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EDITORIAL

This first issue of Volume 23 of KEMANUSIAAN the Asian Journal of Humanities (KAJH) is the first themed issue published by this journal and is dedicated to historian Abdul Rahman Haji Ismail, the founding editor of the journal. Originally titled Jurnal Kemanusiaan (Journal of Humanities), the first volume was published over two decades ago in 1994. Befitting the dedication to a historian, the current issue features five articles that examine regional as well as universal issues in history.

The first article is an elegant discussion on the conflict between the US “containment” policy and the Indonesian “non-alignment” policy with regard to the latter’s relations with the People’s Republic of China in the middle of last century. With reference to events that took place in the middle of last century, specifically 1950 until 1955, the article essentially argues that the interplay between the two policies illustrate that the Cold War in Asia was much more than two giant powers clashing.

The second article is an essay on the age old issue of objectivity in history. The discussion foregrounds the ongoing debate between the Relativists, i.e., those who are sceptical about the accuracy of historical accounts written by historians and those who declare that objectivity in history is achievable. In addressing this stalemate, the article analyses the Relativists’ objections in arguing that objectivity in history is attainable.

The historical theme continues in the third article which is an essay on the history of the state of Pahang in Malaysia. The article essentially calls for a relook at state history as a means to enhance national history. In attempting this, the article reviews existing literature on the state of Pahang, dating back to the late 19th century and examines written and visual narratives on Pahang to highlight gaps that need attention in writing the history of the state. The article also brings to attention the crucial role of museums in state history.

The next article examines how the revolutionary Wu Tiecheng, a Republican China senior statesmen established and developed guanxi (关系 relationships or connections), networks and eloquence. The article argues that the three elements did not only shape and influence Wu, but also assisted his rise in the Kuomintang (KMT) and Republican political circles.

The last article discusses the role of the Japanese economy in development of the economy of Sabah between the 1950s and the 1980s. The article argues that after losing all international diplomatic relations following the Pacific War, the Japanese began to be relevant again in Southeast Asia in the late 1940s. This essay examines the economic and investment activities by the Japanese in Sabah in Malaysia between 1950s and 1980s. The issues and challenges that arose in the Sabah-Japan relations are also discussed.

Hajar Abdul Rahim

Editor-in-Chief





RENCANA PENGARANG

Isu pertama Jilid ke-23 KEMANUSIAAN the Asian Journal of Humanities (KAJH) ini merupakan isu bertema yang pertama yang diterbitkan oleh jurnal ini dan isu ini didedikasikan kepada ahli sejarah, Abdul Rahman Haji Ismail yang merupakan editor pelopor jurnal ini. Tajuk asal jurnal ini ialah Jurnal Kemanusiaan (Journal of Humanities) dan jilid pertama telah diterbitkan lebih dua dekad yang lalu pada tahun 1994. Bertepatan dengan dedikasi kepada seorang ahli sejarah, isu ini memuatkan lima makalah yang membincangkan isuisu sejarah tempatan dan sejagat.

Makalah pertama merupakan perbincangan yang elegan tentang konflik antara dasar pembendungan Amerika Syarikat dengan dasar berkecuali Indonesia yang berkaitan dengan hubungan Indonesia dengan Republik Rakyat China pada pertengahan abad yang lalu. Dengan merujuk kepada peristiwa yang berlaku pada pertengahan abad yang lalu, khususnya antara tahun 1950 sehingga 1955, makalah tersebut menghujahkan bahawa saling tindak antara dua dasar tersebut menunjukkan bahawa Perang Dingin di Asia bukan sekadar pertembungan dua kuasa gergasi.

Makalah kedua pula ialah esei tentang isu yang lama diperdebatkan, yakni keobjektifan dalam sejarah. Perbincangan tersebut dilatari oleh perdebatan berterusan antara golongan Relativis, iaitu mereka yang waham tentang ketepatan pemerian sejarah oleh ahli sejarah dengan golongan yang mendakwa keobjektifan dalam sejarah boleh dicapai. Untuk meleraikan kebuntuan ini, makalah tersebut cuba menganalisis bantahan Relativis tentang tercapainya keobjektifan dalam sejarah.

Tema sejarah diteruskan dalam makalah ketiga yang merupakan esei tentang sejarah negeri Pahang. Makalah tersebut menyarankan agar sejarah negeri diteliti semula demi menyerlahkan sejarah kebangsaan. Sehubungan dengan ini, makalah tersebut meneliti semula penulisan yang sedia ada tentang negeri Pahang yang bertarikh seawal abad ke-19 dan mengkaji naratif bertulis dan visual tentang negeri tersebut untuk menonjolkan lompang yang perlu diberi perhatian dalam menulis sejarah negeri tersebut. Makalah tersebut juga menumpukan perhatian kepada kepentingan peranan muzium dalam sejarah negeri.

Makalah seterusnya mengkaji cara revolusioner Wu Tieching, negarawan ulung Republikan China memantapkan dan mengembangkan guanxi (关系 hubungan atau kaitan), rangkaian dan kepetahan berbicara. Makalah tersebut menyatakan bahawa ketiga-tiga elemen berkenaan bukan sahaja membentuk dan mempengaruhi Wu, malah membantu kebangkitannya dalam Kuomintang (KMT) dan lingkungan politik Republikan.

Makalah terakhir membincangkan peranan ekonomi Jepun dalam pembangunan ekonomi Sabah antara era 1950-an dan 1980-an. Makalah tersebut menghujahkan bahawa Jepun yang kehilangan semua hubungan diplomatik antarabangsanya selepas kalah dalam Perang Pasifik, kembali relevan di Asia Tenggara pada lewat era 1940-an. Makalah ini meneliti kegiatan ekonomi dan pelaburan Jepun di Sabah antara era 1950-an dengan 1980-an dan membincangkan isu-isu dalam hubungan Sabah-Jepun.

Hajar Abdul Rahim

Ketua Sidang Pengarang
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Abstract. The Cold War in the Third World was certainly much more dynamic than a mere clash of power and ideology between the belligerent big powers. In newly emerging areas like Southeast Asia for instance, many of the newly independent states have made clear from the outset that they do not wish to take sides in the Cold War, wanting to be non-aligned. For the United States, however, the Cold War was an uncompromisable situation and held that nonalignment was self-deception, naïve and even dangerous. This essay examines the interplay between the American policy of containment and the Indonesian policy of non-alignment with particular reference to the United States’ reactions to Indonesia’s relations with the People’s Republic of China (PRC). The discussion covers the period from 1950 through to the Bandung Conference in 1955. An examination of the conflict between the American policy of “containment” and Indonesia’s policy of “non-alignment” during the 1950s would serve to illustrate that the Cold War in Asia was much more dynamic that just clashes between the belligerent big powers.
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The foreign policies of the United States (US) toward the newly emerged areas during the decades that followed the end of the Second World War were essentially a function of its Cold War policies of containing communism and the Sino-Soviet bloc. Initially focused on Europe, the Cold War promptly spread to other parts of the globe. In newly-emerged areas in the so-called Third World, the Cold War belligerents competed intensely for the allegiances of the newly-independent states. Many of these new states, however, have from the outset decided not to take sides in the Cold War, preferring to be non-aligned instead. India, Burma and Indonesia, for instance, adopted the stance of neutralism or non-alignment in the Cold War. “Neutralism” is a policy of non-participation in the Cold War whereas “non-alignment” refers to non-participation in formal military or political alliance with the belligerent major powers in the Cold War conflict. Despite the differences, up until the Non-aligned Movement Conference at Belgrade in 1961, both policy-makers and scholars used the terms “neutralism” and “non-alignment” interchangeably, suggesting that the two words have the same meaning which, of course, is not the case.1

Scholarly accounts on non-alignment and neutralism in the Cold War in Asia are not very many, and these mainly focus on India. Indeed, even as late as the early 1990s, scholarly accounts on non-alignment and on regional developments in Asia during the Cold War in the 1950s tended to miss out Indonesia.2 The more recent scholarships, on the other hand, tend to focus on developments in USIndonesia relations during Indonesia’s outer islands rebellions against Jakarta in the late 1950s and developments in US-Indonesia bilateral relationship during the early 1960s in the aftermath of that rebellion.3

This paper discusses US-Indonesia relations during the early Cold War from 1950 to 1955, from when Indonesia gained independence through to the Bandung Conference. The central theme is the conflict between the US’ Cold War policy of containing communism and Indonesia’s policy of non-alignment, with particular reference to the US reactions to Indonesia’s relations with the People’s Republic of China (PRC). It offers an analysis of how the PRC was a factor in US-Indonesia relations during the earlier half of the 1950s. This paper is primarily a study of American diplomacy and as such it draws largely from American documentary sources, particularly from the Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS) series. These are contemporary documents which tell of the state of mind of the policy-makers in Washington and the relevant American outposts abroad regarding the issues at hand at that point in time. A discussion of the US’ reactions to Indonesia’s policy of non-alignment would help to elucidate the breath and the depth of the Cold War in Asia.

Recognition of the PRC

The US and Indonesia differed greatly in their respective attitudes toward the PRC. The US had been deeply involved in the Chinese civil war on the side of Jiang Jieshi’s nationalist government during the 1940s and had therefore refused to recognise the communist government of the PRC. As Merle Cochran, the American ambassador to Indonesia, explained the American position to President Sukarno:


We felt [the] communization of China came as directly from Moscow as if tremendous army of Muscovites had marched into China to install their institutions at point of sword… We did not feel Communism had been voluntarily adopted by the country and we doubted China would become irretrievably Communist. We did not risk believing however, that Communism as it now exists in China is different from Communism as found in Moscow.




In addition, Cochran pointed out, the communist regime had also “not conducted itself as a government of a sovereign state duly cognizant of rights of other sovereign states and following accepted methods and standards in international intercourse.”4 The communist regime had refused to honour the financial debt of China’s past governments to its international creditors, including the US.

Indonesian leaders, however, were convinced that the overwhelming majority of the Chinese people supported Mao Zedung’s communist government. They further believed that the cause of Jiang Jieshi’s Nationalist regime was lost and that the communists had come to stay. Moreover, the Republic of Indonesia, which had only just gained independence in January 1950, wanted international recognition by other sovereign powers. Thus when the PRC recognised Indonesia, the Hatta government promptly reciprocated. The PRC dispatched an ambassador to Indonesia in August 1950 but it was not until early 1951 that Indonesia set up a consulate in Beijing. After its admittance into the United Nations (UN), Indonesia joined other like-minded nations in advocating that the representative of the Chinese Nationalist government in the UN be replaced by the representative of the Beijing government.5

Ambassador Cochran was disappointed at Indonesia’s decision to enter into diplomatic relations with the PRC. In a conversation with Sukarno shortly after the arrival of the Chinese ambassador in Jakarta, Cochran warned of the dangers inherent in the Indonesian move in recognising the PRC:


I told Sukarno he and his people were inclined to become too self-satisfied and complacent over their newly-acquired sovereignty… I said they might lose everything in brief period unless they were keenly alive to dangers of Communist infiltration in their schools, labor organizations, army, etc. I told him to be sure not to under-rate recently arrived Chinese Communist Ambassador who now has large staff already here… His government would have to be most vigilant in watching Chinese activities which can be covered up so easily in a colony of two million Chinese in this archipelago.6



Korean War

Differences between Washington and Jakarta over the PRC became more apparent during the course of the Korean War, especially after the PRC entered the fray in November 1950. In the first instance, the US and Indonesia reacted differently to the war. At the outbreak of the war, the Indonesian government issued a statement declaring that “the hostilities in Korea [was] yet another Cold War issue between the US and the Soviet Union” in which Indonesia wish to have no part. It banned all foreign warships taking part in the UN operation in Korea from calling at Indonesian ports for refuelling, loading or repair. The Indonesian Ministry of Information advised that since Indonesia was not then a member of the UN, it was not obligated to observe the Security Council’s order on aid to Korea; and that any vessel intending to call at Indonesian ports should submit a request to the Indonesian government.7

