza-
ton at the national level which would be devoted to the task of
defending Chinese education in the country. As a first step, a
Presidium of three—with one representative each from the teachers,
managers, and the MCA—was elected. The Presidium was
responsible for working out the structure of the proposed organiza-
tion and convening the next meeting. The MCs in the states which
did not have a CSCA were asked to organize one immediately so
that the Management Committees (MCs) of Chinese schools in all
states would be able to send formal representatives to the next
meeting.

Third, on the issue of the New Salary Aid Scheme, the meeting
decided to set up a Sub i of nis ith three
atives each from the teachers, managers, and the MCA—to review
all the details and negotiate for better terms with the government.
H. R. Howse, the Superintendent of Chinese Schools in Selangor,
had been given time at the beginning of the meeting to explain the
scheme. Howse realized that the Chinese school teachers and
managers were reluctant to accept the scheme because they sus-
pected it of being a precursor to the implementation of the 1952
Education Ordinance. He assured his listeners that this was not the
case; the new aid scheme was not tied in any way to the provisions
of the 1952 Education Ordinance. He urged them therefore to
consider the scheme purely on its own merits.

The MCA was represented at the 9 November 1952 meeting by
its president, Tan Cheng Lock; its secretary-general, Leong Yew
Koh; the chairman of its Cultural Subcommittee, Leung Cheung
Ling; its agent-general, Yap Mau Tatt, and Wen Tien Kuang.®
With this high-level ion, the decisions of the N b

1952 meeting may be considered to be binding on the MCA. In
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addition, the MCA president’s speech left no room for doubt as to
the MCA's stand. It should be recalled, however, that the MCA
had two representatives on the Special Committee which drew up
the 1952 Education Ordinance, H. S, Lee and Leung Cheung
Ling. Minutes of the ings of the Special C. ittee indicate
that Lee and Leung made some attempts to present Chinese views
to the Ci i but they ull went along with the
Ci ittee’s majority decisions.” As of the C i
they would have been bound to support the Bill when it was pre-
sented to the Legislative Council. But no one, including Leung
Cheung Ling himself, raised this problem at the 9 November

meeting.!® No one d the ibility of an MCA directive to
its Legislative Councillors to vote against the 1952 Ordimnce.
The decisions made at the N 1952 meeting edi

ately received the support of Chinese organizations. Numerous
telegrams were sent to the High Commissioner endorsing the res-
olutions adopted at the meeting.!! But this had no obvious effect
on the colonial government. Two weeks later, on 21 November,
the 1952 Ed ion O was duly d 1o, and unan-
imously accepted by, the Federal Legislative Council. Legislative
Councillors from the MCA were party to this decision as none of
them spoke up or voted against the Ordinance. The MCA leaders
who had joined the teachers and managers in condemning the
1952 Education Ordinance during the 9 November meeting had
not directed their colleagues in the Legislative Council to zct in
accordance with the resolutions of the meeting. This placed the
MCA]eadush:pmm:mhﬁmsnngposnmulb:n:nmnﬂm;
wuhl.heChm:sescboolmmmmdmmmnyurh
MCA wanted to propose that the Central Committes on Chinese
Education, formed for the purpose of opposing the 1952
Ordinance, should be placed under the MCA._

A Central C ittee on Chinese Educaric

nemmammmmwmum
leaders was held on 19 and 20 April 1953. The msin porpose was
to discuss the formation of a Central Commimee on Chinese
Education. The MCA wanted this Committes to be formed as the
MCA Chinese Education Committes; in other words, as & sub-
committee of the MCA. This would give the MCA mors contmol
over the new mn(Ccmmmee.&nﬂanaec&:mm
izations prefe the G ittee to be a

body.
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In his memoirs, Lim Lian Geok recounts that he was pressured
by Wen Tien Kuang to issue a press statement saying that he
agreed that the proposed Central Committee on  Chinese
Bducation should come under the MCA. Lim apparently relented
because Wen would otherwise have delayed convening the meet-
ing. That would mean no progress on joint actions to oppose the
1952 Bdi ion Ordi Lim admitted that he planned to
defeat the MCA’s proposal during the meeting itself. This, how-
ever, did not happen because of Tan Cheng Lock’s stirring per-
formance at the meeting. 2

Lim’s discussion of the lobbying prior to the April 1953 meeting
clearly suggested that he recognized the benefits of placing the new
Commuittee under the MCA. Were the Committee to seek registra-
won as 3 new and independent body, it might not have obtained

# thespp of the colonial g Asa ittee of the
MCA, the C i could be i i functional. This was
cnnical if the momentum of opposition to the 1952 Ordinance was
o be maintained. Lim also clearly recognized Wen as a man who
bad the talents needed to defend Chinese education. The UCSTA
bad no one with the same ability to convey its position effectively,
= Enghsh, to colonial officials, MCA leaders, and the world out-
side that of the Chinese-educated. With the MCA's direct parti-
<pation, the Committee would not only speak with a stronger
voice, 1 could also call on the MCA’s financial resources.
However, placing the Committee under the MCA would enable
the MCA to daim that it the Chinese ity on
the issue of Chinese education. This Lim Lian Geok was not
Bappy 10 2ccept. Lim’s reservations on this matter were shared
by many of the other Chinese school teachers and managers. The
#ssue of placing the Committee under the MCA was the subject of
@ wery long discussion during the April 1953 meeting. A detailed
reconstruction of this meeting will help us understand some of
d::d}nmdpwub«wmmm:emxincomponmuinthc

"mkadlobh'edL’:mbznGmkbefmlhemccﬁngbecauuhc
knew thar the MCA could not carry its proposal for the joint
CwﬂﬂzummmgmhmMCAmmmpponﬁomwm:
of the teachers and managers. There were 14 representatives from
the MCA 3z the April 1953 meeting. All 14 had voting rights,
Fh:m,&mdcsmdmmhzdwmlyoﬁdﬂrcprmn-
waves and thevefore 20 votes cach. In addition, the UCSTA was
@mmﬂmmvmuonthcbuhmﬂizhadwrﬁ-
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cipated in the November 1952 meeting as an organization separate
from the state Chinese School Teachers’ Associations (CSTAs),
This was clearly 10 the
MCA. Even if the d joint C had equal

tatives from each of the three groups, the MCA would still be
placed in a vulnerable position. The MCA could overcome this
probl:m and have more control over the proposed joint

only if the joint Cs ittee came under the
MCA
Wen had placed himself and nh:MCAm: mwpcpomonby
taking over the costs and the of the 9 N ber s

meeting. As a result, he had been elected secretary of the
9 November 1952 meeting as well as convenor of the New Salary
Aid Scheme Subcommittee. mea.nhmmzposmnlnpby:
central role at the April 1953 meeting as well. An indication thar
Wen had successfully lobbied other delegates to the April 1953
meeting to accept MCA leadership is the fact that there was no
contest for the post of chairman of the meeting. Tan Cheng Lock
wasclec(:dchaxrmxncvenmoughhzwaspa:onaﬂymma
the first session. Chong Khoon Lin from the Selangor CSCA acted
as temporary chairman until Tan joined the meeting in the sfier-
noon.

As secretary, Wen had arranged for the meeting 10 begin on 2
positive note with a report from himself on the success of the New
Salary Aid Scheme Subcommittee. ‘Wen reported that the govern-
mzn(hndconwd:donmostm’rhgm:inpuimww&e

i o the bad agreed to bear
th:coszsorprowdmgannualmuemms,mdmmmr
sulcsso!ha:noaneu‘ouldmﬁamkmmpﬂnatmhafﬁ:n
school agreeing to accept the scheme; it had also agreed thu &l
future changes to the curriculum of the schools would be made
after consultations with teachers through the Texthook Com-
mittees. The Subcommittee had then issued 2 smemest on
20 January 1953 calling on the Chinese primary schoolls 1 scompr
the scheme. nsmldmmﬁmweemﬁupﬁmd
suspicion and uncertainty towards the new 2id scheme. The cradir
was being claimed by the Subcommittes which, under Wen's lead-
ership, had succeeded in bringing definite benefits 1o the teachers,

After Wen's report, lngewknhundmhwiwmdﬁn
discussion on the Central C ittee on Chinese B: o
mmdshxmcd&ehl&\mhﬂwhw&
meeting carly ‘for other important engagements’. In @ wonz,
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Leong’s suggestion was rejected by the delegates. The meeting
continued with discussions of various other details of the New
Salary Aid Scheme. During this discussion, Lim Lian Geok pro-
posed that the meeting reject the New Salary Aid Scheme
Subcommittee’s suggestion that the same scheme should be
extended to the Chinese secondary schools. Lim wanted the MCs
of the schools to undertake to improve teachers’ salaries without
any more aid from the government. He was supported by Sha
Yuan Roo, from the Kuala Lumpur CSTA, who pointed out that
government aid always came with strings attached. She argued that
it was berter if the schools tried to improve themselves without
being obligated to the government.

Lim’s suggestion, which may be taken as taking a ‘purist’ stand
on government aid, was overwhelmingly rejected.'S From the dis-
cussion on Lim’s proposal, it appeared that Chinese secondary
schools were losing staff to the primary schools because, with the
New Salary Aid Scheme, primary school staff now had better pay
and working conditions. The MCs of the secondary schools would
obviously have to increase pay 1o their teachers to keep them from
leaving. Rejection of Lim's proposal indicated that the MCs and
teachers were prepared to accept the extension of the New Salary
Aid Scheme to Chinese secondary schools even if it meant
increased governmental control over these schools.

The next item on the agenda was the issue of further action on
opposing the 1952 Education Ordinance. The Kuala Lumpur
CSTA had tabled a motion ‘to bring to the attention of govern-
ment that as the [sic] public opinion opposing the Ordinance was
not aired in the Legislative Council, Chinese members of the
Council cannot adequately represent the Chinese in Malaya’.
Leung Cheung Ling and Leong Yew Koh, both Legislative
Councillors, objected to this motion. Leong explained that he was
no expert on education and that ‘no one had ever mentioned to me
about [sic] the probl of the Ed ion Ordi 1952 before
it was passed’. This was a lame excuse as he was present at the
November 1952 meeting during which MCA representatives had
agreed to oppose the Ordinance. Other MCA members acknow-
ledged that the MCA might have been insufficiently co-ordinated
in their position on the issues of education and culture in the past.
They suggested that the party was now better organized to work
together with the teachers and managers on these issues. Having
made his point, Lim Lian Geok agreed to withdraw the Kuala
Lumpur CSTA’s motion ‘to avoid misunderstanding’.
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At this point, Tan Cheng Lock joined the meeting, just in time
1o take part in the debate on whether the Central Committee on
Chinese Education should come under the MCA. The minutes of
the meeting support Lim Lian Geok’s recollection that it was Tan
Cheng Lock who succeeded in swinging the mood of the meeting
to the MCA’s favour. Tan first gave a speech which praised
Chinese culture and reiterated his support for Chinese education.
He then called on the meeting to support the formation of the
Central C i on Chinese Education under the MCA. He
reasoned that ‘when the Chinese school committees and teachers
of the one part and the MCA of the other combine and pool their *
resources together it must inevitably lead to the whole organization
of Chinese education in Malaya being put on a strong, firm and
satisfactory basis’.!® Tan was then challenged by Loh Ching Chua
from the Penang CSCA to declare clearly the education policy of
the MCA. The Penang CSCA had joined other CSTAs and
CSCAs in submitting a motion for the proposed joint committee

to be an ind body. Loh lained that his
supported Tan Cheng Lock personally but wanted the Central
Ci i to be an ind dent body ‘lest b else with

little love for Chinese Education should become the next President
of the MCA’. If this happened, said Loh, ‘our organization will
cither be doomed or become a tool’.

In response, Tan began by stating frankly that having the pro-
posed Committee within the MCA would definitely benefit the
MCA. But, said Tan, it would also benefit the proposed
Committee which ‘might not be so strong as it would be if associ-
ated with and acting in co-operation with the MCA”. Furthermore,
said Tan, it was not simply a question of ‘being under the MCA”
because for the MCA it was also ‘a very serious responsibility if you
come in with us’. Turning to the possibility that some delegates
were worried about associating with the MCA because it was a
political party, Tan pointed out that abstention from politics was
not really possible. Those who refrained from association with
political parties or political activities would find that Chinese educa-
tion was compromised by all kinds of laws over which they would
have no control. As to whether some other president of the MCA

may be istic to Chinese ed ion, Tan claimed that ‘such
a situation is i and imp ’. This was because the
Constitution of the MCA required it ‘to prozect the interests of
the Chinese not only politically but i 1

Iy educa-
tionally and in every other respect’. Tan concluded by swating
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that anyone who did not support the cause of Chinese education
was not Chinese and any future president of the MCA who was
apposad to Chinese education could be sacked by the Chinese.
However, Tan Cheng Lock made a very clear distinction
between political loyalties and cultural attachments. He reminded
his audience that politically the Chinese had to demonstrate their
unequivocal loyalty to Malaya because ‘[no] man can serve two
masters’, He called on the Chinese to be ‘absolutely one with the
other domiciled communities of this country, especially the
Malays’. In their intellectual, religious, and cultural lives, however,
they could remain *Chinese to the marrow of our bones’. This was
why it was incumbent on any MCA president to support Chinese
«ducation and Chinese culture,
Itwas Lim Lian Geok’s impression that the part of Tan's speech
# that had 2n astounding effect on all those who were present was his
declaration that 3f the Chinese do not love their own culture, the
English will not recognize them as English, the Malays will also not
tecognize them as Malays, and they will become people with no
ancestry. On this earth, only animals such as pigs, cattle, ducks and
chicken are not bothered by questions of ancestry. Therefore
Chinese who do not love their own culture will be no better than
such amimals."'? According to Lim, everyone present was ‘terribly
moved’ by Tan’s statement. Loh Ching Chua then declared that
be would be happy to place the struggle for Chinese education
under the ‘wise and enlightened leadership® of Tan Cheng Lock.!8
The minutes of the mecting indicate, however, that some of the
3 teachers would still have preferred to have some time to discuss the
Isue amongst themselves. Lee Po Wen from the Penang CSTA
proposed that a decision on the matter should be postponed to the
second day. His suggestion was seconded by Sha Yuan Roo from
the Kualz Lumpur CSTA. However, this suggestion was turned
Gown without much protest from the majority and a vote was taken
mmediately after Tan’s speech. The decision to place the Central
Committee on Chinese Education under the MCA, making it
berefore the Mak Chinese At iation Chinese Education
Central Commintee (MCACECC) was accepted with 26 votes in
fzvour and 4 against.' This division of votes showed that the
MCA had obtained an additional 12 votes, to its own 14, from the
teachers and managers.
In coming together to form the MCACECC, all three component
organizations agreed that the MCACECC would be the common
forum for discussions on all issues related to Chinese education,
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The MCACECC would henceforth represent the Chinese schooks

in all with the go and would awist the
schools in solving their financial difficulties, It was, above ull, the
MCACECC's responsibility to ‘strive for the equal status of
Chinese education in the educational system of this country’. The
MCACECC’s Constituti ided for equal iom of
10 delegates each from the three component organizations, The
presid; of all three izations were also ex officio mermbers of
the Committee. The interests of the three separate component
organizations were further safeguarded by two other provisions.
These were firstly, the right to veto any resolution should afl the
representatives from any one organization find it unacceprable 2nd

a caveat on decisi flecting the intermal affairs of the
three organizations.

This caveat did not, apparently, apply to the issue of Chimese
education because the MCACECC was 10 be “the highest organ to
decide on matters relating to Chinese education wihn the MCA".
Mmmtw:m&mmmmﬂmm
through the MCACECC, exert direct influence on the MCA’s
stand on Chinese education. He the MCA’s jead of
the MCACECCwasundaﬁnedby:thdnhw&
ident would automatically be the chairman of the MCACECC. =
MCA control over the MCACECC was ensured when Wes Ties
KunngdehongKhoonLin.bod:MCAmmth:
MCACECC, were clected secretary and weasurer 2t the S
official meeting of the MCACECC in Angosr 1953, Lin Lizm Geok:
from the UCSrAmdeazdmyndhﬁkm
from the S CSCA assi * Wen 2o Chong
could be as also ing the & of the man-
agers as they were both active members of the Selamgor CSCA

Th:oughrhechaixmnmdmy,r&.“&md‘.m
effective control over the MCACECC. fior exampie in ooy
lhedutesmdlgmdaofw&wm_if&mmni
managers stood together In presenting sesolsoms m e
MCACECC, the MCA would be abic 20 exncees Excif enir &w
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A Common Stand on Chinese Education

signed by ives of all three components
of the Chinese Education Movement was sent to Sir Gerald .
Templer, the High Commissioner of the Federation of Malaya,
immediately after the November 1952 meeting. This stated that
the meeting had agreed on the following main points: ‘the use of
the mother tongues of the composite races as the main teaching
media for the proposed National schools, granting equal opportun-
ities to the development of Malay, Chinese, and Indian education,
and ad English as a p y subject with the view to
making it a common language for all’.2

The Report of the &pccml Committee was criticized because it
proposed that grants-in-aid to Chinese schools should be with-
drawn as soon as sufficient national schools were built. This was
tantamount to ‘dealing the Chinese schools a crushing death
blow’. The provisions of the 1952 Education Ordinance were
charged with having ‘a serious demoralizing effect on the Chinese
community in general and the Chinese schools in particular’. The
High Commissioner was asked to repeal those aspects of the
Ordinance which were detrimental to the interests of Chinese
education. National schools in which Chinese was the medium of
instruction should be established because this was the only way in
which the Chinese language and culture could be preserved. The
government’s policy of imposing uniformity of language was more
likely to bring about discord than create national unity. What was
needed was a more liberal policy on language which would win the
hearts of the Malayan people.??

After the second meeting in April 1953, another letter reiterating
the same points was sent to Sir Gerald Templer. This was signed
by Tan Cheng Lock as chairman of the MCACECC and dated
12 May 1953. The High Commissioner replied on 6 July.?*
Templer’s main argument was that unity through a common lan-
guage was essential in Malaya’s situation. He also repeated another
favourite contention of British officials: the principle of teaching in
the mother tongue was not valid in Malaya. Templer made it clear
that Chinese was not acceptable as one of the national languages of
the country and Chinese schools were not acceptable as national
schools. He denied, however, that the government’s intention was
to destroy the Chinese schools. The Chinese school teachers were
accused of opposing colonial policy purely from self-interest, to
safeguard their livelihood. The Chinese were criticized for pursu-
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ing a separatist policy in seeking exclusive protection for their lan-
guage and culture.

The MCACECC met in August 1953 to discuss Templer’s
reply. A draft response, probably written by Wen Tien Kuang,
had already been prepared for discussion at the meeting. The
final version was as a entitled
M dum on Chinese Education in the Fe ion of Malaya and
bore Tan Cheng Lock’s name as the author. It was, in fact, the
work of Wen and T. H. Tan, the Chief Executive Secretary of
the MCA.?* This can be as the i
of the Chinese Education Movement of the 1950s, as it collated
systematically all the arguments which various Chinese organ-
izations had made in defence of a legitimate role for Chinese edu-
cation in Malaya and in opposition to the colonial government’s
policy of excluding Chinese schools from the national mainstream.
It reiterated the arguments against a single language in a multi-
ethnic society, asserted the educational merit of teaching in the
mother tongue, and intai that the pi ion of diverse
languages and cultures would enrich the development of a
Malayan culture. The M. dum on Chinese Education rejected
Templer's contention that Chinese aspirations to preserve the
Chinese schools and Chinese culture stemmed from a separatist or
i i i place for the Chinese language,
schools, and culture was based on the principles of equality and
justice.?® The Memorandum had no effect on the colonial govern-
ment but it served a useful purpose for the MCAC!:CC It estab-
lished a basic position ble to all three i and
became a reference point for the position which the MCA’s
partners in the MCACECC thought the MCA should take in its
negotiations with UMNO within the Alliance.

Differing Political Considerations

After the April 1953 meeting, the MCA maintained a publicly
consistent position on Chinese education. It was now clcarly
opposed to the 1952 jon Ordi This was freq

publicized in its official organ, the Malayan Mirror, which often
carried reports of meetings of the MCACECC on its front page.?’
Tan Cheng Lock referred to the MCA'’s opposition to colonial
cducation policy in his speech to the MCA Annual General
Meeting on 27 December 1953.2% There were no obvious signs of
serious disagreement within the MCACECC as long as its focus
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was on making representations against the colonial government’s
policies. This impression is supported by what Lim Lian Geok has
to say about the early period of the MCACECC in his memoirs.
Lim reports that he had a good working relationship with Wen
who kept him inf and I i 3.

Being part of the MCACECC, however, did not stop the
UCSTA from keeping up with its own separate publicity cam-
paign. It kept the Chi d d public inft d of its activ-
ities both within the MCACECC as well as outside of it through its
own press releases and pamphlets published in Chinese. For ex-
ample, a pamphlet explaining the MCACECC position, together
with translations of the letters exchanged between the MCACECC
and the High Commissioner, was published on 26 July 1953.% In
May 1954 the UCSTA published a long rebuttal of the High
C issi 's that the ed ion policy i
in the 1952 Ordinance had gone through a democratic process
since it was unanimously accepted after an open debate in
the Legislative Council. This rebuttal detailed all the statements
which Chinese organizations, including the UCSTA and the
MCACECC, had made in opposition to the ordinance.?!

When the President of the United Nations (UN) General
Assembly visited Malaya in August 1954, the UCSTA submitted a
memorandum stating that there had been widespread Chinese

ition to the 1952 Education Ordi The

pointed out that colonial policies had discriminated against
Chinese schools.’? In his memoirs, Lim Lian Geok offers an
intriguing account of how Wen Tien Kuang tried to assist Lim
who wished to present this memorandum personally to the
President of the UN General Assembly. But Leung Cheung Ling,
who was evidently in the position to nominate the Chinese rep-
resentatives who would be presented to the President of the UN
General Assembly, deliberately excluded Lim because he knew
that Lim’s intention was to present a memorandum opposing
official policy.3?

Regardless of the veracity of this particular story, it is significant
that it was the UCSTA and not the MCA or the MCACECC
which presented a memorandum to the President of the UN
General Assembly. The MCACECC did not take any comparable
action though Wen may have helped Lim in writing the memor-
andum in English. This was probably because the MCACECC
had decided in August 1953 to defer taking its case to the United
Nations or to send a delegation to the Colonial Office in London

i
5

i




|

A HISTORIC BARGAIN 147

until its ‘Memorandum on Chinese Education® had been submit-
ted and a response received.* Lim’s prompt action in taking
advantage of the President of the UN General Assembly’s visit to
| submit a UCSTA d indi the diffi in polit-
ical style between the MCA leadership which tended towards
| restraint and a UCSTA leadership which took every opportunity to
publicize its case. Similarly, UCSTA lcaders had wanted to send a
| memorandum to the Colonial Office but were advised against
{ doing so by Tan Cheng Lock because, in Tan’s view, it would be
‘ ‘disrespectful of the High Commissioner of Malaya’.>
‘The MCA generally acted with more restraint than the UCSTA -«
J because MCA leaders like Tan Cheng Lock had learnt from their
i in the Cq ities Liaison C: i that i
| discreet negotiations behind closed doors could be more effective
| than loudly publicized protests. Second, while the UCSTA’s range
of activities centred mainly on Chinese education, the MCA as a
| political party had to take care of a wider range of issues.
| Throughout 1952 and 1953, for example, the MCA was contesting
in a number of local-level elections and building up a working rela-
tionship with the United Malays National Organization (UMNO).
| The MCA leadership had to balance between the pressures exerted
| upon it within the MCACECC by the Chinese school teachers and
1 managers on the one hand, and the need to consider Malay political
| sensitivities on the other.
| Since the first meetings to explore a formal relationship between
{
|
|
|

UMNO and MCA began in March 1952, the MCA had sought to
strengthen its ties with UMNO. The UMNO-MCA relationship
had been strained as a result of the visits of Victor Purcell and
Francis Carnell in August 1952. But it had been strengthened by
the electoral successes of the UMNO-MCA parmership in local-
level elections in various states throughout 1952 and 1953. The
MCA’s ability to support the UMNO-MCA parmership finan-
cially in electoral contests and its willingness to provide financial
assistance to UMNO, through the establishment of a Malay
Welfare Fund, further cemented this relationship. By the middle of
1953, after Onn began amacking the MCA as a Kuomintang
(KMT) organization and a Chinese fifth column trying to make
Malaya a province of China, the rift between MCA leaders and
Dato Onn had become irreparable. Tan Cheng Lock abandoned
any further iation with Onn’s Ind of Malaya Party

(IMP) in favour of consolidating the MCA’s relationship with
UMNO.* The UMNO-MCA Alliance then began its attempts to
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outbid Onn’s IMP as !hc forcmost nanonnhsz polmcal pm’y by
pushing for a faster to
dence.’?

The IMP, having performed badly in electoral contests against
the UMNO-MCA Alliance, was not in favour of pushing ahead
with elections for an elected majority in the Legislative Council.
But the Alliance, confident of its electoral strength, wanted the first
Federal clections to be held by the end of 1954. UMNO and MCA
leaders had started a series of Round-table Confé
in January 1954 to thrash out a common platform on key issues in
preparation for the first Federal elections. At one of these meet-
ings, the Alliance accepted a position paper on education written
by Dato Abdul Razak. This paper stressed the need to make prim-
ary education available to all children in the relevant age-groups.
The more i issues of I of i ion and the
position of the Chinese and Indian schools within the national sys-
tem were not addressed.®

Alliance leaders moved more determinedly towards self-
government by sending a delegation to London in May 1954.
When this failed, the Alliance withdrew all its members from the
Legislative and Executive Councils in June 1954. By this time, the
MCA was, as Heng Pek Koon observed, ‘shanng the limelight wuh
the UMNO at the of the ind
These developments explain why in 1954 the MCA leaders’ attention
was already shifting away from further actions against the 1952
Education Ordinance. In the rapidly changing political context,
MCA leaders knew that the future shape of education policy would
be determined within the Alliance, and therefore by what the
MCA could negotiate with UMNO leaders. These changes were
indicated at an MCACECC mccung held in August 1954 to dis-

cuss the MCA platform on ion. Further ition to the
1952 Ordinance was set aside. Tan Cheng Lock still expressed his
to the 1952 Ordi but he inded his audi

that ‘our anxiety should not dim our perspectives, and whatever we
say or do, we should always bear in mind the educational demands

of our fellow races who inhabit this land’.40
On their part, the UCSTA leadership recognized the change.
But they perceived that this meant keeping up pressure on the
MCA lhrough the MCACECC. The UCSTA submitted several
for i ion in the MCA platform on ion. One

of them asked for ‘free primary education in the mother tongue’.
Another, and more controversial, resolution was for Chinese to be
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recognized as an official language. Addressing the August 1954
meeting of the MCACECC, Lim Lian Geok expressed his admira-
tion for Tan Cheng Lock and praised the MCA as ‘an effective
body to promote the unity of the Chinese’. But he noted that the
MCA would need the full electoral support of Chinese voters and
hinted that the teachers would give the MCA their full support if
the MCA continued the fight ‘to win equal rights on education for
all races’. MCA leaders steered the meeting away from controversy
by not putting any of these resolutions to the vote. Instead, zhc

meeting agreed that the ‘M d on Chinese E
should be the basis of the MCA platform and a subcommittee wnh
representatives from each of the groups was i

to make suitable revisions for this purpose. !

Despite this careful manoeuvre, the MCA leadership faced prob-
lems with UMNO leaders after the Singapore Standard, an English
daily, reported that the MCACECC meeting had agreed that the
national school plan be scrapped and that Chinese should be an
official language. Two days after the MCACECC meeting, T. H.
Tan wrote to Tan Cheng Lock informing him that Tunku Abdul
Rahman and Dr Ismail bin Dato Abdul Rahman were upset by the
Singapore Standard report and had requested an urgent meeting of
the Alliance Round-table to discuss the matter. The Tunku had
handwritten the message ‘I have seen and approve’ on T. H. Tan’s
letter to indicate that the letter was conveying a message from him.
T. H. Tan reported to the MCA president that he had already
taken action to control any damage to the MCA by writing to the
Singapore Standard to clarify that the MCACECC meeting had
made no such decisions on the MCA’s behalf. In fact, all sugges-
tions from Chinese school teachers and managers had been
handed to a subcommittee for consideration.

In his letter, T. H. Tan expanded at length on the concerns of
UMNO leaders who felt that the publicity given to the MCA’s
activitics on the language and education issues could be used by
Dato Onn as further evidence for his accusation that UMNO
had sold out Malay interests to the MCA. Tan Cheng Lock was
mld that UMNO lcadexs were keeping the Malay Teachers’

ion, which was d ding that Malay should be the only

language in the country, at arm’s length. The implication was that
the MCA should do the same with the Chinese school teachers.
UMNO leaders, said T. H. Tan, were ‘not convinced that Chinese
teachers, mostly imported material, trained in China can ever
bring a Malayan outlook to bear on our educational problems’.
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Besides, he added, it was known that ‘the worse communist cells
were still to be found amongst them’. T. H. Tan suggested that it
was time to consider if the MCACECC was being taken too far.
The main concern was that the MCA should not ‘find that the
Chinese teachers will be dictating policy to us, instead of looking to
us for guidance and advice’. T. H. Tan’s misgivings were shared
by other MCA leaders such as H. 8. Lee and Leung Cheung Ling,
who thought the Chinese reports on the MCACECC mceting
were even more damaging to the MCA than the report in the
Singapore Standard.

Wen Tien Kuang, the main middle man for the three groups
within the MCACECC, wrote a different message to Tan Cheng
Lock. He explained that the fuss was due mainly to the report that
the MCACECC had adopted a resolution that Chinese should be
an official language in Malaya. But it was clear from the minutes of
the meeting that this was not true. He had accordingly explained
the matter personally to the Tunku. Wen told Tan Cheng Lock
that H. S. Lee himself had been party to a memorandum from the
Chinese Chambers of Commerce which had asked that Chinese
should be made an official language. Wen pointed out that, all
things considered, the Chinese school teachers had ‘behaved in
quite a restrained manner and have not made any demands which
can be considered unreasonable’.#

‘The Tunku had decided that it was time to rein in the MCA on
the education issue. He wrote to Tan Cheng Lock pointing out
that he (the Tunku) and H. S. L:c had signed the Repon of the
Special C ittee and d the 1952 Ed
with the national interest uppermost in their minds. As a result,
they had both become the targets of criticism by Malays and
Chinese. He warned Tan Cheng Lock that education was a ‘sore
question’ which could prove to be ‘a big obstacle’ to UMNO-MCA
understanding. Such issues should be trashed out within the
UMNO-MCA Round-table. Emphasizing that it was necessary to
overlook a number of racial claims in order to attain independence,
the Tunku asked Tan Cheng Lock as a ‘thoroughbred Malayan’ to
be prepared to forgo the support of China-born Chinese if these
people could not be won over ‘to your way of thinking’.#>

‘This series of the beginnings of prob-

lems between the MCA and UMNO leaders on the ethnically di-
visive issues of language and education. It also shows that there were
divisions within the MCA leadership on how to balance its working
relationship with UMNO against the need to sustain its support
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base within Chinese society in general and the Chinese school
teachers in particular. At the same time, certain personal antagon-
isms between the MCA and UCSTA leaders became significant.
Some MCA leaders, such as H. S. Lee, Leung Cheung Ling, and
Leong Yew Koh, had been the target of sharp criticisms levelled by
the Chinese school teachers during the April 1953 meeting of
MCA leaders with teachers and managers. H. S. Lee and Leung
Cheung Ling had been members of the Special Committee,
together with the Tunku. They may have felt, like the Tunku, that
they were working in the national interest when they supported the
1952 Education Ordinance and resented being picked on as targets
by the teachers. However, the Chinese school teachers looked
upon them as ‘turncoats’ or ‘renegades’ who had ‘sold out’
Chinese interests by supporting the policies of the colonial power.
These terms surface in Lim Lian Geok’s memoirs especially with
reference to Leung Cheung Ling and Leong Yew Koh whom he
refers to as minzu bailei, or traitors of Chinese interests.

Lim Lian Geok knew that he had made enemies of these three
MCA leaders. It is perhaps significant to note that both H. S. Lee
and Leong Yew Koh were amongst the MCA leaders who were
well known to have KMT affiliations.#” H. S. Lee, as Lim Lian
Geok himself recognized, was a formidable enemy. He was an
extremely powerful figure due to his base in many major shetuan,
his position within the Federal Legislative and Executive Councils,
and his close personal relationship with the Tunku and other
UMNO leaders. H. S. Lee, apparently, was convinced that Lim
Lian Geok was a rabble rouser and a Communist. Lim claimed
that the colonial g ordered an i igation into his
political background as a result of a report by H. S. Lee against
him to the High C issil This i igati ironi
resulted in Lim being cleared of such suspicions.*®

At about the same time that Tan Cheng Lock received the let-
ters from T. H. Tan and the Tunku expressing their unease with
the influence of the Chinese school teachers on the MCA, Tan was
meeting as well as corresponding with the British High
Commissioner, Sir Donald MacGillivray. Tan Cheng Lock was
meeting roughly once every two months with the High
Commissioner in his capacity as respected elder statesman and
president of the MCA.* Tan’s correspondence with MacGillivray
up to carly October shows that he was still emphasizing that
the MCACECC represented the voice of the Chinese on the
issue of education. He had asked MacGillivray to consider
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the MCACECC’s demand lhn the colonial govcmmcm amend the
clauses in the 1952 E Ordi which were detri

to the Chinese schools and also double government aid to Chinese
secondary schools. In more general terms, Tan sought to impress
on MacGillivray that the basic aspiration of the Chinese was to be
$ ded equal in the Federation’.®

MacGillivray's response was far from encouraging. He refused
to entertain the MCACECC as an organization that could speak
on educational issues because one of its components, the MCA,
was a political party. Educational issues, said MacGillivray, should
not be discussed with political parties. MacGillivray also rejected
the possibility of any further increase in aid to the Chinese schools.
Instead, he wanted Tan Cheng Lock to convince the Chinese
school teachers and managers that there was no threat from colo-
nial policy to the Chinese schools. Referring to the White Paper
which had just been released, MacGillivray asked Tan to try and
prevent the teachers from obstructing the establishment of
‘national classes’ in vernacular schools.!

In reply, Tan Cheng Lock maintained his di with the
1952 Ordinance but agreed to try and allay the fears of the Chinese
on the proposals of the White Paper because he understood the
need for all schools ‘to partake of the essential characteristics of
the national school system’. Faced with the High Commissioner’s
views of the MCACECC, and perhaps with the views of the
UMNO leaders which had just been conveyed to him fresh on his
mind, Tan agreed to reassess the MCA’s participation in the
Central C ittee on Chinese Education.®? Whether these were
truly Tan’s views or whether his letter was intended purely as a
polite rejoinder, the storm provoked by the White Paper soon after
probably convinced Tan that he could not hope to ‘allay the fears’
of the Chinese.

With the release of the White Paper in October 1954, the
UCSTA and UCSCA renewed their protests against colonial educa-
tion policies. The White Paper provided the UCSTA with fresh
grounds for accusing the British of trying to eliminate vernacular
schools by imposing cducauon in English on all Malayan children.
Lim Lian Geok d d the cutb in di on ver-
nacular schools and d i of i streams’

as blatant examples of the colonial government’s attempts to anni-
hilate Chinese education. The ‘National streams’ were intended to
destroy the essential characteristic of the Chinese schools by a
process of canshi, or gradual ingestion. The term canshi is normally
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used to refer to the ion of leaves by sill

Lim used it to graphically portray the process by which classes
teaching in Chinese would be slowly overtaken by those teaching
in English until there were no more classes in Chinese I:ﬁ.”

The UCSTA i diately issued a the
White Paper because it threatened to ‘destroy the essence’ and
‘change the character’ of the Chinese schools. All the Chinese
schools were asked 1o resist attempts by the Education Depart-
ment to force them to open up “National streams’ as proposed in
the White Paper. A pamphlet to the same effect was printed for
general distribution.”® The UCSTA’s call to ‘Smash the White
Paper!” was supported by a chorus of protests from various other
Chinese organizations. First, the CSCAs in the various states held
meetings to ensure that all the MCs within their respective states
stood together in refusing to accept any ‘National classes’ in
their schools.’> The UCSCA sent a memorandum to the High
Commissioner condemning the White Paper as an attempt to
suppress the Chinese schools’ growth and devclopm:nl. The
‘White Paper's to cut back i on
criticized as short-sighted.’® The CSTAs of Penang, Pcnk,
Selangor, and Johore mobilized shetuan in their states to oppose the
‘White Paper. They were soon joined by shezuan in the other states.57

The climax to this gathering storm of pm(l:sls against the White
Paper came in D when the S Chinese A bl
Hall (CAH) convened a big meeting of sheruan from several states.
During the meeting emotional calls were made for all Chinese to
rally to the defence of the Chinese schools which were being
threatened with extinction through gradual conversion. The
Associated Chinese Chamber of Commerce and the students of
Chinese secondary schools joined in the protests against the White
Paper.’® UCSTA leaders went to Malacca twice in November to
see Tan Cheng Lock to request for the MCACECC to take action
against the White Paper. Tan agreed to schedule a meeting of the
MCACECC for 14 January 1955.5° After the December meeting
of shetuan convened by the Selangor CAH, Wen Tien Kuang
wrote to Tan Cheng Lock informing him that ‘the entire Chinese
community is very angry about the White Paper and there is talk of
hartal and strike’.%®

Interestingly, there were also protests against the White Paper
from Malays who similarly thought that the White Paper’s pro-
posals meant the ultimate conversion of Malay primary schools
into English schools.®! The colonial government was thus being
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accused by both Malays and Chinese of trying to impose English

education on all Malayans against their wishes. The strong

response to the White Paper partly expressed the generally nation-

alistic mood stirred up by the Alliance’s campaign for a quicker
ition to political ind

With the first Federal elections due the following year, UCSTA
leaders realized that they should take this opportunity to push their
demands. Towards the end of October 1954, the UCSTA pub-
lished a special pamphlet on the Federal elections addressed to its
members as well as to parents of Chinese school students through-
out Malaya. The UCSTA regretted that only a small proportion of
the Chinese would be eligible to vote in the forthcoming elections
but pointed out that this underlined the need for greater political
awareness amongst the Chinese living in Malaya. UCSTA mem-
bers, as school teachers, were helping to instil an appreciation of
the need to live in harmony with other races, and feelings of loyalty
and patriotism toward Malaya, in their students. The pamphlet
added that the UCSTA had been working with the MCA through
the MCACECC to win a legitimate place for Chinese education in
the country. The UCSTA was willing to extend the same spirit of
co-operation towards UMNO, the MCA’s political partner,
because UMNO was an ‘enlightened’ Malay political party.

The main point in the UCSTA pamphlet was to indicate that
the organization was prepared to give its support to the Alliance in
the forthcoming elections if the Alliance’s election manifesto
included a on ed ion that met with the aspirations of
the Chinese community. These aspirations were outlined explicitly
in the pamphlet. First, Chinese schools should be accorded an
equal position with the other schools in the country. Second, there
should be free primary education in the mother tongue. Third,
Chinese should be recognized as an official language. The pamph-
let, in conclusion, promised that the UCSTA would call on all
Chinese school teachers and parents of pupils in Chinese schools
to vote for any party or candidate which indi their
and support for the UCSTA’s position on Chinese education. 52

The first Federal elections must have loomed large in the minds
of UMNO and MCA leaders as they watched the protests against
the White Paper of 1954. Whether the Alliance could harness these
strong feelings against colonial policies on education and convert
them into electoral support for the coalition depended on the
Alliance’s ability to strike the right balance in its electoral platform

on ed ion. Under these ci it is easy to
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why Alliance leaders decided to meet with UCSTA leaders in carly
January 1955.