The State Department was particularly annoyed, and characterised the Indonesian action as “wrong-headed” and “indefensible.” It instructed Cochran to represent with Indonesian authorities that while the US fully understood “the necessity for a new uncertain Indo[nesian] Govt maintaining neutrality within limits for a reasonable period of time,” it should understand that “at this moment in the struggle between the USSR and the free world, Indonesian choice is not only unavoidable but has been made.” Continued Indonesian refusal to allow UN ships port privileges in Indonesia would “create situations in Congress and with US public opinion that will force US government to reconsider its assistance programs.”8

In a meeting on 25 August 1950, Cochran told Sukarno that he was disappointed that Indonesia, “which owed its birth so importantly to the UN” and was now waiting to be admitted as member into that body, had not come out publicly in support of the UN cause. The war in Korea, Cochran argues, “stemmed from communist North Korean aggression, with important support from the Russians”; that the US, in fighting in Korea, was merely upholding its pledge to the UN and would continue to fight on behalf of the UN-created state of South Korea. In view of the deployment of the American Seventh Fleet to the Formosa Straits, Cochran doubted that the PRC would dare attack Formosa and thereby risk a full war with the US; but if this should happen, then Indonesia “surely ought to realise more fully than ever that there is a concerted move on the part of the Communists stemming from Moscow to take over all of Asia including islands to the south.” Indonesians should realise that only “US force alone that can save Indonesia from Communism and that [Sukarno] should keep that in mind in his international relations.” Cochran emphasised that in the Cold War struggle, there was no place for a neutralist third path.9

US-Indonesia differences over the PRC became more marked after the Chinese entered the Korean War in November 1950. In the UN, Indonesia joined the Arab and Asian countries in petitioning the PRC to halt at the 38th Parallel. While that Indonesian move gratified Washington, it took exception when Indonesia joined other Asian countries in abstaining from voting on the motion to discuss a resolution on the withdrawal of Chinese troops from Korea. In a conversation on 8 December 1951, Cochran lectured Sukarno that “Indonesia should realize [that the] Chinese move into Korea [was] part of [an] overall Soviet plan to control Asia and that resolute defense on [the] continent of Asia [was] vital if Indonesia itself was to be spared… Indonesia must be awake to and admit [the] danger of Communist movement southward and formulate its policies accordingly.”10 Sukarno was presumably unimpressed with Cochran’s argument. Indeed, together with like-minded nations in the UN, Indonesia refused to accept the American-sponsored thesis that China was the aggressor nation in Korea.

Despite the refusal to accept the American-sponsored thesis of Chinese aggression however, Indonesia was discernibly beginning to retreat from its initial stridently non-aligned position. Being dependent on the US for economic and technical aid, and hoping to procure American military equipment on reimbursable basis, Indonesia began to compromise on its non-aligned stance. In the UN vote on 30 January 1951 on the American resolution branding China as an aggressor in Korea, Indonesia abstained. In contrast, India and Burma, two other Asian non-aligned countries, voted against the resolution.11 The Burmese and Indian positions were categorical but the Indonesian position was ambivalent. Indonesia was opposed to the American position in the Korean War but it was desirous of American aid. Such was the Indonesian dilemma; as a way out, Indonesia took the middle path of abstention, hoping thereby not to offend the US unduly.12 American officials were presumably aghast nonetheless at what seemed to them to be Indonesian indifference.

The Sukiman Cabinet

Indonesia’s progressive retreat from non-alignment toward anti-communism, both at home and abroad, became more obvious during the tenure of the Sukiman cabinet, which assumed office in March 1951. The Sukiman government was much more malleable to American interests than had the preceding Hatta and Natsir cabinets. Domestically, the Sukiman cabinet pursued repressive anticommunist measures and its foreign policy leaned toward the US. The decision of cabinet to accept American military aid under the terms of the Mutual Security Act in early 1952, in effect consummating an alliance with the US, belied the Sukiman government’s claims to non-alignment in the Cold War. Significantly, it was the cabinet’s flagrant pro-American foreign policies, particularly the decision to commit Indonesia to the US’ Mutual Security Act aid, which led to its fall in February 1952.

The Sukiman government’s anti-communism was most discernibly reflected in its policies toward the PRC. Its initial reactions to the UN’s embargo on the shipment of strategic war materials to China, however, were misleading and did not betray its later pro-American/anti-communist tendencies. During the initial months of the Korean War, Indonesia was enjoying the “Korean boom” in rubber and tin, and therefore had serious misgivings about accepting the UN embargo resolution. In addition, Indonesians were strongly suspicious that the real American motive in introducing the embargo motion was really to place the US as a single-buyer vis-à-vis the producing countries and thus to be able to push down the price of these raw materials.

The PRC, for its part, had not been slow in playing the rubber issue. Soon after the Sukiman cabinet assumed office, the Chinese embassy in Jakarta proposed a barter arrangement whereby Indonesia would get Chinese rice in exchange for Indonesian rubber. It was with this background that Ahmad Subardjo, the Indonesian Foreign Minister, in response to critical questions from the press, burst out that Indonesia would “sell to the devil if it would serve the people’s interests.”13 The Indonesian government immediately revoked the statement however, and explained that the Subardjo’s statement was made off-the-cuff and was meant entirely for domestic consumption.14

The State Department was particularly anxious that Indonesia observe the UN embargo. Should Indonesia sell rubber to China, the effectiveness of British embargo on rubber from British colonies would be destroyed.15 In conversations with the Indonesian ambassador in Washington in mid-May, Assistant Secretary Dean Rusk and Secretary of State Dean Acheson emphasised that should Indonesia proceed with the sale of rubber to China, Indonesia could expect strong reactions from the US, particularly the economic aspects of US-Indonesia relations.16 Wanting to continue to receive American economic and technical aid and, perhaps more importantly, hoping to procure American arms on reimbursable basis, the Sukiman government gave in to this American pressure. Thus, whereas India and Burma voted against the UN’s resolution placing a trade embargo on strategic raw materials to China, Indonesia abstained; and after strong American demarches in Jakarta, Washington and New York, Indonesia reluctantly agreed to observe the UN embargo despite resentment at the loss of foreign exchange earnings because of the attendant fall in the price of rubber.

By complying however, Subardjo managed to squeeze a small “fee” from the US. Pointing to the difficult internal political situation and strong objection from among the press and in parliament to Indonesia subscribing to the embargo, Subardjo sought to obtain an additional US $50 million loan from the US Economic Cooperation Administration (ECA) to help defray the estimated US $150 million in losses Indonesia would incur as a result of compliance with the embargo. Cochran was disgusted and adamantly refused to recommend any additional loan, pointing out that Indonesia had yet to make full use of existing loans.17 In mid-September, despite Cochran’s opposition, the ECA agreed to give Indonesia the additional US $50 million loan. Presumably, the State Department calculated that the additional US $50 million loan was a small price to pay for Indonesia’s agreement to observe the embargo.


By that time, moreover, the Sukiman government had taken several anticommunist measures domestically and internationally. Earlier in July 1951, it had refused entry to 16 Chinese diplomats although they all have been issued entry visas by the Indonesian consulate in Beijing. The Indonesian Foreign Ministry charged the Chinese of violating “diplomatic courtesy” by failing to give adequate “prior notification” of the arrival of new embassy personnel. Presumably the real reason behind this move was to restrict the activities and contain the influence of the Chinese embassy among the Indonesian Chinese community.18

Perhaps even much more gratifying to American officials were the anticommunist raids in August 1951. Acting on allegations of a communist plot to overthrow the government, the Sukiman government suddenly launched a series of mass arrests. Some 15,000 persons were arrested, largely communist and “leftist” leaders, several hundred resident Chinese, and the cabinet’s other political enemies. In the end, however, the government was forced to release those arrested because it was unable to convince parliament that there had been any real threat to the state.19

The Sukiman cabinet eventually resigned in March 1952 over the Mutual Security Agreement crisis. On 5 January 1952, Ambassador Cochran and Subardjo secretly signed the Mutual Security Act Treaty which committed Indonesia to contribute fully “to the defensive strength of the free world.” Subardjo was convinced that only through such an agreement could Indonesia procure the military equipment it desperately needed.20 In concluding the agreement, however, Subardjo did not consult his cabinet colleagues. Prime Minister Sukiman was certainly informed of the negotiations but neither the Minister of Defence nor any member of the armed forces high command was consulted. Evidently, the Prime Minister noted that the expression “free world” would cause serious problems with the press and parliament and asked that this be changed to “peace-loving world” but Cochran refused to alter the language of the agreement. Despite some reservations, Subardjo nevertheless signed the agreement.21

The secret agreement broke to the public when, in early February, American military officials attached to the embassy in Jakarta approached the Indonesian Ministry of Defense on the matter of effecting the agreement. Over the next three weeks, Indonesian press rained down a torrent of criticism upon the cabinet. Subardjo was attacked both for conducting “secret diplomacy” as well as for the contents of the agreement, which in effect committed Indonesia to the American side in the Cold War. At the end of February the cabinet was forced to resign.


Sino-Soviet Peace Offensive

After the fall of the Sukiman cabinet, US-Indonesia relations vis-a-vis China entered a new phase. The crushing failures of revolutionary armed struggles suffered by Asian communist parties outside of Vietnam and, more importantly, the stances of the neutral and non-aligned states during the Korean War had encouraged the Soviet Union and China to re-evaluate support for the revolutionary strategy and to shift toward an accommodation with the neutral and non-aligned states. Contrary to the Cominform’s two-camp doctrine, neutral and non-aligned Asian states proved to be far from being stooges of the US. Both India and Burma had opposed the American-sponsored resolutions in the UN branding China an aggressor and declaring a trade embargo on her; and even Indonesia, which had been rather American-oriented, had abstained from voting on the UN condemnation of China. The stances of the neutralist and non-aligned states suggested to the communist powers that perhaps there was indeed a third force which, if properly handled, could usefully play to their advantage.22

Beginning in mid-1951, the PRC and the USSR gradually abandoned their hostility toward neutral and non-aligned states, seeking instead their sympathy and support. Attacks on neutralist and non-aligned leaders as “lackeys” of Western imperialism halted and by early 1953 the policy of actively courting neutral and non-aligned states was clearly in full command. Through offer of peaceful coexistence rather than instigating revolution, the Sino-Soviet bloc hoped to separate the “uncommitted” states from the West and thereby undermine American power and influence in South and Southeast Asia.

The shift in the Sino-Soviet strategy was initiated by the Chinese rather than the Soviets for it was China that had borne the brunt of American power in the Korean War.23 To encourage the complete separation of neutral and non-aligned Asian states from American influence, the PRC undertook to allay the fear of Chinese aggression from amongst her Asian neighbours. In a speech in October 1951, Zhou Enlai, the Chinese Foreign Minister, disavowed any Chinese design toward her neighbours. Trade talks were initiated and concluded with India, Burma and Ceylon in 1952. Conciliatory gestures on the part of the PRC on the Korean and Indochinese problems at the Geneva Conferences also helped to convince the neutral and non-aligned states of China’s peaceful intentions. In April 1954, India and China concluded an agreement settling their differences over Tibet, during which Zhou joined Nehru in affirming India’s Five Principles in international relations. The PRC had also approached Indonesia in 1952 with a view to establishing trade relations, but the anti-communist Sukiman government was unresponsive. It was not until the advent of the Ali Sastroamidjojo government in mid-1953 that China was able to establish friendly relations with Indonesia.