The Malacca Meeting, 12 January 1955

On 12 January 1955, a meeting was held in which a historic bar-
gain was struck between the Alliance and the UCSTA. The meet-
mg was held in Tan Chcug Lock’s house in Malacca. There is no

v basis to d. ine who the meeting or how
it originated. Amongst Tan Cheng Lock’s papers of this period,
there is unfortunately no record on the first moves towards this
meeting, though the minutes of the meeting are available.®® From
Lim Lian Geok’s account of the meeting in his memoirs, the initi-
ative clearly did not come from the UCSTA. Lim states that he
received a telephone call from Wen Tien Kuang on 6 January
notifying him that some top-level Alliance leaders wished to meet
with UCSTA leaders on 10 January. Wen called again two days
later to change the date to 12 January.*

When he was interviewed in 1983, the Tunku confessed that he
could no longer recall the meeting itself. However, after discussing
the context of the meeting and the main points as recorded in the
minutes, the Tunku agreed that the meeting with UCSTA leaders
was most likely part of the Alliance leaders’ attempts to broaden
their electoral support amongst non-Malays in the run-up to the
first Federal clections.®> On the UCSTA side, Lim Lian Geok,
when interviewed, stated that the UCSTA had by then realized
that there was no other way for the UCSTA to safeguard the future
of Chinese education except to arrive at a consensus with the local
leaders who were most likely to inherit the reins of government
from the British.%®

Present at the meeting, according to the minutes, were Tunku
Abdul Rahman, Dr Ismail bin Dato Abdul Rahman, Aziz Ishak,
and Bahaman Samsuddin from UMNO; Tan Cheng Lock, Leong
Yew Koh, H. S. Lee, Ong Yoke Lin, T. H. Tan, Goh Chee Yan,
Leung Cheung Ling, and Wen Tien Kuang from the MCA;
Chong Khoon Lin, Cho Yew Fai, Ong Keng Seng, and Chua Tian
Keong from the UCSCA; and Lim Lian Geok, Sha Yuan Roo,
Tsai Jen Ping, Sim Mow Yu, and Kung Cheong Thai from the
UCSTA. Kung, a teacher m the Chung ng High School in
Penang, was, for Waung
Yoong Nien, the h:adm:m:x of Chung Ling, who was unable to be
present when the date was changed from 10 January to 12 January.
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The meeting was held behind closed doors but a crowd of
reporters, who had got wind of the meeting, were milling outside
the house.®”

The Malacca meeting is historic because it resulted in a pact
between the Alliance and the UCSTA. Though Lim Lian Geok
alleges that there were some inaccuracies in the minutés which
were written by Wen Tien Kuang, his own account concurs with
the minutes on the substance of the main points of the agreement.*
Lim’s account, in fact, gives an even clearer impression that the
meeting was essentially a quid pro quo between the Tunku as
UMNO and Alliance leader and Lim Lian Geok as the main
UCSTA representative.®® The following reconstruction of the
meeting draws mainly from the wording of the minutes of the
meeting with Lim’s recollections used as a point of comparison.

The UCSTA went to the meeting with a prepared statement.
This emphasized that the teachers were opposed to the education
policies of the British because these were intended to promote
English education at the expense of vernacular education and to
make English the exclusive language at the expense of local lan-
guages. The colonial government was also accused of trying to
limit the growth of education ‘to lower the standard of literacy to
perpetuate its colonial rule’. The colonial government’s treatment
of the 1,300 Chinese schools in the Federation was described as
‘grossly unfair’. Having portrayed the colonial government as the
main enemy, the UCSTA’s demands were then couched in a relat-
ively mild and reasonable language. The main demand was that
the Chinese should be allowed to preserve their language and cul-
ture because the languages and cultures of all the peoples living in
one country should be accorded due respect. In specific terms, the
UCSTA said that it was ‘only asking that government allow us to
continue opening new classes to cater for school-less children, and
assist us with the usual meagre grant’. On language, the UCSTA’s
position was that ‘if Malaya is an independent country, the first
language should be Malay and the second should be Chinese’.70

After reading the UCSTA statement, the Tunku indicated that
he was quite ready to agree that ‘if the Alliance were returned to
power, it would see to it that the Chinese were given a chance to
preserve their schools, language and culture’. He also agreed, dur-
ing discussion on this point, that ‘this constituted a promise to try
and amend the Education Ordinance, 1952, and the White Paper
on Educational Policy’. On the question of the Chinese schools
opening new classes to provide education for children who were
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deprived of the opportunity to receive an education, the Tunku
pledged that the Alliance would ‘give favourable consideration’ to
the UCSTA’s request that $2 million extra aid be given to the
Chinese schools.

Having acceded to the UCSTA's demands on these two points,
the Tunku then asked the UCSTA to concede on the issue of
Chinese as an official language. Referring to the UCSTA state-
ment that Chinese should be the second language, after Malay, in
i Malaya, he ked that this was to ask-
ing for Chinese to be one of the official languages of the country.
He then came straight to the point, saying that he could not agree
to this because ‘the people, especially the Malays, were not ready
for it’. As the leader of UMNO, said the Tunku, he could not ‘go
against the people even if he were in sympathy with the request’.
Lim Lian Geok is then reported to have said that the Chinese
school teachers ‘did not, in the least, wish to jeopardize the
Alliance’s changes of winning the elections’. After some urging by
other UMNO leaders, Lim indicated that he was prepared to
accept the advice of Tan Cheng Lock, who had counselled the
UCSTA to shelve the question of official languages.

At that point, Aziz Ishak asked Lim to give a formal assurance
that the issue of Chinese as an official language ‘would not be
brought up again until after the Federal Elections’. Lim did so with
an explicit reference to the assurances given by the Tunku earlier
in the meeting. Lim asked, in turn, that Alliance’s election mani-
festo should explicitly state that the exi and of
the Chinese schools would not be jeopardized. This, after some
discussion, was rephrased as ‘it would not be the Alliance’s policy
to destroy the schools, language and culture of any race’.7!

Lim’s account differs from the foregoing in two main respects.
‘The first is a relatively minor point as far as the substance of the
bargain is concerned. Lim presents the bargain as beginning with a
request from the Tunku to concede on the official language issue.
Lim agreed to this after turning to Tan Cheng Lock for advice.
The Tunku is then asked, in return, to repeal the 1952 Education
Ordinance and to provide the $2 million in aid to Chinese sec-
ondary and primary schools. Though the order is reversed, the

of the may be i d to be the same.
‘Written in a more conversational style, Lim’s account reports the
Tunku as having referred explicitly to Dato Onn as the political
enemy waiting to make use of the issue of Chinese as an official
language to accuse UMNO of selling out to the Chinese. This, said
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the Tunku, could cause the Alliance to lose the elections. Tan
Cheng Lock reportedly said that the Chinese school teachers
should support the Alliance, which was a party secking to reconcile
the different races. Dato Onn, on the other hand, was described as
likely to embark on anti-Chinese policies should he come to
power.

The other and more diffe is Lim’s inclusion of
the meeting’s discussion on the content of the press statement to
be issued to the reporters waiting outside. Here he reports that he
agreed, after some pressure from Dr Ismail, to delete the word
‘temporanily’ from the press statement stating that the UCSTA
had agreed to drop the issue of Chinese as an official language. He
did this because he was persuaded by UMNO leaders that to insert
the word ‘temporarily’ would take away the political effect of the
UCSTA's concession. At the same time, he was assured that the
minutes would record the und ding that his was to
drop the issue only temporarily and not indefinitely.” The minutes
did record that Lim only agreed to shelve the official language issue
until after the Federal elections. But as the minutes were not pub-
licly released, Lim lamented that the press statement which
excluded the word ‘temporarily’ caused him to be immediately
criticized for having ‘soldout’ on a fundamental demand of
Chinese society without sufficient gains in exchange.™

Such an assessment of the bargain struck at the Malacca meeting
is unjustified. The agreement arrived at in Malacca on 12 January
1955 consisted of four main points which were recorded in both
accounts. First, the Alliance agreed that, if it came into power, it
would amend those isions in the Education Ordi and the
1954 White Paper which threatened the existence of Chinese
schools. If necessary, it would also rewrite education policy.
Second, the Tunku agreed that the Alliance would provide an
extra $2 million in aid for the Chinese schools to assist them in
their expansion. Third, the Alliance election manifesto would
pledge that the party’s policy was not to destroy the schools, lan-
guage, and culture of any race. Fourth, the teachers agreed that
‘the question of Chinese becoming one of the official languages
would not be brought up again until after the Federal elections’,

Whether the Alliance leaders would stick to their side of the bar-
pinmmiuedmbem:d:ﬁ:nhcdccﬂon,]!minurmo{nquid
pmquobaxp.in,lthCSTAomﬂdhaxdlybcmscdofhavhg
“sold our’ Chinese interests in making this pact with the Alliance,
mbhhcmmceﬁng.hfaa,laidmcgwundwmk[or!hc
Alliance’s education policy after it came into power. The Chinese




A HISTORIC BARGAIN 159

schools were accepted into the national education system. The
UCSTA leaders, in cxchange, only agreed to drop the official lan-
guage issue temporarily. They could not have foreseen then that
the official language issue would emerge as a problem when the
question of the language to be used in public examinations arose
later.

The immediate effect of the Malacca meeting was that it allowed
the MCA to keep a rein on further activities by the MCACECC as
far as the White Paper was concerned. Two days after the Malacca
meeting, Tan Cheng Lock reported the main points of the agree-
ment to the MCACECC. The MCACECC then agreed, as a

matter of to its ition to the Edi
Ordinance and White Paper as these remained the legislation in
force on ed i H the luti bmil by the

UCSTA and Malacca CSTA calling for more radical actions such
as a hartal and demonstrations against the White Paper were set
aside. Such actions would only antagonize the government and the
Malays without bringing any benefits.”¥ The UCSTA was per-
suaded to await the results of the July elections and take no further
action against the colonial government.

The Malacca meeting also helped the national MCA leadership
to restrain its own leaders who wanted to push the Alliance
to accept Chinese as an official language. Leong Chee Cheong,
a member of the Selangor MCA ‘Working Committee, wrote on
5 January 1955 to Tan Cheng Lock asking the MCA Central
Working C i to discuss the adoption of a multili pol-
icy in Malaya.” In reply, Tan Cheng Lock conveyed the main
points of the Malacca meeting to Leong. Leong was assured that
his request would be raised at the forthcoming Alliance Executive
Committee meeting but was told that it was ‘unwise’ to allow the
question of the status of the Chinese language ‘o retard progress
towards self-rule’.7¢

At the Alliance Executive Committee meeting on 7 February,
the MCA reported that H. S. Lee and Leung Cheung Ling had
tried to placate Leong who, as president of the Federation of
Selangor Guilds and A iati was ded as too 1 jal a
figure to be ignored. Leong was told that the MCA would not be
pursuing the official language issue, ‘in view of the agreement
reached with the Chinese teachers on 12 January’. According to
the minutes, the Tunku also inquired if the Chinese school teachers
were satisfied with the Malacca meeting and he was told that they
were, 77
The essential points of the Malacca agreement were written into
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the Alliance’s manifesto for the July 1955 elections. The Alliance
Election Manifesto pledged ‘to allow the vernacular schools their
normal expansion’; ‘to encourage rather than destroy the schools,
language or culture of any race living in the country’; and ‘to
accord equal treatment to all sided schools’. The 1952 Education
Ordinance and the White Paper would be re-examined as they
were unacceptable to the people of Malaya. The Alliance would
ensure that its education policy would be ‘acceprable to the people
of Malaya’, ‘would promote their cultural, economic, social and
political development as a nation’, and would promote Malay as
the National Language of the country.™

As the general framework of an education policy, this was a dra-
matic reversal from British statements of policy since 1950. The
understanding reached at the Malacca meeting was an important
breakthrough for the Chinese Education Movement which had
made some major gains through the bargain made at the historic
meeting. But, like all political bargains, the Malacca meeting had
not gone into any of the specifics or the concrete details of educa-
tion policy. There was no explicit mention during the Malacca
meeting or in the Election Manifesto that both the Chinese prim-
ary and secondary schools would be accorded a legitimate place
within the national system. How the Chinese schools were to be in-
tegrated into the national system was not spelled out. The test of
translating the bargain into concrete provisions would begin after
the Alliance came into power and became responsible both for the
formulation of education policy and its implementation.

1. The Chinese press carried detailed reports of the two-day meeting. See, for
example, SCFP and CKP, 10 and 11 November 1952.

2. This vicw was suggested by a prominent MCA official of the carly 19505 who
granted me several interviews in 1982, when I was conducting research towards my
Ph.D., on condition of anonymity.

3. This was stated in some newspaper reports of the 9 November mecting, for
example, KWYP, and Lianbang Fipao, 10 November 1952. The Lianbang ¥ipao no
longer exists.

4. Lim Lian Geok, Fengw shiba nian, Kuala Lumpur: Lim Lian Geok
Foundation Committee, 1988, Vol. 1, pp. 45-7.

5. “Speech by Dato Sir Cheng Lock Tan at the Conference of Chinese School
Committees and Teachers on 9 November 1952 in the Sclangor Assembly Hall,
Kuala Lumpur', in A Collection of Speeches by Datuk Sir Cheng-lock Tan, TCLINA.

6. Ihid

7. "Memorandum oa the Report of the Special Committee and 1952 Education
Ordinance from the Presidium of the Mecting of Represcntatives of Chinese School
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1. The Wiufu Shuyuan, believed to have been founded in 1819, was housed in the building
of the Cantonese District Association on Chulia Street in Penang. (Photo by Dr Leong
Yueh Kwong)

2. Staffand students of Pay Fong School in Malacea soon after its foundation in 1913,
(Reproduced from Peifeng Wishinian jinxi jinian tekan, Malacca, 1963)




3 Asmall Clunese school i Negn Sembilan, 1937: Chung Hua Chinese Primary School in
Ladang Geddss, Bahun (Photo courtesy of Arkib Negara Malaysia)

4 SRIKAC) Ko Cex, Perak, typical of many small Chinese wchools howsed in two-storey
soophoues. (P counesy of Huaz Resousce Cenuz, Kusls Lumpus)




5. Staff and students of Confucian School, Kuala Lampur, May 1925. (Photo courtesy of
Huazi Resource Centre, Kuala Lumpur)

0 Confucian High School, Kuala Lumpur, in the 1960y, (Photo courtesy of Huazn
Resourse Centre, Kyala Lumpus)



7. Staffand students of Foon Yew School in Johore Bahru celebrating the school’s
25th Anniversary in 1938. (Photo courtesy of Huazi Resource Centre, Kuala Lumpur)

8. Foon Yew High School in the 1950s. (Photo courtesy of Huazi Resource Centre,
Kuala Lumpur)
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| 9 Chung Ling High School, Penang, in 1935. The school was then housed in the Ppremises.

of the Penang Philomathic Socicty on Macalister Road. (Reproduced from Zhongling
Zhongxue xiaokan, 1953)
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10.  Chung Ling High School in the 1950s. (Photo courtesy of Huazi Resource Centre,
Kuala Lumpur)




1. The first batch of teachers who graduated from the normal class system of Fukicn Girls"
School, 1930. (Reproduced from Fujian Nu Xuexiao sanshi zhounian sinian tekan, P

enang,
1950)

2. Kuen Cheng Girls' School, Kuala Lumpur, in the 1960s. (Photo courtesy of Huazi
Resource Centre, Kuala Lumpur)




13, Chin Chee Mcow, first president of the 14.  David Chen, first president of the
UCSCA. (Photo courtesy of UCSTA) UCSTA. (Photo courtesy of UCSTA)
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15, Four UCSTA presidents: (from right) Lee Po Wen, second president; Tsai Jen Ping,
third president; Lim Lian Geok, fourth president; and Huang Yun Yo, fifth president.
(Photo courtesy of UCSTA)



16.  First mecting of representatives of Chinese school teachers, August 1951. (Photo
courtesy of UCSTA)

17. Tan Cheng Lock speaking at the November 1952 meeting of teachers, managers, and
MCA leaders. On his left, also standing, is Wen Ticn Kuang. (Photo courtesy of
UCSTA)




18, First meeting of representatives of Chinese school teachers, managers, and MCA leaders, November 1952. Seated in the front row are Wen Tien Kuang
(18t from left), Leong Yew Koh (7th from left), Tan Cheng Lock (8th from left), H. S. Lee (10th from left), Chou Man Sha (3+d from right), and Ong
Keng Seng (5th from right). Lim Lian Geok is in the second row, standing (3rd from left). (Photo courtesy of UCSTA)
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19, The Malacca meeting, January 1955, In the centre, facing the camer, is Tunku Abdul Rahman with Tan Cheng Lock
on his right. (Photo courtesy of UCSTA)
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20. ‘The High Commissioner and members of the Federal Government, 1955, Seated in the frong row are H. S, Lee
(2nd from left), Tunku Abdul Rahman (3rd from left), Sir Donald MacGillivray (centre), and Dr Ismail bin Dato
Abdul Rahman (15t from right), In the back row are Dato Abdul Razak bin Hussein (2nd from Ieft), Too Joon Hing
(1st from right), and Leong Yew Koh (3rd from right). (Photo courtesy of Arkib Negara Malaysia)
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Farst mecting of the Razak Commitree, 30 September 1955, (Photo courtesy of Arkib
Negara Malaysia)

22. The Alilance Mission 10 London for the Merdeka talks, January 1956: (from Jeft) Dato

Abdul Razai, H.S. Les, T, H. Tan, Tunku Abdul Rabman, and Dr Ismail bin Dato
Abdul Pahman. (Photo courtesy of Arkib Negara Malaysia)




23, Chung Ling students gathered in the school hall after dectaring 3 boyeot of classes o
2 April 1957. (Photo courtesy of Mr Han Kok Foo)

N SRR
24, The Inspector of Chinese Schools, Chan Yik King, in coaference wizh the beadmastee
and staff of Chung Ling High School, 2 April 1957. In the contee, with tic and weasing

glasses, is Chan Yik King; to his left, also with glasses and weacing 2 vest s Waung Yoong
Nien, the headmaster. (Photo courtesy of Mr Han Kok Foo)
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25, Ong Keng Seng, chaiman of the Chung Ling High School 26, Waung Yoong Nien, headmaster of Chung Ling High School.
Management Committee. (Photo courtesy of Huazi Resource (Photo courtesy of Huazi Resource Centre, Kuals Lumpur)
Centre, Kuala Lumpur)
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27, Stident detriottentions in Penng, November 1047, (Moo courtesy of Keong IWah Yir Fob, Denang)



28, The banner which the Chung Ling students put up proclaiming their love for their school
and for the Chinese language, April 1957. (Reproduced from Dongzong Chuban Zu,
Dongzong 30mian, Kuala Lumpur: UCSCA, 1983, Vol. 3, p. 609)

29. Lim Lian Geok, founder member of the 30. Leong Yew Koh, a member of the Talib
Kuala Lumpur CSTA and president of Committee. (Photo courtesy of
the UCSTA, 1954-61. (Photo courtesy UCSTA)
of UCSTA)
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Committees and Teachers in the Federation and Representatives of MC’,
14 November 1952, in Member for Education File 71/52, ANM.

8. See reports of the meeting in CKP and SCJP, 10 November 1952,

9. The minutes of all but two of the mectings of the Special Committee are
available in Selangor Secretariat File 2143/51, ANM.

10. Press reports did not record H. S, Lee's presence at the 9 November
but the photograph of those who attended the meeting (sec Plate 18) shows H. S, Lee
in the front row. According to Lim's account in Fengyu shiba nian, Vol. 1, p. 49,
H. S. Lee did come to the meeting but he left displeased after he failed in his bid to
be elected chairman of the meeting.

1. Enclosures in Member for Education File 71/52 included telegrams and let-
ters from various Chinese organizations in Malacca, Selangor, Kedah, Negri
Sembilan, Perak, Johore, and Pahang. See also SCIP and CKP, 12-20 November
1952,

12. Lim Lian Geok, Fengyu shiba nian, Vol. 1, pp. 62-73.

13. "Minutes of Sccond Mecting of Representatives of Chinese School
Committees and Teachers in the Federation and Representatives of the MCA, 19
and 20 April 1953’, Too Joon Hing Personal Papers. The Chinese version of this is
available in Jiaozong Jiaoyu Yanjiu Zhongxin (comp.), Jiaozong Iinian, Kuala
Lumpur: UCSTA, 1987, pp. 328-35. All subsequent citations in the ensuing dis-
<cussion of this meeting are from the same source, unless otherwise stated.

14. The teachers and managers had two official representatives with voting
rights from each state, with Kedah and Perlis grouped as one unit.

15. mrwmm:murmmmm}ymmwwlﬁn’sm
favour of his motion. Sha abstained.

16. The full text of Tan's speech was appended to the minutes.

17. Lim Lian Geok’s rendition of Tan’s speech at the meeting in his Fongyu shiba
mian, Vol. 1, p. 67. In Mmmhdem’sMMc@ﬂdﬂa!m
Lim's recollection is the following: °.... if the Chinese don't know Chinese, they

mmlndmdidnns,mdif!h:yax!nmclmcx,dzyonm(bemhy:m
Eﬂdnhmmuln‘ﬁzmﬁqwmkmb:dum'

18. Ibid.

19. ‘Minutes of Second Mecting of Represcnmtives of Chinese School
Commineudeﬂ:haxm!ﬂeFdaﬂiuuudwﬁvuddkMCA.
19 and 20 April 1953, Too Joon Hing Personal Papers.

ZO.WConlinxionnfm:MCAGCC'uwmﬁ:Mhmd
the April lQS!mmmmhwhmﬁ‘m

2].'Mmutnolﬂ::l’imMcain‘oimMCACECC,23Anml”3',
TCL/NA.

22, 'Ammmmmwihhm‘dwd
QmecSMCmmMTmhmﬁmed
mhummcmnmm’.uwnmhumhmm
File 7152, ANM.

23. Ibid.
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undated, both in TCIJANM. Sce also ‘Minutes of a MCACECC Meeting,
21 August 1954, TCL. 13.27, TCLASEAS,

26. Tan Cheng Lock, Memorandum on Chinese Education in the Federation of
Malave, Kuala Lumpur, 1953.

27. See, for example, Malayan Mimor, Vol. 1, Nos. 2, 4, and 7 (1953) and
Vol. 11, Nos. 6, 7, 10, and 18 (1954).

28, Text of Tan Cheng Lock’s Speech to the MCA Annual General Meeting,
27 December 1953, in TCL/ANM.

29. See Lim Lian Geok, Fengyu shiba nian, Vol. 1, pp. 62-73.

30. This pamphlet cntitied ‘Malaiya Lianhcbang Huaxiao Jiaoshihui Zonghui
gonghan’ was found in the UCSTA Files. It is not amongst the historical docu-
ments published in Jiaozong 33nian.

31 KWYP, 28 May 1954

32. *Memorandum on Education Ordinance, 1952, Federation of Malaya,
addressed to Madam Vijayalakshmi Pandit, President of the United Nations
General Assembly, 14 August 1954', in English, in the UCSTA Files. The Chinese
version is reprinted in Jisazong 33wian, pp. 347-8.

33. Lim Lian Geok, Fengyu shiba mian, Vol. 1, pp. 90-3.

34. “Minutes of the First Mecting of the MCACECC, 14 August 1953".

35. ‘Minutes of a UCSTA Working Subcommittee Meeting, 6 April 1955,
UCSTA Files. Lim referred to Tan’s advice in explaining to the Subcommittee why
the Memorandum had not been sent.

36. Sec Heng Pek Koon, Chinese Politics in Malaysia: A History of the Malaysian
Cheinese Association, Singapore: Oxford University Press, 1988, pp. 159-73.

37. Sec Heng Pek Koon, Chinese Politics in Malaysia, Chs. 6 and 7; Gordon
Means, Malaysian Pobitics, London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1970, Ch. 10; Khong
Kim Hoong, Merdeka: Britith Rule and the Struggle for Independence in Malaya,
Kuala Lumpur: Institute for Social Analysis, 1984, Ch. 5; Kar von Vorys,
Democracy sithout Consensus: Communalism and Political Stability in Malaysia,
Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1975, Ch. 5 for morc detailed discussions.

38. ‘Minutes of an Alliance Round-table Conference, 28 January 1954, TCL.
£.18, TCL/ISEAS. For minutes of two other round-table conferences, see TCL.
§.15 2nd TCL 8.19.

39. Heng Pek Koon, Chinese Politics in Malaysia, p. 179.

40. See the text of Tan Cheng Lock’s specch to the mecting, TCL. 8.27A,
TCL/ISEAS. For background documents relating to the meeting, see TCL. 15.98
and TCL 15.98A. For the minutes, sec TCL. 8.27.

41. ‘Minutes of the Meeting of the MCACECC, 21 August 1954,

42. Lenter from T. H. Tan to Tan Cheng Lock, 25 August 1954, in TCL/ANM.
A copy of T. H. Tan's letter to the Singapore Standard was enclosed.

43. Ibid.

44. Leuter from Wea Tien Kuang to Tan Cheng Lock, 9 September 1954, TCL.
£.97, TCL/ISEAS.

45. Letter from Tunku Abdul Rahman 10 Tan Cheng Lock, 1 October 1954,
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Pp- 45-57 and 90-4.
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49. See Leuer from Tan Cheng Lock 10 Wu Lisn Teh, 10 November 1954,
TCL. 8.50B, TCL/ISEAS, referring to these meetings,

50. Letter from Tun Cheng Lock to Sir Donald MacGillivray, 11 October 1954,
TCL. 13.38, TCL/ISEAS. This leticr was sent to Lim Lisn Geok, Leung Cheung
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51. Letter from Sir Donald MacGillivray to Tan Cheng Lock, 15 October 1955,
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13.40, TCLASEAS. -
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Crucial Compromises,
August 1955-August 1957

THE first Federal elections were held on 27 July 1955. The .
A!hancc contested all 52 seats with United Malays National
O ion (UMNO) id being fielded in 35 constituen-
cies, Mal Chinese Association (MCA) di in 15, and
Malayan Indian Congress (MIC) candidates in two. The coalition
won a landslide victory, winning all but one seat and thus became
the party to form the first locally elected government with jurisdic-
tion over all internal matters.! The Cabinet was headed by Tunku
Abdul Rahman as the first Chief Minister. The education portfolio
was held by Dato Abdul Razak Hussein and Too Joon Hing, the
secretary-general of the MCA, was appointed the Assistant
Minister of Education. The Alliance had swept into power on the
clection platform of ‘Merdeka within four years’. As it turned out,
Merdeka came within two years, in August 1957. The two years
between August 1955 and August 1957 were politically tense years
in which Chinese and Malay leaders had to strike at crucial com-
promises on a number of difficult issues in order to achieve inde-
pendence.

To some extent, the dwork for these ises had
been laid in the private understandings reached between UMNO
and MCA leaders before the ]uly 1955 elections. These covered a
wide range of issues, includi ip based as the principle of
Jjus soli, special rights for the Malays, and a privileged position for
the Malay language. But these issues became subject to open and
contentious debate when di ion of the Merdek
began. The January 1955 Malacca agreement between UMNO
and United Chinese School Teachers’ Association (UCST A) lcndu's

i a general fr k for a new h to
Bu( this, 100, had still to be translated into a workable policy.

A month after the clections, a Committee headed by Dato
Abdul Razak Hussein, the Minister of Education, was appointed.
The rest of the Razak Committee was made up of representatives
from the component parties of the Alliance. There were eight
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representatives from UMNO, five from the MCA, and one from
the MIC. The five MCA representatives were Too Joon Hing,
Leung Cheung Ling, Lim Chong Eu, Goh Chee Yan, and Lee
‘Thean Hin. The task of the Razak Committee was to

examine the present F.ducauun policy nl' the Federation of Malaya and to

any or that are necessary with a view
to establishing a national system of education acceptable to the people of
the Federation as a whole which will satisfy their needs and promote their
cultural, social, economic and political development as a nation, having
regard to the intention to make Malay the national language of the country
whilst preserving and sustaining the growth of the language and culture of
other communitics living in the country.?

‘The Razak Committee, clearly, would have to balance a very com-
plcx set of fnclors in rcformula(mg education policy. Since the
ives from the Alliance’s com-
ponent parties, its ability to arrive at ‘a national system of education
acceptable to the people of the Federation as a whole” would be a
test of the Alliance formula of consociationalism. Could the
Alliance find an education policy that would take care of all the
considerations contained in the Razak Committee’s terms of
reference? Equally important, would this new policy fulfil the
demands of a rapidly growing ion and also be 1)
the people as a whole? Finally, would an education policy deter-
mined by Alliance leaders provide a legitimate place for the
Chinese schools within the national mainstream? For the Chinese
education organizations, the Razak Report was the first test of the
validity of the pledges made by UMNO leaders at the Malacca
meeting.

The Razak Committee met between September 1955 and April
1956. The Razak Report was presented to the Legislative Council
in May 1956 and the new Education Ordinance was passed by the
Legislative Council in March 1957. There was a parallel set of
developments which began in January 1956, when the Alliance and
the Colonial Office reached an agreement on the immediate steps
to be taken towards independence. The process of writing the
Merdeka Constitution began in mid-1956 and was completed
shortly before Merdeka on 31 August 1957. This virtual concur-
rence in timing between the discussions on a new education policy
nnd l.h: iati over !hc Merdeka C ion resulted i in

on educati led with the ituti
compromises which were struck between UMNO and MCA leaders
on the eve of Merdeka.
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] Change of Posture for the MCACECC

The Malayan Chinese Association Chinese Education Central
Commitee (MCACECC) had been formed when the main target
of Chinese opposition was the colonial administration. But with
the MCA now part of the Alliance government, changes were
required in the posture, tone, and tactics of the MCACECC.
Although this affected the MCA more than the UCSTA, the
UCSTA leaders recognized that they should be less combative
now in their approach. The UCSTA sent a congratulatory
telegram to the Tunku on the Alliance victory and its represent-
atives made courtesy calls on the new Chief Minister and Minister
of Education.® At its first meeting after the July elections, the
UCSTA Executive Committee noted that it should now act on the
assumption that the new government would be more receptive to
suggestions on education policy. Three subcommittees were
formed to formulate the UCSTA’s suggestions on general policy,
secondary education, and salary schemes for teachers.*

UCSTA leaders made it clear, however, that their cordiality did
not imply a change in position on substantive issues. During their
courtesy call on the new Minister of Education, the UCSTA. deleg-
| ation asked him to repeal the 1952 Education Ordinance.’ When
UCSTA leaders met with the new Chief Minister, they reminded
him of his promise of an additional $2 million in government aid to
Chinese schools.® At a tea hosted by the Kuala Lumpur Chinese
School Teachers Association (CSTA) in honour of the Minister of
| Education, Lim Lian Geok reiterated his hope that the Chinese
| and Indian schools would find a place, together with Malay and
English schools, in the future national education system.? Lim
included a similar message in his congratulatory letter to Tan
Cheng Lock on the MCA'’s success in the elections.® In short, the
UCSTA leaders constantly reminded the Alliance leaders of their
pre-clection pledge to draft a new education policy which would

provide equal ities for all the based schools.
After the Razak C ittee was i a UCSTA delegati
visited Tan Cheng Lock in Malacca and requested an MCACECC
meeting to draft a ission to the C ittee.?

On their part, the MCA leaders were aware that they would now
have to tread much more carefully in working with the UCSTA.
The Chinese press gave i to
made by UCSTA leaders. The issue of an additional $2 million in
aid to Chinese schools, for example, was widely reported in the
Chinese press after the UCSTA leaders’ meeting with the Tunku.
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Beanng in mind that UMNO leaders had been angered by the
publicity surrounding the discussion of the official language issue
atan MCACECC meeting the previous year, MCA leaders tried to
prevent such problems from arising again. When the MCACECC
meeting was convened on 15 October, MCA leaders reminded the
UCSTA leaders nol to be overly impatient or aggressive in pushing
their d; d king as the chai of the MCACECC, Tan
Cheng Lock commented that ‘it was not fair to embarrass the gov-
ernment with all kinds of demands which, in fact, would automat-
ically be met if basic principles were accepted’. Too Joon Hing,
who spoke after Tan, also called for more patience and less pres-
sure on the new government. Too explained that the $2 million
extra aid had to be implemented ‘in accordance with proper pro-

. cedure’. He said that the issue of government aid for vernacular
schools was being considered by the Razak Committee, He anti-
cipated good news when the work of the Committee was done,
implying thereby that any increase in aid would only come after the
Razak Committee had written its report.!?

Tan Cheng Lock proposed that the MCACECC should estab-
lish a working subcommittee to reduce the necessity for callmg full
MCACECC ings because open di: ions ‘could
be misrepresented and distortions could lead to misunderstand-
ing’. Among other things, the Working Subcommittee would
‘examine and when necessary amend resolutions submitted to the
Committee” and ‘deal with problems of Chinese education which
may arise from time to time’.!! Thus the Working Subcommittee
was intended to pursue in a quiet manner issues brought by the
UCSTA to the MCACECC. Two issues raised by Lim Lian Geok
during the meeting—the $2 million extra aid to Chinese schools
and recognition of Chinese as one of the official languages of the
country—were immediately handed over to the Working
Subcommittee instead of being subject to discussion. According to
the minutes of the meeting, Lim had already been told that the
major office-bearers of the MCACECC were not in favour of
including the official language issue in the agenda. Lim explains in
his memoirs that he raised the issue after the elections to emphasize
that he had only agreed to drop the issue temporarily at the
Malacca meeting.

Despite their caution, MCA leaders maintained a strong work-
ing relationship with the UCSTA leaders throughout the tenure of
the Razak Committee. There were three main reasons for this.
First, all three organizations within the MCACECC agreed on

e .. ... - . -
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basic issues and recognized the strength of speaking with one
voice. The MCACECC meeting in October 1955 decided 10 send

one dum to the Razak Cs i The main points of
this memorandum which had been agreed upon during the meet-
ing were (a) an ion that the Mal; national ed: i
system should be based on bject (b) a

content syllabus, (c) the use of the mother tongue as the medium of
instruction, (d) free primary education for six years, and (¢) equal
treatment in all respects for the schools of the various commu-
nities.'? When the MCACECC memorandum was submitted 10
the Razak C i its ing letter hasized that the
MCACECC was ‘the authorized representative’ of all the Chinese
schools.!? In this capacity, the MCACECC was later invited 10
send a delegation to meet the Razak Committee on 16 March
1956.14

Second, the MCACECC Working Subcommittee served as 2n
important lizison between the five MCA members of the Razak
Committee and the Chinese school teachers and managers. The
MCA representatives on the Razak Committee met several times
with the MCACECC Working Subcommittee 10 discuss some of
the ideas being considered by the Razak Committee. Two of these
meetings were held in the evenings on the days when the Razak
Commineehzdmainordumdimism:sconsiduedbym:
qukCumnﬂncendicrh:d:cd:y."Amdjngmumhm
Geok, these fidenti; 1 were on the orders
omeChcngLockUmhxdimprmsedupondentd:z
MCA representatives on the Razak Commitree, not being familiar
with the Chinese schools, might not see the implications of some
proposals if they did not consult the teachers and managers.} By
early 1956 Tan Cheng Lock was prevented by ill health from
playing an active role in the MCA and the MCACECC.Y
H ver, the MCA of the Razak C; i X
their meetings with UCSTA leaders who found them sincerely
concerned about Chinese education.’® This close relztionship
berween theMCAlndUCSTAmlimxinoddnvughdu
MCACECC Working Subcommittee helped 1o keep the UCSTA
loyal to the MCA when of impl surfaced after
the Razak Report was released.

Third, the UCSTA leaders’ fuith in the Alliznce was sustained
because the Minister of Education himself was willing 10 maintein
regular dialogues with them. Razak promised to brief MCACECC
Tepresentatives on the main points of his comminee's Repart
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before it was presented to the Legislative Council. He met with the
MCACECC on 6 May, 10 days before the Report was discussed in
the Legislative Council. He met lhtm again in carly June v-hcn
problems surfaced over the i and i of
the Report. Lim Lian Geok’s memoirs mention several occasions
when he met Razak privately during the two years when Razak was
Minister of Education.!” The UCSTA leaders felt that as long as
the Minister remained accessible to them, direct negotiations with
him offered the best chances of resolving difficulties faced by the
Chinese schools.

The Razak Report
The lask bcfom the Razxk Committee was fonmdsblc As soon as
the € on i its Malay
and Mal b icting views on the essen-

vial features of a national system of education. The Malay point of
view, as expressed by Zainal Abidin bin Sultan Mydin, Abdul Aziz
bin Haji Abdul Majid, and Abdul Hamid Khan, was that the
National Language should be the basis for the development of a
Malayan nation and a national culture. Therefore the Malay lan-
guage should be the sole medium of instruction in the national sys-
tem of education. Zainal Abidin specifically proposed a system in
which national primary schools taught only in Malay and the other
vernacular schools were permitted to exist only as private and
unaided institutions.

On the other hand, the non-Malay m:mbcrs for example Too
Joon Hing and V. T. d the imp of
using the mother tongue as the language of instruction and argued
that this was critical to the preservation and sustenance of the lan-
guages and cultures of the respective commumu:s How could a
single natonal system i a ltiplicity of
Sambanthan proposed that the national system should include ver-
nacular schools teaching in the mother tongue until the fourth year
of primary school. From the fifth year on, all schools would use the
national language as the medium of instruction. A different pro-
posal was made by Lim Chong Eu, who wanted the primary
schools teaching in different languages to be accepted into the
national system provided they all taught the national language as a
compuisory subject.®®

The Razak Committee had the benefit of learning from the
problems faced by the post-war colonial government. The 1952
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Ed ion Ordi had that existing vernacular
schools should be replaced by a whole new system of ‘National
schools’. Within two years financial constraints had made this an
impossible objective. The White Paper of 1954 then proposed the
alternative of converting existing vernacular schools into English
schools through ‘National streams’. Opposition from both Chinese
and Malays had shown how unacceptable this proposal was,
Meanwhile, the colonial government was unable to provide
sufficient places to children reaching school-going age. Professor
Falk, the ed i of the I ional Bank for .
R and Devel (IBRD) mission to Malaya, had
pointed out that there was a crisis facing Malaya in terms of meet-
ing the demand for education. Recognizing the urgency of the
matter, the Alliance government had pledged 1o make primary
education available to all children who reached schooling age.

The Razak Committee took a different approach to the formula-
tion of education policy from that adopted by earlier committees,
First, the Ci i its ? basically 10
what could be achieved within the next ten years rather than what
might be desirable in the long term.2! This was one way in which

the C i avoided a deadlock over ! of ‘ideal’ or
‘ultimate’ objectives. Second, the C i ized thar its
‘primary task’ was to an ed ion policy ble 10
duymplza/ﬂltFednanbnasan’hobﬂzzWLhdﬁsinuﬂnd,m:
C i sought i luti it was faced

with conflicting views from its members.

We can discen both these considerstions in the Razak
Committee’s approach to primary or basic education which
resulted in policy recommendations quite different from those of
the 1952 Education Ordinance. At its fourth meeting, the Razak
Committee decided that a single type of national primary school
was ‘i i in existng di and Lim
Chong Eu’s proposal of incorporating all four existing streams of
primary schools into the national system.? The Razak Commitee
hoped that by strengthening and expanding the existing primary
schools, the country would achieve the target of providing places in
school for all :hﬂdxmbqw:msixmdsmmu{xgby
1960.%4

'l‘thaz:kR:ponnmmmmdcdd:n‘xvnin‘yofhimmy
schools&lﬁnginmtwubmadl_vp:s’shuuldbeaceq:udwidﬁnth:
national system of primary education. Schoals teaching in the
mtiomlhngung:wouldbekncunnmdnﬂmrysdmuk
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while those teaching in other languages were to be known as
standard-type primary schools.*® Malay and English were to be
P ¥ subjects in vpe primary schools while
Mandann and Tamil would be m\lkhl in standard schools when
15 or more parents requested such instruction.?® There would
be government aid ‘on the same terms’ to both the standard and
standard-type primary schools. Both types of schools would also
be staffed with teachers with similar levels of professional
qualifications.*” All the teachers would be emplaced within a
unified teaching service, thus abolishing the different and disparate
salary scales paid to teachers in the past.®® These recommenda-
tions provided all four streams of primary schools, in principle,
with equal standing within the nuuonnl system regardless of differ-
#  cncesin theirl of ‘This was a signi depar-
ture from the policy d in the 1952 Edi ion Ordi
Another disuncuve feature of the Razak Report was its emphasis
on common content rather than the imposition of a single lan-
guage of mstruction as the basis for national integration and unity.
The Report d bed 1l in all Malayan schools
as the ‘crucal requirement of educational policy” and ‘an essential
h clement mn the development of a Malayan nation’.?® A common
curnculum, sccording to the Report,

nmmm-mm\:kmwamxmommmmmm
agsms the of an to the

! poopie of Malsya a5 3 whole'. Om-ll.ls;hoobmwurhngmnmmmon

. comtent syllabus, wTespective of the language medium of instruction, we
comsder the counmy will have taken the most important step towards
esuabibing & nsnonal system of education which will satisfy the needs of
the people 2nd promote their cultural, social, economic and political
devsiopment s 3 nxoon. ¥

dered the most @ step
rMammdnm&mmmmphlechpon
cmasaped that “the viumate objective of educanional policy in this
country must be 1o brng together the children of all races under a
znonal educanon system m which the national language is the
mem medmm of mstrocsen, though we recognize that progress
Towards tus goal cannot be rushed and must be gradual’. This
sumzment of &0 “uiumate objectve’ became 2 point of controversy
as 1t was perosved by the Chinese education organizations 1o be
commadicory o the Report's generzl philosophy that common
comemt was the key 1o nenonsl mtegrztion. However, the Razak
Repart made no recommendetons on the time-frame or on the
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steps to be taken towards this ‘ultimate objective’. There was an

entire chapter in the Report on the development of Malay as the

national language, suggesting perhaps that the Committee saw
1

the hening of the asa quisite to be worked on
in the next ten years, !
Signi! the Razak C i did discuss the possibility of

standard-type primary schools converting into standard primary
schools. After accepting Lim Chong Eu’s proposal to accept prim-
ary schools teaching in different languages into the national sys~
tem, the Committee decided that English primary schools should ,
begin converting into standard primary schools in a reverse process
to that proposed by the White Paper of 1 954, that is, from English
to Malay.’? When the mecting reconvened the following day,
Razak ‘for the ial i of the
Committee’ that ‘the government had decided to admit all children
who had applied for admission to English primary schools in
1956’33 No reasons were given by the Minister for this sudden
decision on the part of the g but the cis sug-
gest that it was related to the decision the day before to begin the
process of converting existing English schools into schools teach-
ing in Malay.

Some of the Razak C ittee seemed uneasy with the
decision to convert the English schools into Malay schools. Ar
the next meeting of the Razak Committee, Sambanthan opposed
the earlier decision protesting that he was not present when this
decision was made. The Director of Education, who attended all
meetings and played an active part by presenting position papers
on several i issues, joined S in ing
conversion of English schools into Malay schools. There is no
record of the ensuing discussion in the minutes to show why the
Committee then decided to amend its earlier decision. The min-
utes recorded only thar the Commitree agreed that the ‘long-term
objective’ should be ‘to convert all schools into standard primary
schools in which the medium of instruction shall be the Malayan
nzu‘omllanguzgeﬂThiswur:mgﬂz:dua‘lmg:h_v’pmcm
which should begin with the i ion of national L
streams in non-Malay government schools ‘as quickly as poss-
ible’. 34 Non-Malay government schools, it should be noted, did
not refer to the Chinese schools as these were not government
but aided schools. From the available minutes of the Razak
C ittee’s tings, this 1o be the only occasion when
the Commirtee discussed the ‘uitimate objective’ of Malay becom-
ing the main medium of instruction.
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The Razak Report’s recommendations on primary schools were
i The main ideration, at the primary level, was to
provide a basic education to all children reaching school-going age.
The Committee decided in favour of incorporating the four exist-
ing streams of schools into the national system. A common cur-
riculum provided the basis for integrating the different streams
nto a national system. When it came to secondary education, the
Razak Committee found it far more difficult to reach an agree-
ment. Unlike at the primary level, there were only two types of sec-
ondary schools then: those teaching in English towards the
Cambridge School Certificate examinations and those teaching in
Chinese towards the Chinese School Leaving examinations. As
seen in Chapter 2, the colonial government’s policy towards the
Chinese secondary schools was to limit their expansion while push-
§ X ; ; :
ing them towards using more English and accepting the same cur-
riculum, textbooks, and examinations as the English schools. The
colonial government's objective was to create essentially just one
system of secondary education, teaching in English.

The problem before the Razak Committee therefore was
whether to continue the policy of the colonial government or to
accede to the demands of the Chinese education organizations that
Chinese should be accepted as a medium of instruction at the sec-

] ondary level. Razak’s proposal that ‘the ultimate aim is to establish
one type of national secondary schools’ was opposed vehemently
by Goh Chee Yan and ILee Thean Hin, who insisted that sec-
ondary schools teaching in Chinese should be allowed.’ A letter
from Goh Chee Yan to Razak revealed that the committee *had

nearly come to a deadlock on the ion of y educa-
tion”.%®
The Razak C i di: d the ion of a single type of

secondary schools on 15 December. That evening MCA members
of the Razak Committee met with the MCACECC Working
Subcommittee to review the same issue. The minutes of the
MCACECC Working Sub i meeting vaguely
that those present thought a single pattern of secondary schools
was acceptable ‘if diversity is allowed’. But whether diversity
referred to different medium of instruction was not explicitly
stated.*” Significantly, Lim Lian Geok wrote to Leung Cheung
Ling—as Chairman of the MCACECC Working Subcommittee
meeting with MCA on the Razak Ci i

protest that the issuc of medium of instruction was specifically dis-
cussed and should have been recorded in the minutes, *
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‘The compromise solution which the Razak Committee adopted
for secondary education was, in the end, based on a paper on sec-
ondary education prepared by E. M. F. Payne, the Director of
Education.” The Committee agreed to accept the following,
rather convoluted, paragraph from Payne’s paper as the basis of its

dati for d Y d it

While it is considered that the ultimate aim should be the establishment of
a single pattern of y ed ion, with ate diversity within
the unity of this pattern, if the present disruptive education diarchy is to be
removed, it is envisaged that until such schools became the general and
accepted pattern, the pupils of both the English secondary and the
Chinese middle schools should be fitted to enter post-school institutions
together and to be admitted to commerce and industry on an equal foot-
ing. In the Chinese schools this means, and will mean for some time to
come, more teaching in the medium of English as well as better, more eco-
nomic teaching procedures, using Kuo Yu as the medium of instruction.
In the English schools this means better language teaching of Kuo Yu and
Tamil; and in both English and Chinese schools particular attention must
be paid to the acquisition of a sound knowledge of good Malay by all
pupils. ¥

This paragraph can be read as saying that Chinese schools can
continue to teach in Chinese. At the same time, it can also be read
as advocating ‘more teaching in the medium of English’. It does
not explicitly forbid the use of Chinese as a medium of instruction
nor does it unambiguously state, as in the case of the primary
schools, that the national system would comprise different types of
secondary schools teaching in different languages.
The Razak Report’s dati on

can certainly be interpreted as allowing for diversity in the medium
of instruction. It is stated in the Report that the Committee saw
‘no reason for altering the practice in Chinese secondary schools of
using Kuo Yu as a general medium’ except that these schools
would be required to teach both English and the national lan-
guage.*! Stud selected for dary education were to be
admitted to ‘the secondary school using the language medium of
the parents’ choice’.*? But the key paragraph on the question of a
single-type of secondary school refers to ‘flexibility of curriculum’y

not | and id the imp feature of ‘a
final examination’s
Recognizing that the aim of y ed jon is to train

and loyal Malayan citizens and that one of its primary functions is to foster
and encourage the cultures and languages of the Malayan community, we
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recommend that the aim should be to establish one type of National
Secondary School where the pupils work towards a common final exam-
manon, but where there is suflicient flexibility in the curriculum to allow
schools or parts of schools to give particular attention to various languages
and cultures.

In the recollection of Lim Chong Eu, the Razak Committee
reached a consensus that Chinese secondary schools would begin
conforming to the national policy by first adopting the new com-
mon curnculum. This was expected to take at least six years to
come into full effect. But no change in medium of instruction was
expected immediately. As the Razak Committee had decided to
make recommendations only for the next 10 years, it did not
address the medium of instruction in the long term.™ This was
another instance in which the Cy i adopted a

solution that it thought to be workable for the short term. Nowhere
is it stated in the Razak Report that all national secondary schools
must teach in the same language or that the Chinese secondary
schools must convert to teaching in English.

The Razak Report rcmmmendcd three public examinations.
The first was a for ing primary school

for ission into v schools. The second, to be
known as the Lower Certificate of Education (LCE), would be
held at the end of lh¢ !hud year of sccondarv education. The LCE
was to be a for ission into upper
secondary classes. Finally, there was the Malayan Certificate of
Education (‘\iCE) examinations which \\uuld mark the comple-
uvon of d 7 © These ! were id i)
not intended to bc the basic gualifications for entering the Civil
Service as a separate examination for this purpose was recom-
:n:ndcd by the Razak Report.*® The language in which these

3 were o0 be was not speci in the
Report.*” When the medium of examination became a subject of
controversy later, both Too Joon Hing and Goh Chee Yan
protested that this was never explicitly discussed during the pro-
ceedings of the Committee.

It was the new public examinations proposed by the Razak
Report that became the main problem between the Minister of
Education and the MCACECC. The MCACECC leaders
assumed that the medium of exammarion would not be a problem
once the issue of the medium of mstruction was resolved.** When
an MCACECC delegation met the Razak Committee on
15 March, their main concem was 1o emphasize that different
mediz of instruction should also be permitted at the secondary
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level, But other issues, such as recruiting more Malayans to serve
in the higher ranks of the Education Department, were raised. In
addition, the delegation raised issues relating specifically to the
Chinese schools such as the promised 82 million extra aid,
increased intake of pupils, and training of Malay teachers for
Chinese schools.*

The issue of the medium of instruction at the secondary level
was raised again when the MCACECC leaders met the Minister of
Education on 6 May. The purpose of this meeting was for the
Minister to brief them on the main points of the Report before it
was publicly relcased. When asked specifically about the issue, the
Minister was rcpon:d to have agreed that vernacular languages

could be used as | of & ! at all post-p y insti-
tutions and even that the prop for v
students would be conducted in the medium of instruction. On
‘the ultimate objectn in 12 of the Report,

the Minister explained that this was not a substantive recom-
mendation of the Report but part of the terms of reference of the
Committee. Thzrzimhcmuradthmuwoddmbemmrp—
orated into the new Legislation on education. ™
This last point was highly significant to the MCACECC because
paragraph 12, in stating the ‘ultimate objective’ of the national lan-
guage becoming the main medium of mstruction, could threaten
the future of Chinese schools admitred into the national system.
MCACECC leaders immediately wrote to the Minister to ask him.
for written confirmation on the maim points in his briefing. >* Both
the MCACECC and the UCSTA also sent our lenters to statz
CSTAs and Chinese School Committees’ Associations (CSCAs)
asking them to send in their views on the Razak Report. 3 Many
CSTAs responded by supportng the MCACECC on the points
it had already rassed with the Minister. The facr thar the
.\l(.ACECCh:dno(mscddzemu:af(thaenmnﬁnxL
was nouced by some of the CSTAs which reminded the
MCACECC to raise this issue.** The Chinese press, in general,
supported the MCACECC position. ** The overail Chinese response
to the Razak Report was positive. Two aspects of the Report were
usually highlighred in approval: first, thar the 1952 Educaton
Ordinance would be repealed and second, that, for the first tme,
Chinese schools would be accepred into and promised equal oeat-
meng within the natonal system of educanon.
Unfa\ounblenspom:smm&mkkgpmmc.nmm
Malay indivd and The of
referred to Malay cnncisms of his Committee’s Reporr when he
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presented it to the Legislative Council on 18 May 1956. The better
part of his speech was used to defend the Razak Report against
these criticisms. Razak mentioned that a Malay daily had alleged
that by giving ‘statutory recognition to English and other lan-
guages’, the Report in effect ‘eliminates the Malay language’. In
reply, Razak pointed out that the Report had made several proposals
aimed at developing the Malay language to enhance its status as
the national language of the country. Realizing that the lack of sec-
ondary education in Malay was a major source of Malay resent-
ment, Razak ised that the g would blish Malay
secondary schools as soon as teachers and physical facilities were
available. At the same time, he emphasized, a ‘spirit of give and
take’ was essential to achieve the objectives envisaged in the
Report.’®

Many Malay backbenchers who spoke after Razak were very
critical of the Report indicating that the UMNO rank and file
thought that the Razak Committee had gone too far in accommod-
ating non-Malay demands. A number of them, for example, Nik
Hassan, Engku Muhsein, Haji Ali, Haji Ahmad, Raja Musa, and
Ibrahim Fikni, maintained that only the national language should
be accepted as the medium of instruction within the national system
of ed ion. Raja Musa d that having various types of
schools ‘would defeat the aim of undivided loyalty to this country’.
Haji Ali regretted that the Malay language was not accorded its
nghtful place as it was not used at all as a medium of instruction at
the secondary level. Two other speakers were concerned that
allowing other languages to be used as media of instruction was the
first step towards giving them an official status. The Razak
Committee was also criticized, by Abdul Khalid and Ibrahim Fikri,
for lacking the courage to set a target date for the adoption of
Malay as the sole medium of instruction.

In reply, Razak pointed out that ‘the proposal of the Committee
is to convert all government and government-aided schools to
“standard schools™ in which Malay will be the medium of instruc-
ton’ but this was an objective that could be achieved only in the
long run. Razak explained that ‘this proposal cannot be imple-
mented forthwith’ because first the teachers had to be trained and
then the language itself had to be developed. However, Razak

i the Malay legi: that ‘although we have decided that

the Malay language and culture should be accorded a special place
in this country, we cannot disregard or decline to accept the cul-
ture of the other races’. This point was given more emphasis by
Dr Ismail Dato Abdul Rahman when he spoke in support of the
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Razak Report. Dr Ismail pointed out that independence was not
only for the Malays but also for the other communities who lived in
the country. He then went on to say that if the Malays required
non-Malays to discard their own | or ‘wish their |

to be relegated to the background or to be wiped out’, then the
Malays would be guilty of behaving like ‘imperialists’, It was, in his
view, enough that non-Malays recognized that ‘this [is] a Malay
country and that the [national] language is Malay’,5¢

Though both Razak and Dr Ismail had made a plea for Malays
to take a more open attitude towards the languages and cultures of
the non-Malays, Razak’s second speech indicated that he did con-
sider paragraph 12 to be a substantive recommendation. Yet he
had assured the Chinese school teachers and managers in his pri-
vate meeting with them a week earlier that paragraph 12 was not
part of the policy being recommended by the Razak Report and as
such would not be included in the new Ed ion Ordi It
thus appeared that paragraph 12 could serve two. different political
purposes. As a statement of ultimate objective, it could be used to
satisfy Malay demands. On the other hand, non-Malays could be
placated by emphasizing that there was no proposal yet to move
towards this far-off objective and the Report’s other recommenda-
tions, in fact, allowed for the diversity and plurality of schools to
continue.

Non-Malay Legislative Councillors generally spoke in support of
the Razak Report. Among them were K. L. Devaser, K. Thaver,
S. O. K. Ubaidulla from the MIC, and V. T. Sambanthan, Lim
Chong Eu, and Goh Chee Yan, who were members of the Razak
Committee. According to Lim Chong Eu, the Razak Report pro-

vided a fine balance by ding ‘the i ing of the
various immigrant cultures of this country ... around a strong and
dominant theme of the Malay I our national

and of Malay culture’. Goh Chee Yan was more guarded in his
praise of the Report. The Razak Report should be supported, said
Goh, because it recommended the inclusion of Chinese, Indian,
and English primary schools within the national system and
allowed flexibility in the medium of instruction in secondary
schools. But he cautioned that if the Report was not implemented
‘sincercly and conscientiously’, the repeal of the 1952 Education
Ordinance might turn out to be ‘a repeal only on paper but not in
fact‘.”

These proved to be prophetic words. Within a few weeks, the
rapid impl ion of the Report indi that the i ducti
of public examinations could be used to advance policies similar to
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those formerly pursued by the colonial regime with respect to the
Chinese secondary schools. In fact, the new examinations became
mslmmcn(s through \\hlch Chinese secondary schools could be
more d into changing their | of instruc-
tion to English. The medium of examinations thus became, for the
Chinese secondary schools, the problematic point in the imple-
mentation of the Razak Report.

Rapid Pace of Implementation

Two weeks after the Razak Report was accepted by the Legislative
Council, the Ministry of Education took action on two public
examinations proposed by the Report. A circular issued by the
Controller of Examinations, G. D. Muir, announced that the first
LCE inati would be d d in N ber 1956. This
circular explained that the examination would be used for admis-
sion into certain grades of the government service, into teachers’
training programmes for primary school teachers, and also as the
basis for promotion into upper secondary classes if schools so
desired.*® A few days later, on 29 May, Chinese primary schools in
Selangor received a circular from the Controller of Examinations
forwarded by the Superintendent of Chinese Schools stating that
students who wished to be admitted to secondary schools in 1957
must enrol for the first Mal: N dary Schools Ei
Examination (MSSEE) to be conducted towards the end of
1956.% Similar circulars would have been sent out in other states.

This implementation of the Razak Report’s recommendations
was unexpectedly rapid. Thc R:port 's recommendations had not
been 1 into a new E Ordi The new com-
mon curriculum for secondary schools, which was to be the basis
of the common examinations, was not even ready. The Committee
to work on a new secondary school curriculum had only been set
up in May 1956. It was not possible for the Razak Report’s recom-
mendation that all secondary schools should teach the National
Language to be implemented as yet. Yet the LCE examinations
circular required all candidates to sit for the National Language
paper. The most crucial question of all, to the Chinese education
organizations, was the language in which the LCE examinations
were to be conducted.

The rapid pace with which the Razak Report’s proposals were
translated into action continued. On 22 June the Minister of
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Biue

i that the had decided to give the
Chung Ling High School in Penang ‘full assistance’ because it
‘conformed with the new education policy of the government’,
A year earlicr, in July 1955, there had been a furore in Chinese
education circles when the colonial government had offered full
assistance to Chung Ling. This would have put government aid to
the school on par with that normally given to English schools,
Special treatment for Chung Ling was part of British attempts to
induce other Chinese secondary schools to follow Chung Ling’s
policy of extensive usage of English as a teaching language to pre-
pare students for the Cambri ge School Certifi inati
In August 1955 the Alliance government had decided to silence
the controversy by announcing that the issue of full assistance to
Chung Ling had been placed ‘in cold storage’.%” The fact that, a
year later, Chung Ling was selected by the Alliance as the first
Chinese school to receive ‘full assistance’ from the government
indicated that the Alliance, like the colonial administration,
wanted Chung Ling to be the prototype for other Chinese sec-
ondary schools. In other words, Chinese secondary schools must
follow Chung Ling’s example and teach mainly in English to qual-
ify for full aid from the government.

On 26 June the government that a Special Qualifyi:
Test for teachers would be instituted immediately as the basis for
non-graduate teachers to gain entry into the Unified Teaching
Service proposed by the Razak Report.® This proposal affected
the vast majority of teachers who were non-graduates and became
a source of disaffection amongst teachers with the Razak Report.
In carly August, the Ministry of Education began ‘Operation
Torch’—a nation-wide registration exercise for children between 6
and 7 years of age—to ascertain the kind of primary schools parents
intended to enrol their children. This was to cnable the govern-
ment to provide sufficient places in schools of the parents’
choice.®?

In December 1956 the government sent out a circular to all sec-
ondary schools informing them of the conditions of full assistance
to National-Type Secondary Schools. The scheme of full assist-
ance was intended to be operational by January 1957. One of the
conditions specified in the circular was that schools receiving full
assistance must prepare their students to sit for both the LCE and
MCE inations.®> The inati and the I in
which they were to be conducted thus. became important for a
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second reason. Chinese secondary schools would have to prepare
their students for these examinations in order to be accepted into
the national system as National-Type Secondary Schools.

The rapidity with which the Ministry of Education was acting on
the Razak Report’s recommendations, even before the new
Ed jon Ordi: had been p d, was
This was commented on by T. R. Fennel, who researched changes
in post-war education policy in Malaya for his doctoral thesis in
1968. Fennel found that ‘many decisions were being taken and
acted d then itted to the [Legislative] Council for
its approval’. He raised this point in interviews with the Tunku,
Dr Ismail, and T. H. Tan. These Alliance leaders agreed that ‘agree-
ment on most policy was hammered out within the Alliance, and
only then presented to the Legislative Council for its approval’.®*
This is significant because it suggests that the rapid implementa-
tion of the Razak Report was more likely to have come from the
Minister with the agreement of his Alliance colleagues rather than
from the British civil servants who remained in control of the
Ministry of Education between June and December 1956. However,
it is equally important to note that provision of full assistance to
Chung Ling and examinations in English for Chinese secondary
schools were very much in line with what the British had been
doing before the Alliance took over. There would, in other words,
have been no dispute between the Minister and his civil servants
on these issues.

For the MCACECC leaders, the six months following the
acceptance of the Razak Report by the Legislative Council in May
1956 were months of feverish activity as they tried to stop imple-
mentation of the Report which they considered to be inconsistent
with the spirit of the Report. The MCACECC leaders engaged in
several meetings and rounds of correspondence with the Minister
of Education. There was some initial anxiety over ‘Operation
Torch’ because only English schools were designated as centres
when the registration exercise began. It was only after representa-
tions by the MCACECC that Chinese schools were also used as
registration centres.®® For the teachers, there was also the require-
ment of a qualifying test to enter the Unified Teaching Service
and other problems relating to the point of admission to the
service. But none of these issues could compare in importance with
the issue of the language to be used in public examinations.
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Dispute over the Medium of Public E:

As soon as the first circulars on the MSSEE and LCE examina-
tions were sent out by the Ministry of Education, the MCACECC
called on all the Chinese schools not to register their students for
the inati until the | of the inati was
clarified. School principals were i that the i
issue had important ramifications for all Chinese schools and they
were asked to await further information from the MCACECC, 66
On 4 June, Wen Tien Kuang announced that the Director
of Education had written to the MCACECC stating that the
LCE ination would definitely be d d in English.®” On
8 June, MCACECC leaders met with the Minister of Education to
discuss the matter. The MCACECC delegation raised three
difficulties with the LCE examinations; the medium of examina-
tion, the absence of a common syllabus, and the refusal to allow
students in Junior Middle Three to take the examinations when it
was recommended for Form 11 students in English schools.®

After the meeting, Wen Tien Kuang told reporters that there
was no problem with the MSSEE examinations as the Minister
had clarified that these would be conducted in the various media of

{ instruction. However, the Minister insisted that the LCE would

| only be conducted in English because it was intended to be the
basis of recruitment into the Civil Service. But he had agreed that
the ination would not be y for Chinese school stu-
dents in 1956 and would not be used as the basis for selecting
recruits into teachers’ training colleges.*” This last point was
important as otherwise there would be no supply of trained teachers
for the Chinese primary schools.

Immediately after the meeting, the MCACECC wrote to the
Minister for written confirmation on the clarifications he had
made. From the MCACECC letter, it appeared that the Minister
had agreed that Chinese secondary schools would be accepted into
the national system if they taught Malay as a compulsory subject.?®
The Minister replied on 12 June. In his letter, the Minister stated
that the LCE examination would be optional in 1956 because
National-Type S dary Schools as in the Razak
Report ‘had not yet come into existence’. The Minister then stated
that the LCE would be set initially only in English but would later
be set in Malay, too, because these were the two official languages
of the country. There was no mention of the possibility that the
LCE might also be conducted in Chinese. The Minister proposed
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a compromise solution for the Chinese secondary schools; a pro-
motion examination at the same level as the LCE to be conducted
in Chinese because Chinese ‘may be a general medium of instruc-
ton’ in Nanonal -Type Sccondsry Schools. This examination
would be d as a quali for iting trainee teachers
but would not be recognized as a qualification for entry into other
departments of government service, As for the MCE, it would only
be conducted in the official languages of the country.™
On 12 June the Minister also replied to the MCACECC's earlier
letter of 8 May asking for confirmation of various points of
clarification regarding the main recommendations of the Razak
Report. The most important point dealt with paragraph 12 which
Razak had verbally assured the MCACECC would not be
included in the 1957 Education Ordinance. In his letter, Razak
clarified that this paragraph ‘referred to the ultimate objective
which need not necessarily be attained during the transition
period’. He then went on to say that ‘no true Malayan would deny
that the witimate objective of educational policy in this country
must be to bring the children of all races under a national educa-
uon system in which the national language is the main medium of
*.72 Nevertheless, Razak d the MCACECC that
the educational system would continue to cherish and preserve the
ancestral cultures of its diverse people by, for example, providing
‘reasonable facilities’ for learning the Chinese language. He also
said that ‘there will be Malayan National-type Secondary Schools
using Malay, Kuo Yu or English as the main medium of instruc-
tion”.™
‘The MCACECC found the Minister’s replies unacceptable.
They thought that his written replies stated new positions rather
than confirmed views he had expressed in person during his meet-
ings with them. The MCACECC replied to both of Razak’s letters
of 12 June immediately, on 12 June itself. In the reply which dealt
fically with the LCE inati the MCACECC insisted
that if the Minister accepted different media of instruction in the
secondary schools, then he should also accept examinations in the
respective media of instruction. To do otherwise would be illo-
gical. The letter went on to say that ‘it would become an interna-
tional laughing stock if we were to insist that the examination must
be in English and be based on the English school syllabus, while
allowing different medium and syllabus in the Chinese schools’.™
In a pointed reference to the status of the Malay language which
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the MCACECC suspected was on the Minister’s mind, the
MCACECC letter asked ‘how an examination through the
medium of English can enhance the chances of Malay becoming
the national language'? The Minister was reminded that the
MCACECC had ‘repeatedly stated that it is our intention to
uphold the status of Malay as a national language, and to make it a
compulsory subject in Chinese schools’. Tt was not, therefore, ‘an
issue between Chinese and Malay but one which threatens to re-
legate Chinese and Malay to entirely minor places in this country’.
For these reasons, an LCE examination which was to be con-
ducted only in English would be ‘definitely at variance with the
Alliance platform’.’® The implication was that it was colonial
b in the Ed ion Dep. who were trying to re-
legate Chinese and Malay to minor places while promoting English
as the medium of public examinations.

This allegation was stated licitly in the second of the
MCACECC?s letters to Razak on 12 June which dealt with para-
graph 12 of the Razak Report. Razak’s letter had asked the
MCACECC to accept ‘the ultimate objective’ stated in para-
graph 12 in principle though not as an immediate target. But this
was not how the MCACECC leaders had understood him when he
met with them in person in carly May. The MCACECC’s letter
pointed out the discrepancy between what he had said verbally
during his two meetings with them in May and June and what he
had written in his two letters of 12 June. This, the MCACECC let-
ter suggested, was because ‘your letters represent the view of the
Education Department and not what actually took place between
us during the last two meetings’.” In the next few months, the
MCACECC continued this strategy of accusing British officials in
the Ed ion D of di: ing the Razak Report to pur-
sue their old policies. The MCACECC did so in part because they
thought it was true.”? But it was more likely a tactic to give the
Minister room for manocuvre to return to the position he had first
taken.

Given Malay responses to the Razak Report, however, this was
most unlikely. When Razak presented his Committee’s Teport to
the Legislative Council in May 1956, he had already indicated the
extent to which he was under attack because the Razak Report was
seen as being too liberal towards other languages. Opposition
towards the Razak Report continued to build up amongst Malay
school teachers in June and July. Dato Onn’s Party Negara used
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the Razak Report to accuse UMNO of selling out Malay interests
to the MCA on education policy.” Razak was as yet unable to
fulfil Malay demands for Malay secondary schools, a point on
which he had been pressed during the debate on the Razak Report.
He would find it difficult to justify conducting a public examina-
ton in Chinese specially for Chinese secondary schools.

From the MCACECC's point of view, the introduction of pub-
lic examinations had given an unexpected twist to the issue of
medium of instruction. The MCACECC leaders found that the
Minister was ready to concede, even in writing, that the Chinese
secondary schools could continue to teach in Chinese. But he was
insistent that public inati could only be di d in the
official languages of the country. The certificates from the new
public examinations would almost certainly become prerequisites
for higher educaton and good jobs. An education in Chinese
which could not yield these all-important certficates would pro-
vide very little social mobility. The Chinese secondary schools
were now caught between the pragmatic consideration of safe-
guarding the future socio-economic mobility of their students and
standing firm on the principle of education in the mother tongue.
If only official languages could be used in public examinations,
then the way out of this dilemma would be to have Chinese recog-
nized as an official language.

There was good reason for leaders of the Chinese education
organizations to think in such terms in June 1956. In January 1956
the negotiations in London between Alliance leaders and the
Colonial Office had established agreement on the pace of action
towards independence. The most crucial stage would be the writ-
ing of the Merdeka Constitution. In June the Reid Commission,
which had been appointed to prepare the constitutional framework
for an independent Federation of Malaya, was in the country to
obtain views and submissions from Malayans. For some Chinese,
this was seen as the best opportunity to raise the issue of Chinese
as an official language together with other constitutional rights
which they felr they should possess. At this critical point, both
in the acceptance of the Razak Report and in the determination
of the constitutional position of the Chinese in independent
Malaya, the MCA and the UCSTA faced different but related
problems.
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The MCA’s Predicament

When the Reid Commission invited submissions from the public,
the MCA faced a serious division within its own ranks. As a com-
ponent of the Alliance, the MCA was bound by a coalition de-
cision that all three members of the coalition would agree on one
bmission to the Reid Ci ission. The Alliance leaders
had to work out a compromise among themselves which they
would then have to persuade their rank and file to accept.” But
this precisely would be the strength of a single submission from the
three component parties in the Alliance. No other organization in
the country would be able to claim that it had succeeded in work-
ing out an acceptable balance between the contending claims of
the different races. The problem for the MCA was that many of its
rank and file felt that the writing of the Merdeka Constitution was
the opportunity for the Chinese to gain the rights and equal status
which had been denied them by the 1948 Federation of Malaya
Constitution. They wanted the MCA to speak out strongly for the
Chinese and did not wish to see the MCA’s voice muffled by the
constraints of bargaining within the Alliance. As Lau Pak Khuan,
chairman of the Perak MCA, put it, ‘in having to abide by the
policies of the Alliance, the MCA will not be able to fight effect-
ively for equal rights for the Chinese on the citizenship issue as well
as in education’.®®
The disagreement between national MCA leaders (who wanted
to work within politically feasible limits) and many of the MCA’s
state-level leaders (who wanted the MCA to use this opportunity
to fight for a better deal for the Chinese) resulted in the sheruan
being used as the base for an outright challenge to the MCA’s
claim to be the political representative of the Malayan Chinese.
State-level MCA leaders like Lau Pak Khuan who held leadership

positions in major Chinese izati began to mobilize the
shetuan between February and April 1956, The climax to these
ings was a hering of shetuan i

planned for 27 April 1956. More than 1,000 representatives from
454 shetuan throughout Malaya were expected to gather in Kuala
Lumpur to adopt a set of demands to be presented to the Reid
Commission. By this time, the shetuan position had already crystal-
lized into four main demands: the principle of jus soli, five years’

id as the mini i for those born outside
Malaya to acquire citizenship, equal rights for all races, and official
status for the languages of all three major ethnic groups. 8!
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These demands, in effect, called for a reversal of the basis of
the Malayan nation from that of the 1948 Federation agreement
back to that of the Malayan Union. The national MCA leaders
who were working closcly with UMNO leaders considered
such to be ic. The Mal Union had been
firmly rejected once by the Malays. UMNO itself was born out of
the struggle against the Malayan Union and its leaders were
unlikely to agree to any Is which da ion to
it. After the failure of the IMP, Dato Onn Jaafar had formed the
Party Negara which was taking the position of defending Malay
interests in juxtaposition to what Onn portrayed as UMNO’s will-
\ngncss to make conccssmns to the MCA. In 1956 UMNO

hes were ition to the iple of jus soli. The
shetuan demands were thus unlikely to be accepted by UMNO
leaders.

Confr d with what d to a rebellion from its state-
and district-level leadership, the national MCA leaders could not
afford to ignore entirely the demands being made through the she-
tuan. The four major organizations, dubbed the ‘Big Four’ by the
Chinese press, which were organizing the April 1956 shetuan meet-
ing were the Federation of Selangor Chinese Guilds and
Associations (led by Leong Chee Cheong), the Selangor Chinese
Assembly Hall (CAH) (led by Cho Yew Fai), the Perak CAH (led
by Lau Pak Khuan) and the UCSTA (led by Lim Lian Geok),
Apart from Lim Lian Geok, the other three were all MCA leaders.
Leong, Cho, and Lau had chosen to speak as shetuan leaders
because this freed them from the constraints the MCA faced as
part of the Alliance. A separate set of demands from a nation-wide
gathering of shetuan would definitely undermine the MCA’s claim
to represent Chinese views. There was even a proposal that the
shetuan should form a nation-wide Federation of Chinese Guilds
and Organizations as the political rival of the MCA. If this had
materialized, the MCA could have been decimated by an exodus
of its state- and district-level leaders.®*

In a bid to prevent such a deep split in Chinese socicty, UCSTA
leaders visited Tan Cheng Lock and his son, Tan Siew Sin, on
13 April in Malacca to appeal to the MCA to close ranks with the
shetuan.®® They were not successful. But the MCA announced
shortly afterwards that it would fight for the inclusion of jus soli in
the Alliance submission to the Reid C ission.* However, the
MCA could not go any further because its top leadership had
already agreed with UMNO leaders that special rights for the




R i i e———"—

CRUCIAL COMPROMISES 189

Malays would be maintained in exchange for jus soli. The MCA
then tried to draw some sheruan leaders over to its position. Three
days before the big shetuan meeting, Selangor MCA leaders organ-
ized their own meeting of shezuan leaders to explain the MCA
position and to restrain the sheman from submitting a separate
memorandum.®* But this proved futile.

The 27 April meeting organized by the ‘Big Four’ was duly
held.® Subsequent to the meeting, a memorandum endorsed by
1,094 shetuan was submitted to the Reid Commission. This mem-
orandum claimed to represent the views of the Chinese in gen-
eral 57 However the MCA was able to avert the more serious threat
of a national Federation of Chinese Organizations which might
have evolved into a rival Chinese political party. The proposed
Federation of Chinese Guilds and Organizations did not material-
ize because the UCSTA and the Selangor CAH withdrew their
support for the formation of such an organization.® The reasons
why UCSTA leaders made this decision will be discussed in the
next section of this chapter. Bur it is interesting to note here that it
was Too Joon Hing who approached Lim Lian Geok for the lat-
ter’s help in countervailing the formation of the proposed
Federation of Chinese Guilds.® Too’s relationship with Lim was
established through the MCACECC Working Subcommittee’s
frequent i with MCA tives on the Razak
Committee. By late April, the Razak Report was about to be
released and the UCSTA leaders knew they could not afford to
lose their working relationship with the MCA at that critical stage.

In the first week of May, the Razak Report was released and the
Minister of Education met with MCACECC leaders to brief them
on the Report. The initial response to the Razak Report from
Chinese education izations was fa . In June,
however, the rapid pace of implementation of some of the Report’s
recommendations caused unease and suspicion. The Minister’s
insistence that public examinations for secondary schools could
only be conducted in the official languages of the country had
become the main issue of contention. If this problem was not satis-
factorily resolved, the MCA would certainly face problems from
the UCSTA and United Chinese School Committees’ Association
(UCSCA) leaders. Having barely weathered a rebellion from
within its own ranks, the MCA could not risk a breakup of the
MCACECC. The leaders of the Chinese education organizations
provided a useful link, as well as leverage, between the MCA and
the shetuan.
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Two different methods were used by the MCA leaders to handle
this pmblcm The first was to prevail on Razak to relent on the
i issue by hing him privately and personally.
T. H. Tan was the first of three top MCA leaders who appealed to
Razak on the LCE examinations. In his letter to Razak on 16 June,
T. H. Tan addressed what he thought might be Razak’s main
political consideration: that public examinations conducted in
Chinese would elevate Chinese to the status of an official language.
This fear was ‘entirely without foundation’ in T. H. Tan’s view
because the official languages of the country were clearly specified
in its statutes.
‘The reason why the LCE could not be conducted only in
English, T. H. Tan argued, was because the Razak Report had
. clearly stated that ‘diverse media of instruction would be allowed
before and after the LCE’. Chinese education organizations were
unhappy with Razak’s proposal of an examination in Chinese
equivalent to the LCE because if it was equivalent, then ‘logically
and in all fairness’ it should be also called the LCE, with Chinese
inserted in parentheses if this was necessary. It was obvious that
once the LCE and MCE became the only recognized certificates,
promotional examinations or school leaving certificates ‘will be of
no value’.?® This was indeed the crux of the matter. The com-
promise the Minister offered did not provide any meaningful al-

oy ternative as it was not recognized for any purpose except for
It promotion to upper sccundary classcs As a result, Chinese school
teachers saw this ion as a way of i

intake into upper secondary classes in the Chinese schools without
any of the benefits of the LCE itself.

T. H. Tan failed to persuade the Minister. On 20 June he
informed Wen Tien Kuang that Razak still insisted that the pro-
posed examination in Chmesc could not be called the LCE even if
it was equi in droit® M hile, Wen Tien Kuang
had forwarded copies of the correspondence between the
MCACECC and the Minister to Too Joon Hing to ask for
his advice on the next course of action. Copices of the same letter
were also sent to all the Chinese bers of the Razak C:
as well as to Tan Siew Sin.?? Tan Siew Sin responded to
Wen Tien Kuang'’s letter indicating that he thought that ‘this mat-
ter is so important that if no solution is reached’ then it must be
taken up to the ‘highest levels in the Alliance’. He advised Wen to
prepare a paper giving quotations from the Minister of Education’s
letters next to relevant quotations from the Razak Report so that
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‘everyone can see at a glance that the Department is contradicting
in writing the dations of its own C i .93 There is
no record of any action which Tan Siew Sin may have taken to
bring the issue up to the ‘highest levels in the Alliance’. However,
at the next meeting of the MCACECC on 14 August, called
specifically to discuss the Razak Report, Wen reported that MCA
leaders had met with Razak after consultations with Tan Cheng
Lock. As Tan Cheng Lock was by this time no longer politically
active, it was most likely Tan Siew Sin who arranged the meeting
with Razak. .

Too Joon Hing wrote a personal letter to Razak on 8 September.
Too’s main argument was that as the Razak Report permitted
diverse media of instruction in National-Type Secondary Schools,
this should also mean diverse media of examination. This was only
logical as it was ‘entirely unreasonable to teach students in one lan-
guage and examine them in another’. Too claimed that the Razak
Committee had never discussed the medium of the LCE. examina-
tion explicily. The Committee would not have unanimously
agreed to examinations in English as this was ‘out of line with our
policy’. In Too’s view, the Minister’s statement that the LCE was
intended as a qualification for the Civil Service was a ‘poor and
d lanation’. The would not be able to
absorb the hund of th ds of LCE ifi holders in the
years to come, said Too.%¢

Apart from approaching the Minister of Education, the MCA
leaders also tried to ensure solidarity within their own ranks before
facing the UCSTA and the UCSCA. A meeting of the MCA
Cultural and Educational Subcommittee was held on 13 August to
brief the MCA delegates to the MCACECC meeting scheduled for
the next day. The MCA delegates were told that a rift within the
Alliance must be avoided at this stage because after four months of
negotiations, the Alliance partners had succeeded in thrashing out
the main points for its submission to the Reid C. ission. It was
emphasized that the MCA should on no account let the education
issue cause a split with the Malays ‘because during this period when
we are fighting for our independence there is the danger that this
might lead to a split with the Malays over political, economic and
other questions, and the result will be unthinkable’, At the same
time, the MCA ‘could not concede too much ground as this will
result in our not getting a proper place in the cultural or political
field’. The meeting is reported to have agreed that the MCA ‘should
ask that Chinese should be included as an official language’.95
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It should be noted here that this stand fell within the rubric of
the Alliance’s submission to the Reid Commission. By August
1956 Alliance leaders had agreed that the official languages issuc
was one of the areas in which component parties could submit dif-
ferent views. The position of both the MCA and MIC was that
Chinese and Tamil should be recognized as official languages in
addition to Malay and English while UMNO's position was that
the two official languages of the country should be Malay and
English.*® This, however, was only a political expedient which
bought time for all three components of the Alliance. A decision
would have to be made when the time came to agree on the lan-
guage p of the Merdeka C itution proper.