Predictably, American officials viewed the Chinese “peace offensive” with misgivings. The US did not then accept the legitimacy of the Beijing regime and in fact regarded the PRC as an inherently aggressive regime, whose expansionist tendencies needed to be held in check by a powerful military coalition from outside.24 American officials believed the Chinese conciliatory efforts to be a temporary change of tactics, and that their ultimate goal remained the subversion of the democratic Asian governments. A Special Study Mission to Asia and the Pacific headed by Republican Senator Walter Judd, which toured the region in late 1953, warned that “the moment is quickly approaching when the rising tide of Communism could engulf Asia” in consequence of changed Communist tactics. Failure to win by violence alone, together with involvement in the Korean War, had caused the Communists to revert to their former united front tactics. The report emphatically warned that there was great danger that this technique may now find a more ready response among war-weary people. To counter the new Communist offensive, the report recommended greater American military and economic presence in the region and the formation of a Pacific pact.25

The ensuing tension in US-Indonesia relations during the Eisenhower administration arose in large measure from the militant American anticommunist crusade and the consequent intolerance for the position of the “uncommitted” states which such a crusade entailed. At the same time, the government of Ali Sastroamidjojo was determined to exercise its “independent and non-aligned” foreign policy. To counter-balance its existing ties with the West, Indonesia proceeded to step-up diplomatic and trade relations with the communist bloc. Soon after the Ali cabinet came into office, the Indonesian consulate in Beijing was upgraded to an embassy and in October 1953 Indonesia sent its first ambassador to China. An agreement to establish diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union was concluded in December 1953 although it was not until March 1954 that an Indonesian embassy was set up in Moscow.

Sino-Indonesian Rapprochement

As between the two major communist powers, it was developments in Sino-Indonesian relations which began to worry the US. An important consideration which prompted the Ali government to normalise relations with the PRC was the status of the resident Chinese community in Indonesia. Indonesian government leaders had been dissatisfied for some time with the existing legal position of the Chinese minority in the country. According to the Chinese law then in force, foreign-domiciled Chinese were regarded as mainland Chinese citizens. The successive Indonesian governments have been apprehensive that the local Indonesian ethnic Chinese might serve as an alien fifth column, and their fear was exacerbated by the refusal of a large number of the resident Chinese to take up Indonesian citizenship after independence. Thus, almost immediately upon the establishment of an embassy in Beijing, the Indonesian government raised the question of settling the Chinese citizenship issue. Talks began in Beijing in November 1953 and continued in Indonesia prior to and during the course of the Bandung Conference. In a treaty signed in April 1955 by Chinese Premier Zhou Enlai and Indonesian Foreign Minister Sunario, the PRC and Indonesia agreed that ethnic Chinese residents in Indonesia were given the right to choose between the two nationalities within two years.26

Another consideration which prompted the normalisation of Sino-Indonesian relations was trade. In December 1953 the Ali government concluded a trade agreement with China. The total value of the trade provided for under the treaty was only US $2 million but it was a significant beginning. In August 1954 the agreement was renewed for 1955, and the value of goods to be traded was raised to US $16.8 million.27 The goods which Indonesia was to sell to China did not include strategic commodities covered under the UN embargo resolution of 1951. However, it was soon apparent that the Ali cabinet was seriously flirting with the idea of flouting the embargo resolution in selling rubber to China.

The UN embargo had been unpopular with the Indonesians, all the more so because soon after the institution of the embargo prices of major Indonesian exports dropped drastically. With the end of the hostilities in Korea, the price of rubber dropped further. Opposition to continued adherence of the embargo became increasingly vocal in 1954 with many quarters urging the government to take the lead in its recession. Indonesians generally blamed American intransigence on the rubber question as the primary cause of the serious difficulties facing the Indonesian rubber industry. Early in July 1954, amidst clamour in the Indonesian press for the government to seek additional outlets for rubber, the American embassy in Jakarta informed the State Department that some 6,000 tons of low quality rubber were being loaded aboard the Polish vessel Pulaski for shipment to the PRC.28

On 5 July 1954, acting on instruction from the State Department, Ambassador Hugh Cumming told Prime Minister Ali that sale of rubber to communist China would violate the UN embargo and that the US would be bound under the Battle Act to terminate all aids to Indonesia. Prime Minister Ali, Cumming reported, while never admitting directly that Indonesia planned to ship rubber to China, indicated that he was facing a dilemma: on one hand, 10 million Indonesians small-holder rubber farmers were dependent upon the exports of rubber; while on the other hand he was faced with adverse American reaction and possible invocation of the Battle Act plus being charged with breaching UN embargo. With respect to the UN embargo, Ali reminded Cumming that Indonesia had abstained in the vote on the resolution. As regard invocation of the Battle Act, he “found it difficult to believe that in weighing [the] relative strategic importance to the US of a few shipments of low grade rubber to China [as] against [the] deterioration of Indonesia-US relations [the US] would not sympathize with Indonesia’s economic and financial situation and therefore exercise discretion which he thought was permitted by [the] Battle Act.” Ali also indicated that American technical assistance were much appreciated and had been helpful to Indonesia “but that its volume was not sufficient for it to be missed if withdrawn.” Cumming reported that Ali repeatedly referred to his desire to improve US-Indonesia relations which had “deteriorated or at least lost their warmth” during the past three and a half years but had to balance this to his duty to look after the economic interests of the 10 million Indonesian small-holders rubber farmers. At the end of interview, Ali indicated to Cumming that he would “look carefully into the matter” and would let the ambassador know of the result.29

Cumming was convinced that Ali was in fact considering a rubber transaction with China but that Ali was dragging out implementation as long as possible to test US reaction, perhaps also to improve Indonesia’s bargaining position during the current trade negotiations with the PRC, perhaps to induce offer of financial and economic assistance by the US, and at the same time trying not to go so far so quickly that he cannot reverse his course of action if necessary. Cumming also suspected that Ali was fully prepared to face up to the consequences of the rubber shipment to China if this should be his final decision and that for some time past his intentions to take such a decision had been firming. The ambassador further believed that Ali was banking very strongly on the possibility that the US would not take any retaliatory action under the Battle Act because of adverse effects on public opinion in Indonesia and Southeast Asia.30

Ali’s response to Cumming’s representation, particularly his statement that he found it difficult to believe that the US would not exercise discretion permitted by the Battle Act, troubled American officials. If that statement was not directly rebutted, the Indonesians might assume that silence was agreement and would proceed with the shipment untroubled by possible US reaction. If the US were to grant Indonesia exception after first having brought great pressure on Indonesia to avoid shipment, the Indonesians would regard the US as having been bluffing with consequent great damage to US prestige and adverse effect on future US representations on other subjects. Complicating the matter, application of the Battle Act in this instance was without clear precedence since this would be the first violation of the UN embargo and the US had not terminated aid to any country because of violation of the Battle Act.31

Cumming believed that the US could not afford to bluff but emphasised that invocation of the Battle Act, should rubber in fact be shipped, would “on balance obstruct the attainment of our objectives in Indonesia.” As Cumming understood it, “our primary objectives are to stem any drift of Indonesian policy away from one of ‘independence’ toward the Soviet bloc, to slow down and ultimately to turn back slow Communist influence within the government, and in the long run to deflect Indonesian policy towards a voluntary understanding and support of the US position in world affairs.” Termination of the American aid program would not only be used by the anti-American elements in Indonesia but “would for at least a measure of time distress our friends and weaken their quiet but nonetheless influential efforts to reduce Communist effectiveness even if they cannot orientate Indonesian policy immediately in our direction.” Moreover, invocation of the Battle Act would be regarded by many Indonesians of all political shades as proof that American aid programs were primarily bribes to bring Indonesia into the American camp in the Cold War. Cumming further believed that invocation of the Act would strengthen the position of the Ali government. Pro-government press and politicians would praise Ali for the courageous implementation of “independent foreign policy” while the strongly nationalist emotions aroused by termination of US aid would make it difficult to for moderate elements both in the government and in the opposition to criticise the Ali government’s decision to ship rubber to China.32

In the end however, the Ali cabinet decided against the shipment to China directly. On 19 July, Ali informed Cumming that the Pulaski rubber cargo was destined to London and that he had “no knowledge of or responsibility for destination of rubber beyond London.”33 Cumming surmised that the Ali government did not want to press the matter and risk punishment by the US for violation of the UN embargo. He suggested that this change might have been accentuated by the fact that the same rubber could be shipped to the Soviet Union and Soviet satellites and even to China itself via Soviet and satellite ports. Moreover, the Indonesians were also well aware of the current moves toward relaxation of control on certain trade with China.34

The Pulaski finally departed Indonesia on 17 August 1954 with London as its reported destination. Meanwhile, it had been determined at the top level in the Eisenhower administration that in the Pulaski case, the Battle Act would not be invoked “regardless of destination” because “the President has indicated that ‘he does not want this shipment by Indonesia to create difficulties for the US in that country,’ and action under the Battle Act adverse to Indonesia will not be taken.”35A State Department circular telegram of 30 September suggested that if Indonesia make further rubber shipment to China, the US should take the position that Indonesia’s action constituted de facto withdrawal of Indonesia’s listing of rubber under the UN embargo and the US would urge Indonesia to inform the UN of its intent to withdraw rubber but to continue embargo coverage in all other respects. Other areas, such as Ceylon and Malaya, could then be informed that the US would accept something less than a complete embargo on rubber to mainland China under the Battle Act.36 It was not until mid-1956, however, that Indonesia actually withdrew its listing of rubber in the UN embargo.

Afro-Asian Conference, Bandung, 1955

US-Indonesia differences over the PRC were highlighted again during the course of the convening of the Afro-Asian Conference at Bandung, April 1955. The idea for the conference originated with Prime Minister Ali who broached it at a meeting of the Prime Ministers of Ceylon, India, Pakistan, Burma and Indonesia at Colombo in April 1954. At the meeting, Ali suggested that the “Colombo powers” jointly sponsor a large and high-level conference of independent Asian and African states, with the purpose of promoting the relaxation of Cold War tensions in the two continents and to serve as a rallying point for the continuing struggle against colonialism in Asia and Africa.

Ali’s proposal was initially received with some scepticism but Indian Premier Jawaharlal Nehru saw in it an opportunity to end China’s isolation. Nehru was especially concerned about the increasingly dangerous tension developing between the US and China over Indochina and especially over the Chinese offshore islands. After the visit of Zhou Enlai to New Delhi in June 1954, and impressed by China’s restrained posture at the Geneva Conference, Nehru hoped to use the projected Bandung conference to lay a firmer foundation for China’s peaceful relations with her Asian neighbours. Thus when Ali visited New Delhi in September Nehru agreed to the Asian-African Conference project, provided that China was invited to attend. Ali’s original proposal had been for a conference of UN members only, but he agreed to the change. Both Ali and Nehru hoped that the conference would succeed in drawing China into closer association with her fellow Asian nations.37

The Eisenhower administration was apprehensive that the projected Asian-African conference would be inimical to the interests of the US. In particular, American officials expected Nehru to promote the formation of “a third force between East and West.” Secretary Dulles feared that there was “a very real danger” that the conference “might establish firmly in Asia a tendency to follow an anti-Western and anti-white course, the consequence of which for the future could be incalculably dangerous.” A loose Asian-African association meeting from time to time could become a very effective forum. He worried that if the nations invited to Bandung “acquired the habit of meeting from time to time without Western participation, India and China [would] very certainly dominate the scene and that one by-product will be a very solid block of anti-Western votes in the UN.”38


Immediately more problematical was the participation of Communist China. This flew in the face of established American policy of not recognising the PRC. American officials especially dreaded that the conference might pass a resolution endorsing the admission of the PRC into the UN. Furthermore, as Assistant Secretary Walter Robertson worried, the Bandung meeting would provide Zhou Enlai with “an excellent forum to broadcast Communist ideology to naive audience in the guise of anti-colonialism.” Indeed, Robertson believed that Bandung would be “a rigged conference.” “The Communist will introduce one or more anti-colonial resolutions which no Asian leader would dare oppose, and will very probably ensnare the relatively inexperienced diplomats into supporting resolutions seemingly in favour of goodness, beauty and truth.” Although Communist countries would constitute only a small minority at the conference, US State Department officials nevertheless expected the Chinese to exert disproportionate influence and would make every effort to use the conference to enhance their own prestige and discredit the US and its allies in the eyes of the Asian and African nations. State Department officials, it seemed, just did not have any confidence that the leaders of the newly emerged nations could exercise an independent state of mind. Indeed, they agreed that none of the leading personalities in the free Asian and African nations had the stature to rebut Communist propaganda effectively on behalf of the free world.39

In the months before the conference began the State Department maneuvered for position. Initially, it was inclined toward influencing American allies and other friendly countries which have been invited to the conference not to attend but was eventually persuaded that it would be a mistake to oppose the holding of the conference. The conference was going to be held in any event and, as such, it was important therefore to ensure that competent representatives from friendly countries attended it. Indeed, the State Department now hoped to “knock down or take over” the conference by providing counter-resolutions to these representatives.40 Since only two of the thirty participating countries were communist, US objectives at Bandung were chiefly concerned with the “impact on uncommitted elements in neutralist countries and in countries aligned with the US.” These objectives were “successful rebuttal of Communist charges, and encouragement of an affirmative attitude by the conference toward the Free World and US achievements and goals.”41 At Secretary Dulles’ suggestion, the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) Council Meeting in Bangkok in February 1955 sent its greetings to Bandung, expressing the hope that the Indonesian conference would further the goal of ensuring that “free nations would remain free.” “I believe that our message of greeting to the Afro-Asian conference,” the Secretary cabled Eisenhower, “is a good touch which, if properly played, can have an excellent propaganda value, and to some extent put the conference on the spot.”42


As it developed, much of the American preconceived anxiety about the conference proved unfounded. Zhou Enlai did emerge as the most effective participant in the conference, radiating moderation and calling for direct talks with the US to reduce tension in the Far East and the avoidance of armed conflict in the Taiwan Straits. Otherwise, no Afro-Asian ideology emerged from the conference. The group of states that met in Bandung was too diverse and was not of one mind on a number of important international questions. The final communiqué dealt in broad terms with questions of economic and cultural cooperation. It denounced colonialism in all its manifestations to be evil and declared that the signatories were in favour of peace. It was not until the 1960s, as more and more states which gained independence adopted non-alignment as a foreign policy stance, that the “Bandung movement” became significant. In 1955, the achievements of the conference were not yet apparent.