On the Razak Report specifically, the MCA’s position was that it

. was ‘not entirely defective in principle’ except for paragraph 12
which ‘should be deleted’. In any case, there should be no opposi-
tion to the Report itself as ‘it is already an accomplished fact’.
Direct criticisms of the Minister of Education and the government

were to be avoided by ibuti 1 of i ion of
the Report to ‘distortion ... by certain expatriate officials in the
Ed i that has i d public opinion and

caused annovance’. The government would, however, be asked to

*rescind all unreasonable regulations which had been issued’. The

MCA delegates were told that Razak, after being approached by

MCA leaders, had proposed that an Alliance Education Working

A Subcommittee be set up. This would comprise five delegates from
each of the three component pamcs and its function would be ‘to
help ensure that all future di and ed: ional
policy will be drawn up in a more reasonable manner’.*?

The MCACECC meeting held the next day, 14 August 1956,
was a full plenary session with an additional 96 observers invited
from CSTAs, CSCAs, and some Chinese schools.”® It was the first
meeting of the MCACECC since the release of the Razak Report.
The meeting was chaired by Goh Chee Yan as Tan Cheng Lock
was unable to attend due to ill health. When Too Joon Hing spoke
at the beginning of the meeting, he acknowledged that ‘the
Education Department has issued several directives which have
aroused the deep suspicion and consternation of Chinese educa-
uonal circles’. However, he mammned that the Razak Report was
‘a vast imp: on the Ordi 1952 and h:
called for the ‘intricate ing Chinese
1o be approached ‘coolly and with moderation’. Too left the meet-
ing after his speech because he thought that as both MCA secretary-
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general and Assistant Minister of Education it was ‘rather incon-
venient’ for him to participate in the discussion.

Wen Tien Kuang strove for a similar balance between pointing
out 1hc positive features of the Razak Report and criticizing the
Ed D: 's insi on holding the LCE examina-
tons in English as ‘ridiculous’ and ‘contrary to the provisions
of the Education Report’. Wen reported that the Working
Subcommittee of the MCACECC *had done all they could in con-
nection with the education policy’. As a result Razak had given an
assurance that paragraph 12 of the Report would not be included .
in the new Education Ordinance. The MCA leaders, too, had
lodged strong protests to the Minister of Education against ‘the
repeated distortion of the Education Report’ because they realized
that the issues involved ‘concerned the life and death of Chinese
Lduc.mon Rank had agreed, aﬁcr secing MCA leaders, that all

to policy would in future be first
referred to the Alliance E ion Working Si i The
Minister had assured MCA leaders that ‘he would not carry out
any educational measures without the agreement of the MCA’ and
that he ‘would rather resign than play a lone hand’. Wen’s main
purpose was to show representatives from the Chinese education
organizations that their dissatisfaction was not being ignored by
Alliance leaders and to convince them to continue working
through the MCACECC. The meeting then proceeded to list the
issues which the MCACECC should pursue with the Minister.
The more important among them were to ensure that para-
graph 12 was omitted from the new Education Ordinance, the
mother tongue was accepted as a mcdxum of instruction in post-
primary ed i and all i were di d in the
medium of instruction. The MCACECC meeting also agreed to
oppose the Teachers' Special Qualifying Test.

A press statement was released by the MCACECC secretariat
following the meeting. This condemned in very strong terms the
Education Department’s decision that the LCE would be con-
ducted in the m:d.lum of English, its supulauen that four years of
Chinese ion would be i the
of three years in Lhe English schools, and its demand that Chinese
secondary schools must conform to national policy by using
English as their medium of instruction. On each of these points, a
relevant paragraph or clause of the Razak Report was cited to show
that what the Director of Education and his officers were doing
was inconsistent with the spirit of Alliance policy as stated in the




i i

194 POLITICS OF CHINESE EDUCATION

Razak Report. The d with a ion of
the Director for ‘paying lip service to the importance of Malay’
when his actions showed that ‘his real interest is in the promotion
of English™.**

The strongly worded press statement, directed at Ministry
officials, sought to placate the MCA’s partners within the
MCACECC. But it avoided criticizing the Minister himself so as
not to offend the MCA’s partner in the Alliance. This may have
been effective as a tactic of political brinkmanship but there was no
denying that Razak had given no indication of yielding on any of
the points raised by the MCACECC. The proposed Alliance
Ed Working Sub: i could, perhaps, prevent new
problems from arising but it did not have the authority to reverse
decisions already made.

By this time, the UCSTA leaders knew that directing criticisms
at ‘colonial bureaucrats’ was at best a useful tactic. In his speech at
the August MCACECC meeting, Lim Lian Geok had joined
in the MCA’s attack on ‘colonial bureaucrats” who had ‘distorted
the actual meaning of the Education Report’. But, as Lim pointed
out, ‘the Minister of Education not only failed to restrain
them but acted as their shield’. Furthermore, when Education
Department officials claimed that they were acting in accordance
with the recommendations of the Razak Report, ‘the elected gov-
emment never repudiated them’.!® The UCSTA leaders were
under no illusions that the Razak Report could have been continu-
ally distorted without the Minister’s knowledge or consent. It was
Razak himself who announced the government’s decision to give
full assistance to Chung Ling. Razak may not have personally
drafted his letters to the MCACECC of 12 June, but he had signed
them. Why then was the UCSTA prepared to go along with the
MCA’s ploy of stucking the blame on the colonial bureaucrats and
avoiding criticism of the Minister?

The UCSTA’s Dilemma

When the dispute between the shetuan and the MCA over submis-
sions to the Reid Commission began in early 1956, the UCSTA
found itself tom between its affinity with the shetuan position on
constitutional issues and its relationship with the MCA. The im-
minent release of the Razak Report made it imperative for the
UCSTA to maintain its close links with MCA and, through it, with
UMNO. At the same time, the UCSTA leaders did not want to see
an open split between the MCA and the shetuan because this
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would weaken the Chinese position in the pre-Merdeka constitu-
tional ining. The UCSTA led to the MCA | i
1o join the shetuan in their demands on behalf of the Chinese.
When this failed, they decided to join the other three major shetuan
in organizing the 27 April meeting.'” But the UCSTA together
with the Selangor CAH decided to withdraw their support for the
formation of a Federation of Chinese Guilds and Organizations.
As a result, what was intended as a direct political challenge to the
MCA did not materialize.
‘The UCSTA’s purpose in joining the shetuan in their separate
| submission to the Reid Commission was never intended 2s a chal*
1 lenge to the MCA but, in fact, to support the MCA in fighting for
better terms from UMNO. This was the message which Lim Lian
Geok conveyed to Too Joon Hing when the latter came 1o see him
before the 27 April meeting. Too was told that the UCSTA would
not support the ion of any new izati that would

| result in an open split in Chinese society. The UCSTA’s main
objective was to strengthen Chinese unity to obtain better citizen-
ship rights for the Chinese.!%? But Lim later revealed that one of
the reasons that led him to withdraw UCSTA support for the pro-
posed Federation of Chinese shetuan was that he suspected that
K i (KMT) in Malaya i ded to use it as
their new front.!93

Nevertheless, the UCSTA joined the shetuan meeting on

27 April and was a signatory to their submission 1o the Reid
Commission. This was because the four demands identified by
shetuan leaders captured, in Lim Lian Geok’s opinion, ‘the real
voice of the Chinese public’.!** The UCSTA had made essentially
the same d dsina di bmit to the S v
of State for the Colonies in August 1955 and to a group of visiting
British Members of Parliament in March 1956.1%5 UCSTA leaders
also felt morally bound to join other shetuan in their submissions
on behalf of the Chinese because they had consistently maintained
that the UCSTA stood for the legitimate rights of the Chineseasa
distinctive component of Malaya’s multi-ethnic society. Finally, a
common submission with the shetuan was an opportunity for the
UCSTA to show that its demand for Chinese to be recognized as
| an official I was a iration shared by 2 substan-
| tal majority of Chinese in Malaya. The UCSTA, in fact, sent a
| scparate letter to the Reid Commission emphasizing this point. 1%
|
|

After the release of the Razak Report in May 1956, the
UCSTA’s attention focused again on the education issue. Lim
| Lian Geok’s first response to the Report was Quite positive.

LB it bl L
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Speaking to reporters after the MCACECC had been briefed by
the Minister on the main points of the Report on 6 May, Lim in-
dicated that the Report met several of the principles which the
UCSTA had been fighting for. He mentioned specifically the
repeal of the 1952 Ed i Ordi ce, the of
the mother tongue as a medium of instruction, the inclusion of
Chinese schools into the national system, and equal treatment for
teachers in all schools.!®” When problems arose over the LCE
examination, Lim avoided an open confrontation by writing
directly to the Minister to seck an assurance that the examination
would be conducted in Chinese. In his letter of 22 May, Lim
pointed out that a common syllabus for secondary schools was not
vet ready and also raised the problem of Junior Middle 111 students
not being allowed to sit for the examination. The National Language
had not yet been introduced as a compulsory subject in all sec-
ondary schools but was specified as a compulsory paper in the
LCE examinations. For all these reasons, the Minister was asked
w© the so that dif Ities with the i
tion could be satsfactorily resolved. %

The UCSTA Executive Committee met a day after the
MCACECC’s second mecting with the Minister on 8 June.
Dunng this meeting, the Minister had insisted that the LCE exam-
manon could only be conducted in the official languages of the
country. This led the UCSTA to decide that the LCE examina-
Bon, as proposed for 1956, was ‘against the spirit of the Razak
Report’. Chinese schools would be asked not to enrol their stu-
dents for the examination that year.'® However, the UCSTA did
Dot issue any public statements until after the Minister’s written
reply was received on 12 June. On 18 Junc, the UCSTA issued
2n open lenter to all parents to explain that the LCE was ‘unac-
ceptable’ because the medium of examination was not Chinese
and Junior Middle IIl students were not treated on par with
Form II students. This was why the UCSTA was asking all
Chnese school students not to register for the LCE examinations
n 1956."'° Though this was, in fact, a call for a boycott of the
LCE, the UCSTA statement was intentionally couched in non-
confrontational terms. Parents were informed that the Minister
humself had agreed that the LCE was not compulsory for Chinese
school students that year. Therefore the UCSTA's call to parents
Dot 10 register their children for the examination could not be con-
strued 2s going against the government.
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Though UCSTA leaders were very troubled by the LCE exam-
inations, they were reluctant to come out in open conflict with the
Minister of Education. The reasons for this can be found in the
minutes of the UCSTA Executive Committee meeting of 9 June.
At this meeting, Lim Lian Geok described the process by which
the Razak Report was drafted as ‘much more democratic’ than any
of the policy statements on education in the past. He pointed out
that the Minister had met several times with representatives of the
UCSTA, the report had been translated into Chinese, and, most
important of all, the Minister had assured UCSTA leaders that
paragraph 12 of the Report would not be incorporated into the
new Ei ion Ordis ' The of other CSTAs s0
far also indicated that they found the general policy recommended
in the Razak Report acceptable.!'? In short, the Chinese school
teachers recognized that there had been significant gains for
Chinese education with the Razak Report. These ourweighed the

bl ing in its impl; ? Al the Minister
was firm on the medium of public examinations, he had reiterated
the Razak Report’s acceptance of Chinese as 2 medium of instruc-
tion in secondary schools. Under the circumstances, it was more
realistic to try and safeguard what had been gained than w risk all
by adopting an outright oppositionist stand. Thus the UCSTA
leaders went along with the MCA'’s strategy of placing the blame
on expatriate officials in the Education Department in the hope
that there would still be room for further negotiations, and perhaps
concessions from UMNO.

The i thar all di teachers must pass a
Special Qualifying Test before they could be admitred into the
Unified Teaching Scheme provided the UCSTA with just the issue
to mobilize its members in a show of strength without directly con-
fronting the Alliance government. Here was an issue cleariy of
implementation and the UCSTA was not alone in opposing the
Special Qualifying Test as Malay teachers also objected o it. An
Emergency General Meeting of the UCSTA was called on 26 July
1o protest against this test. It was attended by more than 1,000
Chinese school teachers from different states. Emotions ran rather
high during the meeting. Lim Lian Geok claimed that Education
Department officials had alleged that the president of the UCSTA
was a rabble rouser with little support from his rank and file mem-
bers. He lhemfomlskcdfw:dmsbowofsupmﬁx&:
UCSTA. The meeting agreed unanimously to back the UCSTA’S
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stand on education policy. The UCSTA was asked to continue the
struggle for Chinese to be recognized as an official language. There
were, however, no criticisms of the Razak Report and no resolu-
tions on the examinations issue.''? The UCSTA leaders were still
banking on quiet negotiations to resolve this problem.
‘Throughout the next two weeks, the CSTAs in various states
organized their own meetings to protest the Special Qualifying
Test for teachers.!'* Lim Lian Geok travelled to a number of states
to address these meetings. There are three notable features in these
speeches. First, he voiced criticisms of certain aspects in the imple-
mentation of the Razak Report in addition to the test for teachers.
But he did not criticize the Report itself and refrained from out-
right criticisms of Alliancc lcaders Lim continued to identify
. ‘colonial ? in the Ed Dep as the source
of distortions of the Razak Report.!**
Second, there was a significant new theme in these speeches. As
Lim called on the teachers to support the UCSTA in its fight for
legitimacy and equal status for the Chinese language and the
Chinese schools, he spoke too of the need for the Chinese to identi-
fy themselves politically with Malaya, to be sensitive to the insec-
urities felt by the other races, and to assist those who were more
S deprived and less developed. This message was contained in his
speech to the Klang CSTA on 10 August 1956 when he emphas-
ized that the Chinese must be single-minded in their loyalty
to Malaya. When he addressed a CSTA meeting in Malacca on
13 August, he called on the Chinese school teachers to inculcate in
their pupils a patriotic commitment to Malaya and a willingness to
work with other races.!!®
A third theme was the importance Lim gave to the objective of
independence. This came out clearest in his speech to the UCSTA
General Meeting in December 1956 when he said: ‘At this point,
the most important principle we must hold on to is the attainment
of Independence. Absolutely everything must be decided on the
basis that it does not harm Independence. This means that if some
things we are fighting for may disadvantage the Independence
struggle, then we must cope with them in the spirit of tolerance.”!!”
‘The third theme is especially significant because n explains wh)
the UCSTA's posture was mod and ined in
to its abrasive style of a few years ago. Like the rest of the country,
Lim and other UCSTA leaders were swept by the general fervour
to be free of colonial domination. Four years later, in explaining
why the UCSTA went along with the Razak Report despite the
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problems surfacing in its implementation, Lim said that the
UCSTA stand in 1956 and 1957 was ‘unity above all, independ-
ence above all’.!'¥

Lim may have faced some resistance from other UCSTA leaders
in taking this position as the Minister of Education’s stand on the
LCE examinations showed no signs of softening. On 12 August,
for example, the Perak CSTA was reported to have called for the
Razak Report to be opposed because it failed to provide a position
of parity for the Chinese schools.'’® Lim himself sometimes
seemed uncertain if he had judged the situation correctly. On one
occasion, he described the future of Chinese education as ‘gloomy’
because the Razak Report was, after all, ‘not so different from the
Barnes Report’. Referring perhaps to the problems the
MCACECC was having with the Minister, he commented that
‘what is said by government officials is often different from what is
written’.*® But two days later, he praised MCA Legislative
Councillors and, in particular the Assistant Minister of Education,
for having done their best to win a fair deal for Chinese educa-
tion. 12!

Part of the reason for Lim’s uncertainty perhaps was the need
for the UCSTA to be constantly on the look-out for what seemed
to be delib to di: the Chinese schools.
For example, when Operation Torch began, the Education De-
partment designated only English schools as registration centres.
This was seen as a move to direct pparents to register their children in
English schools to increase their enrolment at the cost of Chinese
schools. It was only after the UCSTA and the MCACECC
requested the Ministry to also use Chinese schools as registration
centres that this was done. The UCSTA then mobilized its mem-
bers and the shetuan to alert parents to register their children in
Chinese schools.!?

A deeper note of disillusionment had crept in by 14 August

when the Minister that public

could only be d in the official 1 A few months

later in December, the conditions for Chinese schools to be
d as National-Type S y Schools stated clearly that

they must prepare their students for the public examinations which
were to be conducted only in English. This contradicted the
Minister’s earlier agreement with the MCACECC that Chinese
schools could be accepted into the national system if they taught
Malay as a compulsory subject. The UCSTA pressured the MCA
to convene a meeting of the MCACECC immediately. The MCA

| [ N p—
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leaders tried to meet with the Minister before calling a meeting but
were, apparently, unsuccessful.'?> After several reminders from the
UCSTA, a mecting was finally convened on 22 February 1957.
The MCA was conspicuously under-represented with Goh Chee
Yan, Wen Tien Kuang, and Too Joon Hing being absent. The
meeting was run instead by Chin Chee Mcow and Lim Lian
Geok. !

The meeting unanimously agreed to reject the conditions stated
in the November circulars which would require the Chinese sec-
ondary schools to ‘convert’ to English schools. Full assistance and
acceptance into the national system thus came to be derogatorily

ibed as ion’. A 15-man i to be headed
by Goh Chee Yan was set up to negotiate for amendments to the
conditions with the government. All schools were called upon not
to accept full i until the sub i had arrived at
some agreement with the Minister. During the discussion on this
subject, Lim Lian Geok announced that the chairman of Chung
Ling High School in Penang had indicated that the school was pre-
pared to ider its of full i to stand
together with the MCACECC.'?*

The following month, the 1957 Education Ordinance, incorpor-
ating the policy recommendations of the Razak Report, was pre-
sented to the Legislative Council. This was passed on 7 March
1957 without any dissenting speeches from UMNO backbenchers,
in contrast to when the Razak Report was debated. The provisions
of the Ex Ordi: were il by the Minister of
Ed ion as ‘the i possible under present
conditions of education in this country’.'?* When he presented the
Razak Report to the Legislative Council, Razak had spent most of
his time answering Malay objections to the Report. In presenting
the 1957 Education Ordinance, Razak spent most of his time
addressing the issues that had been brought up by the
MCACECC. The MCACECC had submitted several amend-
ments to the Education Ordinance for the Minister’s consideration
but these were basically not incorporated.!?” Razak did make one
significant concession in his speech. He gave an assurance that
schools which did not accept the government’s conditions for full
assistance would still continue to receive aid on a per capita basis.
This reduced the pressure on the Chinese schools to make an
immediate choice between losing government aid or changing their
medium of instruction. Aid to Chinese secondary schools con-
tnued until the 1961 Education Act replaced the 1957 Education
Ordinance.'?®




CRUCIAL COMPROMISES 201

Three important features of the new Education Ordinance made
it pal even if not 1 to the UCSTA.
First, there was an explicit acceptance of Chinese primary schools
within the national system in with the d
tions of the Razak Report.!?* Second, the definition of National-
Type Secondary Schools in the Ordinance specifically stated that
such schools could teach in Chinese or Tamil, and not just in the
official languages of the country.'® Third, and most important of
all, the 1957 Education Ordinance did not state that the ultimate
objective of policy was to make Malay the sole medium of instruc-
tion.”’! On this point, the Minister had kept faith with the
MCACECC. Paragraph 12 of the Razak Report was, as he had

ised them, excluded from the of policy in the 1957
Education Ordinance.!¥ For all these reasons, Lim Lian Geok
publicly acknowledged that the 1957 Education Ordinance was
an img on the 1952 Ordi 133

UMNO leaders may have been prepared to make some com-
promises on these points in the 1957 Education Ordinance
because they realized that the MCA was then in difficult straits
over the Merdeka C, itution. The Reid Ci ission’s
were released in February 1957. They were based largely on the
Alliance’s submission but differed from it in three important
aspects. First, the Ci ission rejected the speci ion of Islam
as an official religion. Second, it recommended that Malay special
rights should not be written into the main body of the Constitution
but should be part of the temporary or transitional clauses which
would be reviewed 15 years after independence. Third, on the
question of official | the Reid C ission recom-
mended that for a period of 10 years or more, to be determined by
Parliament, Chinese and Tamil should be recognized along with
English and Malay as official languages of the country. As one study
has d, the Reid C ission ‘placed greater emphasis
on the multiracial aspect of the nation’ 3¢ UMNO, however,
decided that it could not accept these three recommendations of
the Reid Commission. UMNO’s partners in the Alliance were
pressured to stand together in rejecting them. This placed UMNO
in a tenable position vis-d-vis its base in Malay society but placed
the MCA in an invidious position as far as Chinese society was
concerned.!33

Completely disillusioned with the MCA’s decision to stand by
its partner in the Alliance and reject the Reid Commission’s pro-
posals which came much closer to Chinese aspirations, the shetuan
decided to send a delegation to London to take their views directly
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w the Colonial Oftice.'* This move immediately came under fire
from UMNO and MCA leaders, The Tunku described the shervan
leaders ax a collection of die-hard KM'T elements who had no loy-
alty to the country and were out to obstruct the attainment of
Merdeka. MCA leaders also denounced the sheruan leaders as
seeking to divide the Chinese and accused them of uncertain loyal-
ties towands the country. '

Lim Lian Geok was one of the four men nominated by the shet-
wan to present its case in London. He and other UCSTA leaders
agam had to deade where they stood. The UCSTA Executive
Commattee met on 27 Apnl to decide on its representative in the
shorean delegation to London. Lim Lian Geok himself was not in
favour of jomung the sheruan delegation and was able to persuade
his commuttee that the UCSTA should nominate someone else to

#  replace him '™ Lim Lian Geok has given several reasons for this
doasson. In his assessment, the sheruan delegation had little chance
of success because the persons nominated were inept and a poor

of Chinese leadership. A year carlier, he had with-
drawn UCSTA support for the formation of a grand federation of
Chinese organizanons because he too had suspected that the
shemuan Jeaders pushing for this were KMT elements, as the Tunku
alleged. All this added up to the realizaton that not only would

; n the shetuan dels be fruitless but it might also
=3 | dmx-{bcatdxbdnvofzh-l.csr-\."“hm once again, decided
oF ] that the UCSTA should not openly be at odds with the MCA

becsuse there was sull 2 need to work in unity with the MCA for
the sake of the Chunese. Nevertheless, what comes across clearly in
us own account of this episode is the uncertainty and anxiety in his
own mind, and m the minds of those who called to advise him, as
0 whether be had made the night decision. '

The overwhelming importance of Merdeka as a national political
mpersnve and the need for Chinese unity had led the UCSTA to
contimur to work with the MCA and within the rubric of what
couid be g=ned from negonations with UMNO. Through this
:ra:gr the UCSTA had gained the repeal of the 1952 Education

2nd s sut by the 1957 Ord. . The Razak
Rmmmﬂawmfolchmmpnmuy
schonls wuten the nanonal system. As for the secondary schools,
There apprared o be some lecwzy for manocuvre although the gov-
emmment bad £rm cn the g of official |;
am:;mfw;uax The of the Merdek
m efiey. sendered the ion of Chinese as
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an official language a lost cause. Further negotiations on the con-
ditions for the Chinese sccondary schools to be accepted within the
national nyslcm were postponed till after Merdeka. But, even
before Merdeka, all the p di in the f ing chap-
ters had come to a hcnd in the leading Chinese secondary school.
The next chapter examines the politics of Chinese education, in
microcosm, at the level of this particular school.
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6
Renegade or Prototype: Chung Ling
High School, Penang

Surprise Announcement, 6 July 1955

ON 6 July 1955, Waung Yoong Nien, the headmaster of Chung
Ling High School in Penang, announced to the staff and students
of the school that its Management Committee (MC) was in the
process of negotiating for an increase in aid from the government.
If successful, this would put future government aid to Chung Ling
on par with that usually given to English schools. Waung assured
his staff and students that increased government aid would not
‘adversely affect the school’s curriculum nor disrupt its established
teaching and ini: i ices’. As if in anticipation of just
such a criticism, Waung added defensively that he was not some-
one who would chumai (sell out or betray) Chinese education.
Waung’s announcement was reported in detail in the Chinese
press the following day.!

Three days later, the Chinese press carried a statement on the
same subject which was issued by Ong Keng Seng, the chairman of
Chung Ling’s MC. Ong explained that the school had approached
the Education Department for more aid in January 1953 because it
was facing ial difficulties. Although the g was gen-
erally not prepared to increase aid to Chinese secondary schools,
Chung Ling was being considered as a special case because of the
school's reputation. Ong added that the MC of the school had
made a decision on 3 July after carefully considering all the im-
plications of a special increase in aid from the government.?

The r i of the head and the chai of the
MC of Chung Ling came as a surprise to those closely involved
in Chinese education issues for several reasons. First, the Malayan
Chinese Association Chinese Education Central C i
(MCACECC) had since August 1953 been trying to get the colo-
nial government to double the existing rate of aid to Chinese sec-
ondary schools without any change in the conditions of aid. The
colonial government, however, had been trying to impose more
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use of English as a for i ing aid to v
schools. Ong Keng Seng, as the chairman of the Penang Chinese
School Committees” Association (CSCA), regularly attended
MCACECC mcetings. Waung was the president of the Penang
Chinese School Teachers' Association (CSTA) and a member
of the United Chinese School Teachers’ Association (UCSTA)
Working Sub i which met reg y to deal with issues
confronting the Chinese schools.® Thus both men were aware that
the MCACECC was uying to get all the Chinese secondary
schools to close ranks on the issue of aid from the government.
Why then had they decided that Chung Ling should strike out on
its own, break ranks with the other schools, and turn its back on
the MCACECC leadership?

Secondly, the timing of the announcement was strange. The first
Federal clections were due in July 1955. After the elections, educa-
uon policy would be handed over to the first elected local govern-
ment. Should the Alliance win, an overhaul of education policy
was generally expected as this had been promised in its manifesto.
Why was Chung Ling being considered as a special case at this
point in time, just weeks before the elections? Were British officials
in the Edi ion D d, i to pull Chung Ling over
to their side before the department came under the control of a
new government?

Finally, it seemed incredulous that the school was in such deep
financial trouble that it had to appeal for more government aid.
Some of the wealthiest men in Penang were the benefactors of the
school. If Chung Ling could not survive without more government
aid, how could the other Chinese secondary schools? In fact, the
school’s accounts as reported in the school’s annual magazines did
not indicate that the school was in the red until 1956, a year afrer
the school had decided to approach the government for more aid.*
The headmaster’s refusal to reveal any details regarding conditions
for the increase in aid aroused further misgivings. What conditions
were being imposed and what benefits were being promised?

In fact, unknown to the MCACECC and the public then, the
terms for the increased aid had already been agreed upon before the
headmaster’s announcement on 6 July. On 5 July, MacGillivray
had written to Sir Christopher Cox, Education Adviser in the
Colonial Office, enclosing a copy of the agreement to be signed
with the school which he hoped would be ‘the pattern in the future
for all Chinese middle schools in the Federation’.? This is con-
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sistent with Ong’s statement which revealed that the Chung Ling
MC had come to a decision on 3 July. Both MacGillivray and Cox
thought that getting Chung Ling to sign this agreement would be a
‘real achievement’ for L. D. Whitfield, the Director of Education.®
Chan Yik King, then the Inspector of Chinese Schools in Penang
and an important link between the school and the Education
Department, recalled that ‘headquarters in Kuala Lumpur
impressed clearly on me that extra expenditure was worth it if we
could get Chung Ling on our side’.

The copy of the ag; with MacGilli s letter
to Cox was undated but 2 in the indi
that it could come into effect from 1 June 1955, According to the
agreement, Chung Ling would, in effect, become a fully aided
‘Conforming Secondary School’. This meant that there would be
no aid for any dary classes. Signil > at the begin-
ning of the 1955 school year, Chung Ling had stopped running
primary classes to become a totally secondary school.? This indic-
ated that the school already knew about, and was preparing itself
to fit in with, one of the conditions of the agreement. Another in-
dication that direct and close relati ip between the E i
Department and Chung Ling had begun well before July 1955 is
the fact that in 1953 the school had on its teaching staff a
Cambridge Universi sent by the Edi ion D«
as the school’s English adviser.®

Conforming schools, as defined in the 1952 Education
Ordinance (still in force in July 1955), must use either English or
Malay as their medium of instruction.!® Chung Ling was already
doing this in its Senior Middle section but would presumably have
to make some changes 1o its lower secondary section.!! The agree-
ment also specified that all Senior Middle IT students of the school
must sit for the C i School Certi inati by
1957 if possible and in 1958 at the latest. The school would also
have to conform to various government specifications on fees, syl-
labuses and curriculum, number of classes, and age limits of stu-
dents by year of study. The future recruitment of staff should, it
was also specified, not be restricted to Chinese. The school stood
to gain by an immediate increase in aid of §61,230 per annum.
Chung Ling staff would, after necessary administrative adjust-
ments, be placed on the same terms and conditions of service as
the staff of aided English schools while a special personal-to-holder
salary scale would be worked out for the headmaster. 12
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The High Commissioner, Donald MacGillivray, as scen in
Chapter 2, was determined to try and leave behind a legacy of mul-
tiracial English schools in the Malayan education system. The
White Paper of 1954 had attempted to begin a gradual process of
converting lar schools into iracial schools teaching in
English. MacGillivray had tried, while he was on home leave in the
summer of 1955, to obtain a special pre-independence package of
British aid to start 300 special schools. The main objective was to
consolidate the policies outlined in the 1952 Ordinance before the
first locally elected g could take ed: ion policies in a
different direction.!? In the same way, if Chung Ling, the premier
Chinese secondary school, became a ‘Conforming School’ in line
with the 1952 Education Ordinance, then it would be a victory for
British policies towards the Chinese secondary schools. Thus it is
not too difficult to understand why the colonial government was
treating Chung Ling as ‘a special case’ in July 1955.

But Chung Ling’s decision to negotiate on its own with the
British led to the school’s headmaster and its MC being labelled,
by their students and their colleagues in Chinese education circles,
as ‘collaborationists’ who were working with the colonial govern-
ment against the interests of Chinese education. Why did the
school, and its headmaster, decide to break ranks with the
MCACECC in July 1955? To answer this question, some under-
standing of the school’s history, in particular its teaching policies,
is essential.

From Pioneer to Protorype

The Chung Ling School was founded in 1917 by the Penang
Philomathic Society, one of the many reading clubs established in
Malaya by supporters of Sun Yat Sen in the carly twenticth cen-
tury. The school began with three teachers and 81 students, all
enrolled in primary classes. A few years later, the society found it
impossible to bear the financial burden of running the school.
There was also an urgent need for a secondary school in Penang. A
meeting of Chinese community leaders in Penang was called by
the society in 1922. This meeting—held on 11 November 1922—
decided that the school would henceforth be supported by dona-
tions from the public and be managed by a committee elected by
the benefactors of the school. In January 1923 Junior Middle
classes were started in the school and it was renamed the Chung
Ling High School.!#
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Chung Ling was a pioneer in many ways. It was the first Chinese
school in the Mal, i to offer dary ed ion in
1923.'" Two other Chinese schools in Penang—the Chung Hwa
Confucian School and the Fukien Girls’ School, which was later
renamed the Penang Chinese Girls' School—started their sec-
ondary sections four years later in 1927.6 Elsewhere in the penin-
sula, lower secondary or Junior Middle classes were started a year
or two after Chung Ling.!” By 1931 Chung Ling had started its
Senior Middle or upper secondary classes and in 1946 it was the
only Chinese school with a full complement of Junior and Senior
Middle classes.'® Given the limited facilities for secondary educa-
tion in other states, Chung Ling’s enrolment increased rapidly as
many students came from outside Penang to study at the school.
They were accommodated in the school hostel. In 1935 the school
moved into new buildings at a spacious site in Ayer Itam. These
buildings, together with later extensions, are currently still housing
the Chung Ling High School.

David Chen, who joined the school as its headmaster in 1931, was
amajor figure in Chung Ling’s early development and growth. Chen
remained headmaster of the school for the next 20 years, except fora
brief interval of two years when he went to China. The school was
closed during the Japanese Occupation but as soon as the Occupa-
tion ended Chen was back at his post. Chen was known to be a
dynamic and energetic headmaster who shaped the policies of the
school. A man of strong political convictions, Chen had kept his
school in the forefront of huagiao nationalistic activities in the 1930s.
One tragic result of these activities was that many staff and students
of the school were executed by the Japanese during the suging.'®

Chen was a Ki i T who never disgui:
his political affiliation. The Chung Ling School Magazine of 1938,
for example, i y displ h of Sun Yat Sen
and Chiang Kai Shek. It also reported the frequent visits of the
KMT Consul in Penang to the school. Chung Ling continued to
have a close affiliation with the KMT after 1945. In 1947 it was
identified as one of the Chinese schools which followed a KMT
directive to set up San Min Chu I Youth Corps to train and organ-
ize young Chinese along military lines.2? Chen played a major role
in the formation of the Penang CSTA and the UCSTA. He was
respected by his peers and when the Penang CSTA was elected the
first Presiding Unit of the UCST: A, Chen became the UCSTA’s
first president. His term of office came to a dramatic end when he
was assassinated on 4 February 1952,

. e

PR
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After Chen's death, Waung Yoong Nien, who had taught in
Chung Ling since 1937, took over as headmaster. He remained in
this post until he retired in 1970. Bo(h Chcn nnd Waung were uni-
versity d and fi from China.
Waung was also president of the Penang CSTA for a few years.
However, while Chen's reputation as a respected leader was
enhanced by his untimely death, Waung went through a period
when he was ostracized by his peers because of his central role in
Chung Ling's dealings with the colonial government. A special
supplement on Chen’s death in Chung Ling’s School Magazine of
1952 paid tnbute to him as ‘a martyr of Chinese education’.
Waung, on the other hand, was labelled by some of his critics as ‘a
traitor to the cause of Chinese education’.

In July 1955, when the drama began, Chung Ling was already
the premier Chinese school in Malaya. David Chen’s dynamic
leadership was one factor in the school’s steady growth. In addi-
non, the school had consistently been supported by wealthy bene-
factors and highly respected community leaders. There were few
changes in the MC which ran the school, particularly in the post-
war years when essentially the same group of men, led by Ong
Keng Seng, sat on the MC between 1946 and 1962 (Table 6.1).
Many of these men also sat on the MCs of other Chinese schools
in Penang and were members of the Penang CSCA (sce Table 3.3).
Yet Chung Ling’s MC reportedly played a negligible role in the
determinanion of school policy. Its principal activity was to
collect funds for the school and it left the administration of the
school ennrely to the headmaster. Throughout the school’s his-
tory, it was the then who the of the
school.*!

From the time David Chen became the headmaster, he set out
10 make 1t the premier Chinese school in Malaya. He spent his first
three years developing the school's physical facilities. After the
school moved into its new premises in 1935, Chen began to devote
more of his ime to consolidating the quality of education provided
by the school. Chen pursued policies that were intended to make
Chung Ling d the equal of d from the leading
Enghish schools. He wanted Chung Ling graduates to have the

for teruary ed ion and careers that were not
normally available 1o Chinese school students. Chen’s ideas were
for a Chinese school headmaster in the 1930s,

In 1934 Chen decided that students in Senior Middle I classes
should attzin 2 dard of English to that of Standard




TABLE 6.1
Members of the Management Committee of Chung Ling High School, 1946-1962

Year Chairman Vice-Chairman Secretary-General Treasurer Others

1946 Ong Keng Seng Xu Shengli Saw Seng Kew Tan Cheng Tit Lee Guat Cheow
Li Rijun

1948 Ong Keng Seng Xu Shengli Saw Seng Kew Tan Cheng Tit Lee Guat Cheow
Gu Guoyao

1950 Ong Keng Seng Xu Shengli Saw Seng Kew Tan Cheng Tit Lee Guat Cheow
Gu Guoyao

1952 Ong Keng Seng Khaw Gim Leong Saw Seng Kew Tan Cheng Tit Lee Guat Cheow
Tang Yuesheng

1954 Ong Keng Seng Khaw Gim Leong Sow Seng Kew ‘Tan Cheng Tit Lee Guat Cheow
Tye Kok Leong Johnson Lam

1956 Ong Keng Seng Khaw Gim Leong Saw Seng Kew “Tan Cheng Tit Lee Guat Cheow
Tye Kok Leong Loh Ching Chua

1958 Ong Keng Seng Khaw Gim Leong Saw Seng Kew Tan Cheng Tit Lee Guat Cheow

1960 Ong Keng Seng Khaw Gim Leong Saw Seng Kew Tan Cheng Tit Lee Guat Cheow
Loh Poh Heng

1962 Ong Keng Seng Khaw Gim Leong Sow Seng Kew Tan Cheng Tit Lee Guat Cheow

Source; Zhontling Zhongxue xiaohan fi lushi ahountan fintan tohan,

Penang, 1977,

person is not known,

Note: Pinyin Is used for names for which the usual form used by the

s1z
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Eight in English schools. Special classes in English were intro-
duced the next year to help Chung Ling students to achieve this
goal. In the same year, seven Chung Ling students sat for the
Junior Cambridge examination. Of these, four passed. Chen then
decided, in 1930, that the school’s Senior Middle classes would
follow the Cambridge examination syllabuses.?? This meant a pro-
gressive shift to using English texts as well as using English as a
medium of instruction. The success of Chen's policy may be
gauged by the fact that by 1946 Chung Ling counted among its
alumni a professor at an American university, a medical practi-
tioner in Penang, and a civil engineer in Bangkok.2> To upgrade
the standard of teaching in English, Chen sent seven of the
school’s staff to be trained in English Normal classes in 1047.24 By
1951 when the Fenn-Wu Committee visited various Chinese
schools in Malaya, it found that the Senior Middle classes in
Chung Ling were using English textbooks for all subjects except
Chinese language and literature.®

The bilingual policy whick David Chen introduced in Chung
Ling may have been modelled after some secondary schools and
universities in China which were blished and run by missi
bodies, like Zhingling University where Chen had studied.?® ln
Malaya, David Chen'’s policy was a rational and pragmatic way of
adapting a Chinese school to fit the demands of the local situation.
Secondary school graduates with Senior Cambridge certificates
could be employed in the Civil Service and had better chances of
getting a university edi i The latter ideration became
very important after 1949 when the University of Malaya was
established and henceforth became the cheapest and most access-
ible place to obtain a universi d ion. After the C
victory in China, moreover, Chmcsc school students from Malaya
could no longer go to universities in China.

Not surprisingly, Chung Ling was regarded by colonial officials
as a model for the other Chinese schools. This was especially true
after the Second World War, when the British wanted English to
become the main medium of instruction within the Malayan sys-
tem of education. Official reports often gave Chung Ling special
amention. For example, the 1949 Annual Report on Education
described Chung Ling as ‘an exceptional school’ which had
‘demonstrated what can be done in Chinese schools by using
English as the medium of instruction for ccﬂzm subjects and by

paring boys of its y for the
Senior &mbndgp as well as the Chinese school leaving examina-
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tions”.?” Chung Ling was consistently cited as a model when the
Education Dep: began izing other Chinese schools
to promote higher standards of English and to prepare their stu-
dents for the Senior Cambridge examination in the carly 1950s.2%

David Chen tried to exploit this high official regard for Chung
Ling for the school’s benefit. In August 1951 Chen specifically
mentioned the fact that Chung Ling was ‘setting a pattern in
Chinese Middle school education for the other schools to follow”
when he wrote to the Senior Inspector of Schools to appeal for a
special increase in aid to the school. This was needed because, of
the seven teachers the school had sent for Normal Training in
English in 1947, four had been lost to English schools which paid
higher salaries. Chen pleaded that it was absolutely essential for
him to retain the remaining three. The three teachers had been
‘instrumental in building up the English department of the Chung
Ling High School to its present position of pre-eminence among
Chinese schools’. They were responsible for ‘teaching English as a
subject and using it as a medium for teaching other subjects’.
Chen’s request for more government aid to keep the teachers was
granted by the Education Department.?®

Up to this time, Chung Ling was still the only Chinese school
with a complete complement of lower and upper secondary
classes. In 1950 its secondary enrolment alone was more than
double that of the second largest Chinese secondary school, the
Confucian High School in Kuala Lumpur (Table 6.2). Through-
out the 1950s the Chung Ling school hostel housed over 300 stu-
dents as students from outside Penang continued to come 1o
Chung Ling. As the school regularly had more applicants than
places, it was able to select the best students for its intake each year
through a special entrance examination.3® This helped the school
to produce consistently good examination results.