The Eisenhower administration was relieved at the outcome of the conference. The State Department had feared that Bandung might turn into an anti-American and anti-Western demonstration, but that did not happen. Secretary Dulles later informed a cabinet meeting that the State Department initially assumed that the conference was going to be dominated by Zhou and Nehru but turned out that it was dominated by “a group of friendly Asian nations who believed in association with the West.” Nehru’s attempt to gain converts to his neutralist philosophy and to stake his claim for the leadership of Asia failed on both counts. The Secretary conceded that the Chinese had made gains in disarming its neighbours, but this had been done only at the price of abandoning some of their more belligerent policies. He attributed the favourable result of the conference principally to the “friendly Asian countries” who had put on “an amazing performance with a teamwork and co-ordination of strategy which was highly gratifying” even though none of them enjoyed the personal prestige of Zhou. As a result, these nations gained a new sense of self-reliance and self-confidence which will serve the free world well in the future.43

Conclusion

The history of the US’ relations with Indonesia vis-à-vis the PRC during the early 1950s illustrated the interplay between the American Cold War policies and Indonesia’s preference for non-alignment. To the US, the Cold War was an uncompromisable situation and that non-alignment was naïve, self-deceiving, dangerous and immoral. It was opposed to Indonesia’s non-alignment especially because Indonesia was then effecting a rapprochement with the PRC. The US had refused to recognise the PRC and, indeed, had instituted policies of containing that communist power. Professing non-alignment in the Cold War Indonesia, on the other hand, recognised and engaged in diplomatic and commercial relations with the PRC, much to the dismay of the US. The tension between the US and Indonesia during the early postwar period was due in no small measure to the American efforts to coerce Indonesia to annul its policy of non-alignment and to align itself with the Western bloc in the Cold War.

It is also quite clear that Indonesia’s desire to non-aligned had been seriously constrained from the start. Desirous of and dependent upon American aid, the successive Indonesian cabinets during the early 1950s have slowly but discernibly compromised on their initial non-aligned stance. This also holds true for Ali government, which was arguably more non-aligned than the preceding Indonesian cabinets. As illustrated in the case of the Pulaski rubber cargo, the Ali government’s ultimate decision not to follow through the idea of shipping rubber directly to China was for fear of compromising future American aid to Indonesia. Such was the Indonesians’ dilemma of dependence.

The Ali government’s decision to pursue non-alignment coincided with the onset of the Sino-Soviet “peace offensive”; and the positive responses given thereto by non-aligned states were particularly irksome to the Eisenhower administration. The US regarded the PRC as an inherently aggressive regime whose expansionist tendencies need be held in check by powerful military coalition from outside; that the Chinese conciliatory behaviour was but a temporary change of tactics, and that their ultimate goal remained the subversion of the Asian states. Impressed by Chinese moderation however, the Ali government sought a rapprochement with the PRC, and even tested the American resolve regarding the UN embargo on rubber to China in the process. Furthermore, working closely with Nehru’s India, Ali organised the Bandung Conference to lay a firmer foundation for China’s peaceful relations with her Asian neighbours. The Bandung conference flew in the face of the US’ policy of refusing to recognise the PRC.

In terms of its wider goals, the Afro-Asian Conference at Bandung in 1955 had only limited success. However, one undisputable result of the conference was that China broke out of its American-imposed isolation. In the aftermaths of Bandung Conference, the PRC was to figure much larger than it had previously in US-Indonesia relations and in the wider international relations in Southeast Asia. The Communist peace offensive and the positive reactions thereto given by neutralist and non-aligned states had set the stage for a new phase in US-PRC relations and in the relations of the US with the middle powers such as Indonesia in the Cold War.
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Abstract. The controversy as to whether or not historical truth is objective is as old as the profession itself. However the issue became a hotly debated point of contention only after Ranke openly and confidently declared that truth in history was not only objective but achievable. Though initially Ranke’s argument found great support from historians all over Europe, and the United States as well, however by the beginning of the 20th century scepticism began to be raised among philosophers and philosophically minded historians on the accuracy of historical accounts written by historians. One of the reasons for this scepticism was the belief that historical explanation was not based on any empirical or scientific methods but rather expressed by the historian based on his personal assumption of what could possibly have happened. As such, it was argued that historical truth could at best be true only relative to the values and needs of the time of the historian who writes it. Due to their emphasis on relativism these critics later came to be referred as Relativists. The debate between the Relativists and those who staunchly believe that history is objective and achievable continues to this day. This article makes a modest attempt to analyse the objections put forth by the Relativists against objectivity to argue that history, indeed, is objective and also achievable.
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Introduction

In the Preface of his first major work, History of the Latin and Teutonic Nations from 1494 to 1514 (1824), Ranke wrote that the job of the historian is to present the past as it had actually happened. To achieve this he had outlined several guidelines that a historian has to adhere to while writing history such as using only validated facts and ridding oneself of prejudices and moral judgments against the object that was investigated. Ranke lamented that in the past history was diverted from its actual purpose and had been used to judge the past so that the future generation would benefit from that. This, Ranke argued, was not the job of history or historians. He cautioned historians against allowing their own judgements in recreating the past lest the degree of objectivity in their work would be compromised. He stressed that only when a historian removed all traces of his personal feelings and opinions could he ever produce an objective historical work (Boldt n. d., 2–12).

Ranke advocated this view in the first quarter of the 19th century. Since Ranke’s view had created a strong impact among historians sometimes it is mistakenly assumed that the effort to write objective history began only since the time of Ranke. But, this is not correct. Actually, the yearning to write objective history had always been a practice among historians since the time of Herodotus itself. Herodotus travelled to almost all the countries involved in the Persian War, including the countries of enemies, and interviewed as many witnesses as possible to ensure that facts presented in his Persian Wars were accurate. He had used some kind of critical analysis to ascertain that the information given by the witnesses was true and correct (see Brown 1954, 829–833).

Thucydides, who had actually received inspiration to write history from Herodotus, had also tried to write objective history. His work, the Peloponnesian War, was a documentation of a contemporary incident, the Greek civil war, fought by Athens and its empire against the Peloponnesian League led by Sparta. Thucydides chose to write the history of contemporary incident because he felt historians can vouch for objectivity only for contemporary occurrences. He took pain to seek not only as much facts as possible but also to ensure that the facts were true (Brown 1954, 834 and 840). His ingenuity in evidence-gathering, ascertaining the accuracy of the gathered facts and analysing the cause and effect of the Peloponnesian War without reference to intervention of the gods had made Thucydides to be regarded as the father of scientific history (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thucydides).

lbnu Khaldun, the Muslim scholar who had lived in the 14th century, had argued that unless historians adhere to strict professional ethics it was not possible to write objective history. In the Muqaddimah, he criticises the works of several Muslim scholars as lacking in objectivity as they had deviated from the basic principles of history writing. He also, like Ranke, had proposed several principles to be followed by historians to produce objective historical works (see Ibnu Khaldun trans. Rosenthal 1967, 6–68). Thus, it is clear that the concept of objectivity and the urge to write objective truth had already existed among historians since before the times of Ranke.

However, it was only when Ranke endeavoured to promote a scientific method to write objective history among historians controversy arose as to whether history was objective or not. Actually, initially the idea proposed by Ranke succeeded in attracting a large number of historians. Since the mid-nineteenth century, efforts were taken to train historians on the art of writing objective history. Ranke created a scientific model to train aspiring historians in the field of critical research methods. University students from the United States, for example, had travelled to Germany to study Rankean methods of writing objective history. And, as a recognition of his contributions towards writing objective history, Ranke was appointed as the honorary member of the American Historical Association. In fact, Ranke was the first to be accorded this honour (see Novick 1988, 1–26).

However, Ranke’s influence began to be challenged since the beginning of the 20th century. American historians, like Carl Becker and Charles Beard, began to question the ability of historians to write history that could ever be called objective. They argued that there was no absolute truth in history, rather what was presented by historians was their own version of the actual event and that could at best be true only relative to the prevailing needs of the time of the historians. This group came to be known as Relativist later for their staunch believe in relativism (Novick 1988, 166). Similarly, the defenders of objectivity were began to be referred as Objectivists. The view of the Relativists sparked a heated debate among scholars not only from the field of history but also philosophy. Although it is more than a century since this controversy came to the fore, and has been argued out by scholars from both sides of the divide, nonetheless, the issue remains unresolved as ever to this day. This paper endeavours to analyse the merits in the arguments put forth by the Relativists, particularly Becker and Beard, against objectivity in history and tries to show that history, indeed, is objective and it is within the means of any serious historians to write objective history.

The Relativists Argument

Scepticism against objectivity in history began to gain momentum in the United States, since the 1920s, when Carl Becker and Charles Beard started questioning the ability of historians to recreate an event as it had actually happened. To the Relativists, historical interpretation had always been and for various technical reasons shall always remain relative to the historian’s time place and purposes (Novick 1988, 166). In his address entitled “What are Historical Facts” at the American Historical Association, in 1926, Becker argued that it was impossible for any historian to present history, even for a simple incident, as it had actually happened. According to Becker, historian chooses what he prefers based on his experience and knowledge and the need of his time and presents that as history. As such, different historians investigating the same event shall come up with different histories as the experience and knowledge and preferences of the historians differ. In short, no history shall be the same for two historians. And, as the values of the society changes with time every generation shall rewrite its history according to the needs of the time. With this argument, Becker, emphatically disagreed that history could ever be objective (Suntharalingam 1985, 121).

In 1933, in his presidential address entitled “Written History as an Act of Faith” at the American Historical Association, Beard concurred with the arguments of Becker. Beard argued that history was the thought of the present time about the past. He compared history with natural sciences and claimed that unlike in physics or biology where the reality could be presented objectively without any external influences history just reflects the thoughts of the historian who writes it. One of the main reasons for this, he argued, was the inability of the historian to completely detach himself from the object he investigates (Suntharalingam 1985, 123).

To put it in a nutshell, Beard argues that the actual reality does not exist for anyone to rewrite it or make an interpretation on how such and such thing had happened. The historian using whatever traces of that reality that is left behind to reconstruct what he believed could have happened. In doing so the historian visualises the past based on his experience and knowledge and recreates a history that suits the demands of the present. Hence, history is nothing but an interpretation of the past in terms of the need of the present. Based on this arguments Beard drew the conclusion that objective truth in history could never be known.