The demand for places in Chung Ling showed that parents
thought highly of the education offered by the school and felt that
an education in Chung Ling would boost their sons® chances of
success in life. The Yuk Choy School in Perak, apparendy, was
regularly asked by parents to follow Chung Ling’s example.3!
Chung Ling also exerted an influence on other schools when its
students or some of its staff went to teach in these schools.
Evidently, the Wah Lian School in Taiping adopted a bilingual pol-
icy after a former teacher of Chung Ling became its headmaster.
In short, by the ecarly 1950s, many Chinese parents had come to
value the benefits that students stood to gain from being bilingual.
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TABLE 0.2
Enrolment in Major Chinese Secondary Schools in Malaya, 1950

Sran School Enrolment
Penang Chung Ling High School 1,255
Fukien Girls’ School 295
Chung Hwa High School 217
Perak Yuk Choy School, Ipoh 527
Nan Hua School, Sitiawan 339
Selangor Confucian School, Kuala Lumpur 592
Kuen Cheng Girls' School, 271
Kuala Lumpur
Tiong Hua School, Kuala Lumpur 258
Negn Sembilan  Chung Hua School, Seremban 206
Malacea Pay Fong School 263

Sesrce: Enclosure entitled *Particulars of Middle and Senior Normal Schools,
February 1950', Director of Education File 186/1950.

Noez There were 24 other schools with enrolments below 200 which were
excluded from the table.

In Chung Ling, Chen’s policies were continued after his death
by his successor, Waung Yoong Nien. Waung’s ambition was to
make Chung Ling the equal of the Penang Free School, the oldest
and best known English secondary school in the country. One
imporant way to achieve this objective was to upgrade the quality
of teaching in Chung Ling by employing more graduate teachers.
But this required more substantial annual expenditures on teachers’
salaries than could be sustained by public donations. Waung felt
that the constant need for the headmaster and teachers to be
involved in donation drives to collect money for the school was a
drain on their ume and energy. He had litde difficulty convincing
the MC of Chung Ling that the solution lay in increased financial
2id from the govemnment.?*

For both David Chen and Waung Yoong Nien, it was not ¢ssen-
il for 2 Chinese school to teach entirely in Chinese. They thought
it more important that Chinese schools should produce students
with high academic standards and good employment prospects
even if that meant using more English. For Waung, it was
sufficient that Chinese | ge and |, d to be
taught in the school.” His was precisely the kind of thinking which
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British officials in the Education Depantment wanted 10 spread 1o
all the Chinese secondary schools. But this did not at all match the
views of UCSTA leaders like Lim Lian Geok or the MCACECC’s
position in 1955, Hence, Waung and his school became the target
of criticism soon after his 6 July 1955 announcement that Chung
Ling was being considered specially for more government aid.

The Controversy Begins, July-September 1955

The students of Chung Ling were the first to respond to their
head s 1 i after the

ment, the class monitors of the school held a meeting.
decided to establish a committee to survey student opinion.** On
18 July, the Chung Ling students presented 2 memorandum to
their MC. The main message conveyed by the students was that,
given the critical situation facing Chinese education, Chung Ling
should stand with other Chinese schools rather than unilaterally
seek to advance its own interests. The students volunteered to pay
higher fees if their school was really in financial need. This, they
said, was a token of their ‘devotion to the cause of Chinese educa-
tion and their commitment to safeguarding its survival’.3¢

At a meeting of the UCSTA Working Subcommittee on 10 July,
Waung was reminded that the MCACECC had been accepted as
the sole spok in all with the He
was asked why the school was conducting its own negotiations and
to provide any information that might prove useful to the other
schools. Waung reportedly declined to reveal more than what was
already contained in the Chung Ling chairman’s press statement. 37
From Waung’s uncooperative attitude, the other UCSTA leaders
realized that he had decided not to align himself or his school with
the MCACECC position. They also knew that there was no way
they could force him to do so, 3%

Meanwhile, the Chinese press had been publishing unfavourable
comments on Chung Ling’s move. One article, claiming to be
based on interviews with ‘influential Chinese educationists’,
politely called on the school’s MC to reconsider its decision.
Another criticized the school for making a ‘selfish’ move that
undermined the unity of the Chinese schools and was against the
long-term interests of Chinese ceducation. The author of the second
article asked why the negotiations seemed to be shrouded in
secrecy, Why was the headmaster or the chairman of the school’s
MC unwilling to talk about the conditions for the increased aid
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especially if these were, as they claimed, not detrimental to the
school or against the interests of Chinese education?

On 12 August, 12 students from various Chinese secondary
schools in Penang were arrested. Seven of them were Chung Ling
students, five of whom were hostelites who had been arrested on
the school’s premises. The students were detained by police for
questioning in connection with their possible involvement in
‘subversive activities’.!® A day after the arrests, the headmaster
posted a school notice calling on students to be calm and to refrain
from ‘rash actions which would only bring about undesirable
consequences’. There was again a curiously defensive tone to the
notice which assured students that the school ‘would never betray
innocent youth’ nor ‘sell out Chinese education’.#!

From a confidential report written by the Superintendent of
Chinese Schools, it turns out that the arrests, code-named ‘Liberty
Lightship’, were made ‘to strengthen the Managerial and staff
position’. According to this Report, the Special Branch had been
monitoring the Chung Ling students for signs of radicalization due
to the recent visit of some students from Singapore Chinese
schools to Chung Ling.*? The Special Branch was concerned
about the visits by Singapore students because in May 1954, stu-
dents of Chinese secondary schools in Singapore had staged dra-
matic strikes in protest against a national registration exercise.
The Special Branch in Penang had apparently found that Chung
Ling students were preparing to conduct sit-down strikes and
protest meetings against the school’s negotiations for increased
government aid. The Report noted that the arrests were made to
remove some of the ‘troublemakers’ as well as ‘to serve as a warn-
ing to the boys that if they pushed defiance to the limit then
Government intervention would follow’.** On 10 September, a
month after the arrests, the Director of Education issued a secret
circular to all state Education Departments giving the names of the
Chung Ling students who had been arrested and advising against
their admission to schools in their states.*> All this was not public
knowledge then.

On 17 August, a few days after the arrest of the students, the
staff of Chung Ling held a long meeting to discuss the issue of
increased aid.*® The next day, the headmaster met with the school
staff to brief them on the implications of increased aid for the
school and to ask for their views on possible improvements in pay
and working conditions.*” On 20 August Waung Yoong Nien left
for Kuala Lumpur, accompanied by Chan Yik King the Inspector
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of Chinese Schools in Penang, to i
with Education Department officials.*s Chung Ling seemed deter-
mined, despite the negative feedback it had been receiving, to go
on with its iati with the g Both the UCSTA
and the MCACECC decided it was time to write officially to
Chung Ling’s MC to request them to stop the negotiations. ¥

In his reply to the MCACECC, Ong Keng Seng explained that
the school had originally asked for government aid to be increased
to the per capita rate of $100 per student. This request was
rejected and the possibility of aid on the same terms as those for
aided English schools was suggested by the Education Depart-
ment. The MC of Chung Ling had been assured that the terms of
such aid would not lead to the school losing its essential character,
or bianzhi (which carries the connotation of being a turncoat). But
Ong revealed that the increased aid to Chung Ling was intended to
be the prototype, or lanben, for other Chinese schools because the
government regarded Chung Ling as a school which ‘conformed to
acceptable standards’,5°

This was exactly what the MCACECC leaders had feared. Once
the conditions of aid to Chung Ling became the prototype for aid
to other Chinese secondary schools, then they would all have to
follow the Chung Ling practice of preparing students for the
School Certificate and teaching all subjects, except for Chinese
language and literature, in English. Chung Ling could claim that it
did not have to change its character to get aid as a ‘Conforming
School’ under the terms of the 1952 Education Ordinance. But
many of the other schools, unlike Chung Ling, were not practising
a bilingual policy. With Ong’s letter, the MCACECC felt justified
to insist that Chung Ling should consult and involve the
MCACECC in its iati with the g The
MCACECC sent another letter telling the Chung Ling MC that it
had no right to offer Chung Ling as a prototype for Chinese
schools without the other schools’ knowledge or consent.5! But
although the MCACECC could remonstrate or protest, it had no
power over Chung Ling. The Chung Ling MC was not obliged to
and did not accede to the MCACECC’s demands.

Meanwhile, the Chung Ling staff produced a memorandum
which also appealed to the MC to suspend negotiations for
increased aid. The staff memorandum objected to some of the
conditions of the increased aid which the headmaster had appar-
ently revealed to them before he left for Kuala Lumpur, One
of these conditions was that future staff recruitment would not

S
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be restricted only to Chinese. In addition, all appointments and
dismissals would in future be approved by the Education
Department. The staff were also unhappy that Chung Ling would
be categorized as a ‘Conforming School’, together with other aided
English schools. The Chung Ling staff felt that this meant the
school would lose its ‘Chinese identity’.

As for conditions governing the students, the staff objected to
the requirement that Chung Ling would have to abide by specified
age limits for its pupils according to their year of study. The staff
were against this condition because the Chinese schools had never
limited students by age nor had they ever rejected students for
being ‘too old’. As all Senior Middle students of the school would
be required to sit for the Senior Cambridge examinations in future,
the students would have no choice in this matter and the school
would lose its autonomy in determining the school’s curriculum.’?
Kong Xiang Tai, a Chinese language and literature teacher in
Chung Ling, issued a separate and more strongly worded state-
ment in which he d d of the iti of
increased aid as a ‘sell-out’. He called on the MC of the school to
close ranks with the other Chinese schools.”® The constant use of
the term ‘sell-out’ in reference to Chung Ling’s intention to accept
increased aid reflected the prevalent feeling that the government
was using more aid as a form of economic blackmail to force
Chinese schools to convert into schools teaching in English.

Meanwhile, the Alliance had won the first Federal ¢lections in
July 1955 and the Razak Committee to rewrite education policy
had been appointed on 27 August. On 4 September the Assistant
Minister of Education, Too Joon Hing, visited Penang. On his
arrival, Too informed reporters that he would meet the Chung
Ling MC to discuss the issue of increased government aid to the
school.3* While in Penang, Too met with members of the Penang
CSTA. This meeting with the CSTA was arranged by Lee Po
Wen, a former president of the UCSTA who knew Too personally
as both were Hainanese and had met through activities in their
provincial association. A Chinese daily claimed that it was the
Penang CSTA which impressed upon Too that public opinion
among the Penang Chinese was opposed to the government select-
ing Chung Ling for special treatment as a model for the other
Chinese schools.>® Before he left Penang on 5 September, Too
declared that no agreement had as yet been reached between the
government and the Chung Ling MC.%¢
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A week later, on 13 September, Chung Ling was notified by the
Penang Education Office that the government’s offer of increased
aid would lapse if no reply was received from the school within
three days.>” When asked about this, Too confirmed that the letter
was a mere formality to bring the matter to a close as the Alliance
government had decided that the entire matter should be placed
‘in cold storage’ for the time being. The Assistant Director of
Education confirmed that the matter was being shelved and added
that Waung would be leaving shortly for a six-month stint in the
United States on a Fulbright Fellowship.%® .

It would appear from this series of events that the decision to
shelve special aid to Chung Ling was made after Too Joon Hing’s
visit to Penang. This concurs with Lim Lian Geok’s account of
the Chung Ling story except that Lim claims to have played a cru-
cial role by speaking directly to Razak, the Minister of Education.>®
However, when Waung returned from Kuala Lumpur in late
August, he had indicated that Chung Ling’s deal with the govern-
ment might not come through because of ‘technical details involving
staff salaries”.%" In all ility, the Alliance found it
prudent to set aside a controversial matter which had been initiated
by the colonial government. There was reason to do since the Razak
C i had just been i to revise ed: ion policy.
However, a month after the Razak Report was accepted by the
Federal Legislative Council in May 1956, Chung Ling re-emerged
into the limelight, this time as the Alliance’s prototype for Chinese
secondary schools.

First Breach in the Ranks, June 1956

On 22 June 1956 Dato Abdul Razak announced that his govern-
ment had decided to increase aid to Chung Ling, which he
described as ‘the Federation’s biggest Chinese High School’.®!
On the same day, the Penang Settlement Government, as the
local hori dministeri di ion policy, issued a state-
ment which explained that Chung Ling would be receiving ‘full
assistance’. This meant ‘an immediate reduction in the fees paid
by the pupils and the payment of a grant equivalent to the whole of
the teachers’ approved salaries’ by the government. Chung Ling
had been selected as the first Chinese school to receive full assis-
tance because the school had i intained ‘stand.

which satisfy the regulations under the present law, and are also in
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conformity with the spirit of the reccommendations of the new edu-
cation report’. All the conditions for full assistance were said to be
in accordance with the spirit of the new education policy.®> The
Director of Ed i in a separate issued in Kuala
Lumpur, added that full assistance would also be given to any
other Chinese secondary school which ‘fell in line with the new
education policy’.®*

All three statements did not state exactly what the conditions of
full assistance to Chung Ling were. When asked about this, Ong
Keng Seng said simply that ‘the terms are generous’ and ‘within
the framework of the new education policy’. The new education
policy, he added as if in self-defence, ‘was acceptable to the pres-
ident of the UCSTA’.*! By that, Ong perhaps meant that it was
therefore acceptable for Chung Ling to go along with the terms of
“full assistance’. There was, however, widespread suspicion that
one of the conditions of full assistance was that Chung Ling had to
register its students to sit for the Lower Certificate of Education
(LCE) examination that year.

In June 1956 the MCACECC was still trying to get the Minister
of Education to agree that this examination should be set in
Chinese as well as English. All the Chinese secondary schools had
been asked not to enrol their students for the LCE examination
until this issue had been resolved.®® But Chung Ling had unilaterally
accepted the government’s terms of full assistance. And, signi-
ficantly, Chung Ling was the only Chinese school that was fielding

did for the LCE ination in 1956. The details of full
assistance to Chung Ling were not to be known until April 1957
when the MC was forced by ct to reveal the diti
it had agreed to in June 1956. By then, the government had already
publicized the di of full for dary schools
which indeed required that all students must sit for the LCE. The
Minister had also made it clear that public examinations such as
the LCE could only be d d in the official of the
country. Thus in June 1956, as much as in July 1955, Chung
Ling’s move independently of the other schools marked its willing-
ness to capitulate on a point that the other schools and the
MCACECC were still trying to battle against.

A long article criticizing Chung Ling’s action was published in
several Chinese dailies the day after the Minister of Education’s
announcement. Two main points were raised in this article. First,
it was morally reprehensible for Chung Ling to disregard the need
for unity when this was so crucial to the MCACECC’s position.
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Chung Ling was criticized for breaking with the MCACECC and
UCSTA when important clarifications of the Razak Report were
still being sought by these two organizations. In particular, Chung
Ling was criticized for fielding a few hundred students for the LCE
examination in 1956. This deliberately flouted the MCACECC’s
request to all Chinese secondary schools not to register students
for the examination that year.

Second, the article pointed out that the Alliance government’s
policy towards the Chinese secondary schools appeared to be no
different from that of the colonial government. By picking on
Chung Ling with its bilingual policy as a prototype for the other
Chinese secondary schools, the newly elected government clearly
showed that its objective was to convert the Chinese secondary
schools ultimately into schools teaching in English. The other
schools were wamned not to be enticed by the government’s offer of
full assistance because the price to be paid was to give up the prin-
ciple of teaching in the mother tongue.® In other words, the full
assistance offered by the Alliance, like the increase in aid from the
British, was a form of economic blackmail.

The MC of Chung Ling made an attempt to defend its action at
the end of July 1956 with a long and carefully argued statement
issued by Ong Keng Seng. It is very likely that this statement was
actually written by Waung Yoong Nien, the headmaster, for Ong,
like many old ion Chinese busi usually needed a
speech-writer for his statements and speeches.®” Whoever its real
author was, this ided the first ined defence of
the school’s point of view and cxplams why the MC’s decision to
accept full assi; was %% Ong’s pointed
out that the school had practised the bilingual policy initiated by
David Chen for more than 20 years. As a result, Chung Ling stu-
dcms had performed well in both the Chinese School Lcavmg

ion and the Cambridge School Certifi

English. The school’s graduates consequently had been nblc t0
enter not only Nanyang University in Singapore and Chinese uni-
versities in Taiwan and Hong Kong but also universities in
Australia, Europe, and the United States. Ong’s statement then
asked why this policy was being criticized as unacceptable or dam-
aging to Chinese education when Chung Ling students were a
source of pride to the school in particular and Chinese schools in
general.

In addressing the issue of full assnsmncc directly, Ong nolcd that
Chung Ling had obtained full without ch. the
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school’s policy of bilingualism. If the Chinese education organiza-
tions maintained that more g aid was le as long
as the schools were not compelled to change their policies or char-
acteristics, Chung Ling had upheld this principle. Why then, the
statement asked, was the school being branded a ‘renegade’ or
‘turncoat’?®® What the statement did not address was that the
largest and most prestigious Chinese school had parted ways with
the MCACECC on the principle that teaching and examining in
the Chinese schools must be conducted in the Chinese language.
But Chung Ling had not been an adherent of this principle for
almost 20 years.

The anger generated by Chung Ling’s ‘betrayal’ was directed
mainly at Waung who was cast as the villain responsible for the
school’s decision.”® Waung was d by his fell hy
when he chaired a meeting of the Penang CSTA on 4 August. This
had been called to protest the Special Qualifying Test for non-
graduate teachers to enter into the Unified Teaching Service pro-
posed by the Razak Report. As soon as Waung had called the

meeting to order and ined the p 1o be
Kong Xiang Tai, the Chung Ling teacher who had issued a critical
statement against his school in August 1955, launched into a
scathing attack on Waung as a man who had betrayed the cause of
Chinese education.

When Waung tried to defend himself, he was soon interrupted
by someone who shouted from the floor that Waung had exceeded
the time limit of five minutes for each speaker he had carlier stipu-
lated as chairman of the meeting. Taken aback, Waung sat down
and the meeting descended into disorder as several members
heckled Waung. Unable to restore order to the meeting, Waung
was finally persuaded by the other CSTA leaders to leave because
his presence was diverting the meeting from its main objective.
After he left, the meeting proceeded to discuss the Special
Qualifying Test for teachers.” This incident demonstrated to
Waung that his position as president of the Penang CSTA was
untenable. A month later, he resigned from this position and
withdrew from all further involvement with the UCSTA.™

Waung also became the target of a local smear campaign.
Posters defaming him appeared in some streets in Penang but their
contents were supposedly so libellous that the local Chinese daily
only reported where they had appeared but refrained from publish-
ing the contents.”® Waung himself was occasionally abused while
walking along the streets of Penang.’* On 11 September Waung
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called a press conference to defend himself. He declared that his
conscience was perfectly clear and that he had not ‘sold out’
Chung Ling or the cause of Chinese education. It was unfair, said
Waung, that he was being singled out for opprobrium—even if
Chung Ling had ‘sold out—because all major decisions of the
school were made not by the headmaster but by the MC of the
school. In the process of defending the MC’s position, however,
Waung left no doubt that he himself agreed with it.’> Following
Chung Ling’s acceptance of full assistance, Waung had to contend
with an even greater source of opposition—the Chung Ling stu-
dents themselves.

The Students D, N ber 1956

One of the reasons why Waung and the Chung Ling MC wanted
more government aid was that they hoped the government could
then play a bigger role in controlling radical political activism
amongst the students.” The Chung Ling school authorities may
have been especially nervous because before David Chen’s assas-
sination in February 1952, there had been four other killings invol-
ving Chung Ling teachers and students. In October 1949, a Chung
Ling teacher by the name of Boey Eng Eng was shot dead, and in
October 1951, the school’s acting headmaster, Tan Chong Gak,
was killed. Two Chung Ling students also died at the hands of
unknown assassins between 1950 and 1952.77 After David Chen’s
death, the government claimed to have uncovered and broken a
Communist cell—the ‘Red Lamp’ group—in March 1953 when
some of its leaders were arrested by the police. This group had
claimed responsibility for David Chen’s killing and the govern-
ment believed that the same group was responsible for the other
four deaths.”™ After Waung took over as headmaster, he, together
with the discipline master,™ imposed very strict restrictions on a
wide range of student activities. Students who ignored or flouted
school lati were either blackli: or expelled.

In other Chinese secondary schools, there was increased surveil-
lance after October 1951 when the Communist Party of Malaya
(CPM) changed its strategy and began to recruit school students
for its cultural cadres. Following the radical actions by Singapore
students in May 1954, the government watched more closely for
signs of radicalization among Chinese secondary school students
in the Federation.® A CPM document found in Pontian, Johore in
August 1954 revealed that the local branch of the CPM had
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received a party directive to ion on imp

links with secondary school students. Among other things, this
directive suggested that cadres should ‘encourage students to voice
their demands; for example, if they are not pleased with the school
administration or with the conduct of a teacher, we are to scize the
opportunity to urge them to oppose the school authority or the
teacher’.®!

In July 1955, Chung Ling students had protested mildly—with a
memorandum—against the school authorities on the issue of spe-
cial aid. But this had prompted the Special Branch to immediately
act to pre-empt any further student activism by arresting a few stu-
dents whom it identified as the leaders. Within the school, control
over extra-curricular activities became even tighter after July 1955.
For example, early in 1956, the headboy of the school was dis-
missed from his post and banned from extra-curricular activities
because he and some other students had planned a concert to raise
funds for the Nanyang University. Another student was expelled
because he was collecting funds for the UCSTA Building Fund.
The reason given by the school authorities in both cases was that
the activities had been carried out without prior approval.*> The
tight control and harsh punishments meted out created a tense
atmosphere in staff-student relations. After a few months of sim-
mering resentment, the students came out in open defiance.

On the morning of 23 November 1956, about 1,000 Chung
Ling students left their classrooms, gathered in the school com-
pound, and declared a boycott of all classes.’® When the students
refused to heed the calls of the headmaster and the discipline mas-
ter to return to their classes, the school’s MC and officials from the
Education Department in Penang were called in. Chan Yik King
(Inspector of Chinese Schools in Penang), Philip Egerton
(Superintendent of Chinese Schools in Penang), Tye Kok Leong
(acting chairman of the Chung Ling MC), Tan Cheng Tit (treasurer
of the MC), and Loh Ching Chua (member of the MC) in tum
called on the students to disperse—but to no avail. While Loh con-
tinued trying to communicate with the student leaders, the others
withdrew to the headmaster’s office.

After an hour or so, the students presented Loh with 10 demands.
These were:

1. The MC would guarantee that no pupil would be punished or
arrested by the police because of the demonstrations.

2. The class monitors’ right to hold meetings should be restored.

3. Restrictions on the Xuebao should be removed and circulation
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of Issue Number 41 permitted.
Students expelled because of Issue No. 41 of Xuebao were to
be reinstated.
The headboy arrested by police should be reinstated as a stu-
dent,
- The headmaster, discipline master, and adviser of English
should resign immediately.
7. A new teacher knowledgeable in Chinese should be appointed
teacher in charge of curriculum.
8. All inations should be p till the troubles were
resolved.
9. All the terms of full assistance should be announced by the
McC. .
10. The students should be permitted to publish their own state-
ment on the day’s happenings.®4
Several of these demands related to punishments meted out by the
school authoritics to student leaders. These will be discussed
below. But, significantly, one of the students’ demands was that the
MC of the school should reveal the terms of full assistance from
the government. The students’ demand that the headmaster, discip-
line master, and head of the English section should resign was
related to both discipline in the school and the issue of full assist-
ance. Having made their demands, the student leaders declared
that the sit-in would continue until the MC had come to a de-
cision. A meeting of the MC was scheduled for 5 p.m. because
Ong Keng Seng was expected to have returned to Penang by then.
By this time, the Ministry of Education had been informed
about the student demonstration. Ministry officials were worried
that the demonstrations might disrupt the Senior Cambridge
examination which was being conducted in the school hall. But the
students did not enter the school hall till after the examination
ended at 2.30 in the afternoon. At this point, some students left to
buy food. The students claimed that this showed that their demon-
stration was spontaneous and there was no premeditated intention
to barricade themselves in the school as the Singapore students
had done in May 1954.55 The police, however, viewed the stu-
dents’ move as a sign that they were preparing themselves for a
barricade. The riot police was called and tension mounted with its
arrival on the scene.
Meanwhile, the government had been preparing the Closure
Order for the school. When these arrived at the school at4.50 p.m.,
the Inspector of Chinese Schools and the Officer in Charge of
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the Police Department (OCPD) entered the school hall. The
Inspector of Chinese Schools read the Closure Order and the
OCPD ordered the students to disperse. When they showed no
signs of doing so, they were warned that they would be forcibly
evicted. When this ultimatum was ignored by the students, the
government officials left the school hall after which the riot police
fired a few rounds of tear-gas at the students. As the students
rushed out of the school hall, some were arrested and the rest
driven off the school grounds. An immediate search of the school
prcmms by Special Branch teams found lch evidence of

beyond * il of dicial literature
mcludmg songs and slogans which glorified the Lhcmc of sv:ruggl:
and an open letter to the M C the

Headmaster of treachery and demanding that he be dismissed’.%
The school was guarded by police and riot squad men for the next
few days and arrangements were made to send all boarders
home.%”

In a nation-wide radio broadcast that night, Dato Abdul Razak
announced that Chung Ling was being closed under the provisions
of Emergency Regulations 41 (b). The Minister explained that the
government had intervened because the students had ‘shown no
respect for the headmaster and the school authorities’. Drastic
actions had been taken ‘to prevent a small group of students from
disrupting the majority who wished only to pursue their studies in
peace’.®® The Chief Minister, Tunku Abdul Rahman, also
defended the government’s actions as ‘necessary in order to pre-
vent the situation from deteriorating’.®? Razak arrived in Penang
the next day to personally look into the situation.

Generally public opinion seemed to be that the government had
over-reacted. Only the Kwong Wah Yt Poh, a newspaper with a his-
tory of affiliation with the KMT, thought that the demonstration
was due to Communist infiltration in the school and praised the
government for its swift action against ‘subversive elements’.?
Most other editorials in the Chinese press criticized the riot squad
for having acted hastily and the government for being too harsh on
young idealistic students.”’ This was also the view expressed in
statements by Lim Lian Geok as UCSTA president, Lim Kean
Siew, a Socialist Front leader, as well as the Chung Ling Old Boys
Association. An MCACECC statement called for a full inquiry
into the incident.”?

Two days after the 23 November demonstration, the students
issued an open letter to the public.”” This letter, and a subscquent
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student memorandum,® indicated that the school’s acceptance of
full assistance in June 1956 was the major cause of the student
unrest. In both documents, the students referred to their feelings
of ‘shame and anger’ at the manner in which their school had
‘betrayed the cause of Chinese education’. Three separate reports
on the Chung Ling student demonstration, including one written
by the Superintendent of Chinese Schools (who had access to
information from Special Branch sources), also pinpointed the
issue of full assistance as the single most important reason for the
student demonstration on 23 November.?

The headmaster and discipline master’s tight control of student
activities and the harsh manner in which they dealt with students

who d the school’s lations further fuelled the frus-
tration and anger of the students. The students’ resentment
against icti was vividly d in their
detailed dum on the 23 N ber incident. The series of

events which led directly to the demonstration began with the
expulsion of the editor of Issue Number 41 of Xuebao, the student
newspaper, on 5 November. Another member of the editorial
board was blacklisted and the entire editorial board was warned
that their behaviour had been reported to the Education
Department and the Special Branch. The school authorities were
angry with the editorial board of Issue No. 41 because it had failed
to ensure that all the contents of that issue had been vetted and
approved before publication. This was a rule that the Xuebao edit-
orial board was required to strictly observe.

The headboy of the school and a deputation of other students
had then met the headmaster to appeal against the punishments.
But the headmaster would not relent. Instead, the police detained
and interrogated the headb t more stud were
then d to the head s office for i ion. To
make matters worse, the interrogator was the head of Chung
Ling’s English section, a man by the name of Fisher-Short. Both
Fisher-Short and Baxter whom he had replaced were appointees of
the Education Department. To the Chung Ling students, Fisher-
Short symbolized the colonial government’s presence in their
school. After the interrogation by Fisher-Short, six more boys were
expelled. The MC was then asked by government officials to put
up a notice ‘fully endorsing the actions taken by the headmaster in
ordering the ring-leaders to leave the school’. The students were
warned that ‘if there is any demonstration or attempt to engineer
a school strike, the school will be closed".® At this point, the
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students said, ‘our frustration and anger at the oppressive
atmosphere in the school had reached an intolerable limit’.*” They
decided to begin a boycott of classes on the morning of
23 November.

A Bel d M. c

As soon as the boycott of classes began, Philip Egerton urged the
Chung Ling MC to close the school immediately. Tye Kok Leong,
the acting chairman, refused to make a decision until Ong Keng
Seng had returned and the MC had met at 5 p-m. As soon as Ong
arrived in Penang, Egerton emphasized the urgency of ending the
students’ sit-in before nightfall. But Ong also insisted on waiting
until the MC had met. State government officials then issued the
closure orders which were brought to the school at 4.50 p.m.% At
5 p.m. Ong Keng Seng was informed that the riot police were
about to take action at the school. The entire MC arrived at the
school just in time to see the students scattering amidst clouds of
tear-gas. Later that evening, the MC resumed their meeting. A
statement was then issued. The MC condemned the students’
behaviour but expressed regret that the government had inter-
vened before the MC had a chance to make a decision.*®

Barely a week later, on 5 December, the school dismissed two of
its teachers. One of them was Kong Xiang Tai, the teacher who
had openly criticized Waung during the Penang CSTA meeting in
August. The other was Ren Yunong, a Chinese language and liter-
ature teacher. On 5 December, the Chung Ling staff released a
statement supporting the school’s decision of accepting full assist-
ance from the government.'™ This fuelled speculation that Kong
and Ren had been dismissed because they refused to subscribe to
the staff statement. When asked about the dismissals, the head-
master refused to comment. On 10 December, some Chinese
newspapers reported that the two teachers had been dismissed at
the insi of the Education D Other Chinese sec-
ondary schools in Penang were wamed not to employ them. 10!

The MC then came under pressure from the government to take
disciplinary action against the students involved in the 23 November
di it The Penang Ed ion and Health Committee,
acting as the local authority administeri d ion matters in the
state, met the Chung Ling MC on 24 December to demand that
the leaders of the demonstration be expelled. The MC apparently
responded that ‘they were not strong enough to withstand the
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heavy criticism that would follow’.!%2 Some members of the MC
told reporters that they had di with the g s
demand to expel 70 students. ' Four days later, on 29 December,
another meeting was convened at which Sulaiman bin Dato Abdul
Rahman, the Assistant Chief Minister, and Too Joon Hing, the
Acting Minister of Education, met with the Chung Ling MC. Also
present were Dr N. K. Menon, the chairman of the Penang
Education Committee, Waung Yoong Nien, Chan Yik King,
Philip Egerton, and Lim Chong Eu. This was the government’s
second attempt to convince the Chung Ling MC that ‘the ring-
leaders must be expelled”.!** Members of the MC seemed to have
protested rather feebly during the meeting. Only Ong Keng Seng
and Tye Kok Leong ici d actively in the delil i The
other MC members spoke briefly or not at all. 1o

Tye opposed expulsion several times on grounds that there was
no proper evidence against the students who had been listed for
expulsion. He also argued that the government should not be
involved when the students had infringed school discipline and not
the laws of the land. Both arguments were rejected by the govern-
ment representatives. Too pointed out that the question of evid-
ence would be considered when the students appealed. The
Assistant Chief Minister maintained that the matter had become a
public issue and the government therefore had the right to be
involved. The headmaster also argued in favour of expelling all
those identified as ‘ringleaders’ because ‘pupils who make speeches
and abuse the headmaster must not be allowed to return to the
school’. Waung claimed that some of the students who took part
had been recognized and must, therefore, be expelled. After the
MC acknowledged that they could not guarantee that there would
be no further student trouble, their protests against expelling such
a large number were not heeded. The MC finally agreed that
expulsion orders would be issued by the school but the govern-
ment would then establish a Committee of Inquiry to hear appeals
against Ision from the stud Tye then d to be dis-
sociated ‘from all responsibility for this decision’, 106

That afternoon, Ong discussed the actual number to be expelled
with the Chief Education Officer and the headmaster of the school.
Although he again pleaded that expulsion of more than 10 stu-
dents was too heavy a burden for him to carry, he left the final
decision in the hands of the Chief Education Officer and head-
master, Expulsion orders were eventually issued to 69 students by
the Registrar of Schools.!” Tye Kok Leong issued a statement
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condemning the expulsions as ‘harsh and unjust’. He maintained
that the matter should have been left in the hands of the MC.!%¥
But Tye stood alone as the other members of the MC decided to
go along with the government’s decision in the hope that the
expulsions would help maintain order in future.!*

Despite the controversy surrounding the school since July 1955,
Chung Ling had litle difficulty attracting new students. The
school received 500 applications at the end of 1956 when it could
only take in 300 new students.!'® When the school reopened on
6 January 1957, the police were on stand-by as each student
entered the school after his letter of admission for the year had
been checked by a teacher. The atmosphere was tense as some of
the expelled students gathered on a grass verge outside the school.
They refused to leave untl Ong Keng Seng had spoken to them
and agreed to meet them later in the afternoon. Too Joon Hing,
who was also in Penang, met the students together with Ong and
advised them to appeal to the Committee of Inquiry.'!!

The parents of the expelled students had appealed to the MC to
rcadmn their sons, arguing t.hm, while they did not condone

of school disci Ision was not the proper
way to teach young people to be law-abiding citizens. The MC was
asked to defend its right to make decisions in the interests of stu-
dents.''? But by then the MC no longer had the power to readmit
the students. The Committee of Inquiry hearings were held in
Kuala Lumpur and Sungai Petani, away from Penang where there
would be more sympathy for the students. At the end of March,
the Committee announced that only 16 students were to be rein-
stated.!!? Further appeals from parents and the MC were made
but the government stood firm.

On 2 April some Chung Ling smdcms attempted to orgamzc a
boycott of the end of term The school h
identified three students as the instigators and they were immedi-
ately expelled by the hcadmaster.!’® This sparked off another
demonstration the next morning which involved the majority of
the students in the school. The students hung up a long cloth ban-
ner with the characters ‘Love Our Chinese Language, Love Our
Chung Ling’ written in blood drawn from their fingers. The head-
master immediately announced the closure of the school and the
students were persuaded to disperse by some teachers.!!> The fol-
lowing day, the school expelled another 10 students who were
accused of being ringleaders of the demonstration.''® This sparked
off sympathy demonstrations by students in two other Chinese sec-
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ondary schools in Penang—Han Chiang and Chung Hwa
Confucian. Both schools were immediately closed to prevent fur-
ther unrest.!'?

The Penang Labour Party, the General Workers’ Union, and
the Penang branch of the Socialist Youth League organized a peti-
tion to reinstate all the expelled students.!'® The Georgetown
Malayan Chinese Association (MCA) and the MCACECC decided
to conduct their own inquiries into the causes of the student
unrest. Commentators on the Alliance’s first major clectoral set-
back in local-level elections in Penang in December 1956 thought
that disaffection over the way the government had handled the
Chung Ling affair was one of the causes for the Alliance losing
clectoral support.'?

After the government’s announcement of the Twcn(y Con-
ditions for schools to be d as National-Typ di
Schools in December 1956, the Chung Ling MC came und:r pres'
sure again, this time from the Chinese education organizations.
The Twenty Conditi which luded the i that
students must sit for public inati were i )
rejected by delegates to a MCACECC meeting in February 1957,
Ong Keng Seng, who was present at the meeting, made a gesture
of solidarity by promising that Chung Ling would stand with the
other Chinese schools and withdraw from full assistance. A meet-
ing of Chung Ling’s dongshi, comprising the Board of Directors
biennially elected by all the school’s benefactors, was then called
on 30 April to reconsider the school’s stand. This indicated that
there were Chung Ling benefactors who were disturbed by the
controversy that had anisen from decisions made by the MC, a
smaller group elected by the dongshi.

At this meeting, the agreement for full assistance which Chung
Ling had signed with the government in June 1956 was finally
revealed.'?” It was indeed clear that the conditions that Chung
Ling had agreed to were identical to the Twenty Conditions. But
nine months after its icity with the Ed ion D it
was going to be extremely difficult for the school to extricate itself
from the agreement. Ong informed Chung Ling’s dongshi that he
had received a letter from the Education Department stating that
all monies which had been paid by the government must be
refunded if the school decided to withdraw from all assistance.!2!
With this sobering thought, the dongshi adjourned their meeting
without any decision. Perhaps the dongshi had on their minds the
example of Tye Kok Leong. The government had, on 24 April,
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refused to accept Tye's registration as a member of the MC of the
Han Chiang High School.'?? This was an indication that punitive
action might be taken against those who, like Tye, openly chal-
lenged or upposcd gcvcmmcm actions.

The for Merdeka delayed i between the
government and the MCACECC on the Twenty Conditions. As
the MCACECC appeared less likely to succeed, the Chung Ling
MC became less inclined to pay the costs of withdrawing from full
assistance. At the next meeting of Chung Ling’s dongshi on 14 May,
some members openly doubted whether the MCACECC could
succeed in getting any concrete results. Again no decision for
Chung Ling to withdraw from full assistance was made.'?? In fact,
Chung Ling never withdrew from full assistance. June 1956 there-
fore stands as the historical date when the first, the biggest, and the
most prestigious Chinese secondary school broke ranks with the
MCACECC and fell in line with the government’s policy for sec-
ondary education.

Chung Ling’s breakaway from the MCACECC in 1955 and
1956 was still remembered with some bitterness by the older leaders
of the UCSTA when they were interviewed in the early 1980s.
They felt that Chung Ling had served as the catalyst which
speeded the fall of the other schools. In Lim Lian Geok’s memoirs,
Waung is castigated as the chief villain (zuiku) who sold out
(clmmav) Chmcsc education. Lim portrays Waung as a man who

b d with colonial b to gain better pay for him-
self.'?* On his part, Waung was aware that his peers still regarded
him as a ‘renegade’ even decades after the controversy had died
down. He insisted, however, that subsequent developments in the
Chinese schools had proved that Chung Ling’s acceptance of full
assistance in June 1956 was a far-sighted decision.!?%

Whatever one’s verdict might be on the entire Chung Ling
episode, Waung was instrumental in allowing Chung Ling to be
used by both the colonial administration and the Alliance govern-
ment to achieve their objectives. That the headmaster, and the
MC, of Chung Ling permitted their school to be appropriated as a
model for state policies should not, however, detract us from
appreciating the historical slgmﬁcance of the controversy over
Chung Ling. This a dil faced not
only by Chung Ling but by all the Chinese secondary schools in
the 1950s, and it is a dilemma which they face to this day. Can the
Chinese schools bring their students into the educational main-
stream which is essential for their socio-economic advancement
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and still uphold the use of Chinese as the medium of instruction
when this is not an official language of the country? The crux of the
dilemma is: social mobility versus cultural attachments.

Since the 1930s, Chung Ling had opted for a bilingual policy as
one way out of this dilemma. The MCACECC, and more particu-
larly UCSTA, leaders sought a different resolution by calling for
more use of Chinese to reduce the hegemony of English in the
mainstream education system. But until and unless qualifications
in Chinese had an equivalent social and economic value to those in
English, the strategy of the Chinese education organizations had
little chance of success. Chung Ling was the first school to bow to
the demands of realism. The dilemma of the other Chinese schools
became more pronounced after Merdeka when the issue of
Chinese as an official language was closed and UMNO leaders
refused to yield on using Chinese in public examinations. As for
the MCACECGC, it soon fell apart in the wake of an UMNO-MCA
political crisis which occurred just before the 1959 general elec-
tions.
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7
Crisis and Dissolution,
September 1957-December 1961

I S ber-N ber 1957

IN the post-Merdeka Cabinet reshuffl , Moh d Khir Johari
was appointed to the post of Minister of Education while Dato
Razak moved over to the portfolio of Internal Affairs and Defence.
Two weeks after Merdeka, on 13 S, the Mal. Chinese
A iation Chinese Ed ion Central Ci i (MCACECC)
requested a meeting with the new Minister of Education to
discuss outstanding issues concerning the Chinese schools.! The
MCACECC had appointed a subcommittee headed by Goh Chee

Yan to conduct iati with the for mod-
ifications to the Twenty Conditions for Chinese 'y schools
to be as Nati Type S dary Schools (NTSS).

MCACECC leaders were still hoping for a softening of the govern-
ment’s stand on these conditions and the medium of public exam-
inations. Two additi bl had ged which required
negotiations with the new Minister. First, the Minisuy of
Education had sent out circulars to all aided secondary schools
requiring them to begin enforcing the age limits for pupils which
were recommended in the Razak Report. Second, circulars were
sent out to all schools regarding the setting up of Boards of
Governors.2

The Razak Report had recommended age limits to be progress-
ively imposed starting from 1957 to ensure that children reaching
school-going age would find places in schools. Schools were asked
to follow the age limits for various standards stated in the Report
and begin denying places to pupils older than the specified max-
imum ages. Pupils who had reached their seventeenth birthday
must leave the primary schools and pupils who had reached their
twenty-third birthday must leave secondary schools. Each year the
maximum age would be reduced so that by 1960 all schools would
have adjusted to the age tables specified in the Report.? The Razak
Report had also recommended that Boards of Governors should
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be set up in all schools. It recommended a standard structure for
these boards in which the government, ex-pupils, and any organ-
ization connected with the school would have the right to nominate
representatives to the Board of Governors in addition to the owners
of the school.*

The Chinese schools had reason to be anxious over both issues.
Unlike the English schools, the Chinese schools had never adhered
to age limits. The philosophy of the Chinese schools was to accom-
modate any student willing and able to continue studying. The
Razak Report had noted that the problem of over-aged students
was most serious in the Chinese schools. Going by the standard
ages specified in the Report, 80 per cent of pupils in the Chinese
schools were over-aged for their year of study and 24 per cent were
beyond school-going age.® A United Chinese School ‘Teachers’
Association (UCSTA) survey found that if the prescribed age
limits were enforced in the Chinese secondary schools, a total of
6,121 pupils would be asked to leave from 1958 to 1960. In 1958
alone, 2,740 pupils would have to leave school. The UCSTA

d that it was inh and le to deny these
pupils a chance to finish their education.®

The Chinese schools had traditionally been run by Boards of
Directors (dongshi) or Management Committees (MCs) elected
from the benefactors of the school. The new regulations governing
the constitution of Boards of Directors gave the benefactors the
right to nominate three individuals who would be designated as
trustees of the school. The rest of the Board would consist of three
nominees cach by the government, the Parents’ Association, and
the Ex-Pupils’ Association. With the new structure, the govern-
ment would have a direct role in the management of every school
while the benef: infl would be drastically reduced.

The MCACECC could not get an appointment with the new
Minister until 2 November 1957, This, Lim Lian Geok has
claimed, was because factionalism within the Mal Chinese
Association (MCA) was getting more serious as Tan Cheng Lock
had become incapacitated by ill health. Cheng Lock’s son, Siew
Sin, led one faction within the MCA that was antagonistic to the
UCSTA. From Lim’s account, this faction was trying to edge the
MCACECC out of the picture by getting the new Minister of
Education to deal solely with the MCA Cultural and Education
Subcommittee headed by Y. T. Lee on all matters involving
Chinese education.”
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Significantly, the delay put the MCACECC in a weaker position

in its claim that the Twenty Conditions for full assistance were
to Chinese y schools. In the first week of

October, two Chinese schools had followed Chung Ling’s example
and signed agreements with the government to convert to NTSS.
These were the Chan Wa High School in Seremban, Negri
Sembilan, and the Chinese High School in Segamat, Johore. The
reasons which the MCs of these two schools gave for their decisions
were essentially the same as those given by the headmaster of
Chung Ling. These were better ! and higher ed
prospects for their students, financial stability for their schools,
improved working conditions for their staff, and a reduction of the
parents’ burden by not having to raise school fees.®

The conversion of the two schools appeared to have been
arranged just before the MCACECC met the new Minister of
Education. The Segamat Chinese High School’s decision to con-
vert was announced on 27 October, just days before the
MCACECC was due to meet the Minister. In the case of Chan Wa
in S ban, the first was made in the first week of
October. The school had then come under a barrage of criticism in
the Chinese press which was almost a repetition of what had hap-
pened in June 1956 when the government announced Chung
Ling’s acceptance of full assistance. The MC of Chan Wa never-
theless proceeded to sign the agreement to convert into a NTSS
with the government on 16 October. On 30 October, the eve of the
MCACECC’s meeting with the Minister, the school’s MC had
called a press conference to defend its decision. The chairman of
the MC of Chan Wa was Yap Mau Tatt. He was regarded as the
man behind the school’s decision to convert.® But Yap was a mem-
ber of the MCACECC Working Subcommittee assigned to negoti-
ate for changes to the conditions. Yet not only had he led his
school in direct conflict with the MCACECC’s position, he had
even defended his school’s decision to sign up for full assistance as
‘bringing only benefits and no harm’.10

When Chung Ling accepted full assistance and converted into a
NTSS in June 1956, the MCACECC had lost from its ranks the
biggest and most prestigious Chinese secondary school. With wo
more schools following suit, there were signs of crumbling support
for the MCACECC’s claim that the government’s Twenty
Conditions were not acceptable to all Chinese secondary schools,
The MCACECC was represented by its Working Subcommittee
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Student Demonstrations, November 1957

On 14 November 1957, one month before Foon Yew’s decision to
forgo all government aid, students from six major Chinese sec-
ondary schools—three in Penang and three in Kuala Lumpur—
staged d ions to protest the imposition of age limits, They
also objected to the government’s decision that public examina-
tons could not be conducted in Chinese. The schools involved
were Chung Ling, Han Chiang, and the Penang Chinese Girls'
High School in Penang, and the Confucian High School, the Kuen
Cheng Girls” School, and the Chung Hwa High School in Kuala
Lumpur. The Penang students appeared to have been more daring
and organized. The boys from Chung Ling and Han Chiang
marched from their schools to the Penang Chinese Girls' High
School. There they congregated with the girls who were preparing
o barricade themselves in the school building. Their plans were
foiled when the boys were dispersed by tear-gas. Some students
were arrested and all three schools were immediately closed.2®

The Education Department in Penang had been forewarned by
the Special Branch to get the MCs of the Pcnang schools to be on
hand to help restrain the studs Ith some of the
MC of the Penang Chinese Girls’ High School were at the school
carly on the morning of 14 November, they found that the stu-
dents had already locked the school gates and refused to listen to
the MC’s advice to disperse.’ No action was taken by the riot
squad against the Kuala Lumpur schools whose students dispersed
voluntarily after Lim Lian Geok and Wen Tien Kuang visited each
of the schools and appealed to the students to stop their demon-
strations.* Lim then issued a statement as UCSTA president call-
ing on all students to be calm and 1o leave matters in the hands of
the MCACECC. A similar statement was issued by the
MCACECC®

A second round of demonstrations erupted in Chinese schools
in other towns from 17 1o 19 November. Students in four major
Chinese secondary schools in Ipoh and one school each in Kampar
and Batu Gajah boy classes 1o d their soli
with the Penang and Kuala Lumpur students. The demonstrations
in Ipoh were dispersed after the riot squad and police used canes
on the students. Photographs of police wielding canes on female
students led 10 protests against police brutality from opposition
parties, and public sympathy swung to the students,

The Minister of Education met with the MCs of the three
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| schools in Penang after the d i Tt was that
ii‘ 24 students from the schools would be expelled.?* This sparked off
| more demonstrations in other schools. On 21 November, students
1‘ from Foon Yew in Johore Bahru, as well as Chinese schools in
| S Bidor, and Siti by classes and demon-
( strated to express their support for the Penang students. Police
] broke up the demonstrators after which the schools were also
j closed.?* Within a week, the demonstrations had spread to Alor
| Star, Muar, and Rengit while back in Penang, fresh demonstra-
| tions broke out in Han Chiang and the Chung Hwa Confucian
| High School.??
After the first round of student demonstrations, the Minister of
‘ Education had immediately alleged that the students were being
insti| by ist infil ”Hisvi:wswereﬂoedby
an editorial in the Straits Times which claimed to discern the “hid-
den hand’ of the Communist Party of Malaya (CPM) behind the
students’ actions.?” The government’s determination to impose
age limits on students in secondary schools was intended to prevent
younger students from coming under the influence of older st
dents, who were thought to be more likely to have been infiltrated
by the CPM.* There might well have been CPM cadres among
the older students in the Chinese secondary schools. A report on
Chinese secondary students in Singapore in 1956 had ciaimed thar
the party was placing more emphasis on reaching out to younger
CMncscatlhanime.'l'hisdaimmbucdouaapmedCPM
document which directed party cadres “to be active among the
Middle school students’ because ‘the work of winning support
from school children and organizing them to struggie is more
important than military activities’.?' However, until November
1957, there were no signs of radical student activities in the
Federation. After the d i the offered no
o of C o
‘The Penang students claimed that they were demonstrating in
support of the MCACECC’s efforts to get public examinations to
be conducted in Chinese and for the age limits to be relaxed. * So
did the students in Kuala Lumpur.™ Lim Lian Geok suspected a
different kind of ‘hidden hand’ behind the demonstrations. He
believed that the students in Kuala Lumpur had been instigated to
demonstrate by people who wanted to implicate the MCACECC.
But he did not indicate who these people might be and offtred
little evidence that the same group had been active among students
in 50 many different towns. ™ A different view, and one that was.
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probably most widely held among the Chinese, was offered by the
Nanyang Siang Pao. This Chinese daily thought that the student
demonstrations were essentially ‘rash actions by exuberant young-
sters who felt genuinely threatened by the age limits’. Some
students, said the Nanyang Siang Pao editorial, were also Ppanic-
stricken at the idea of having to sit for examinations in what was,
for most of them, a foreign language. Without these fears and frus-
trations, the students would not have come out in force in so many
different towns. >

Whatever their motivations, the student demonstrations com-
manded nation-wide attention. The Yang di-Pertuan Agong
referred to the demonstrations in his speech to the Federal

» Legislative Council on 4 December. So did several other national

leaders. Speaking in the Legislative Council, the Tunku criticized
the students for trying ‘to throw their weight around and intimidat-
ing the government’. Khir Johari and Razak both defended the
police actions against the students with Khir warning that the gov-
ernment would not allow the country to be run by ‘thugs’. United
Malays National O ization (UMNO) back-b
supported the government and called for tighter control and disci-
pline over students in future.36

The student demonstrations were of no help to the MCACECC
when it attempted to meet the Tunku as their last resort to over-
come the impasse on the two issues of conditions for conversion
and medium of examinations. The Tunku refused to meet the
MCACECC until ‘the students and their teachers showed that
they respected the laws of the country’.3” This suggested that the
Tunku thought that the Chinese school teachers had either instig-
ated their students to demonstrate or had supported them. The
MCACECC’s impasse remained. From the beginning of 1958, the
possibility of any breakthrough on the issues facing the Chinese
secondary schools became inextricably linked with the political
problems faced by the MCA.

The MCA on a Tightrope, November 195, 7-July 1959

The drafting of the Merdeka Constitution had led to the MCA
being accused of having betrayed Chinese interests because the
MCA had stayed within the of what was o
UMNO. As a component party of the Alliance, the MCA had to
go along with the Alliance position of rejecting the proposals of
the Reid C ission to allow multiple official I and to
impose a time-frame on Malay special rights. As a result, the MCA
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was criticized as a Chinese political party which had failed to stand
up for Chinese rights. The MCACECC’s failure to obtain conces-
sions from the UMNO leaders on the conversion and examination
issues further damaged the MCA’s image. It was becoming
increasingly clear that UMNO leaders took the Razak Report to
mean that Chinese secondary schools must change their medium
of instruction in order to be accepted within the national system.

In 1955, when the MCA contested in the first Federal elections,
it had contributed to the Alliance’s handsome victory largely
because it faced no challenge in the competition for Chinese votes.
But the situation had changed soon after. In December 1956
MCA candidates suffered their first electoral set-back in local elec-
tions in Penang when the party lost five seats to the Labour Party.
These elections were held less than a month after the first Chung

i d * d ion in N ber 1956. The Tunku
himself had referred to public unhappiness over the Chung Ling
issue as one of the possible reasons for the Alliance’s bad perform-
ance in the Penang local elections. In contrast to the MCA posi-
tion, the Labour Party’s submission to the Reid Commission had
argued for a secular state, equal rights for all Malayan citizens, and
a multilingual policy in the schools and legislative councils. In
1957, the Labour Party went on to win control of the Georgetown
Municipal Council, a power base it retained until 1966. The
Labour Party’s challenge to the MCA was strengthened after 1957
when it formed the Socialist Front with the Party Rakyat. This
enabled the Labour Party to concentrate its attention on the urban
Chinese working-class voters while the Party Rakyat worked on
Malay support. As a result, the Labour Party’s influence spread
beyond Penang to other urban centres in Selangor, Malacca, and
Negri Sembilan 38

The MCA was confronted with another challenger when a by-
election held in Menglembu, Perak, on 23 November 1957
launched the Perak-based Peoples’ Progressive Party (PPP) into
prominence. The PPP’s D. R. Seenivasagam, who had lost badly
when he contested this seat in 1955, succeeded this time in defeat-
ing the MCA candidate despite the latter’s backing by top-ranking
leaders of the Alliance, including the Prime Minister. In the
Mengl by-election, the MCA i was not endorsed by
local Chinese leaders who, still rankled by their split with the MCA
over constitutional issues, chose to support the PPP. Moreover,
the by-election was held i it after the student demonstra-
tions of November 1957. D, R. Seenivasagam and his brother
S. P. Secnivasagam, both lawyers, had bailed out students who
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were arrested in Ipoh during the di i and

defended those who were charged in court. The student demon-

strations and government pohcy on Ch\ncsc education were
i issues in the by

The MCA was shaken by this electoral u—end. Whereas Chinese
voters had, in 1955, accounted for only 11.2 per cent of the total
electorate, they would by 1959 comprise 35.6 per cent.* To com-
pete effectively against the Labour Party’s and the PPP’s appeal to
Chinese voters, the MCA had to deliver on issues which were
important to large sections of Chinese society. Chinese education
and the fate of the Chinese secondary schools were among the
most important of those issues. Under these pressing circum-
stances, MCA leaders became divided on how to balance between
the MCA’s position vis-a-vis UMNO within the Alliance and the
MCA’s claim to be a party representing Chinese interests.

Within the Federal Legislative Council, where Seenivasagam
cast himself in the role of a spokesman of Chinese education,
MCA leaders had to carefully dissociate themselves from his stri-
dent criticisms of the Alliance. But MCA back-benchers and
leaders were compelled to express their sympathy for the Chinese
schools. When the student demonstrations were dlSCusscd in the
Legislative Council, for le, MCA Legi: Ci
voiced their misgivi over the impl ion of the Razak
Report. Foo See Moi, an MCA back-bencher, condemned the stu-
dents for resorting to violence but urged the government to look
into the reasons behind the student unrest. These, he suggested,
had to do with the imposition of age limits and the problem of
medium of public examinations. S. M. Yong, another MCA back-
bencher, maintained that the imposition of age limits in schools
which were not fully aided was not recommended in the Razak
Report. Yong d ibed the il that d had to sit
for examinations in English when they were being taught in
Chinese as ‘absurd’. The government should immediately review
its implementation of education policy because, according to
Yong, dissatisfaction over this issue had led not only to the student
demonstrations but also to the Alliance’s losses in Municipal and
Town Council elections. !

S. M. Yong’s position was supported by two other MCA Legis-
lative Councillors, Tan Suan Kok and Chew Swee Ee. During
the debate on the Supply Bill for 1958, both Tan and Chew called
for a review of implementation of education policy. They were
joined by Lee Thean Hin, a member of the Razak Committee, who
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pointed out ‘how deeply and seriously this matter has agitated the
minds of the Chinese public’ and how it ‘had placed the position of
the Chinese leaders in the Alliance in a very invidious situation’,
Too Joon Hing and Lim Chong Eu, two other members of the
Razak C; i were more ci pect in their hes. Too
led to the to ‘treat with pathy and tol,
the problems which the Chinese schools were facing as they
adjusted to the national system. Lim Chong Eu, as the Alliance
whip, could not make any direct criticisms of policy. At the same
time, he could not deny that there were problems. He dexterously
combined support for the Razak Report in principle with references
to the constant personal communication going on between him
and the Minister of Education to indicate thata satisfactory solution
might yet be found. He referred specifically to the examination and
conversion issues as transitory problems which could be solved
with ‘patience and tolerance’, 32

The UMNO leaders gave no indication that they would yield on
either of those two issues. A few ‘days before Lim Chong Eu’s
speech, the Minister of Education had in fact referred to public
examinations in the official languages asa ‘mainstay’ of official pol-
icy and stated that schools which did not prepare students for such
examinations could not be regarded as ‘conforming schools’,
When presenting his Ministry’s estimates during the debate on the
Supply Bill for 1958, Khir Johari also defended government policy
on Chinese education. He pointed out that Chinese had been
accepted as a medium of instruction in both primary and sec-
ondary schools, that the government was planning to expand facil-
ities for training teachers for the Chinese schools, and finally, that
government grants to Chinese primary and secondary schools for
1958 were estimated to total $44 million.

When Razak spoke during the debate on the Supply Bill for
1958, he emphasized that Chinese schools were entitled to equal
treatment with other schools in the national system provided they
were prepared to conform to policy. This, said Razak, was because
‘if we do give opportunities and privileges, there must go with
them ibilities’. One of these ibilities was to prepare
students for public examinations. According to Razak, ‘the whole
object of this education policy is to make the pupils employable in
the government and employable in the interest of the country’.
Razal intai that p i inati such as the
MSSEE could be conducted in the medium of instruction' but
public examinations such as the LCE and MCE which were
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d Li for 1 must be d d

also as
in the official languages.**

The examinations issue, and the related issue of the Twenty
Conditions for full assistance to Chinese secondary schools,
dragged on They provided Seeni igam with mater-
ial with which to keep baiting the MCA in the Legislative Council.
In October 1958, Seenivasagam proposed a motion that the gov-
ernment should i i appoint a Cy ittee to review educa-
tion policy. S. M. Yong and other MCA Legislative Councillors
who had called for a review of education policy in December 1957
had to maintain a discreet silence as Alliance back-benchers. It
was left to Lim Chong Eu to speak against the motion. He

» acknowledged that there had been criticisms of the manner in
which education policy had been implemented but argued that a
review was when the impl ion was still in the
transitory stage. He described existing probl as ‘dif ies that

ily arise in the ition period of the i duction of this
new policy’. +

In December 1958 MCA leaders returned to a more critical
stance when the Minister of Education pointed out during his pre-
sentation of the estimates for 1959 that there had been a large sav-
ing on grants to Chinese secondary schools because the response
to the 's offer of full assi ‘has not so far been
enthusiastic’. Too Joon Hing pointed out that the Chinese schools’

. reluctance to accept full assistance was due to the requirement that
students must sit for examinations in English. Too insisted that he
could not find a single paragraph in the Razak Report which said
that the public examinations must be conducted only in the official
languages. Besides, to ask students to sit for examinations in one
language when they were being taught in another made an ‘intel-
lectually impossible and impractical’ demand on the students. Lee
Thean Hin asked rhetorically if such a demand was not ‘unfair and
unjust’. 45

One reason why the MCA leaders were adopting ‘a more
assertive tone in the Legislative Council towards the end of 1958
was that their quiet negotiations with UMNO leaders had not
yielded results. In March 1958 the Tunku finally agreed to receive
a delegation from the MCACECC and to consider the memor-
andum presented to him. But since he did not reply, the meeting
and the memorandum were essentially fruitless.#® Another reason
for the stronger views being expressed by some MCA leaders in
December 1958 was a change of leadership in the party. In March
1958 Lim Chong Eu was elected the MCA president and Too
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Joon Hing the secretary-general. As we shall discuss in the next
section, the MCA'’s new leaders shifted to 4 more aggressive strat-
€8y to strengthen the party’s appeal to Chinese voters in prepara-
tion for the general elections expected in 1959,

In April 1958 the new MCA leadership resumed direct negoti-
ations with Razak on Chinese education issues. Razak renewed his
offer of a special promotion examination for students in Junior
Middle III to serve as a substitute for the LCE ination.*” This
proposal had previously been rejected by the MCACECC in June
1956. Nevertheless, a meeting of the MCACECC was arranged
for June 1958, The MCACECC had not met since November
1957. The June 1958 meeting of the MCACECC was called by
the new MCA leadership to re-establish the party’s links with the
two Chinese education organizations. The MCA leaders who were
antagonistic to the UCSTA had lost out in the March 1958 party
elections.

The UCSTA, on its part, was more favourably disposed to the
new MCA leadership as both Lim Chong Eu and Too Joon Hing
had worked closely with them during the period in which the
Razak Report was written. Lim Lian Geok was quite unimpressed
by Tan Siew Sin and H. S. Lee, the leaders of the two other fac-
tions within the MCA. Faced with intransigence from the new
Minister of Education, the UCSTA saw a glimmer of hope in the
new MCA leaders. Ata UCSTA Executive Committee meeting in
May to prepare resolutions for the forthcoming MCACECC meet-
ing, Lim Lian Geok made it a point to comment favourably on
Lim Chong Eu’s interest in Chinese education and to express his

fid, in the latter’s lead ip.i8

The new MCA leadership sought to win the support of the
Chinese educati izati to hen its own position.
When he addressed the MCACECC meeting in June 1958, Lim
Chong Eu cited excerpts from Tan Cheng Lock’s speeches at
MCACECC i when the ization was first set up.
Conscious of the respect which Tan Cheng Lock had commanded
among the Chinese school teachers, Lim Chong Eu assured the
meeting that the new MCA leadership was sincere in seeking
solutions to the issues facing the Chinese schools. However, like
Tan Cheng Lock, Lim Chong Eu reminded members of the
MCACECC that it was always necessary to keep in' mind the

difficulties that confr Malaya as a multi country.
There was at first resistance from UCSTA representatives to the
Pr i inati by Razak. Yen Yuan Chang,

the headmaster of a school in Johore and a member of the UCSTA
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Executive Committee, asked why the Chinese schools should
accept an examination that would not have the same status as the
LCE and yet would restrict the Chinese schools to accepting only
those students who passed this examination. Nevertheless,
UCSTA and UCSCA representatives were finally persuaded by
Lim Chong Eu to accept Razak’s offer as a temporary compromise
on the understanding that the MCA would continue to press the
government to conduct the public examinations in the medium of
instruction.*

The MCACECC meeting in June was a preparatory step
towards further action by the MCA. Three months later, in
September 1958, the MCACECC invited more than 250 repres-
entatives from Chinese schools and Chinese education organiza-
tions to a national conference on Chinese Education. The two-day
meeting was held in Ipoh. The choice of Ipoh was probably delib-
erate to show voters in Seenivasagam’s constituency that the MCA
was seriously working on the Chinese education issue in close rap-
port with Chinese education organizations. By this time, Wen Tien
Kuang had resigned as an employee of the MCA and attended the
meeting as a UCSCA representative. Lee Tee Siong had replaced
Y. T. Lee as the chairman of the MCA’s Cultural and Education
Subcommittee and was, ex officio, secretary of the MCACECC.
Lee explained in his speech that the purpose of the meeting was ‘to

li the aspirations of Chinese Mal. examine compre-
hensively all the bl ing Chinese education and
manifest unmistakably the resolute desire of the Chinese for
improvements to the status of Chinese education in the national
system of Malaya’® This was a clear signal that the MCA was
ready to take the lead again on the Chinese education issue. Lim
Chong Eu followed this up by saying that ‘the fairest and most
effective policy in Malaya (is) education through the mother
tongue, for us as well as for the other communities’. This principle,
said Lim, had been followed by the Razak Committee which had
emphasized that a common content syllabus provided the essential
basis for integration.

The UCSTA tested the new MCA leadership with a resolution
that Chinese should be recognized as an official language. Lim
Chong Eu deftly amended the resolution from being an imperative
to a conditional demand. After his amendment, the resolution
read: ‘If the government persisted that only official languages
could be used as medium for public examinations, then the gov-
emnment should forthwith recognize Chinese as an official lan-
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guage.’>! In support of his amendment, Lim Chong Eu argued that
the MCACECC’s main objecti should be inati in the
medium of instruction which was more casily backed by educa-
tional arguments than the official language issue. Both Lim Chong
Eu and Too Joon Hing stressed that the political climate was not
conducive to raising the official language issue and that it was very
important not to offend other races while pushing Chinese
demands.*? In fact, recognizing Chinese as an official language
would require a constitutional amendment, a most unlikely
prospect. ’

Lim Lian Geok objected to Lim Chong Eu’s amendment on the
grounds that politically sensitive issues could not be avoided in a
situation in which ‘politics was being used to control education’.
He threatened that the UCSTA would withdraw from the
MCACECC if the examination issue Wwas not resolved. The gov-
ernment’s insistence on using official languages for public exam-
inations would, in Lim Lian Geok’s opinion, eventually force
Chinese schools to convert into Malay schools. This appeared to
be a threat but was, in fact, a clear indication that Lim Lian Geok
also recognized the examination issue as the more important issue.
In a letter to the Straits Times in November 1957, Lim Lian Geok
had already distinguished between the issue of using Chinese as a
medium of examination and thar of recognizing Chinese as an
official language. Lim Lian Geok had argued specifically that the
UCSTA’s insi: on public inati being di in
Chinese was not tantamount to a demand that Chinese should
become an official language. 5

Lim Chong Eu’s proposal to amend the official language resolu-
tion was accepted. The other resolutions met with no difficulty as
they were basically reaffirmations of previous MCACECC state-
ments. The meeting also resolved that the MCACECC 'should
organize a larger meeting involving representatives from the sheruan
the following year. The purpose of the next meeting was to make a
clear statement on education policy which was supported not only
by Chinese education organizations but also by all the major
Chinese organizations. This could then be presented to the gov-
emment as the united voice of the Chinese on the issue of educa-
tion.3

Reports of the Ipoh Conference provoked criticisms of the MCA
from the Malay press and UMNO leaders. An editorial in the
Utusan Melayu expressed regret that the official language issue
was still being raised by the Chinese school teachers after the
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Merdeka Constitution had been agreed upon. The editorial
accused the teachers and managers of Chinese schools of using the
MCA to exert pressure on the government. The government was
asked not to succumb. 3 The secretary-general of UMNO wrote to
T. H. Tan, the Alliance honorary secretary, requesting that Lim
Chong Eu’s speech at the Ipoh Conference be included in the
agenda of the next Alliance Executive Council meeting.>?

In the Legislative Council, Lim Chong Eu also had to defend
the MCA’s involvement in the Ipoh Conference. He denied
Seenivasagam’s ch ization of the Ipoh Confe as ‘a
di ion against the g oran ion of dissatis-
faction against the government’. The Chinese education organiza-
tions, according to Lim Chong Eu, ‘were agreeable that their

itici and opinions should be i and ch lled in a
proper manner to be submi to the . M 2
said Lim, the government was ‘giving very sympathetic considera-
tion’ to the points raised. 8

The government’s ‘sympathetic considerations’ did not lead to
any concrete results in the next few months. There was no

of any new devel; on the inati and
conversion issues. As the 1959 elections drew nearer, there was
also no indication of any pre-election meeting between UMNO
leaders and Chinese education organizations such as was held
before the 1955 elections. The MCACECC Working Committee
went ahead with plans for the National Conference on Chinese
Education in the hope that this would push UMNO leaders to
agree o a resolution of the two problems which had created an
impasse for almost three years.5%

On 26 April 1959, 1,200 representatives from 747 Chinese organ-
izations throughout the country gathered at the Chinwoo Stadium
in Kuala Lumpur to adopt a statement on “The General Demands
of the Malayan Chinese Community on Chinese Education’.®®
Four main points were made in this statement. First, the mother
tongue should be used both as the medium of instruction and
examination. Second, there should be equal treatment for all
schools including those teaching in the vernacular languages.
Third, representatives from Chinese society should be appointed
to an Advisory Committee to assist the government in solving
problems associated with Chinese education. Finally, there should
be a twofold increase in aid to Chinese secondary schools.

There was nothing in these demands, as Lim Lian Geok said in
his speech at the meeting, that had not been repeatedly raised by
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Chinese education organizations in the past. This showed how little
progress had been made in the fight for a proper place for the
Chinese schools within the national system. The point of the
National Conference was to make a final pre-clection attempt.
The MCACECC could claim that the statement of the Con-
ference, having been unanimously endorsed by such a large number
of Chinese organizations, did represent the views of the Chinese
as a whole. Therefore it warranted serious consideration from
the government. This point was emphasized in the speeches of
Lim Chong Eu as well as Lim Lian Geok.6! The statement was
presented to the Tunku on 29 May with an accompanying letter
from Lim Chong Eu as chairman of the MCACECC.%? Upill the
middle of June, no reply was received from the Tunku.5

With the first parliamentary elections barely a couple of months
away, the lack of response from UMNO leaders did not augur well.
A confidential letter from the Tunku to Lim Lian Geok on 2 July
indicated that the worst was yet to come. The Tunku explained
that he was writing to the UCSTA president because he had
received information ‘on good authority’ that the UCSTA was

lanning yet another conf on Chinese ed: ion on 17 July.
Lim Lian Geok was warned that problems associated with Chinese
education policy had already ‘caused confusion and suspicion in
the minds of the Chinese masses against the Alliance government’,
For the UCSTA to organize the proposed conference was ‘tanta-
mount to pointing a pistol at the Alliance’. It would be seen as a
threat that ‘the teachers will strive to turn the Chinese masses
against the Alliance’ if their demands were not met. In closing, the
Tunku told the UCSTA president that ‘the only guarantee that the
Alliance will come in again is the solid support of the Malays for
the Alliance’. This, said the Tunku, ‘would not be forthcoming if
UMNO were to be compromised on the education issue at this
moment’.%%

Lim Lian Geok clarified a few days after receiving the Tunku’s
letter that the UCSTA was not planning any more national confer-
cnces on Chinese education.® This was intended to indicate to the
Tunku that he had been misinformed on the UCSTA’s intentions.
But the point of the Tunku’s letter to the UCSTA was clear.
UMNO’s main concern then was to safeguard its own electoral
base. There could be no compromise on issues relating to Chinese
education in such a situation. The fact that the Tunku’s letter to
Lim Lian Geok was also circulated to the Alliance Executive
Committee indicated that MCA leaders would have been given the
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same message: there would be no pre-clection compromises. At
this juncture, a political storm which had been gathering for several
months erupted. Any li ing hopes that an el h-hour com-
promise on the examination and conversion issues might still be
reached was washed away in the wake of the storm.

Political Crisis, July 1959

The UMNO-MCA crisis of July 1959 has to be traced backwards
to the March 1958 party clecti which a ing of
the guard within the party.56 Tan Cheng Lock had been the pres-
ident of the MCA since its foundation in 1949. By 1958 he was a
frail and ailing old man. After a fall in 1955 and an operation
which resulted in his going into a coma, Tan Cheng Lock had
never fully recovered. In the words of his daughter, he had “lost his
normal faculties’.” With the older Tan incapacitated, his son,
Siew Sin, led the party in his father’s name. In the March 1958
MCA clections, Tan Cheng Lock was therefore the proxy candidate
of the MCA faction led by Tan Siew Sin in close association with
Ong Yoke Lin, Leong Yew Koh, and Y. T. Lee.

Lim Chong Eu challenged and defeated Tan Cheng Lock for the
post of MCA president. Too Joon Hing, a member of the faction
led by Lim Chong Eu, successfully defended his post as MCA
secretary-general against Ong Yoke Lin. After these two losses, the
Tan Siew Sin faction did not contest the other posts which were
won by a group of young professionals based in Kuala Lumpur.
Among them were Ng Ek Teong, Yong Pung How, and
S. M. Yong.%® The new MCA leaders, like their opponents in Tan
Siew Sin’s group, were English-ed and We ized in their
political outlook. But unlike the men in Tan’s faction who enjoyed
a close relationship with UMNO-leaders and placed top priority
on the MCA's working relationship with UMNO, the new MCA
leaders advocated that the MCA should be more assertive within
the Alliance and take more populist positions on major issues in
order to strengthen the party’s appeal to the Chinese masses.

The Lim Chong Eu-Too Joon Hing team also had the support
of a third faction within the MCA which was led by H. S. Lee.
This third faction i domi of what one
has labelled the ‘association types’, that is, those MCA leaders who
were shetuan leaders and had their base in the traditional Chinese
organizations.®® This group also wanted a change in the party’s
leadership. They were di d with the MCA’s performance
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during the drafting of the Merdeka Constitution. Like the Lim
Chong Eu group, the H. S. Lee faction wanted to see the MCA
play a more assertive role on issues affecting Chinese society.

However, the new MCA leadership faced the difficulty of con-
solidating its control over the party. Although the Tan Siew Sin
faction did not occupy the top party posts after March 1958, they
commanded important bases of power at state level—Tan Siew Sin
in Malacca, Ong Yoke Lin and Y. T. Lee in Selangor, and Leong
Yew Koh in Perak. They were able to resist the new leadership
from these state bases. For example, when a change in the party
Constitution was proposed by the new party leadership, this was
blocked by protests from branches in Selangor, Johore, Perak, and
Malacca. The stalemate over the party constitution showed that
Tan Siew Sin’s faction still posed a formidable challenge to Lim
Chong Eu’s leadership of the MCA. This unhealed divide within
the party provided UMNO leaders with a lever to use against the
new MCA leaders when the latter decided to take a tough stand
against UMNO just before the 1959 clections. From UMNO’s
point of view, a stronger MCA would pose greater difficulties while
a divided and weak MCA would be less resistant to UMNO’s
dominance within the Alliance.”

A second and equally important difficulty facing the new MCA
leaders was that they were viewed with apprehension and suspicion
by the Tunku and other UMNO leaders with whom they did not
enjoy a well blished personal relati ip.”! The Tunku did
not feel obliged to select MCA leaders for Cabinet posts on the
basis of their standing within the party. A notable example of this
was when Too Joon Hing defeated Tan Siew Sin for the post of
MCA secretary-general in May 1956, Tan was retained in the
Cabinet while Too was dropped as Assistant Minister of
Education in the post-Merdeka Cabinet huffle. The Tunku
himself justified dropping Too from the Cabinet by saying that
Too’s sympathy for the Chinese education organizations made
him ineffective in executing official policy.™

Significantly, members of Tan Siew Sin’s faction had rarely been
publicly associated with the Chinese education issue while the
MCA leaders who had spoken on this issue in the Federal
Legislative Council came mainly from the group led by Lim
Chong Eu. Lim Lian Geok considered the Tan Siew Sin faction to
be antagonistic to the UCSTA and averse to its influence on the
MCA through the MCACECC. According to Lim Lian Geok,
Y. T. Lee from the Tan Siew Sin faction, had tried to use his
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leadership of the MCA Cultural and Education Committee to
prevent the MCACECC from having direct access to the Minister
of Education. The MCACECC was revitalized as an important
channel of communication between the MCA and the Chinese
education organizations only after Lim Chong Eu took over
leadership of the MCA in March 1958.

The MCA's role in the Ipoh Confcrenc: in September 1958 and
the Nati on Chinese E; ion in Kuala Lumpur
in April 1959 exacerbated UMNO leaders’ distrust of the new
MCA leaders. UMNO lecaders felt that as a partner within the
Alliance, the MCA should not be joining the teachers and man-
agers in putting pressure on the government. Since Merdeka in
August 1957, UMNO had faced pressure from Malay school
teachers to act in the opposite direction on education policy, that
is, to make Malay the sole medium of instruction in all national
schools. But the issue that caused UMNO leaders to come under
most criticism was the lack of progress on Malay secondary
schools. When the Alliance government failed by January 1958 to
establish Malay secondary schools, the Federation of Malay
Teachers’ Associations had called on its members, who comprised
an important majority of UMNO members, to resign from
UMNO. Between June and September 1958, the Tunku had been
meeting with the Malay school teachers to assure them of
UMNO’s i to the devel of Malay ed ion.™

The atmosphere in the few months preceding the 1959 elections
became increasingly fractious and tense. While the MCA was con-
cerned at the threat it faced from the Socialist Front and the PPP,
UMNO leaders were more worried by the serious challenge posed
by the Pan-Malayan Islamic Party (PMIP), and to a lesser extent
by Onn’s Party Negara. UMNO leaders clearly thought they were
fighting a battle of political survival for the Tunku stepped down as
Prime Minister in April 1959 in order to concentrate on campaign-
ing for the elections. The first testing ground would be the state
elections. The results of the Kelantan and Trengganu state clec-
tions came as a shock to UMNO leaders. In Kelantan, the Alliance
was soundly defeated by the PMIP, which won 28 seats while the
Alliance managed to hang on to just 2. In Trengganu, the Alliance
managed to win 7 seats but still lost control of the state to the
PMIP which won 13 secats while Party Negara won 4.

After the losses in Kelantan and Trengganu, UMNO leaders
were in no position to consider any compromise on the Chinese
education issue as this would damage its image in the eyes of
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Malay voters. The Tunku’s letter to Lim Lian Geok, accusing the
UCSTA of pointing a pistol at the Alliance, was written in June
after the Alliance’s losses in Kelantan and Trengganu. The
Alliance had to make sure it won the parliamentary elections to
stay in power. But the PMIP wins in Kelantan and Trengganu had
a different effect on the MCA leaders who became anxious that the
party should demand an allocation of 35 (or one-third) out of the
104 secats in the parliamentary elections. This would be the only
way in which the MCA could safeguard the Chinese against any
unfavourable changes to the Constitution given that a two-third
majority was required for constitutional amendments. A Pprovi-
sional allocation accepted by the Alliance National Council was
that the MCA should get 31 or 32 seats. Meanwhile, Razak and
Lim Chong Eu had been meeting regularly to work out an
UMNO-MCA agreement on both the allocation of seats and the
Chinese education issue.

On 24 June 1959, Lim Chong Eu wrote a private letter to the
Tunku to explain the MCA’s desire to be allocated 35 seats. Lim
Chong Eu’s letter also revealed that he had arrived at an agreement
on the inati for Chinese dary schools issue with
Razak which would circumvent the impasse over the conditions for
Chinese secondary schools to receive full assistance as part of the
national system of education. Lim Chong Eu asked that this should
be written into the Alliance election manifesto. The agreement
worked our between Lim Chong Eu and Dato Razak was stated in
the letter as follows:

Until such time as Malay is fully developed and teaching facilities of
Malay are adequately provided in all schools, schools may hold examina-
tions for the purpose of promotion in the medium of instruction.

And provided that Malay shall be a compulsory subject, these promotion
inati shall be i by the g as of i
standard to the national certificate examinations and accepted as a

qualification for the purpose of conforming to the new policy.?

It was the release of this private letter by Yong Pung How as the
MCA’s icity chai and its ication in all the leading
dailies in the country on 10 July that stopped all the ongoing dis-
cussions between Razak and Lim Chong Eu and sparked off an
UMNO-MCA crisis.™ On 10 July the Alliance National Council
was scheduled to make a final decision on the allocation of seats
before nomination day on 15 July. The Tunku took the MCA’s
action in releasing a private letter for public consumption as a
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mark of bad faith, indicating that the MCA leaders were prepared
to break from the Alliance. In his reply to Lim Chong Eu, the
Tunku made it clear that, as far as he was concerned, there could
be no room for discussion now that the MCA had made its
demands ‘public and unequivocal’.’® It was now up to the MCA to
make concessions if it intended to stay within the Al.hancn:

In a series of behind-the-scenes i » and
more exchanges of letters over the next two days, Lim Chong Eu
tried to work out an agreement with the Tunku that would keep
the Alliance intact. But it soon became apparent that Lim Chong
Eu would not be able to hold the MCA together on the terms
demanded by UMNO lcaders while the split within the MCA pro-
vided UMNO leaders with the means of keeping the Alliance
intact. Tan Siew Sin contended that neither the Chinese education
issue nor the exact number of seats to be allocated to the MCA was
so critical as to warrant a break with UMNO. He revealed that,
with the elections just around the comer, his group was working
closely with UMNO leaders with the primary purpose of keeping
the Alliance intact. On the other hand, Yong Pung How and Too
Joon Hing were insistent that the MCA should stand firm on the
demands made in Lim Chong Eu’s letter to the Tunku, especially
since they were now public knowledge.