Perhaps, Becker and Beard were the earliest scholars to have openly challenged the optimism created by Ranke among historians towards writing objective history. Hence, not surprisingly, the views of these Relativists had invited strong criticism from some of the well established historians and philosophers. Maurice Mandelbaum (1967), for instance, in his work The Problem of Historical Knowledge: An Answer to Relativism, had brushed aside the arguments of the Relativists as unacceptable. He disagreed with the Relativists’ notion that history reflected nothing but the thoughts of the historian. He claimed that the Relativists had failed to differentiate between a “statement” and a judgement. He argued that truth in history was concerned with the statement and not the judgement. The statement and not the judgement that narrates the event as it had actually happened. External factors do not in any way influence the presentation of the statement that explains the event objectively. Mandelbaum also disagreed with the argument that historians were selecting facts to suit their needs. He did not deny that historians select their facts, but, disagreed that this was done to suit their needs. He argued that historian usually does this based on the relevance of the facts to the question he was trying to answer (see Mandelbaum 1967, Chapter 3).


Arthur C. Danto (1968) disagreed with the claim that the inability of historian to detach completely from the object that was being studied was an obstacle to write objective history. He justified his disagreement arguing that the inability to detach from the object was not peculiar to history alone but a sine qua non for all empirical research. With that he rebutted Beard’s claim that complete detachment was possible in natural sciences. In natural sciences, Danto claimed, the researcher usually begins with a hypothesis and selects only those facts that could support his hypothesis. Hence, not only a kind of attachment exists between the subject and the object but the subjective selection of facts also occurs (Danto 1968, 96–100).

Oscar Handlin (1979) refuted Becker’s argument that since the actual reality was not available for the historian to investigate he cooks up a story that suits him based on whatever little traces that had been left behind of that reality. Handlin argued that it was impossible for a historian to recreate an event based on his imagination if the available facts, even if they were too little, did not support the historian’s version of that event (Handlin 1979, 1).

E. H. Carr, too, though was espousing a view similar to that of Becker when it came to the definition of what historical facts were, was opposed to the claim that truth in history was not objective. He suggested that objectivity should not be measured based on the degree of detachment between the subject and the object but rather on the relationship between the available facts and the interpretation arrived at by the historian. History has to be accepted as objective if it is supported by the facts presented by the historian (Carr 1964, 119–124).

A much stronger criticism against relativism was put forth by David Hackett Fisher in his Historian’s Fallacies: Towards a Logic of Historical Thought (1970). Fisher condemned historical relativism as absurd and pernicious as it encouraged anyone and everyone to write whatever he wanted and get away with it by arguing that what was written need not necessarily be true to everyone and at all times. In short, Fisher claimed that historical accuracy has diminished due to the progress of historical relativism (1970, 42).

The debate between the Relativists and the Objectivists that had started at the beginning of the last century does not seem to have an end. It continues to go on even now, though not with the original vigour or vehemence. However, the unceasing questioning of objectivity in history keeps disturbing the serious historians who are genuinely slogging to recreate the past as truthfully as possible within the given limitations. It is just unfortunate that their arguments in defence of objectivity had failed to convince the Relativists. The Relativists are unwaveringly sticking to the conviction that the criticism put forth by Becker and Beard against objectivity holds true then, now and forever.


An Analysis of the Relativist Argument

From the foregoing it is obvious that Both Becker and Beard’s scepticism against objectivity is premised on the argument that the past had passed leaving behind very little traces thus making it impossible for anyone to recreate it in its totality. Their justification is that since the actual reality is not there whatever is being presented as history by the historian is nothing but the historian’s imagination of the past. Thus, Becker claims, there are two histories: one the actual past and the other the imaginative recreation of the historian. And, the history recreated by the historian could never be what had actually happened but a mental mapping of the historian—“a blend of truth and fancy” (Becker 1931, 222–229). This, the Relativists argue, allows the historian to present a picture that suits the needs of the time the historian lives. Hence, history could only be true relative to the time of the historian.

Becker elaborates this point in his “Detachment and the Writing of History” (1958), arguing that “Someone saw the incident and wrote down like Caesar was stabbed by Senators. When I read the statement a mental picture is formed at once: several men in a room driving daggers into one of their members. But, it’s not the statement alone that enables me to form the picture. My own experience enters in. I have seen men and rooms and daggers and my experience of these things furnishes the element of which the picture is composed. The picture changes as I read more of the Roman world” (1958, 10–12). With this, he argues that there is no way whereby one could get to know the actual history of the past. What we get is not what actually had happened but what the historian tells us to have happened.

It is surprising to see a simplistic argument like this coming from a renowned historian like Becker. It is not denied that a mental picture, as Becker claims, is likely to form when one reads or hears of an incident. However, it must be understood that the initial picture that is formed in the mind of the historian, or any one for that matter, on reading or hearing a statement is not history yet. No trained historian shall present that incomplete and unsubstantiated piece and claim it as objective history. Unlike Becker’s “Everyman” the historian shall continue to read more and more of all the extant evidences of the event that he tries to explain in order to comprehend fully what had actually happened. That is the obligation of any trained historian. And, that, too, he does not do on an ad hoc manner. He will not attempt to recreate the event based on the predetermined contemporary values or ideas, as Becker argues, but rather would follow the Rankean tradition and will try to understand the event on its own term by “immersing himself in the epoch” in which the event had occurred (Boldt n. d., 3). And, of course, as the historian reads more and more of the available evidences his mental picture continues to improve, not changes as Becker claims, nearing the actual reality. And, he shall start recreating the reality only after this exhaustive research for facts on the event he studies and is convinced that he has comprehended the past in its right perspective.

Obviously, Becker seemed to have confused himself between the “Everyman” that he had accredited as historian and the trained historian. It may be true that “Everyman” can be a historian when history is reduced to, as Becker had done, to mean only “memory of things done and said” (see Becker 1931, 223). But history has a larger meaning than that. And, the fact is, not “Everyman” is trained to write serious history. If “Everyman” is accepted as historian, and worse still, his work as history, obviously, objectivity will remain an unattainable dream.

Beard cites Tacitus as example to support his claim that historians are usually influenced by their personal beliefs and emotions and manipulate history to suit the needs of their time. What Beard writes about Tacitus is true. No doubt about that. It is generally accepted by historians that Tacitus, rather than presenting history as it had actually happened, was more inclined to use his ingenuity to paint a damning picture of the ruling aristocrat (see Usher 1969, 207–214). But then, it looks that Beard has chosen a wrong historian to support his arguments against objectivity in history.

Tacitus was a renowned Roman historian of his time. No quarrel over it. His works give us a good understanding of the history of Rome of his own time and the time before him. And, he also seemed to have begun writing history to present the past as it had actually happened in the traditions of the Greek historians. In the Preface of his Histories (109 AD), for instance, he wrote, “…but partiality and hatred towards any man are equally inappropriate in a writer who claims to be honest and reliable.” But then, he had drifted away from this noble principle when he set to write the Annals (117 AD), documenting the history of the Julio-Claudian emperors, more especially of Tiberius. He began his Annals writing “This I hold to be the chief office of history, to rescue virtuous actions from oblivion, and to make men fear the infamy which posterity will surely attach to vile words and deeds.” He had all the facts and figures in his disposal to rescue virtuous actions of the Julio-Claudian rulers from oblivion. But he did not make use of them. Rather, he chose to rely on unsubstantiated tales and hearsay that suited his need—to cast aspersions on the character of the Julio-Claudian emperors. Thus, not surprisingly, his Annals is being criticised as portraying the “expression of anger and resentment of four generations of frustrated aristocrats” and not history (Usher 1969, 208). Even Becker describes Tacitus as the “disgruntled Roman” (Becker 1958, 47). Hence, using Tacitus’ works to argue against objectivity in history does not do justice to the serious historians who continue to strive to recreate the past as accurate as possible. Rather, the works of the great Greek historians like Herodotus and Thucydides should have been analysed for this purpose.

Herodotus is honoured as the father of history while Thucydides is acclaimed as the first scientific historian. They are honoured not only for being the earliest to write proper history but more importantly for their contributions to the art of history writing that keeps motivating historians to these days with the belief that the human past could be recreated as it had actually happened. As mentioned earlier, Herodotus took the trouble to visit almost all the states that were involved in the Persian Wars in his effort to seek as much evidences as possible to write the history of that war. It took him several years to do this. He also took pains to verify the veracity of the facts that he had collected before organising them in a coherent manner to give us the story of the Persian War (see Suntharalingam 1987, 11–20). Thucydides did it even better, and had given us the history of the Peloponnesian War. The objectivity of these works had never been questioned, though for a brief period during the Roman times Herodotus’ work was subjected to some criticism (see Brown 1954, 840–841). It may also be noted here that neither Herodotus nor Thucydides had allowed their own feelings to dictate what they wrote. They also did not write merely to satisfy the expectations and the needs of the society they were living in then. In fact, Herodotus was criticised by his own people for not being patriotic in his writing for he had praised the virtues of the “barbarians” while reproaching some of the Ionian leaders for their treachery during the Persian Wars (Suntharalingam 1987, 28; Brown 1954, 842).

Beard’s unyielding arguments to prove that written history was true only relative to the historian’s time looks as though he was making an attempt to give justifications for his own work that had been decried vehemently in the US. Using Marxist approach, he had, in his Economic Interpretation of the American Constitution (1913), tried to argue that the founding fathers of the US were driven by economic interests rather than philosophical considerations in framing the US Constitution. According to Peter Novick (1988, 96), Beard’s work was condemned not only as “libellous, vicious and damnable but also as filthy lies and rotten aspersions.” Of course, Beard could argue that what he had written was true relatively. But, unfortunately, his interpretation was rejected even at his own time and by his own people. It is possible that the aversion the Americans had against Marxism could have been the reason behind this aggressive rejection. Even Becker was not spared. He was severely criticised for espousing pro-Communist views and was forced to substitute the term “Marxism” with “socalled scientific socialism” in his works (Novick 1988, 199). The problem here is not so much on the perspective that a historian uses but allowing preconceived ideas to influence the interpretations he makes in his works. It’s not clear whether Beard had begun his interpretation of the US Constitution as a neutral and truth seeking historian or started off with the preconceived Marxist hypothesis that all human activities were decided by economic considerations, and had tried to prove that the framing of the US Constitution was no exception to that theory.

Nevertheless, the Relativists continue to argue that different historians tend to see history in different perspective and due to this the truth in history is not absolute but keeps changing. It is not denied that there is some truth in this notion. The Greeks and the Romans gave importance to war and politics in their writings. During the middle ages the focus was on determining the hidden agenda of the God in all human activities. Ranke’s emphasis was more on politics and diplomacy, while Marx saw history as the result of class struggle (see Marwick 1989, 31–52). But, should viewing history in different perspectives reduce the degree of truth in history? Not necessarily. In history, using different approaches is not only unavoidable but something that is encouraged, too, as the explanations derived from different perspectives enable a deeper and wider comprehension of the past. In the history of India, for instance, for a question as to why did India become economically backward under the British rule even though the British had introduced modern economy, there are at least three different explanations by three renowned historians. Romesh Chunder Dutt (1960, x–xiv, 257–161), for instance, argues that the British had intentionally destroyed all the Indian industries to rid competition from them and at the same time to convert India from an export oriented economy into a market for the products of England. D. R. Gadgil (1971, 17–18), however, claims that the Indian industries had suffered natural death as they were unable to compete with the technologically superior competitors from Yorkshire and Lancashire. Whereas, Barrington Moore (1966, 370) argues that the British had created conducive climate for economic growth in India by improving transportation, communication and irrigation facilities, but the failure of the Indians to grab those opportunities to participate actively in the economic endeavours had made India to lag behind in industrialisation.

The three explanations given above may seem to be contradicting each other and hence strengthen the argument in favour of relativism—what is true to one historian is not so to another. But, on a critical analysis of the three answers it can be shown that they are not contradicting but complementing each other. Romesh Dutt did not make an unsubstantiated statement when he claimed that the British had executed a gradual plan to close down all the industries that had existed in India then. He had provided ample authentic evidences, gleaned from the official records of the English East India Company (EIC) and the British Parliament, to substantiate his thesis. These records show without any doubt that special instructions had, indeed, been given to the EIC officials to take whatever actions they could to hasten the closure of the existing Indian industries and curb the growth of any new ones. In the light of these evidences, could anyone with some basic training in writing history argue that Romesh Dutt’s version of history is not objective? In fact, Moore (1966, 344–348) himself agrees that there was a concerted effort by the EIC to impede industrial growth in India.