On 12 July, the MCA General Committee voted in favour of
accepting the Tunku's terms for staying within the Alliance. These
were, firstly, that the MCA would be given an allocauon of 32 can-
didates and, ly, all Alliance did ding those
from the MCA, were to be selected by the Tunku. It was also made
clear that there would be no specific statement on the Chinese
education issue in the Alliance Election Manifesto.”” However,
Ong Yoke Lin announced a week later that the agreement reached
between Razak and Lim Chong Eu on this matter would still be
implemented.”®

Unable to abide by the MCA’s decision which he described as
‘abject surrender’, Yong Pung How resigned from the party, con-
vinced that the MCA “is no longer able to carry out even the main
objects for which it was formed”.” Too Joon Hing, S. M. Yong,
and Chin See Yin also announced that they were leaving the
MCA. More resignations followed. Finally, Lim Chong Eu
resigned from the MCA presidency, describing his position as
‘untenable’. He left the country towards the end of July for medical
treatment.*® Thus the MCA lost a significant number of its leaders
and members just before the 1959 Parliamentary elections.
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For the UCSTA leaders who had hoped that the Lim Chong Eu
group might succeed in winning some concessions from UMNO,
the political crisis ended their hopes. Their allies within the MCA
had been cast out into the political wilderness. Their relationship
with the group now in control of the MCA had not been good in
the past. Immediately after the crisis, Tan Siew Sin met privately
with UCSTA leaders to prevail on them to accept Razak’s offer of
promotional examinations in Chinese. Tan Siew Sin had already
stated that he did not think the Chinese education issue serioys
enough to warrant a split with UMNO. His main argument when
he met the UCSTA leaders was that to compete effectively for
better 1 and higher ed: i Jojel ities, Chinese
school students had to acquire a high standard of English. They
had to show the same competence in public examinations as
students from other schools. It was neither practicable nor viable
in Tan’s view to insist on public examinations being conducted in
Chinese.5!

‘Tan’s views were similar to those of Waung Yoong Nien and of
Yap Mau Tatt who had, respectively, led the Chung Ling and
Chan Wa schools into accepting the government’s terms for full

i Theirs was a ic view which that the
Chinese schools must adjust to the demands of the local situation,
even if this meant that the Chinese schools taught most subjects in
English and continued only the teaching of Chinese language and
literature in the Chinese medium. This was, politically, a more
realistic position. The UMNO leaders had not wavered from their
stand that public examinations could only be conducted in the
official languages of the country since July 1956. Both the Tunku
and Khir Johari considered the idea of public examinations in
Chinese quite unacceptable. For them, the Chinese school teachers’
insistence on this point only confirmed that the latter were not
prepared to accept the demands of national integration.®?

The UCSTA leaders, however, regarded UMNO’s refusal to
conduct examinations in Chinese, when the Education Ordinance
clearly provided for Chinese to be accepted as a medium of
instruction, as unreasonable. To them, the medium of examina-
tion had to follow logically from the medium of instruction. They
did not accept that this would elevate the Chinese language nor did
they consider that it was a slight on the position of Malay as the
national language. The presidents of the UCSTA and UCSCA
issued a joint statement in August 1959, after meeting Tan Siew
Sin, still insisting that inati should be d d in the
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medium of instruction.®* But the chances of realizing this objective
had become very slim now that the two Chinese education organ-
izations had lost their link to the MCA, and, to the Alliance.

Bautle for the Secondary Schools,
August 1960-December 1961

In the 1959 Parliamentary elections, the Alliance won 74 out of
104 seats and again formed the Federal government. It did not
perform as well as in the 1955 elections. The MCA lost 12 out of
31 contests with the gains going to the PPP in Ipoh and the
Socialist Front in Penang and Selangor. In Negri Sembilan, the
MCA lost two seats to former MCA leaders who contested as inde-
pendent candidates.?

. In the Cabinet reshuffle after the elections, Khir Johari was
replaced by Abdul Rahman Talib as Minister of Education. A
committee headed by Talib was appointed in February 1960, to
review education policy.®* The Talib Committee had just 9 mem-
bers, compared to the Razak Committee’s 15. The relative repres-
entation of the three component parties in the Alliance remained
roughly similar with five UMNO representatives (including Khir
Johari), one Malayan Indian Congress (MIC) representative, and
three MCA representatives (Leong Yew Koh, Wong Pow Nee, and
Koh Kim Leng).% For the Chinese education organizations,
however, there was a vast change. When the Razak Report was
being drafted, MCA rep ives on the Razak C ittee had
maintained close contact with the UCSTA. But this was no longer
the case when the Talib Committee was drafting its report. The
UCSTA wrote to the three MCA representatives, emphasizing
the importance of having public examinations conducted in the
medium of instruction and urging them to safeguard the interests
of Chinese education. But the MCA representatives on the Talib
Committee did not reply. The UCSTA and UCSCA also received
no reply from the government in response to their request to be
directly represented on the Talib Committee.7

In 1956 the MCACECC had presented a single memorandum
which expressed the united voice of Chinese education organiza-
tions throughout the peninsula. In the absence of a functioning
MCACECC, the UCSTA triced a different strategy of getting more
volces to speak on behalf of the Chinese schuuls The UCSTA

itted its own and d all
members of the UCSTA to submit separate memorandums to the
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Talib Committee in support of the UCSTA memorandum. The
main points of the UCSTA memorandum were support for educa-
tion policy as stipulated in Section 2 of the 1957 Education
Ordis hasis on a i as the basis of in-

of an Advisory Council for
Chinese education, and insistence that the medium of examination
should be the medium of instruction.8® A total of 28 Chinese
teachers izati bmitted to the Talib
Committee. The Johore teachers and managers submitted a com-
mon memorandum. Memorandums were also sent by other
Chinese organizations such as the Kuala Lumpur Federation of
Chinese Guilds and Associations and Chinese Associations ‘in
Perak. But the UCSCA did not send a memorandum and neither
did most of the state Chinese School Committees’ Associations
(CSCAs).*” The three major components in the MCACECC no
longer spoke with one voice on issues affecting the Chinese schools,

The Talib Report was released in August 1960. It departed from
the approach taken by the Razak Committee which had upheld the
principle that an education policy that was to provide a basis for
national integration must at the same time fulfil the legitimate cul-
tural aspirations of the different ethnic groups and be acceptable to
the people of Malaya. The Talib Report declared that the objective
of satisfying ‘the legiti irations of each of the major cultural
groups who have made their home in Malaya® was ‘incompatible
with an education policy designed to create national consciousness
and having the intention of making the Malay language the
national language of the country’. Primary education in the lan-
guage of the family would be allowed to continue. But, secondary
education ‘paid for from public funds shall be conducted mainly in
the medium of one of the two official languages with the intention
of ultimately using the national language as the main medium of
instruction’. Other languages and literatures could still be taught,
but only as subjects.” The latitude provided by the Razak Report
to secondary schools to teach in different languages had disap-
peared.

Moreover, the Talib Report categorically stated that both the
LCE and MCE examinations—being ‘official, national and public
examinations’ and ‘linchpins in our national secondary system of

’—should be di only in the official languages of
the country.®! Accordingly, the Report proposed that government
examinations being conducted specially for Chinese secondary
schools would be phased out. Starting from 1961, all pupils in
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aided Chinese schools must prepare their students for the LCE
and MCE examinations. Chinese schools which did not do so
would lose all government aid.??

The Talib Report, therefore, required the Chinese secondary
schools to change their main medium of instruction to conform to
the national education system. Their students were now to be
taught in the language in which the public examinations were to be
conducted. The Talib Report noted that this would ‘do away with
one of the most unsatisfactory aspects of the existing system
whereby many pupils are at a permanent disadvantage with their
fellows as regards employment prospects and develop an outlook
fundamentally different from that of other Malayans’.** The
Chinese secondary schools must make a choice. If they conformed
to national policy as defined by the Talib Report, they could not
continue teaching in Chinese. If they continued to teach in
Chinese, they must forgo all government aid.

The Talib Report made two important recommendations aimed
at increasing and extending general access to education. First, it
recommended the abolition of fees at the primary level beginning
in 1962 so that the country would move towards the provision of
universal free primary education. Pupils in the Chinese primary
schools would also enjoy this benefit. Second, the Report recom-
mended that students should be kept in school until the age of 15.
Pupils whose MSSEE results were too poor to be admitted into the

d stream of dary ed: ion would be
in post-primary classes offering an emphasis on technical and
vocational subjects until they reached the age of 15.%%

The Minister of Ed ion highli d these two d:
tions when he presented his Committee’s report to Parliament on
10 August 1960. He argued that these provisions ensured that the
national education system could now offer equality of access and
opportunity to all Malayans. He stressed, at the same time, that the
recommendations of the Report did not threaten Chinese culture.
Primary education in the Chinese language would be maintained
and would now be provided free as part of the national system. In
addition, Chinese would continue to be taught as a language in
secondary schools.

The Minister claimed that the Report had offered the Chinese
secondary schools a way of fitting into the mainstream of the
educational system. If they accepted it, their students would have
better employment prospects in future. Various measures would
be taken to assist the schools and their students in adjusting to this
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change. For example, the Talib Report recommended that stu-

dents spend the first year of vy school preparing
for the change in medium of instruction. The Report made other
rec dati garding the pl; of Chinese di

school staff in government pay schemes. In addition, the govern-
ment would post more teachers of Malay and English language to
the Chinese schools.®>

The Talib Report was debated in Parliament a week after its
release. There were no prior meetings with either Chinese school
teachers or managers. The Minister, however, met with the McA
leaders. According to newspaper reports of this meeting, the
Minister assured the MCA leaders that Chinese schools which
converted to national-type schools in accordance with the prin-
ciples of the Talib Report, could use up to one-third of the normal
school hours to teach in Chinese. The Minister also undertook to
discuss with the MCA all details regarding the implementation of
policy.*®

In a last-ditch attempt to resuscitate the MCACECC as their
line to the MCA and, perhaps, to UMNO, the presidents of the
UCSTA and UCSCA requested Cheah Toon Lock, now MCA
president, to convene an MCACECC meeting to discuss the Talib
Report. Letters were sent by the UCSTA and UCSCA in
September and in October. The MCA president replied to the
October letter, saying that arrangements were being made for an
MCACECC meeting.” But no further news of a meeting was
received. The UCSTA and UCSCA decided to call a meeting of
all the Chinese secondary schools on 5 November 1960. There
was a sense of urgency as the Chinese press had reported that
schools in some states were already considering accepting the gov-
ernment’s terms.*®

The 5 November meeting was attended by more than 100 rep-
resentatives from Chinese schools and education organizations
throughout Malaya. The meeting unanimously adopted eight res-
olutions, basically rejecting the recommendations of the Talib
Report for Chinese secondary schools. The Chinese secondary
schools were asked to opt out of the national system and forgo gov-
emment aid, if the government refused to change its stand.”®
There was little likelihood of the Alliance government doing so
especially since MCA leaders had stated that the party supported
the Talib Report. A day before the UCSTA-UCSCA meeting of
5 November, the MCA president had written to say that ‘it is obvi-
ous that the MCA cannot attend such a meeting’ as the Talib

D,
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Report had already been approved by Parliament. Instead the
MCA ident invited a ive each from the UCSTA
and UCSCA to meet with MCA leaders on 30 November. ' The
MCA's invitation was accepted and the UCSTA and UCSCA
presidents met twice with MCA leaders before the end of 1960,100
These meetings were futile because since the release of the Talib
Report in August the UCSTA and MCA had taken diametrically
opposed positions on the Talib Report.

The release of the Talib Report sparked a furious debate that
went on for more than a year. The UCSTA, led by Lim Lian
Geok, condemned the Report as a weapon that was being used by
the government to destroy Chinese education. The government,
represented by spokesmen from UMNO and MCA, maintained
that the Talib Report offered Chinese education in the country a
fair deal. In the middle of this debate were the MCs of the
70 Chinese secondary schools to whom both sides appealed. For
these 70 schools, the uncertainty since the release of the Razak
Report in May 1956 had been replaced by the clarity of the Talib
Report. They could either convert to teaching in English or lose all
government aid.

Through press statements, radio talks and speeches, the MCA
leaders strenuously supported the Talib Report. Cheah Toon
Lock, Leong Yew Koh, H. S. Lec, and Lee San Choon were
prominent in joining the Minister of Education and Khir Johari in
calling on the Chinese schools to accept the Talib Report. The
same basic points in favour of the Report were repeatedly made. 192
In calling on the Chinese schools to accept conversion, some MCA
leaders, for example Y. T. Lee and Chong Shih Guan, also vouched
for the government’s ‘sincerity in protecting Chinese education and
culrure’. 103

The UCSTA | hed its i after its E:
Committee met on 12 August, two days after Parliament had
accepted the Talib Report. Lim Lian Geok expressed ‘extreme dis-
appointment’ with the Report.!® Lim released a long statement
rebutting the Minister’s claim that the Talib Report did not
threaten Chinese education or culture. ‘Whereas the Razak Report
had recognized the Chinese secondary schools as part of the

di Lim ¢ ded, the Talib Report required
Chinese secondary schools to become English, and perhaps later
Malay, schools. The Talib Report could only mean ‘the immediate
annihilation of the Chinese secondary schools’. Furthermore,
ualike the Razak Report, the Talib Report proposed ‘the gradual
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extermination of Chinese primary schools’ because it explicitly
stated that all schools within the national system must ultimately
teach in the national language. Lim reiterated the UCSTA’s posi-
tion that Chinese schools did not obstruct the inculcation of
national consciousness but would help to integrate Chinese children
into Malayan society.!% The UCSTA’s position was backed by
supporting statements issued by various Chinese School Teachers’
Associations (CSTAs). 10

The sharpest exchanges in the debate over the Talib Report
were conducted between Lim Lian Geok and Leong Yew Koh, a
member of the Talib Committee and then the Minister of Justicé.
Able to debate Lim in the Chinese language, Leong led the MCA
polemic against the UCSTA with a constant flow of speeches and
statements on the good points of the Talib Report, the Alliance
government’s record on Chinese education, and the importance of
young Chinese having opportunities to higher education and
socio-economic mobility. Lim Lian Geok led the UCSTA in what
he described as ‘the final bartle for the survival of Chinese educa-
ton’. He pledged to oppose the Talib Report ‘to the bitter end’
because it was ‘more potent and dangerous’ than the 1952
Ed ion Ordinance. It th the Chinese 'y schools
with immediate destruction by forcing them to change into English
schools.!9” The polemic between Leong Yew Koh and Lim Lian
Geok became bitterly personal and was marked by insults and
name-calling. Leong compared Lim to an itinerant salesman
extolling the virtues of his own £goods, calling him a ‘charlatan’ and
a ‘cheat’ who made an issue out of the survival of Chinese educa-
tion purely ‘to take care of his own bread and burter’, Lim
denounced Leong as a hanjian, that is, a traitor of the Chinese
people, and accused him of having ‘sold out Chinese interests’ for
his own personal gain.'0%

Lim Lian Geok’s hes took on an i i belli
tone. Totally disenchanted with the Alliance, he observed that
there had been three different Ministers of Education since the
Alliance came into power in 1955, Each Minister in tumn failed to
live up to the given by his d Lim called on
the MCs of Chinese schools t0 uphold their proud tradition of zil
gengsheng and survive through self-reliance. He appealed to the
teachers to sacrifice the attraction of better pay for the preservation
of Chinese education and culture. But Lim Lian Geok’s messages
were beginning to sound like heroic voices in the wilderness as he
himself bitterly acknowledged, several decades later. He lameated
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that even before the MCs made the final decision to convert to
nanonal schools, most of their teachers were already busy calculat-
g the likely increases to their salaries. '°

However, the principals of some of the secondary schools which
eventually accepred conversion denied that it was better pay alone
that lad their schools to convert. They had to consider the long-
term prospects for their schools and students. Financial instability
would impair the Quality of education in their schools while their
students would be disad ged in the petition for jobs and
higher education opportunities if they did not have the LCE and
MCE cernficares. !0

Dunng this cnitical period, when the MCs of the Chinese sec-
ondary schools came under direct pressure from the government,
the UCSCA nominally remained united with the UCSTA. Chin
Chee Meow, president of the UCSCA, issued statements together
with Lim Lian Geok. But most of the state CSCA were conspicu-
ously silent. Perhaps this was because their leaders were also state
MCA leaders. Bur, more likely, most of them, being pragmatic
businessmen, saw futility in the UCSTA's heroic stance.

Since 1956, despite repeated appeals from the MCACECC, the
government had not backed down from the ‘Twenty Conditions for
the acoeprance of Chinese secondary schools into the national sys-
1em. The Talib Report now confirmed that there was not the
Temotest possibility of any change in the government position.
Besides, for members of the MCs familiar with the perennial prob-
lem of findmg sufficient funds for their schools, conversion had the
mem of bringing full assistance from the government. This was an

s ds ion in those states, such as Penang
and Perak, where the same group of people sat on the MCs of
several schools. Chinese leaders in these two states pointed out the
difficuines they would face if all the schools simultancously had to
forgo government zid 14

In cariy 1961 the ified its to get the
Cixnese secondary schools to accept conversion. During the months
before the Education Act was promulgated in October 1961, sev-
erzl pamphlets 10 Chinese were issued which reiterated the benefits
of conversion: lower fees, better 2! and higher ed i
opportunitics for students, better pay and more secure working
condmons for teachers, and, reduced financial burden for the
MCe% More effective, perhaps, were the meetings which state
education departments held with the MCs of Chinese secondary
schools o their respective states urging them to accept the govern-




CRISIS AND DISSOLUTION 273

ment's terms, State MCA leaders in Perak, Penang, and Selangor
also met infc with influenti bers of Chinese school
MCs, urging a similar decision."’ The Minister of Education
visited various states to meet with the MCs of major Chinese
secondary schools to reassure them that they had litdle to lose by
accepting conversion, !4

Finally, the government decided to sifence Lim Lian Geok. On
12 August 1961, Lim was asked to show cause why his citizenship
should not be revoked. In issuing this notice to Lim Lian Geok, the
Registrar of Citizens alleged that Lim had, since 1957, ‘shown
himself by speech and action to be disloyal and disaffected towards
the Federation'. Lim was accused of ‘deliberate misrepresentation
of government education policy in a manner calculated to excire
disaffection towards the Yang di Pertuan Agong and the Federation
of Malaya’. Further, Lim was said to have made ‘emotional appeals
of an extreme nature cal o feelings of
ill-will and hostility between different races in the Federation in a
manner likely to cause violence’.!S On 19 August 1961, the
chistralo!‘Tczd:min";_ revoked Lim’s regi: ion as a
teacher.!'® The UCSTA protested the action 2gainst its president
andorganiz:dafund—njxingmmpnignmsuwouhinappﬂl
against the revocation of his citizenship.''” One UCSTA leader
recalled that the government’s action against Lim Lianm Geok
‘turned the tide’. More and maore schoals began to opr for conver-
sion."®

For the MCs which finally d ion, two
from the were i First, schools
could sull teach in Chinese for up to one-third of normal school
time. Second, and more importanty, the Minister decided that the
schoolswhichcommedwnuldb:aﬂowzdmmupbnm:hnm
accommodate over-aged students as well as those pupils whose

cnough for admission into ¥ schools, 1%
These two issues had led Foon Yew in Johore to decide w forgo
government aid even before the Talib Reporr. But now the ather
schools were allowed a brunch school which would maintain the
Chinese school tradition of not rej ung any: studs wihile the
n\nmschoolpmvid:dm«em&:mmmmm
into the mai of national educars

Many schools begun to heed the government’s call to converr
before the end of 1961. Mcetings of benefiictors of each school
were called to make this major policy decision. In some cases, the
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Benefactors’ merely the d of the
nfluential members of the schools' MCs, showing that the main
debates had waken place before the meeting, In Penang, for ex-
ample, benetactors” meetings for the Phor Tay High School, the
Penang Chinese Girls' School, and the Union Secondary School
were called on the same day, within an hour of cach other, with the
same person chaining two of the three meetings, 120
In the case of the Poi Lam High School in Ipoh, however, the
MO decision to accept conversion was not upheld by the school’s
mam sponsor, the Perak Hokkien Association. When the Executive
Committee of the Hokkien Association took a vote on the issue,
the result was eight votes against conversion, six in favour and one
shstention. The issue was then raised at the Council of the
Association which voted by secret ballot at a meeting in March
1901, The Coundil, too, was divided. Twelve votes were cast in
favour of conversion and 12 against. The decision on conversion
WaS POSIp d. There is, ¥, no record of how the
Executve Committee finally decided in December 1961, to accept
conversion.**! Perhaps by then the Perak Hokkien Association saw
scant wisdom in opposing the trend: almost all the Chinese
secondary schools in Perak had decided to accept conversion.
Chaong Soon Fan, the president of the Perak CSCA and a state
MCA leader, announced in early January 1962, that with the deci-
siom of the last two schools to also convert, ‘Perak now has a 100%
recard and we are proud of it 12
Throagh N and D ber, there were reports of
schodls in Penang. Trengganu. Kelantan, Kedah, Pahang, and
Selangor znnouncing their decision to convert.)® In Kuala
Lampar, two schools but the ining two chose to be
“mdependent” (Tables 7.1 and 7.2). The Confucian High School,
where Lim Lian Geok had been 2 senior teacher, decided to con-
ez ooy after holding rwo meetings of the MC and Wo meetings
of the bensfactors of the school—even then the decision was not
unammons. ' johore proved to be the stronghold of resistance.
S:x:dnmkmzdm:myo{mdepmdmsdmobwmlefour
d::ﬂ:lmmmeeMmao{Eduauonwpomdm
Pﬁmmlm:rl%zmbyﬁxmdofbmnb« 1961, 54
ount of 2 2onal of 71 schools had converted. With this, the govern-
m::dm:ﬂmhhadtmoram:mpnxyohhzcmnm
secondary schools. ™ But there were 15 schools which never
. These Sall Foon Yew’s le, opted out of the

mmmlmmdxmmedw&euadmonofbeingmmban
Furmar o communry-supponted schools.
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TABLE 7.1
Chinese Secondary Schaols Which Converted 1o National-Type
Secondary Schools, 1961

State Number Name of Schook

Kedah 3 Chio Min (Kulim); Keat Hwa (Alor Srar);
Sin Min (Sungei Patani)

Penang 9 Chung Ling; Chung Hwa Confucian;
Dato Kramat Convent; Heng Ee; Jit Sin;
Penang Chinese Girls; Phor Tay;
Sacred Heart; Union Secondary

Perak 14 Ave Maria Convent (Tpok); Chong Hwa

(Bidor); Dinding Secondary (Lamut;
Hua Lian (Taiping); Nan Hwa (Sitiawan);
Pe: Yuan (Kampar); Perak Girls (Ipoh);
Poi Lam (Ipoh); Sam Tet (Tpoh);

‘ San Min (Telok Anson); Shing Chung

| (Sungei Siput); Tsung Wah (Koals

| Kangsar); Yuk Choy (Tpoh); Yuk Kwar

(Batz Gajah)

Selangor 7 Calhnb:l’ﬁﬂx(?u:hngkya&?m&m
(Kn:hhmvw);hg Klang);
&nﬁmmmhmym;w
Huoa (Klang); Yoke Koan (Sekincan);

Yu Hwa (Kajang)

Negri Sembilan 3 Chan Wa (Seremban): Chi Wen (Bahau);

Chung Hwa (Kuala Pilai)

Sebang Secondary
Johore 4 Pai Chee (Muarj; Pei Chun (Pongianj:

Total 54

Sowre: Jaaozong Faova Yanjiu: Zhoogin (comp.), Fuesong 33nian, Kuaia Lumpur,
1987, p. 469

Nm.1\xm@ni«mmhhﬁﬁmb\mkdnlmaﬂmmm
Ml\m«xnmc&mmlmummhﬂm‘th&m
MAmNm\ﬁMM.mn&mmmmﬁm&
Deguning.
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TABLE 7.2
Chinese Secondary Schools Which Did Not Convert
o Natonal-Type Secondary Schools, 1961

Svaze Number Name of School

Penang 1 Han Chiang

Selangor 4 Kuen Cheng (Kuala Lumpur); Tsun Jin
(Kuala Lumpur); Hin Hwa (Klang);
Pin Hwa (Klang)

Negn Sembilan 2 Chung Hwa (Seremban); Chung Hwa
(Port Dickson)

Malacca 1 Pay Fong

Johare ) Chung Hwa (Kluang); Chung Hwa

(Muar); Chung Hwa (Rengit);
Chinese High (Yong Peng); Chinese
High (Batu Pahat); Foon Yew
(Johore Bahru)

Tozal 14

Sonwrex: mm\'mw(mp].mw:mehAun—
am H-m_n:wm(w)»mlm, 1984, p. 48.

Nase: Thtmd:htldklabmrwtdmobm?a‘kumlchl\ulbydu-bwt
mnThz_rm&:]nﬂpah)nﬂ\'umnc(hnmkmﬁs).shmhlwu
foumded m 1960 and Yu Chung in 1962,

1. SCFP, 14 Sceember 1957.
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Conclusion

THE history of the Chinese Education Movement, from its genesis
in 1951 to its dissolution in 1961, can be subdivided into three
main stages. There was a period of initiation from 1951 to 1954 in
which the main objective was opposition to British policies. This
was followed by a second stage, from January 1955 to August
1957, in which leaders of the movement entered into crucial com-
promises with Alliance leaders. In the third stage, which began
after Merdeka, there was ion and crisis leading finally to
the dissolution of the movement in 1961. At each of these stages,
the Chinese Education Movement was part of major social and
political changes in Chinese society which were, in turn, related to
the larger i going on in Mal society.

The underlying factor which gave the Chinese Education Move-
ment its raison d’étre was the existence of Chinese schools in every
town and practically every village with a substantial Chinese popula-
tion. These schools had been established, financed, and managed
entirely by the Chinese themselves. There was deep emotional attach-
ment to the schools which were looked upon as commumty projects,
agencies of cultural ission, as well as insti symbols of
self-reliance. More importantly, the schools served a social need which
the British were unable or unwilling to meet. This was especially clear
from 1945 to 1955 when the Chinese schools experienced particu-
larly dramatic growth to meet the massive demand for education
from a permanently settled and rapidly growing Chinese population.

Yet these schools faced an uncertain future because the prevail-
ing British and Malay view was that the Chinese schools were bar-
riers to the integration of young Chinese into Malayan life. The
Barnes Report of 1951 called on both the Chinese and Indians liv-
ing in Malaya to accept a single system of schools teaching only in
English and Malay and to abandon their own languages, schools,
and cultures. The objective of British policy, stated more clearly in
the 1952 Education Ordinance and the 1954 White Paper, was to
create a single system of schools which taught mainly in English.
Official policy, therefore, threatened to totally exclude the Chinese




CONCLUSION 283

schools from the national education system.

The release of the Barnes Report in 1951 was the catalyst which
activated a movement to defend the Chinese schools. The Chinese
Education Movement gathered strength between 1951 and 1954
as the colonial government persisted in its policy of promoting
English education as the basis of Malaya’s national education sys-
tem. Chinese school teachers saw the promotion of English as an
attempt by the British to strengthen their hegemony over Malaya
before political ind d was artained. of the
Chinese schools feared that the colonial government would, with
the support of Malay leaders, close the Chinese schools or force
them to convert into English or Malay schools. These are the his-
torical roots of recurrent anxieties, persisting until today, that the
powers of the state can, at any time, be used to eliminate the
Chinese schools.

The British did not succeed in closing down, or edging out, the
Chinese schools for two reasons. First, with the Emergency at its
height, the colonial government was reluctant to take harsh meas-
ures against the Chinese schools as this would have alienated more
Chinese. Sccond, and no less important, the British were simply
not able to provide alternatives to the Chinese schools which were
meeting a critical need for more education created by the post-war
baby boom.

Forced to accept that the Chinese schools were not easy to dis-
place, the British initiated changes that ironically paved the way for
the eventual incorporation of the Chinese schools within the
national system. A new system of aid, introduced in 1952, brought
the primary schools within the ambit of tighter state control. More
significantly, starting from 1952, new syllabuses and textbooks
were specially produced for the Chinese schools. This helped the
schools to shed some of their alien character and become more
Malayan in orientation.

The main objective of the Chinese education movement, from
the very beginning, was to secure a legitimate place for the Chinese
schools within the future national education system of the
Federation of Malaya. Chinese school teachers were the most
vocal and active group within the Chinese education movement.
This group has often been type-cast as ‘narrow chauvinists’ or
‘extremists’ who failed to recognize, or refused to meet, the
d ds of i ing into Mal; society. Hi this study
has shown that the teachers were aware of the need for the Chinese
to adjust to a changing political world and realized that they
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needed to engage in i ic bargains and ises in the
Malayan situation.

First, the teachers helped to bring about changes in the Chinese
schools. They realized that the schools must discard their old
China orientations and take on the new task of educating young
Chinese to be future citizens of Malaya. At its inaugural meeting in
1951, the United Chinese School Teachers’ Association (UCSTA)
resolved that Malay should be taught in all Chinese schools. From
1952 UCSTA representatives worked closely with officials in the
Education Department to produce textbooks with a Malayan
orientation to replace those imported from China.

Second, UCSTA leaders like Lim Lian Geok, who had become
Malayan citizens, began to articulate a new political identity for the
Chinese. Between 1951 and 1954, the UCSTA became an import-
ant new voice in Chinese politics in Malaya. The UCSTA leaders
espoused a vision of the Mal: nation as a Iti-ethnic and
multicultural society in which there would be equal treatment and
respect for the languages and cultures of all races. The Chinese
schools, they argued, had a legitimate place together with Malay
and Indian schools within a Malayan system of education. The
debate over education policy and the future of the Chinese schools
thus became part of a larger discourse on the status and rights of
the Chinese within the Malayan nation. This took the Chinese
education issue into the centre of Malayan politics.

The emergence of the UCSTA had coincided with the MCA’s
attempt to establish itself as the political voice of the Chinese. A
period of exceptional unity within Chinese society began in
November 1952 when Malayan Chinese Association (MCA) leaders
joined teachers and Management Committees (MCs) of the
Chinese schools to mount a common campaign in defence of
Chinese ion. With the f ion of the Mal Chinese
Association Chinese Ed ion Central C i (MCACECQ),
three important groups within Chinese society were brought
together under the MCA's leadership. Through the MCACECC,
Tan Cheng Lock won the confidence of the UCSTA leaders and
drew them into the interethnic bargains being conducted within
the Alliance as Malaya headed towards political independence.

The historic January 1955 meeting in Tan Cheng Lock’s home
in Malacca marked the beginning of the second stage in the history
of the Chinese education movement. At this meeting, United
Malays National Organization (UMNO) leaders promised not to
destroy the languages, schools, and cultures of the various races. In
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the UCSTA und k not to raise the issue of Chinese
as an official language until after the 1955 elections. Moreover, the
Chinese teachers agreed to support the Alliance in the elections
while the Alliance promised a change in education policy if it came
to power.

The essence of this bargain became part of the Alliance Election
Manifesto for the July 1955 elections and formed the basis of the
Razak Ci ittee’s dations in 1956. Histori there-
fore, the Malacca meeting and the Razak Report should be consid-
ered part of the pre-independence pact between the leaders of the
two major ethnic groups in this country. It was through this his-
toric bargain that the Chinese education movement won a place
for the Chinese primary schools within the national system of
education.

‘The Razak Report departed from British policies by emphasizing
a common curriculum as the key to integrating the Malay,
Chinese, Tamil, and English primary schools within the national
system of education. The contentious issue of a single language of
instruction was side-stepped by focusing on the more urgent ob-
jective of making primary school education available to every child.
The Report also allowed secondary schools to teach in different
languages but specified that all schools in the national system must
prepare their students for two new public examinations. The lan-
guage in which these public inati were to be di d
became the critical issue. Leaders of the Chinese education move-
ment wanted the examinations to be conducted in Chinese but
UMNO leaders thought that public examinations should only be

di d in the official | of the country.

Between 1956 and 1957, attempts to resolve the examinations
issue, and the related problem of accepting Chinese secondary
schools within the nﬂuonnl system, wcrc delayed by, and became

led with, ions on the Merdeka Ci ion. During
this critical period, all sides refrained from pushing their demands
to the hilt. The main reason for exercising restraint was the com-
mon objective of wanting an end to British rule.

Until Merdeka was achieved in August 1957, the UCSTA, MCA,
and UMNO were locked in an intricate balancing of positions.
The UMNO and MCA leaders had to defend the Alliance posmon
on key points of the Merdeka C itution in the face of confli
demands from Malays and Chinese. On education policy, the
Alliance kept to the main points of the Malacca agreement in draft-
ing the 1957 Education Ordinance while a final decision on the
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terms for accepting Chinese secondary schools into the national
system was postponed. In return, the UCSTA leaders helped to
stave off a shetuan challenge to the MCA while the MCA leaders
continued to persuade UMNO leaders to relent on the examina-
tions issue.

But both the UCSTA and MCA leaders were unrealistic in hop-
ing for a change of mind by UMNO leaders on the examinations
issue after Merdeka. In fact, UMNO leaders had throughout
wanted public examinations to be conducted only in the official
languages of the country. Three factors further militated against
any compromise from UMNO. First, UMNO leaders were antag-
onized by i d by Chinese Y
school students in November 1957 and refused to engage in any
more discussions on the issue. Second, the MCA leadership was
split between those who wanted to push harder for concessions
from UMNO and those who refused to jeopardize unity within the
Alliance. Third, and most importantly, UMNO leaders faced
mounting criticisms from the party’s rank and file, Malay school
teachers and younger Malays, for being too slow in establishing
Malay secondary schools and too soft on the issue of Malay as the
sole medium of instruction.

As the 1959 general elections loomed, UMNO leaders were far
100 concerned about the party’s support from the Malay electorate
to consider making any concessions to the Chinese. Confrontation
between UMNO and the MCA became inevitable as a new MCA
leadership pushed for i from UMNO in order to win
more Chinese electoral support for the Alliance. The unresolved
issue of inati for Chinese dary schools was a contrib-
utory factor to the mounting tension between the UMNO and
MCA. This finally erupted in a political crisis in July just before
the parliamentary clections. In the fall-out after the crisis, the
Chinese Education Movement was one of the casualties.

Thus July 1959 was the turning-point for the Chinese Education
Movement. The UMNO-MCA crisis ended with the departure of
those MCA leaders who had maintained close links with the
UCSTA. The MCACECC died a quiet death and the UCSTA
was marginalized by the Alliance. The UCSTA leaders felt
betrayed when UMNO leaders rejected all further negotiations
with the UCSTA and ignored the latters’ views in the writing of
the Talib Report and the 1961 Education Act. After the release
of the Talib Report, the UCSTA and MCA, formerly allies within
the Chinese Education M , hurled bitter iminati




CONCLUSION 287

and accusations at each other. The unity symbolized by the
MCACECC had ended. The MCA never recovered its position as
the premier Chinese political party, a position it had commanded
between 1955 and 1959. Without the MCA as its ally, the Chinese
Education Movement lost its political arm and, at the same time,
its claim to undivided support within Chinese society.

The passing of the 1961 Education Act signalled the final break
between the UCSTA and the Alliance. There was no further
ambivalence on the issue of language. Public examinations for sec-
ondary schools would only be conducted in either English or
Malay. The Act stipulated that the Chinese schools must converr to
schools teaching in English in order to receive full government aid
as Sckolah M Jenis Keb, or National-Type
Secondary Schools. To gain acceptance into the national system,
therefore, the schools must stop teaching in Chinese.

The Chinese secondary schools immediately became the site for
a battle between the MCA in alliance with UMNO against the
UCSTA as both sides fought to win the schools to their respective
positions. Many of the teachers, principals, and the MCs who lived
through the ‘battle for the Chinese secondary schools’ in 1961
remember it as a time of intense debate and endless argument.
Many of them, when interviewed in the ecarly 1980s, vividly
recalled how they agonized over which way their schools should
£0. On the one hand, full government aid offered the prospect of
financial stability, better pay and more secure working conditions
for teachers, and more opportunities for students. On the other
hand, there was the moral appeal of the UCSTA to retain the
essential character of a Chinese school by teaching in Chinese.

A few years carlier, a similar battle had been fought over the
Chung Ling High School in Penang, the premier Chinese sec-
ondary school in the Federation. The drama over Chung Ling’s
cf ion in 1956 had highli d the deep divide within the
school, and within Chinese society, between the pragmatists who
were prepared to forgo the use of Chinese as a medium of instruc-
tion for full government aid and those who saw this as a betrayal of
fundamental principles. In 1961 the other Chinese secondary
schools faced the same dilemma—of choosing between socio-

and cultural h and also between
the benefits of belonging within the national mainstream and the
inties of an i outside it.

By the end of 1961, 54 out of 70 schools had accepted the gov-
ernment’s terms. For the UCSTA, there was only the consolation
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that the 16 schools which refused to join the national system
included some of the biggest and best known of the Chinese sec-
ondary schools. The UCSTA lost its leader when the government
revoked Lim Lian Geok’s citizenship and denied him the right to
continue with his profession as a teacher in August 1961. But Lim
continued to be regarded as the greatest figure in the Chinese
Education Movement and has been deified after his death as the
movement’s martyr.!

For a decade after the battle over the conversion of the Chinese
secondary schools in 1961, both the UCSTA and United Chinese
School Committees’ Association (UCSCA) lost their fervour and
d i After the fc ion of Malaysia in 1963,
the Chinese Ed ion M paled in si
to the conflict between the Alliance and the Malaysian Malaysia
movement led by Slngaporc s Peoples’ Action Party which ended
with Si from Malaysia in 1965. There was a
brief flurry of excitement just before the National Language Act
was enacted in 1967 when Sim Mow Yu, then president of the
UCSTA as well as vice-chairman of the MCA Youth Section, tried
to resurrect the issuc of Chinese as an official language. Sim was
expelled from the MCA in a move that clearly showed that the
MCA did not want to be implicated in the UCSTA’s campaign.?

‘Throughout the history of the Chinese Education Movement
from 1951 to 1961, the UCSCA had been the less active and
quieter of the two Chinese education organizations. In the 1970s,
however, the UCSCA became more prominent and dynamic after
it was reinvigorated by the entry of new leaders, including several
young and highly educated professionals. In contrast, the UCSTA
lost much of its former vigour probably because most Chinese
school teachers, except for those in private Chinese schools, were
now government employees.

The new UCSCA | i ded i diately to a
renewal of interest in Chinese education which was generated by
the campaign to save the private Chinese secondary schools in
Perak. These had begun as branches of those schools which had
joined the national system in 1961. Their existence was threatened
by very low enrolments and poor facilities. The campaign which
began in Ipoh in early 1973 rapidly spread to the smaller towns
and outlying districts of Perak. It drew strong support from virtu-
ally all levels of Chinese society. Barbers, hawkers, shopkeepers,
trishaw-pedlars, and taxi-drivers contributed a day’s income to
help save the schools. From Perak the campaign then spread to
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Sclangor and was soon dubbed ‘The Renaissance of the
Independent Chinese Secondary Schools’.?

The UCSCA established a Working Committee to investigate
the problems of the Chinese secondary schools operating outside
the national system. This Committee’s proposals gave the schools
a fresh sense of purpose and direction. Since the mid-1970s, the
UCSCA has tried to draw all 37 private Chinese secondary schools
on the peninsula and 23 similar schools in Sabah and Sarawak into
an organized system of Duli Zhongxue, or Independent Chinese
Secondary Schools (ICSS), that could compete more effectively
with the National-Type Secondary Schools.

Several working committees set up by the UCSCA designed a

i and di new books in Chinese spe-
cially for the ICSS. The UCSCA has also been conducting two
examinations paralleling the two major public examinations for
national secondary school students. These examinations are not
recognized by the Malaysian government but the UCSCA has suc-
ceeded in getting them recognized as the basis for entry into a wide
range of tertiary institutions in Singapore, Hong Kong, Taiwan, the
United States, and Australia. More recently, the ICSS examina-
tions have also been accepted by the private colleges in Malaysia
which conduct twinni with universities abroad.*

Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, the renewed interest in the
ICSS has manifested itself in donation drives to provide the
schools with new buildings or better facilities and recruitment
campaigns to increase student intake. From Perak and Selangor,
this campaign has spread to other states, including Kelantan and,
more recently, to Penang. Thus, the ICSS have recovered from
their doldrums in the 1960s and today have succeeded in attract-
ing a sizeable number of students in many states.’

In 1974 the UCSCA also started a campaign to establish a
Chinese university in Malaysia, an idea first mooted by the UCSTA
in 1967. The UCSCA leadership organized a yiren yiyuan, or

tod

adollar a person, fund-raising the extent
of Chinese support for the proposed Merdeka University. But the
Barisan Nasional government rejected the application to set up the
Merdeka Uni ity. The M Uni ity was the centre of a
political controversy that persisted until a Federal Court ruling in
1982 upheld the government’s decision to disallow such an institu-
tion.®

The Merdeka University i d mass Chinese sup-
port, even from those who were not Chinese-educated, because it
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became a channel for Chinese fr ions with the New
Policy (NI EP) Thc NEP was Inunchcd in 1971 to remedy social
and d as the underlying causes of the
May 13 racial riots in 1969. Impl ion of the NEP icted
Malay ission into tertiary institutions and set ethnic quotas
for recruitment and promotion to higher level jobs in the public
sector. Most non-Malays felt that they were discriminated by such
measures.