Similarly, Gadgil’s argument, too, cannot be rejected as unfounded. It is based on the Darwinian principle of the survival of the fittest. With the advent of the mightier British industries the Indian manufacturers gradually folded up their businesses. Though it may be argued why the government of the day didn’t take any proactive actions to protect the weaker Indian industries against the onslaught of the British Industries, which any responsible government is duty bound to do, the fact remains that what Gadgil has put forth has truth in it. It cannot be brushed aside as something invented by Gadgil to satisfy the needs of his time.

And, the argument of Barrington Moore, too, is not without any basis. No one can deny that there was vast infrastructural improvement in India under the British rule. But, whether or not that was sufficient enough to lure the Indians to participate and contribute positively to the economic growth of India has to be analysed before admitting the merits in Moore’s hypothesis. Nevertheless, it is wrong to argue that the version of history presented by Moore is a mental map—a creation of his imagination—that could at best be true to him and his time only. As has been said above, all the three explanations should be accepted as fragments of the larger reality and each of these is true and complementing each other. In essence, that is what history is all about.

To ensure that historians do not slither away from presenting the true past, Marwick (1989) suggests that the approach a historian chooses should not be decided based on the historian’s preference but the problem that has to be solved. One approach may be suitable for one type of problem while another for a different type of problem. A historian may choose any one approach or a combination of several approaches depending on the question that has to be answered but without giving exclusive privileges to any one approach (Marwick 1989, 25). In this respect, it is well to note here that using a particular perspective will not impede the attempts of a historian to write objective history if his allegiance is solely to the facts of history and presenting them as truthfully as possible. Only when a historian shifts his allegiance from presenting the truth to any particular ideological considerations or political thoughts or any other outside authority and find ways to please them would he get drifted away from presenting objective history. If the works of the priestly historians of the middle ages are not accepted as objective history it is not because their focus was on trying to prove the supremacy of their religion but the method that they had used to write history, which is considered as not scientific at all. As Collingwood (1978, 56) puts it, the Christian historians did not use any critical analysis to ascertain the veracity of the documentary evidences they had used to write history. It is obvious that their aim was not to present history as it had happened but to distort it to suit the needs of their religious calling (see Marwick 1989, 30–31).

The argument of Becker, equating the historian’s inability to know the total reality to his inability to knowing the objective reality of the past at all, also looks to have been placed on a misconceived idea of what history is. Becker tries to reinforce this argument by citing the 49 BC crossing of the Rubicon by Julius Caesar. He argues that crossing of a river is not at all an important event. Yet, it has been accepted as history and is being passed on from generation to generation as a significant occurrence in the Roman history because it has been made out to be one by the historian using the figment of his imagination. Even in that, the story remains incomplete and partial only. The historian has given us only that little fragment of the past that he felt significant and not the entire past. This, Becker argues, is because it is not within the means of any historian to know the total reality. Hence, the history that is given to us by the historian is nothing more than the historian’s mental fabrication of what he believes ought to have happened and not what had actually happened (see Becker 1958, 43–57).

Again, the argument of Becker that it was humanly impossible for the historian to get to know the total reality of the past is not denied. But, is that the job of the historian? No historian would ever endeavour to present the total reality. Since the time of Herodotus historians have been trying to document specific occurrences only which they felt were significant. Yet, in all these there is a real past and the historian is trying to explain how and why that particular event had occurred. Neither Herodotus nor Thucydides and not even any of the great Roman historians had ever tried to present the total reality of the past. In fact, no one knows what the total reality is! Even for a simple incident that may happen now, right in front of everyone’s eyes, no one will be able to capture the total reality. What is reported in the press and other Medias, and even in the government gazettes, too, cannot justifiably claim to be portraying the total reality. Under such circumstances, expecting historians to recreate the total reality of the past as a precondition to objectivity is a little too farfetched. And, arguing that the inability of the historians to do that undermines the objectivity of the history presented by them is unacceptable. It has to be understood that not knowing the total reality is not the same as not knowing the reality at all. What has to be scrutinised in any historical work is not whether the total reality is presented or not but whether what has been presented is corroborated fully by verified evidences and whether or not the historian has managed to free himself from any external influences during the process of recreating that particular human past. That aside, just because the historian has shown only a fragment of the past, that, too, something that he believes to be significant, it does not mean what he has produced is not true. He did not create it. It is something that had actually happened and exists independent of the historian’s interpretation. It is a part of the larger actual reality that the Relativists argue and not an invention of the historian. Hence, it is unreasonable to argue that that fragments of the real past that the historian has recreated is not true or true only relatively.

Conclusion

It looks like the argument against objectivity in history, at least much of it, stemmed from the misconception on the meaning and practices of history. It is grossly unreasonable to compare history with the natural sciences and expect a complete detachment from the object that is being studied. It is not denied that the historian is a prisoner of the age and society he lives in, and the danger of he becoming a victim of ideological considerations, political thoughts, nationalistic fervours, patriotic zeal and so on is imminent. But, that does not mean a complete detachment is a must for writing objective history. A trained historian is able to handle this hitch effectively as he is aware of these distractions. That aside, a complete detachment, though it could never be possible, shall never entail the writing of any meaningful history. Becker (1910, 534), himself concedes that “detachment would produce few histories, and none worthwhile, for the really detached mind is a dead mind.” Thus, the argument that history could be accepted as objective only when the historian detaches his experience, knowledge and feelings completely from the history he writes is not sustainable. A historian needs all these resources to be able to analyse and comprehend the actions of the human in the past in its right perspective.

In conclusion, let it be said that objectivity in history is achievable if historians seriously endeavour to work for it. It is not denied that there are historians, like Tacitus, who allow their personal feelings to dictate them while trying to recreate the past. For them history has other uses other than presenting the past as it had actually happened. But, then there are also those who despite the pessimism sown by the Relativists continue to strive to write history with the strong conviction that history is objective. They look upon the traditions of Herodotus and Thucydides as the guiding principles in their pursuit to recreate the true past. And, as Peter Novick (1988, 2) has put it, if a historian works as “a neutral or disinterested judge and never degenerates into an advocate or even worse, propagandist” he could definitely be able to write objective history.
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Introduction

Since the last 400 years, there has been a cyclical interest in state history in the Malay peninsula. Quite often its importance is displaced by a much wider history or historical themes that trancend more than one state. The earliest form of state history comes in the form of chronicles like the Sejarah Melayu (Cheah and Abdul Rahman 1998; A Samad 2003), Hikayat Merong Mahawangsa (Siti Hawa 1991) and the Hikayat Seri Kelantan (Mohd Taib 2004). However there is little interest in this form of state history although the hikayats affected the way history is projected in the state museums and the National Museum as well (Abu Talib 2015). Despite the use of modern Malay in these texts, many Malaysians find these state histories irrelevant and full of myths and legends although scholars like Siti Hawa and Maier have argued on their relevance to the contemporary period. On the Hikayat Merong Mahawangsa, Maier finds it still relevant as it touches on “the dual nature of man, the tensions between ideology and practice and the uneasy relationship between politics and religion” (Maier 1988, 197).

By the early 20th century more modern form of state histories began to appear like the Hikayat Pahang (Muhammad Yusoff and Gopinath 1992) which chronicled the rise of the family of Bendahara Tun Ali in Pahang since the early 19th century, the Pahang civil war of 1857–1863, the British intervention in 1888 and the Bahaman uprising of 1891–1895. For Kedah, there was the Salasilah atau Tarekh Kerja-an Kedah (Wan Yahya 1928) which criticised the reign of Sultan Abdul Hamid (1882–1943) and the Siamese interference that subsequently led to British rule in 1909 while the Al-Tarikh Salasilah Negeri Kedah (Muhammad Hassan 1928) is more sympathetic to Kedah rulers since the 12th century when the present Kedah ruling house was established. The former was banned by the state while the latter was revered as Kedah’s official state history. For Johor there was the Hikayat Johor dan Tawarikh Almarhum Sultan Abu Bakar Johor (Mohd Said 1926) and the Hikayat Johor dan Tawarikh Sultan Ibrahim sehingga 1941 (Mohd Said 1951). This type of state history is closer to the modern reader. They were written by senior state officials although one might disagree with their interpretations of history.

By the 1930s, the state as a geographic entity in Malaysian historical writing has attracted the attention of colonial officials. In fact these officials had given state histories a big push when Winstedt and Wilkinson published their work on Johor in 1934, Winstedt on Perak in 1936 and Linehan on Pahang in 1936. To attest to their importance, all three were reprinted by Malaysian Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society (MBRAS) (Winstedt and Wilkinson 1974; Linehan 1936/1973; Winstedt 1992). These state histories follow the way history was written in the West but the authors have made copious references to the traditional chronicles. Their works influenced Buyong Adil to write his series of state histories covering all states of the federation which were published by Dewan Bahasa dan Pustaka since the 1970s (Buyong 1971; 1980; 1981; 1984). Buyong’s series of state history were in fact a continuation of his earlier Sejarah Alam Melayu Penggal V which was published in 1939 which was used as history text at the Sultan Idris Training College. Sejarah Alam Melayu Penggal V covers briefly the history of Perak, Selangor, Negeri Sembilan and Pahang which formed the Federated Malay States. Buyong was not the only one fascinated with state history as notable works were also published by Assad (Sa’ad) Shukri (1962; 1969; 1971) on Kelantan and by Muhammad Salleh (1983) on Terengganu. For Kedah there was Wan Shamsuddin (1992a; 1992b) who focused on Kedah nationalism since the late 18th century.

Historical studies that cover specific themes that trancend more than one state like Khoo (1972) on the western Malay states on the eve of British intervention or Mahani (2007) on Malay secret societies in the northern Malay states might have garnered much attention but the state as a geographical entity for historical research remained attractive to historians. Even Khoo and Mahani have diverted their attention to the states, Perak for the former (Khoo 1981; 1982) and Penang and Kedah for the latter (Mahani 2003). As seen from a list of works beginning with Fawzi (1978) on modern Johor, Rahmat (1970) on Kelantan during the 18th and 19th centuries, Sharom (1984) on Kedah during the late 19th century to the early 20th century and Shaharil (1984) on Terengganu during the late 19th century to the early 20th century, state histories have never ceased to attract scholars although they tend to focus on specific aspects or certain period in the history of the states. Fawzi (1986) had also written on Perak, Shaharil (1995) on Kelantan while Abdullah (1996; 1997a; 1997b) on Perak, modern Johor and Terengganu, Gopinath (1991) on Pahang in the 19th and early 20th century and Mohd Isa (1990; 1992; 2001) on Kedah during the colonial period.

As noted earlier there is cyclical interests in state histories while the national history since 1957 have dominated other types of histories including state history. In recent years, national history which has proven useful for nation building, has come under siege or even “outlived its usefulness” (Thongchai 2007, 3–29). Thongchai believes that the challenge of globalisation was partly responsible for this situation while other interested groups like the media and public intellectuals are clamouring for more say in the history enterprise. As alternative he suggested the writing of history at the interstices which to him is not a form of history from below or nationalised local history. Rather it seeks to focus on the history of the margins and the history of localisation of transnational elements. Thongchai was advocating a paradigm shift but he accepts, despite its limitations, national history will be around for some time.

This essay argues the need to go back to state history with Pahang as case study. I believe that any attempt to rewrite the national history must begin with its components, the states and the districts. Why Pahang? This is an interesting question. In its long history, this state has shown many aspects that are significant to the national history while parts of her history and those from the state had actually enhanced the national narrative. For a start, the essay reviews the published literature on Pahang history with the discussion covering traditional texts on state history, major works on Pahang history, the 1891–1895 uprising, the Orang Asli in state history, migration, change during the colonial period, the post-1957 period, museums and state history and the gaps in the visual and printed narratives. Serious attention to these aspects would result in a more holistic state history that would impact on the national history notably the post-1945 and 1957 period. The discussion is based on secondary works published after 1957 in both Malay and English besides selected theses/academic exercises.

Traditional Texts and State History

Unlike Hikayat Seri Kelantan or Hikayat Merong Mahawangsa, Pahang’s well-known traditional text the Hikayat Pahang describes events that took place in the 19th century. It attempts to justify the contest for power by Wan Ahmad against his brother Bendahara Wan Mutahir and to legitimise his ascendency as the Pahang ruler. It discusses Wan Ahmad’s reign under British rule and the Pahang uprising led by Dato’ Bahaman, Tok Gajah and Mat Kilau. Wan Ahmad was central to the narrative which covered from 1800 to the 1930s. Around him, the historical and cultural episodes were woven besides anecdotes on other members of the royalty and local chiefs while Tun Mutahir or his children were marginalised.

There are three versions of the Hikayat Pahang, with one Jawi version kept at the University of Malaya library while the two typed romanised versions are held at the Sultan Abu Bakar Museum in Pekan (the state museum) and the National Archives in Kuala Lumpur (Muhammad Yusoff and Gopinath 1992: 20). These were written between 1883 and 1932. Historian Muhammad Yusoff believed the 1932 version was written by Haji Muhammad Nor Haji Abdul Hamid who witnessed the political conflict of the mid-19th and early 20th century. Muhammad Nor held no official position but ran errands for Wan Ahmad (Khoo 2001, 106–107). He played a crucial role in the Pahang civil war on the side of Wan Ahmad. As advisor to the Bendahara (in 1884 Bendahara Wan Ahmad was appointed Sultan by the Pahang chiefs) after 1863, he organised the Pahang forces in the Klang war, handled the case of Wan Mansur, the sultan’s brother who was planning rebellion, took part in the campaigns against Bahaman and dealt with concessionaires that flooded the state in the 1880s to the detriment of local chiefs and the laity.

Kalthum Jeran had combined the Jawi version of the Hikayat Pahang with the romanised text from the National Archives, to produce a master text (Kalthum 1997). This text begins with the rule of Bendahara Tun Ali (1806–1867) and ends in 1884 when Bendahara Wan Ahmad was elevated to sultan (Kalthum 1997, v–vii). Muhammad Yusoff was displeased with the amalgamation as it failed to accord justice to both texts since each had its own strengths and different world views. He also claimed the mandatory filological requirements were abused (Muhammad Yusoff and Gopinath 1992, 10).

Hikayat Pahang focuses on wars, court intrigues, state ceremonies and the interplay of personalities at the highest level (Muhammad Yusoff and Gopinath 1992, 11–13). The text is divided into stories starting with number one and ends at number 41. Some of these stories are brief while others are lengthy. Muhammad Yusoff provides a synopsis of each beginning with Bendahara Seri Maharaja Ali’s visit to Lingga to attend the appointment of Tunku Mahmud as the Tengku Besar of Johore-Riau-Pahang while his son Wan Mutahir was accorded the title Engku Muda. Tun Mutahir was subsequently married to the daughter of the Johor-Riau-Pahang ruler. The story ends with the appointment of Tengku Sulaiman as Tengku Besar Pahang. The focus however is on the conflict between Tun Mutahir and Wan Ahmad followed by Wan Ahmad’s involvement in the Selangor civil war and the Pahang uprising. Hikayat Pahang made the disparaging remark that the Semantan chief took up arms because of financial gains (Muhammad Yusoff and Gopinath 1992, 139; Kalthum 1997, 113) which might not go well with diehard Bahaman supporters.

Another traditional text the Syair Tanah Melayu was written in 1899 by Muhammad Hassan Haji Jan (Muhammad Yusoff and Gopinath 1992, 24–25). It was first transliterated by Yaakub Isa and published in the Pahang Museum journal (Yaakub 1982, 42–138). The Syair Tanah Melayu comes in 1,036 stanzas. It has much coverage on Johor Bahru and Muar, other events that had taken place during the reign of Sultan Abu Bakar and Sultan Ibrahim, Sultan Abu Bakar’s visit to Europe, and official etiquette in receiving state guests and royal funeral ceremony. The Pahang section (40 percent of the text) revolves on the civil war, Pahang-Johor relations and Johor’s involvement in the civil war and the introduction of the residential system. Another text, the 30-page Hikayat Pahang serta Johor covers: (1) the history of Johor since the reign of Sultan Mahmud who died in 1699 until the reign of Sultan Abu Bakar (1862–1895); (2) the history of Pahang beginning with the Bendaharaship of Abdul Jamal until the reign of Sultan Abdullah (r. 1917–1932); and (3) on the royal ceremonies and protocols of Johor and Pahang. The text’s authorship is unknown (Muhammad Yusoff and Gopinath 1992, 28–29).

There are intrinsic weaknesses with these texts. Hence the need to use them with other sources notably the British colonial records. Despite these weaknesses, the Hikayat Pahang was extensively cited by Linehan, Gopinath and Buyong Adil. One writer, Suzana M. Othman criticised this text. Her book Mencari Sejarah: Tun Mutahir Tun Ali, Bendahara, Seri Maharaja Pahang (1857–1863M) seeks to clarify various issues about the Pahang civil war and to present the war from the perspective of Tun Mutahir. Suzana referred to the letters of Temenggong Abu Bakar of Johor and Sultan Baginda Omar of Terengganu which show British involvement in the civil war on the side of Wan Ahmad. She claims that the assasination of Wan Embong, son of the Maharaja Perba Jelai, represents power struggle that involved the rulers of Riau and Terengganu. Suzana was unhappy with the way the Pahang state museum foregrounds Wan Ahmad’s actions as justified since Tun Mutahir had transgressed their father’s will to give Endau and Kuantan to him.

To Suzana, the Hikayat Pahang was mere propaganda harping on selective presentation, character glorification and grossly unfair to Tun Mutahir. She was unhappy with Buyong Adil and Gopinath. Buyong relied heavily on the Hikayat Pahang and his text is biased towards Wan Ahmad while Gopinath had questioned Mutahir’s maternal descent. Suzana highlighted Mutahir’s paternal and maternal descent to the Melaka rulers and the family of the Prophet Muhammad (peace be upon him). Whatever its weaknesses, the book is useful when negotiating the official history that is based on the Hikayat Pahang.

Historians have not paid much attention to the Hukum Kanun Pahang (Pahang laws) which was already in place by the early 17th century although it has attracted attention from philology and literary studies (Abu Hassan 2001, 16–42; Yaakub 2003; Jelani 2008) or other traditional texts including those related to indigenous medicine located in the Sultan Abu Bakar Museum in Pekan (Aripin 1987). Influenced by Melaka the Hukum Kanun Pahang combines both Islamic influences and adat. Behind detailed provisions on ceremonial matters, settlement of social conflicts, maritime matters, Islamic laws and general matters, it is possible to reconstruct Pahang society for the 16th–18th centuries.

Pahang History: A Review of the Published Literature

There is a small number of published works on Pahang history written by academics and non-academics. We begin with early history. Although research in this aspect lagged behind other states, the findings had important consequences to Malaysian cultural history (Adi 1997, 29). The Kota Tongkat site in Jerantut indicates evidence of the beginning of agriculture. The lack of animal bones at the site led archaeologists to postulate that the society then was not entirely dependant on hunting but had ventured into farming (Adi 1997, 34). The Upper Tembeling valley furnished the “Tembeling knife” which was believed to be used to cut paddy stalk. The bronze dongson drum found in Upper Tembeling indicates Pahang’s linkage to an international trading network. The evidence gathered from Gua Kecil in Raub seems to indicate the change from hunting, gathering and fishing to a more sedentary life that had taken place 4,800 years ago. The Gua Kecil site also indicates that those involved in hunting and gathering were also involved in agriculture. Other archaeologists are more cautious; they believed these require further research including relooking at the findings of earlier archaeologists (Ahmad Hakimi 1997, 51–59; Leong 1997, 61–67). Earlier in 1996, Ahmad Hakimi voiced out the need to review the findings of B. A. V. Peacock who had worked on the Kota Tongkat site by relooking at the research notes which were submitted to the National Museum and to rework the site (Ahmad Hakimi 1996, 238–246). Peacock had taught at the History Department, University of Malaya from the mid-1960s until 1976. Indeed there was nothing new to Adi’s hypothesis. His colleague from the Museum Department had presented similar finding in a seminar on Pahang history which was held in Kuantan in 1992. Unfortunately this essay which focuses on the Tembeling Valley in upper Pahang along with the other 13 papers were only published in 2001 (Zulkifli 2001).


On Pahang history before the 20th century, A History of Pahang by W. Linehan (1936/1973) is the best thus far. The book covers Pahang history from the prehistoric period to the 1890s ending with the surrender of leaders of the Pahang uprising to the Siamese. The first five chapters cover Pahang before the 18th century. As reiterated by Profesor Khoo Kay Kim in the preface of the 1973 edition, not much had been written on this period while a number of European travellers had recorded their observations but these were widely scattered. To his credit, Linehan had located them. He had also written essays on the early history which were published in respectable journals. Linehan had suggested the need to look at both the Dutch and Portuguese sources. For 19th century Pahang, he had referred to C. Gray and Abdullah Munshi, while on the civil war he cited the Hikayat Pahang and papers of the Maharaja Perba Jelai. For unknown reasons, he did not consult the Colonial Office records when discussing British intervention and colonial rule in Pahang.

The other strength of the book is the appendices which take up almost half of the text. Besides the papers of the Maharaja Perba Jelai which are a very useful collection of document that are no longer extant, the other appendices include the descent of the early sultans, the family of the Bendaharas and modern sultans, the principal chiefs of Pahang and an extract from a 1929 Portuguse account of Pahang.

Aruna Gopinath was equally fascinated with 19th–20th century Pahang. Her book Pahang, 1880–1933: A Political History was published in 1991 by MBRAS and translated into Malay in 1993. Originally an MA thesis, Pahang, 1880–1933 examines the major political development in the state between 1880 and 1933, particularly the rise of Wan Ahmad, his attempts to hold on to power before and after 1888 until his abdication in 1909.

The book includes 17 appendices including the letter from the British governor in Singapore to the Sultan of Pahang dated 29 June 1888, a list of the Pahang men, their wives and children who surrendered to the Siamese and the allowances for the traditional chiefs and headmen for the year 1992. Gopinath had referred to the Colonial Office records, the High Commissioner’s Office Files, Hugh Clifford Diaries of 1887 and 1888 besides files of the Temerloh District Office, Kuantan District Office and the Pahang Annual Reports.

She begins with the political structure and administration of the state prior to 1888. Wan Ahmad’s policy of elevating non-aristocratic favourites to high position resulted in rivalry with the more entrenched hierarchy. The internal crisis involving the older chiefs and the new ones precipitated British intervention. Also highlighted were Wan Ahmad’s efforts to secure the title of Sultan. The study looks at the inauguration of British rule and western concepts of power and administration and how these had impinged the independence and political-cum-economic power of the Malay chiefs and subsequent attempt to drive out the British. The move gained support from the major and minor chiefs including Sultan Ahmad. Gopinath discusses Sultan Ahmad’s attempt to avoid being completely deprived of his prerogatives in his advancing years. In 1902 he was honoured with a knighthood but abdicated in 1909 because of old age. He died in May 1914. With his demise, British control of Pahang was completed.

The epilogue examines the primary features of Pahang political history between 1915 and 1933. In 1914, Tengku Mahmud was appointed sultan. He was succeeded by Tengku Abdullah in 1917. In 1932 Tengku Abu Bakar was declared sultan by the British High Commissioner. According to Gopinath (1991, 215), “The transition from traditionalism to modernism was a discomforting process to the territorial chiefs while the British entry had a detrimental effect on the traditional local bases of authority.” Under the reign of Sultan Ahmad’s successors the chiefs accommodated themselves to British administration while earlier expressions of resentment had given way to one of cooperation (Gopinath 1991, 216).