‘Three other factors contributed to non-Malay fears of Mnlay
political i in the 1970s. Following almost i di
after the 1969 riots, the Minister of Education invoked Clause 21 (b)
of the 1961 Education Act to proclaim that the conversion of
English primary schools into Malay schools would begin in 1971.
This was followed, in 1977, with a similar change in medium of
instruction for English-medium secondary schools, including the
former Chinese schools which had joined the national system in
1961. By 1983 universities were required to use Malay as the main
medium of instruction. Thus, more than 25 years after the Razak
Report, the ultimate objective of Malay being used as the main
medium of instruction was realized.

Second, UMNO?’s position within the ruling coalition became
much sxmngcr af(cr the replacement of the tripartite Alliance with
a i the Barisan i . Third, in the cultural
sphere, the government began to promote what it proclaimed as a
National Culture Policy, the central feature of which was that
Malay culture should be accepted as the core component of
Malaysian culture. This p p major Chinese organizations,
including the UCSTA and UCSCA, to respond with counter-
statements that a truly Malaysian culture must provide more space
for the cultures of other ethnic groups.

The resurgence of the Chinese Education Movement in the
19705 thus began in a polmcal atmosphere of increased ethnic

ion and greater i hnic tension. A detailed reconstruc-
non of this second phase lies outside the scope of this study. But
the foregoing is sufficient as a basis for some comparisons with the
original . The most signi factor in both
phases is that the Chinese education issue became a central focus
of Chinese politics because it was bound up with other issues fac-
ing the Chinese. Support for Chinese education issues represented
support for Chinese rights which were perceived as being denied or
threatened by state policies.
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Between 1951 and 1961, the main objective of the Chinese
Education Movement was to win a place for the Chinese schools
within the national education system. This was part of a larger
struggle in which the Chinese were secking a definition of their
rights as citizens in a new nation-state. From 1971, however, the
main focus shifted 1o supporting Chinese educational institutions
outside the national system, such as the ICSS and the proposed
Merdeka University. This was part of Chinese efforts to find altern-
ative channels for ed ion, through self-reliance and ity
based institutions, when the public sector could not meet their
expectations due to the NEP,

Another notable difference in the revived Chinese Education
Movement of the 1970s was that it became more broad-based and
better known outside Chinese-educated circles, Through the
Merdeka Uni ity issue, the Dongji the Chinese
referring jointly to the UCSTA and UCSCA, came to be known as
a defender of Chinese rights. In the 1980s, the Dongjiaozong’s con-
cerns reached outside the limitations of Chinese politics when its
leaders began to join non-communally based Non-Governmental
O izati (NGOs) in ing government policies and legis-
lations beyond the issues of language, education, and culture.

The Dongjiaozong’s participation in the broad-based opposition
1 to the 1981 Socicties (Amendment) Act was one notable example.
i Its support for the Papan citizens’ protest against the location of a
dump for radioactive waste in their neighbourhood was another.
More recently, the Dongjiaozong has joined several NGOs in
protests against the government’s failure to provide public access
to Envi Impact A of the Bakun Dam in
Sarawak before embarking on its impl, ion.”

In addition, the Dongjiaozong leaders have since 1982 variously
experimented with different entry points into electoral politics. In
1982, the Dongjiaozong leaders openly campaigned on behalf of
two candidates fielded by the Gerakan Rakyat Malaysia, a
Chinese-based component party within the ruling Barisan
Nasional. This was part of a pre-clection pact between the

Gerakan and the Dongji 1g which sub. ly broke down
| after the Dongjiaozong leaders were criticized by their detractors
within the izations and by the ition Dy ic Action

Party (DAP) for, in effect, supporting the Barisan.
In the 1986 general clections, the Dongjiaozong leaders did not
openly support any party or candidates in the elections but were
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believed to have engaged in discussions with Parti Islam SeMalaysia
(PAS), the major Malay opposition party. In the prelude to the
1986 clections, PAS was exploring ways of getting non-Malay elec-
toral support. This generated much discussion amongst Chinese
organizations and in the Chinese dailics as to whether links with
PAS represented a viable way to mount a more effective challenge
to the Barisan Nasional coalition. In 1990, a handful of well-
known Dongjiaozong personalities left the Chinese education
organizations to contest the clections as DAP candidates, to pre-
sumably h Malay ition to the Barisan. After
these experiments, the two Chinese education organizations have
since returned to a non-partisan stand in electoral politics.

Finally, both phases of the Chinese Education Movement bear
an important similarity—they ended with repressive state action.
The UCSTA’s campaign against Alliance policy in 1961 ended
with its president being deregistered as a teacher and being
deprived of his citizenship. In 1987 there was, for a fleeting few
months, a rare display of Chinese unity on an issue related to

Chinese ed ion when the D 7 leaders were joined by
MCA, Gerakan, and DAP lcaders in a mammoth protest against
the i of Mandarin-ed; Chinese to key

admuinistrative posts in Chinese primary schools. The appointment
of Chinese who are not literate in Mandarin to key posts in
Chinese schools is seen as one of the ways in which administrative
powers can be used to dilute or erode the “essential characteristics’
of the schools.

As if in a replay of the mounting tension which led to the
UMNO-MCA crisis of 1959, the furore over the issue of appoint-
ments contributed to an intense quarrel between UMNO and its
parmers i the Barisan Nasional—the MCA and Gerakan. However,
the tense atmosphere of October 1987 evoked not memories of the
1959 crisis but fears of another interethnic conflagration resem-
bling the 1969 riots. In the end, the crisis was defused but only
after the government detained 119 persons, among them the presi-
dents of both the UCSTA and UCSCA, a vice-president of the
UCSTA, as well as two other persons closely associated with the
ucsca.

The 1990s have, so far, been a period of relative calm as
the Malaysian economy came out of the economic recession of the
1980s and c i ive rates of growth. The
Bansan Nasional won one of its most impressive electoral victories
m 1995 when it captured 162 out of 192 seats in the Federal
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Parliament. It was within such a scenario that a new Education Bill
was passed in December 1995. In comparison to the 1961
Education Act which it replaced, there was markedly less tussle or
excitement before, during, and after the passage of the new Bill.
Nevertheless, the new Bill does imply some significant changes for
the Chinese schools.

The 1961 Education Act, which remained in force for 34 years,
drew a clear distinction between schools within the national system
which were supported by public funds and those outside the
system which were relatively free of state control but had to rely
totally on private funding. This distinction has now been abolished
by the Education Bill of 1995 which emplaces all schools within the
national system.® But inclusion within the national system does not
mean that all schools will be supported by the state. Rather, as
explained by the Minister of Education when he presented the Bill
in Parliament, the main objective is to provide the state with more
control over the private schools,

The 1995 Bill states that Malay should be the main medium of
instruction within the national system. Whether this means thar
the majority of the schools must use Malay or that all schools are to
teach mainly in Malay is open to i ion. In
addition, the new Bill also requires all schools to conform to a
National curriculum and to prepare their pupils for prescribed

inations.” The 1995 Education Bill, therefore, sets a different
kind of framework for the ICSS which had since 1961 functioned
relatively free of direct state control as privately funded schools.

Now technically part of the national system, the ICSS may come
under any regulations issued by the Ministry to all private schools.
But other private schools, unlike the ICSS, do not teach in

Chinese and are run as i not
funded institutions with a history of affiliation with the Chinese
Education M . Thus new eties have arisen that the

ICSS could lose some of their autonomy as well as some of their
special characteristics.

The Minister of Education has given his assurance, both in
Parliament and during meetings with Chinese leaders outside
Parliament, that the new Bill will not change the status quo as far
as the ICSS are concerned.!® This implies that the ICSS will be
allowed to continue teaching mainly in Chinese. The Minister has
also given his assurance that the UCSCA will be allowed to con-
tinue conducting its two major examinations for the ICSS. Bur
these are assurances given orally and were not written into the Bill
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itself. It is true that the new Education Bill gives the Minister of
Education the power to waive, or impose, many of its specific pro-
visions. But this, in fact, opens up a wider range of issues for nego-
tiations and therefore also for dispute. Anxicties over the ICSS are
therefore likely to persist and could mount if and when the
Minister decides to impose, rather than to waive, some of the pro-
visions which impinge on the ICSS.

On the other hand, the new Education Bill has removed one per-
sistent source of concern for the Chinese Education Movement in
the past. The Chinese primary schools now appear to have a more
secure position within the national system. Primary schools teach-
ing in Malay are still known as National Primary Schools, distin-
guishing them from those teaching in Chinese and Tamil which
are differentiated as National-Type Primary Schools. But, unlike
in the 1961 Act, there is now no clause empowering the Minister
to convert schools of the latter type into National Primary Schools.

Will the implementation of the 1995 Education Bill lead to yet
another resurgence of interest in Chinese education issues, thrust-
ing the Dongjiaozong again into the centre stage of Malaysian pol-
itics? From our comparison of the original Chinese Education
Movement of 1951 to 1961 and its resurgence from 1971 to 1987,
it is clear that both phases coincided with crucial periods of social
and political transformation in Malaysian society. In both phases,
Chinese education became a central issue in Chinese politics in
Malaysia because it was closely linked to a wide range of issues
affecting many Chinese. Whether interest in Chinese education
issues will surge dramatically once more will, therefore, depend on
whether another historical moment arises in which issues related to
Chinese education become linked once again with questions of
political status and cultural identity as well as with issues of access
to education opportunities and social mobility.

1. Sce UCSTA Secretariat (comp.), Lin Lianyu xiansheng rongai teyi, Kuala
Lumpur: Lim Lian Geok Foundation Committce, 1986 and also UCSTA
Secretariat (comp.), Zuhun Lin Lianyw, Kuala Lumpur: Lim Lian Geok
Foundation Commitiee, 1991,

2. For some discussion of this, see Margaret Roff, “The Politics of Language in
Malaya’, Asian Survey, 7, 5 (1967): 316-28 and Tan Puay Ching, “The Role of the
UCSTA in the Struggle for Chinese Education and Language Status, 1960-1969°,
Southeast Asian Journal of Educational Studies, 21122 (1984/5): 1-78.
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1984.
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9. See Sections 17-19 of the 1995 Education Bill.

10. For the Minister's assurances when presenting the Act in Parliament, sce
Penyata Resmi Parlimen, Dewan Rakyat, Parlimen Kesembilan, Penggal Pertama,
1995, ruangan 60-61.
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APPENDIX 1
Consnitution of the MCACECC
1. Name and Address:
This Committee shall be called “The Malayan Chinese Association
Chinese Education Central C i (hereis referred to as

‘the Committee”). The Committee shall be attached to the Malayan
Chinese Association Hecadquarters.
2. Objects:
The objects of the Committee so Iongurheymdsignedmpmm
and promote Chinese culture, without prejudice to the objects of the
@ Tcsmdy.dncid:l.udnuon&epo!ici:spcﬂainingw(:lﬁnue
education in the Federation, without being involved with political
problems.
(b)Tolmncdewolanmmamdmtnchmsonsm
lmpmvc!hzchmmschndsmdmprmummeauseof
Chinese education in the Federation.
(c)Tud.vsnm,pmmoumdmmxg:!hca.ﬁzmpcﬂzinhgmme
development and amelioration of the Chinese schools in the

Federation.
(d) To improve the 3 ip of the School C i the
teachers and other related bodies.

(e) Tohelp or represent the Chinese schools in the Federation in any
ncgotanon with the Government on all marters relating to
Chinese education.

() To strive for the equal status of Chinese education in the edu-
canonal system of this country.

(chmnChmusd:whmth:Fedcnuminwlvm‘rhdr
financial difficulues.

Organzzation:

@ Thzcommiuul\uﬂconsmoflﬂu-puknuuvntuchofdk
Malayan Chinese Association Headquarters, the Chinese School
Commm'hmmmmdcmwsdmolhm'm
Ciaton in vanious parts of the Federation plus 3 ex officio mem-
bers (the President of the Malayan Chinese Association, the
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President of the Federation Chinese School Committees”
Association and the President of the Federation Chinese School
Teachers’ Association).

(b) The Committee shall be the highest organ to decide on matters
relating to Chinese Education within the Malayan Chinese
Association,

() The President of the Malayan Chinese Association shall be the ex
officio Chairman of the Committee. In any meeting when the
President is unable to attend, he shall appoint a representative
from among the Committee members to preside.

(d) The Committee shall have besides the Chairman one Treasurer,
one Assistant Treasurer, one Secretary-General and one Depury
Secretary-General, to be appointed by the Committee from
amongst its members, and shall have the power to employ, when
necessary, certain number of Assistant Secretaries.

(¢) The Committee shall not interfere with the internal affairs of the
Malayan ~ Chinese  School Committees® Associations and
Teachers' Associations and shall not necessarily be bound by the
decisions of the said respective bodies.

(O The decisions of the Committee affecting the internal affairs of
the Malayan Chinese School Committees’ Association and
Teachers Association shall not be executed unless the consent of
the said respective bodies has been first obtained.

Election and Appointment of Members:

(a) Members of the Committce shall be elected in the following man-
ners: Every State or Settl School C i " Assoc:
shall elect a representative (Kedah and Perlis to elect only one) to
be 2 member of the Committee with a total of 10 representazives
in the Federation; every State or Settement Teachers
Association shall do likewise; and the MCA. Headquarters shall
send 10 representatives. In addition, there shall be 3 & officio
members, making a total strength of 33 persons.

(b) In the case of a State or Settlement being unable to elect constite-
tonally its representatives, the Chairman shall appoint certain
persons in their stead, so long as these other persons are from the
same organization in the same State or Settlement.

(€) The term of the Committee members shall be two years, but the
nominating bodies may change or replace their Tepresentatives
from time to time.

(d) Members of the Committee shall be persons interested in and

inted with Chinese Education. They must also be able w
attend freq meetings of the C N

(e) Any member of the Committee absenting himself from wo con-
secutive meetings without sufficient excuse shall au ically
cease o be a member of the Commuttee, and the vacancy shall be
filled by the nominating body.

Ld
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5. Veto:
The Committce shall be bound by a system of veto. Any resolution
vetoed by all the representatives of cither the Malayan Chinese
Association, o the School Committees’ Association or the Teachers’
Association who arc present at the meeting (at least half of the repres-
entatives of the constituent body must be present) shall be dropped.

6. Meetings:
At least 2 meetings of the Committee shall be convened every year.
The quorum of a mecting shall be 15. Members shall be notified of
the mecting at least four (4) weeks prior to the meeting

7. General Meetings:
The Committee shall have the power to call meetings to discuss mat-
ters relating to Chinese education in any form and at any time when it
deems fir.

8. Advisory Committee:
The Committee may, when necessary, appoint and organize an
Advisory Committee but the duties of the said Advisory Committee
shall be limited to giving advice.

9. Subcommittees:
The Committee shall have the power to appoint subcommittees to
deal with various specific problems when it deems fit.

10. Finance:

(a) The running cxpenses of the Committee shall be borne by the
Malayan Chinese Association.

(b) Funds required by the Committce for special purposes shall be
raised by the constituent bodies and their representatives on the
Committee depending on the needs required.

(¢) All monies of the Committee shall be kept and managed jointly
by the President, Secretary Generals and the Treasurers with the
proviso that the principles laid down by the Committee must be
adhered to.

. Amendment to Rules:
The Rules of the Committee may at any time be amended upon the
majority decision of the members present, but the proposal to amend
the Rules shall have been placed on the Agenda of the meeting when
itis proposed to discuss the amendment of the Rules.

IS

. Dissolution:
The Committee upon the proposal of all the representatives of any
two of the three constituent bodies shall be declared dissolved by the
Malayan Chinese Association.

Source: *Minutes of the Second Mecting of Chinese School Committees and Teachers in the
Federanon and Represeatatives of the Malayan Chinese Association’, Too Joon Hing
Personal Papers
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APPENDIX 2
Minutes of a Meeting on Chinese Education on
12 January 1955 at 5 p.m.
at the Residence of Dato Sir Cheng Lock Tan in Malacca

Present:

‘Tengku Abdul Rahman Mr Cho Yew Fai

Dato Sir Cheng Lock Tan Mr Ong Keng Seng

Mr Leong Yew Koh Mr Chua Tian Keong

Dr Ismail bin Dato Abdul Mr Goh Chee Yan
Rahman Mr Lim Lian Geok

Inche Aziz bin Abdul Ishak Miss Sha Yun Yeo

Inche Bahaman bin Samsuddin Mr Chai Jen Pin

Col. H. S. Lee Mr Shen Mo Yu

Mr Leung Cheung Ling Mr Kung Cheong Thai

Mr Ong Yoke Lin Mr T. H. Tan

Mr Chong Khoon Lin Mr Wen Tien Kuang

Mr Lim Lian Geok, Chairman of the Federation Chinese Teachers’
Association, distributed copies of a written statement on Chinese
Education (attached) to the above-named Alliance leaders and the repres-
entatives of MCA Chinese Education Central Committee, Chinese
teachers and Chinese school managers.

Tengku Abdul Rahman opened the meeting by stating that he agreed
with the following statement made by teachers: ‘Our textbooks are now
being revised to suit the Malayan background. We want to improve our
Malay and English studics. We want to train our pupils to be loyal
Malayans and improve our relationships with other schools, Malay,
English and Indian. But we also want to preserve our schools, our lan-
guage and culture.”

Sir Cheng-lock joined in by emphasizing the special importance of
making Chinese loyal Malayans, as there had been much accusation from
various quarters that Chinese were disloyal and that they wanted to turn
Malaya into the 19th Province of China.

‘Tengku Abdul Rahman said that if the Alliance were returned to power,
it would see to it that the Chinese were given a chance to preserve their
schools, language and culture.

Mr Wen asked if this constituted a promise to try to amend the
Education Ordinance, 1952, and the White Paper on Educational Policy,
which were considered a threat to the existence of Chinese schools. The
Tengku's reply was in the affirmative.

Col. Lee said this should not imply that the Alliance, if it won the elec-
tions, would be bound to amend the Education Ordinance and the White
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Paper. He suggested that the Alliance could only consider the question, as
there would be other parties in the future Council holding different views
on the matter.

Sir Cheng-lock said that, at his last meeting with the High Com-
missioner, the latter mentioned that there was only one word (‘replace”) in
the Ordinance which might be undesirable to the Chinese: The High
Commissioner was prepared to consider deletion of that word.

Mr Lim Lian Geok said that there was no question that the Ordinance
threatened the existence of Chinese schools, as there was provision there
to replace Chinese schools with national schools and to withdraw grants-
in-aid to Chinese schools (Sections 18 to 20). This must be corrected
through legal procedure.

The meeting agreed that if there were provisions in the Education
Ordinance and the Whitc Paper which threatened the existence of
Chinese schools, the Alliance should consider amending them, but the
proper time to do that would be after the Alliance came to power.

Tengku Abdul Rahman further stated that while he, in principle, did
not dispute that Chinese schools should be allowed to open new classes, as
mentioned in the statement by the teachers, he would like to know
approximately how much recurrent expenditure this would entail,

Mr Wen replied that both the managers and the teachers had an informal
discussion yesterday and that they agreed that the Chinese schools would
require in 1955 an extra sum of two million dollars to allow normal expan-
sion and increase of salaries—one million for primary schools, and another
million for secondary schools.

Sir Cheng-lock said that the High Commissioner, in a letter to him,
mentioned that Government was spending on Chinese pupils studying in
both English and Chinese schools $136.50 per capita. This was higher
than what the Malay pupils were costing the Government. The argument,
however, was that Chinese education should be separated from English
education.

Mr Wen pointed out that the figure quoted by the High Commissioner
did not tally with that quoted by the Member for Education, and it was
not known which figure was right, if right at all.

Mr Lim Lian Geok said that if the figure of $136.50 per capita quoted
by the High Commissioner was right, then the expenditure in 1955 on the
education of Chinese in both English and Chinese schools (numbering in
all 330,000 i.c. 70,000 in English schools and 260,000 in Chinese
schools), would be about forty-five million dollars. But only about five
million dollars had been earmarked for 260,000 pupils in Chinese schools
in the Federal budget for 1955, and it was clear that most of the remaining
forty million would go to the 70,000 Chinese students in English schools.
He questioned the justice of this.

Dr Ismail asked if, by increasing the grant by two million dollars to
Chinese schools, it would mean that the Government should reduce the
cxpenditure on educating Chinese pupils in English schools?
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Tengku Abdul Rahman stated that this would complicate the issue.
Two million dollars were comparatively a small sum and the Alliance
should be able to give favourable consideration to this request.

Mr Wen pointed out that even if this were additional to what was
already given, it would work out only at a few additional dollars extra per
capita.

The meeting was generally of the opinion that the extra two million
dollars as recurrent expenditure for Chinese schools should be considered
favourably.

Tengku Abdul Rahman read out the following sentence from the writ-
ten statement of the teachers: ‘If Malaya is an independent country, the
first language should be Malay and the second should be Chinese.’

‘This, Tengku stated, would imply that Chinese would be one of the
official languages in this country. He could not agree to this as he thought
the people, especially the Malays, were not ready for it. The UMNO, of
which he was the President, must abide by the wishes of the Malay people.
He could not go against the people, even if he were in sympathy with the
request.

Others present joined the Tengku by stating that our political enemies
were watching the Alliance carcfully in this matter and trying to make use
of this as a weapon to break up the Alliance. Already it was alleged that
Malays (UMNO) has been bought over by the Chinese.

The teachers were urged to realize that the large majority of the voters
in this country were Malays, and nobody could afford to go against their
wishes.

Mr Lim replicd by saying that judging from the number of people using
the Malay and Chinese as means of i it would
not be wrong to say that Malay was the first language and Chinese was the
second language. However, the Chinese teachers did not, in the least, wish
1o jeopardize the Alliance’s chances of winning the elections. In this mat-
ter, the teachers would listen to the advice of their leader, Sir Cheng-lock,
who had urged that the question of official languages be shelved.

At this point, Inche Aziz formally suggested that Chinese teachers
should give an assurance that the question of Chinese becoming one of the
official languages would not be brought up again until after the Federal
Elections.

Mr Lim Lian Geok, on behalf of the teachers, stated that in view of the
assurances given by the Tengku carlier in the meeting, Chinese teachers
would give the assurance asked for by Inche Aziz. But he, in turn, wanted
an assurance that the Alliance, in its election platform, would specifically
state that the existence and development of Chinese schools would not be
jeopardized. Tengku Abdul Rahman stated that in view of possible misgiv-
ings which might arise out of this, he would only recommend mentioning
in the Alliance platform that the educational policy based on the White
Paper (which was, in tumn, based on the Education Ordinance, 1952)
would be re-examined. The Chinese teachers must have confidence that




302 APPENDICES

he would carry out what he promised. Furthermore, there were so many of
the Alliance Round-table members present, and they, too, had agreed to
what he said.

Col. Lee suggested that the Alliance could mention in the platform that
1t would not be the Alliance's policy to destroy the schools, language and
culture of any race. The meeting agreed.

The teachers and managers were satisfied with this, having been first
assured that Chinese schools would be allowed normal development
within the limits of finance.

Col. Lee mentioned that in the view of the Government, it would not be
appropnate to place the Chinese Education Central Committee under the
MCA, which is a political party. If the Government were to consult the
MCA on educational matters, it would also have to consult other political
partics.

Mr Leong Yew Koh stated that as Chinese education was a matter which
affected Chinese community, the MCA should deal with Chinese educa-
uon in accordance with the objects of the Association. There was nothing
to stop Government from consulting anybody or any parties if it so wished,

Mr Wen explained that Chinese education, as distinct from Malay edu-
canon, needed protection by the Chinese themselves. The Chinese must
present a united front in view of the danger facing Chinese schools.
Chinese education was the heart of the Chinese community, and for this
reason, the MCA must not, and could not, avoid the issue. The Mca
needed the support of Chinese education circles as much as the latter
needed the support of the MCA.

Mr Leong Yew Kob enquired as to why the managers and the teachers
camied on separate negotiations with Government, This should be the sole

ility of the Central Ed C i

Mr Wen explained that this was done as a follow-up action of the
Degouation between Sir Cheng-lock and the High Commissioner.
Actually both the managers and the teachers were not empowered to
negouate with the Director of Education. They were merely asked to hear
what he had to say. They must report back to the Central Education
Committee for necessary decision.

The meenting terminated at 6.30 p.m.

Sourse: Too Joon Hing Personal Papers; also available i Tan Cheng Lock Papers (Document
TX/185), Inserune of Southeas: Asian Studies, Smgapore.
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APPENDIX 3
Extract from ‘Merdcka within Four Years'—Alliance Election
Manifesto for the 1955 Federal Election

Education
1. The Alliance policy in regard to Education, briefly, will be:

(a) To give top priority to Education in general;

(b) To reorientate Education to a Malayan outlook;

() To increase literacy;

(d) To increase cducation facilities including the building of schools of
@ utilitarian rather than luxurious type and the introduction of
morning and afternoon sessions in more schools;

(¢) To expand the establishment of secondary modern schools and
vocational schools;

() To give financial assistance to Muslim religious schools in appro-
priate cases;

() To allow the vernacular schools their normal expansion;

(h) To encourage rather than destroy the schools, language or culture
of any race living in the country;

@) To inc the E ion Ordi 1952 and the Federal
Legislative Council Paper No. 67 of 1954 on Education;

() To review the provisions of the Business Licensing and
Registration Ordinance which was enacted to finance Education;

(k) To train more teachers locally;

@ To provide free primary education as soon as possible.

National Schools

2. The Alliance policy is to establish a type of national school that will be
acceptable to the people of Malaya and will meet with their needs in
promoting their cultural, economic, social and political development
as a Nation, 5o as to facilitate the fulfilment of the Alliance aim to
adopt Malay as the National language of the country.

3. The Alliance is convinced that the introduction of National School
features into vernacular schools as envisaged in the Federal Legislative
Council Paper No. 67 of 1954 is not acceptable to the people.

Malayanization

4. As already stated, one of the cardinal points of the Alliance educa-
tional policy is to reorientate Education to a Malayan outlook.

5. The Alliance considers that the standardization of textbooks is most
important. Textbooks similar in substance with Malayan outlook
should be produced in all the languages used in the country, ie.
English, Malay, Chinese and Tamil. Our children should be taught to
think as Malayans.
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ivery encouragement should be given to extra-curricular activitics,
such as Boy Scouting, Girl Guiding, Cadet Corps, etc., to provide the
oppartunity for the children of all races to mix frecly and Brow up in
fnendship. Inter-school meetings will be a great help in this matter.

Scholarships
7. As a general principle, Federal scholarships should be centrally con-
trolled. Scholarships should be awarded for studies abroad, for studies
m our own schools and Universities, and for post-graduate studies
abroad. Bursaries and other assistance will be provided for deserving
and needy students.

Private or Ra'avat Schools
8. Every encouragement will be fiven to private or ra'ayat schools run by
voluntary bodies, religious bodies and public organizations, so long as
they conform to the national education policy. Financial assistance
will be given to such schools within the limits of Federal finances.

Other Types of Schools
©. Existing provisions for religious instruction, estate schools, special
schools, secondary modern and vocational schools, and other forms of
useful education for aborigines and others, will be continued, and

steps taken to effect improvements wherever possible and desirable.

University of Malaya

10. The Alliance will press for the establishment of more facultics in the
Federston. Ammgmcmcwgmdyn«dcdmmedrpmmuof
Public A i C A A
Engincening and Law.

Other Universinies

11. The Alkance wall the P of U ies, as it
considers that the more Universities the country has, the better for the
peopie.

Grants-m-Asd

llh\ﬂd&mmmm,!bcmmwmm
m&ummmmmmwm&
md&;\aﬂﬁ\mwhﬂmmwﬂlhyﬂnm
1l crildren of school 2p¢ 1o receive edncaton.

Sawr Tow Joon Hing Persenal Pape.
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APPENDIX 4
Twenty Conditions for Conversion into
National-Type S dary Schools, D ber 1956

Ref. M. for E. 171/56

Ministry of Education
Federation of Malaya
Federal House
Kuala Lumpur
7th December 1956
Supervisor,
Sir,

The Minister for Education, Federation of Malaya, acting upon the
advice of the 15-man Advisory Committee on Education, has decided that
existing Secondary Schools who agree to convert the whole or a part of
their schools to National-Type Secondary Schools may be offered grant-
in-aid appropriate to such National-Type Schools w.e.f. 1st January 1957
for those parts so converted.

Attached to this letter as Schedule ‘A’ are the conditions to which
existing Secondary Schools must agree to conform before full grant-in-aid
can be paid.

In the case of the present Aided English Schools the aid will be
unchanged if they conform. The most important new conditions will be
that they must introduce the teaching of the National Language and
arrange for the teaching of the Muslim Religion for Malays progressively in
Form I'in 1957, in Forms I and Il in 1958, in Forms I, II and 11T in 1959
cte. They will also have to make arrangements for the teaching of Malay,
Chinese and Tamil to those pupils whose parents request it (if 15 or more
so request). They will have to follow the syllabuses and allocation of time to
subjects laid down under Regulations made by the High Commissioner-in-
Council.

In the case of the present unaided English Schools, the same prin-
ciples will apply but more reorganization and raising of standards, both
physical and educati will usually be The ages of pupils
must also be brought within the proper limits for all classes. It may, how-
ever, be possible for some unaided English Schools to qualify for full aid in
1957 for the first year of the course if they limit admissions to the 1st year
(Form I) and who are of the correct age. In this way, an unaided English
School could be converted into an aided National-Type Secondary School
progressively, one form per year, over a period of five years.

In the case of the Chinese Secondary Schools, it will also be necessary
for the school to conform to the same syllabuses and the allocation of time
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1o subjects laid down by the High Commissioner-in-Council. The normal
secondary school course will be for five years but it will, however, be per-
missible to have a preliminary Remove Class before the first year for those
pupils who are of the correct age and come from a primary school using a
different main language medium or where the necessary second language
medium is not up to the required standard. The approval for this must be
obtained from the Minister. The teaching of the National Language will
also have to be introduced progressively starting with Form I and Remove
in 1957 in exactly the same way as in other National-Type Secondary
Schools. As these changes can only be carried out gradually it will usually
be necessary to bring them in progressively starting with full conformity
and full aid for those first year and Remove classes which are composed of
pupils who are educationally qualified and within the limits of age allowed
by the Education Report, 1956. Naturally the other higher classes not
converted to the new type will continue on their present footing.

In all schools the number of classes in the Remove and first year
cligible for the full grant upon conversion must be such as will produce
a pattern of school with such number of streams that will ensure
that the school will not exceed the limits recommended in para. 105 of
the Education Report 1956, except with the special permission of the
Minister. This may mean planning for another school building for which
an application for capital grant could be made subject to two years” notice
being given. In some places it may be necessary to establish new schools.

Owing to the complicated structure of the total salaries of teachers in
some existing Secondary Schools, a basic salary for each teacher employed
in respect of the new aided first vear classes would be not less than each
such teacher’s salary as at Ist November 1956, School fees would also be
fixed by the Minister and, generally speaking, in the case of existing
Chinese medium schools would mean a substantial reduction thereby
lightening the parents burden.

Many existing Secondary Schools have long-standing connections
with primary schools. Whilst there is no desire to interfere with such
arrangements fully aided National-Type Secondary Schools, after having
accepted for entry qualified pupils from the Primary Schools with whom
they are connected, would be expected to give next preference for entry to
those primary school pupils who have passed the Primary to Secondary
Promotion Examination from other primary schools. Again the age limits
for entry to Si Schools at ix No. 6 to the
Education Report 1956, would be enforced.

It would, therefore, be appreciated if you would discuss this offer at a
formal meeting of your school committee and after consultation with the
Chief Educational Officer of your region, signify your agrcement or other-
wise in the letter attached as Schedule “B” to this letter.

The payment of additional grant must inevitably depend upon the
provision of funds for this purpose by the Legislature. Nothing in this
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letter must, therefore, be taken as binding the Government to pay full
grant to your school though it is hoped that it will be possible to do so if
your school accepts.

(i)

@)

W)

i

(vii)

(E. M. F. PAYNE)
Director of Education
Federation of Malaya

Schedule ‘A’

To govern the school with an Instrument of Government or
Instrument of Management as the case may be, with Articles of
Government or Rules of Management as recommended in the
Education Report, 1956 and in accordance with the provisions of
any regulations or rules made under the aforesaid ordinance or any
other written law,

(Based on Appendix 8 of the Report and Section 23 of the
Education Ordinance, 1952).

To enter into an Agreement with the appropriate authority.

To make for religious i ion as by
para. 121 of the Report of the Education Committee, 1956 and for
the teaching and learning of the National Language and the
English Language in the school in such classes as the Minister shall
dircct and for the teaching of the Chinese and Tamil languages
where the parents of fifteen or more pupils so desire and where
these languages are not used as the main medium of instruction,
(Para. 71 of the Education Report, 1956 and application of para,
63 to Secondary Schools)

To ensure that the time tables and syllabuses for the courses of
instruction are in accordance with those approved by the High
Ci issiy in-Council for the iate type of school.
(Conditions laid down in Appendix 7)

That no child bom in Malaya or of Malayan parents outside
Malaya who is of the correct age and educationally eligible for the
standard or form for which he or she applics shall be refused
admission 10 a vacancy in the school solely on account of race or
religion.

(Conditions laid down in Appendix 7)

That no child shall be admitted to any class or retained in any class
who is above the age prescribed by the Minister in rules except
with the approval as provided for in these rules.

(Conditions laid down in Appendix 7)

To provide such teachers with such minimum qualifications as the
Minister shall direct within the establishment provided for in the
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(viii)

(¢

%

(xi)

(xii)

(xi1)

(xiv)

(xv)

(xvi

(xvii)

APPENDICES

A and und that this i shall not be
altered in regard to persons, numbers of persons or their status
without the consent of the appropriate authority.

To provide such accommodation for approved classes and such
playing space as shall be laid down by the Minister in rules and
undertake that such accommodation or playing space shall not be
increased, decreased or in any way altered without the consent of
the appropriate authority.

Not to allow the total number of pupils on the register of the school
to exceed the number laid down in the Agreement nor the number
of pupils in any one class to exceed forty without the consent of the
appropriate authority given in writing.

Not to allow the number of classes in the school to exceed the max-
imum set out in the Agreement without the consent of the appro-
priate authority.

To admit if required by the Minister to appropriate classes in the
school with remission of school fees pupils nominated by the
appropriate authority up to 20 per cent of the number of places
provided in the new buildings subsidized as to not less than half of
the cost from capital grants by such appropriate authority.

(Capital grants condition in Appendix 7)

To maintain and uphold discipline among the pupils of the school
in obedience to the proper orders of the Governors or Managers,
Headmaster or Assistant Masters of the school.

To collect from teachers and other employees of the school such
contributions by deduction from salary as may be established by
law for the purpose of any approved Provident Fund or Pension
Scheme and to collect fees from pupils according to rules made by
the Minister.

To provide in the school facilities for teaching practice at the
request of the Minister for teachers-in-training under any approved
scheme of training.

To maintain standards of Education appropriate to the type of
school and course as are in the opinion of the Chief Inspector of
Schools satisfactory.

To provide a five-year course of secondary education with a
Malayan orientation appropriate for children between the ages of
twelve and nineteen: ‘Provided that where pupils pass from a pri-
mary school using one language medium to a secondary school
using another language medium it shall be permissible to provide
for such pupils a transitional class to be known as remove for the
year before commencement of the normal secondary school
course.’

Not to admit to the school except with the written consent of the
Ministry any pupil who has not been selected for secondary educa-
tion by an examination approved by the Minister.
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(xviii) To arrange the curriculum of the school in such a way as to prepare

candidates after the third year of the five-year course for the Lower
Certificate of Education.

(Para. 76)

Not to allow any pupil, except with the written consent of the
Minister, to proceed to the final two years of the five-year sec-
ondary school course unless such pupil has satisfied the promotion
requircments laid down by the Minister.

(Para. 75)

To arrange the curriculum of the school in such a way as to prepare
candidates in the fifth year of the five-year secondary school course
for the Federation of Malaya Certificate of Education and/or for
the Cambridge Overseas School Certificate.

Source: Too Joon Hing Pervonal Papers.
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APPENDIX 5§
N of the National Cs
on Chinese Education, 1959

The Federation of Malava is a Nation populated by a number of races of
people. As a hasis for the founding of such a nation the question of the
shanng of nghts and obligations on an equitable basis among the various
communities forming the nation is of the utmost importance being an
absalute principle which must necessarily be observed and receive primary
consideration.

Numencally according to the 1956 Census figures the population of
Malava compnsed approximately 3,050,000 Malays, 2,370,000 Chinese
and 740,000 Indians. The Malays who exceed the Chinese by 680,000
therefore, form the largest portion of its population while the Chinese
form the second pancipal race constituting the country’s population. After
hundreds of yvears, the Chinese way of life has now become an inherent
and permanent feature of the Malayan way of life. It is, therefore, only
natural for the sentiments and wishes of the Chinese community to be
accorded due consideration and respect in our nanonal affairs.

Ever since colonial days, the question of Chinese Education in this
country has become somewhat complex and confused. It is true that it has
so far not enjoyed the nightful recognition which it rightly deserves. The
cbstacie to 3 sausfactory solution of this problem lies with the claim for
Qmmmhk\mmm:wmwmcbme

Federation

sorured Chinese Guilds and Associations and Schools of the Federation of
Matsva, representing the Ciincse a1 3 Conference held in Kuala Lumpur
today the 26¢h of April 1959, have unanimously passed the following res-

olumons representing Tiews reflectng the general need which those ded-
cazed o the cose of Chmese Educanon in Malaya consider necessary
and nghcful.

Today, the vast mawrsy of the Chinese in this country have become

wngee. banded down o =S for grneratons will continue to be sustained
and preserved under the Federal Constrution. and we consider it w be
cxr sacmed might o learn, wrime 2nd develop our mother tongue and lan-
==

We therzforr soongly gz thar Chineve Education should be
accorded a proper piace m the educational system of this country,
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We firmly belicve that our views are just and reasonable and in pre-
senting this manifesto, we fecl that we have not gone beyond the bounds
of our basic inherent rights. We are united in our determination to work
for the achievement of our objectives.

Kuala Lumpur National Conference on Chinese Education
| 26th April 1959

General Demand by the Malayan Chinese Community
on Chinese Education

We resolved:

1. That for the education of the various communities the main medium

of instruction in the vernacular schools shall be in the mother tongue:

(a) The main medium of instruction in the vernacular schools of the
various communities shall be in the mother tongue.

(b) The medium of Examinations shall be in the same language as the
medium of instruction.

() The National Language (Malay) shall be a compulsory subject in
the curriculum of the vernacular schools but the use of the mother
tongue shall remain the main medium of instruction and
Examinations.

. That the education for the various communities shall be accorded
equitable and fair treatment:

(a) The ion for the various ities as provided through
vernacular schools shall be included to comprise or form part of
the educational system of this country.

(b) The geting for ALL i i provided for
ALL schools shall be in fair proportions.

(c) The remunerations for teachers of vernacular schools shall be on
equal basis,

(d) Equal opportunity for the training of teachers for secondary and
primary schools.

(¢) Grants for construction of school buildings and equipment shall
be on a fair and equitable basis.

(H) Equitable and fair opportunity for the normal development and
expansion of ALL schools.

(&) All children and youths should be given equal opportunity for
admission to schools and trainings.

(h) To establish junior and advanced vemacular vocational schools in
which the main medium of instruction is in the mother tongue.

(i) Every encouragement should be given to the people to establish by
their own efforts more schools and classes.

() Students from all schools should have similar opportunities of

I on grad after i

~
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3. That Government should appoint an advisory Committee to be
known as ‘Chincse Educational Advisory Committee’, whose members
shall be comprised to represent the Chinese educational organizations
1o assist Government in solving Chinese educational problems.

. That the Government be requested to increase the present grant-in-
aid to Chinese Secondary Schools by 100 per cent.

-

Source: “Too Joon Hing Personal Papers.
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