One significant attempt to rewrite Pahang history came from a sociologist who suggested a deconstructivist approach that goes “into psychoanalysis, critical theory and post-structuralist theory.” According to Farish Noor, the aims were to prove the constructiveness of Pahang as an idea, and how the very notion of the state and identity and place in the world was invented, revised, contested and recontextualised. He contends Pahang’s story had resulted from a host of variable factors that worked with it, and sometimes against each other, pushing along with it a tide of humanity whose collective burdens shifted from one generation to the next (Farish Noor 2007, 2–3). He argues there are limits we can rationalise the past and to prescribe to history a teleology and determinism that was not there. Farish hopes “to rekindle the interest and memory of modern Malaysians who might otherwise think that ours is a national history that has had a foregone conclusion from time immemorial.”

Farish Noor’s From Inderapura to Darul Makmur covers specific themes like the entity that was yet to be known as Pahang and the many developments associated with it; the invention of Pahang by the colonial authority complete with a fixed political boundary, stable sense of identity and belongings, with writings and narratives that sought to lead a sense of fixity and finality to the meaning of Pahang and its identity, and how it was framed as an exotic land—a frontier state which later Pahang nationalists challenged with their concept of a larger Malay world. He also looks at postcolonial Pahang, from its domestication and pacification during the Emergency until the 1980s and 1990s. Through these themes he hopes “we can do some justice to the complex questions of Pahang and its identity.”

In 1972, amateur historian Buyong Adil published Sejarah Pahang which was reprinted in 1984. Buyong refers to secondary texts besides the Hikayat Pahang. The way he cited them is confusing although the text comes with a useful index. Sejarah Pahang covers Pahang history from the stone age until 1970 with a focus on the 19th century—the Pahang civil war, the rise of Wan Ahmad as Bendahara and sultan, his involvement in the Selangor civil war, the challenge from Wan Mansur, British intervention and colonial rule, the subsequent resistance to British intervention and Pahang from 1895 until 1970 focussing on political developments. The text ends in 1970 which coincides with the demise of Mat Kilau, one of the prominent leaders of the Pahang uprising.

Buyong discusses the resistance to British rule that involved almost all the chiefs but sidestepped the question of the sultan’s involvement. It began in 1891 after Bahaman took retaliatory measures on the actions of the Temerloh district officer who had erected a police station in Semantan. Buyong provides details on the forces and casualties on both sides, of military movements, the personalities involved and major skirmishes at Batu Balai, Kuala Cheka, Jeram Kangkung and Kuala Tembeling. British forces were augmented by police personnels from Perak and Selangor.

By the end of 1892, Bahaman and his group had taken refuge in Kelantan and Terengganu. While many had returned to Pahang following the October 1892 amnesty, efforts to get the leaders to surrender failed. In fact they were reinvigorated through contacts with an influential religious teacher in Terengganu Sayyid Abdul Rahman al-Idrus or Tok Ku Paloh (1817–1917) who had infused the jihad element (Mohamad 1991, 184–187). The conflict dragged on until 1895. In March 1895, Clifford scoured the hinterland of Terengganu and Kelantan but failed to apprehend them. In the end it was the Siamese who took Bahaman, Mat Lela, Mat Kilau, Awang Nong and Teh Ibrahim into custody although another account claims the fugitives surrendered to the Siamese and subsequently taken to Bangkok.

There were conflicting accounts on the death of Mat Kilau. Nothing was heard of him until he reappeared in 1969 at Pulau Tawar which caused excitement in the country. In January 1970 the Pahang state government set up a committee to investigate the issue and in August of the same year declared the man as Mat Kilau. Ten days later Mat Kilau passed away at the age of 122. He was given a normal burial befitting a Muslim in Pulau Tawar.


The 1891–1895 Anti-British Uprising in State History

The 1891–1895 Pahang uprising attracted not only Linehan, Gopinath and Buyong Adil but also Abdullah Zakaria, Jang Aisjah Muttalib, Abdul Talib Ahmad and other less known writers. Abdullah Zakaria (1995) discusses it as part of the anti-colonial uprisings that erupted in the peninsula, Sarawak and Sabah in the 19th and 20th centuries. His extensive study is based on British colonial records. To him, these resistance shows locals did not easily accept the colonial presence although it is not quite certain if these individuals are nationalists as well. Jang Aisyah (1972) attempted to reconstruct the episode based on local archival materials and those located at the Singapore National Library. Originally an MA thesis, the book focuses on traditional Pahang society before the uprising, the contact with the west and subsequent changes to the traditional society and the uprising itself. Other studies are much shorter and are repetitions of earlier ones (Ahmad Rizal 2000). There is much less on other leaders like Mat Kilau (Talib 2007).

Much more significant is the book by Abdul Talib Ahmad (1975) which combined two different volumes that were published earlier. The 1975 edition carries a review of one of them which had appeared in Berita Harian in January 1961. This particular reviewer had taken note of the earlier writings on Bahaman which he claimed were “superficial, careless and in certain places were dishonest and demeaning to Dato’ Bahaman.” To him, Bahaman’s significant role in Pahang modern history included “his success in establishing a state with a ruler and hierarchy of chiefs, to make Pahang a sovereign state vested with its own power and to assist the Selangor sultanate that was under threat by a civil war.” To him, Bahaman was the “Father of Pahang independence” (Abdul Talib 1975, 2–3). The book is based on the oral narration of Imam Mat Diah whose father was one of Bahaman’s henchmen.

Abdul Talib claims that Wan Ahmad’s push for the Bendaharaship was based on Tun Ali’s will. He had little kind words for Wan Tanjung who ruled in the name of his father Tun Mutahir. Abdul Talib took a swipe at the ulamas who were unable or unwilling to preach the true Islamic teaching while the chiefs were more concerned with their positions (Abdul Talib 1975, 16–17). He criticised the chiefs for their failure to restrain Wan Tanjung in plundering the state. Wan Tanjung’s major sin included the assasination of Wan Embong and Che Seni (the wife of his grandfather Tun Ali) on false charges.

Bahaman played a crucial role in elevating Wan Ahmad as Bendahara Sewa Raja in 1857. He was aided by Malays recruited in Singapore. However, his opponents regrouped in west Pahang while Chenor, Semantan, Kerdau, Ulu Gali, Sega, Durian Tawar, Lipis and Jelai were held by chiefs who were loyal to Tun Mutahir. They mounted a challenge and recaptured Pekan forcing Wan Ahmad and Bahaman to flee to Terengganu and later Kelantan. In late 1862 Wan Ahmad launched a second attack. This time he had strong support from local leaders from Jelai, Lipis, Pulau Tawar, Sega, Ulu Gali, Raub, Batu Talam and Semantan. Entering Ulu Pahang his force took the river route to Pekan facing stiff opposition along the way. Wan Tanjung was killed while defending Pekan and following Tun Mutahir’s withdrawal, Wan Ahmad secured the royal capital. Abdul Talib attributed this victory to Dato’ Bahaman and his friends. As a result, “Pahang became a state under a sultan, and was accepted by the Siamese and the British as an independant state.” The feudal chiefs in the new order included Ungku Ngah. A son of Wan Tanjung, he was appointed Raja Bendahara while Bahaman was elevated to one of the minor chiefs.

On British intervention and the post-1888 period, Abdul Talib’s narration contradicted the official historiography. He does not touch on British intervention but dwelt on the British overtures to persuade Pahang to join the Federated Malay States. One important post-1888 issue was the position of the lesser chiefs who were denied any form of state remuneration that led to a loss of social status. It became the focal point for resistance which started with the Dato Setia Raja Kuala Lipis, Haji Wan Daud Wan Pahang (one of the Orang Besar Berlapan) who opposed the change of the capital from Pekan to Kuala Lipis as he believed the move could affect his territorial holding. For his intransigence he was shot dead in 1889 on the pretext that he was mad (Zakaria 1991, 84–86). A more violent opposition was led by the Tok Muda Jengka, followed by Tok Gajah and his son Mat Kilau in Pulau Tawar. Bahaman was the last to take up the anti-British cause because of his relationship with Sultan Ahmad. The narrator blames Hugh Clifford and Malay chiefs who had sided with the British. Abdul Talib highlights the involvement of outside Malays from Perak and Selangor. He recorded many skirmishes but in most of them Bahaman was comprehensively outflanked.

Locating the Orang Asli in Pahang History

Pahang state history does not accord much space for the Orang Asli although for the pre-Melaka period Linehan had touched on them. The Orang Asli came into prominence during the Emergency (1948–1960) when they were courted by the colonial authority and the Malayan Communist Party. Since then, not much of their history has appeared in the state or national narrative. It seems their history has remained within the confines of the Orang Asli Museum in Gombak. In recent years, scholars like Leonard Andaya, Geofrey Benjamin and Farish Noor have argued the need to relook at the position of the Orang Asli in the national (and state) narrative. It is interesting that both Andaya and Farish Noor have refered extensively to Benjamin. Through publications and seminars the Centre of Orang Asli Concern (COAC) highlights the plight of the Orang Asli amidst rapid development that posed a threat to their traditional way of life.

Benjamin discusses Pahang ethnohistory that focuses on the Orang Asli and their dominance before the state was appropriated by Melaka. His argument starts with the ancient river-valley trade routes that crossed Pahang. This trade was supported by the availability of gold along the Tembeling and Jelai rivers, the presence of tradable forest products and the Orang Asli who were skilled at getting them and the suitablity of most of the state for long-distance travel (Benjamin 1997, 83–87). Through this trading and other networks both Khmer and Thai influences found their way into the interior of Pahang.

Benjamin reiterates that ancient Malaya was subjected to influences from at least two different regions. One is the Mon-Khmer connections from the north that resulted in the present day Aslian languages (Mon-Khmer languages spoken in southern Thailand and peninsular Malaysia including the Orang Asli). He believed the early civilisations were intially Mon in speech and Mahayana Buddhist in religion but changed to the Malay language and Islam at a later period. Place names like Benom, Chenor, Reman, Kampung Dong and Singhora village suggest an early involvement with present day Thailand. Two, is the influence from the south involving the Austronesian speaking cultural input including Malay and pre-Malay components as attested by the presence of non-Muslim but Malay speaking Orang Asli (Temuans and Jakuns). Austronesian speakers had probably intruded further north into the Mon-Khmer speaking areas as indicated by the many Austronesian loan words in the Aslian languages (Benjamin 1997, 93). Benjamin argues that Malay settlements in Pahang proceeded from west to east and that it post-dated the founding of Melaka in 1403. He postulates some degree of intermarriages with the Orang Asli who were already present in the region (1997, 97).

When the first Austronesian speakers arrived, the early Aslian speakers were probably living mostly in the west of the peninsula. Coming from the coast they would have found their way up the Pahang river into the Tembeling valley. At the same time the Aslian speakers would have been moving eastward across the Main Range as the linguistic evidence suggests and would have absorbed any Austronesian speakers as evidence by the Austronesian loan words in contemporary Aslian languages. The Malay language came 2,000 years ago from northwest Borneo. By then these Malay speakers would have been too socially ranked to have been easily absorbed into the existing Aslian speakers. This led to the formation of ethnic boundaries between the Orang Melayu and the Semelais at Kuala Bera (Benjamin 1997, 104–105).


Benjamin makes a strong case for the Orang Asli. He writes, “It is primarily through close attention to Orang Asli life and culture that we have come to realise just how complicated is the peninsula’s past. A re-emphasising of the mainstream position of the Orang Asli in their country’s culture-history is timely and this is specially relevant to Pahang, the state that has the largest and the most varied Orang Asli population” (Benjamin 1997, 112–113). This reminds us of the call made by O. W. Wolters (1982) to historians to incorporate art history, linguistics and literary theory in historical research.

Similarly, historian Leonard Andaya (2008) looks at the Orang Asli and their relationship with the Malays (he used the term Malayu) since 1,000 BC. The complementarity of their economies over the centuries had encouraged the maintenance of their differing lifestyles with the interior groups as principal collectors of forest products while the Malayu provided the facilities for international trade besides products that could only be secured from outside. Andaya stresses that this maritime trade in forest products had taken place during the Hoabinhian period and continued to be strong from 500 BC until the 15th century. Intially the trade involved coastal shells in exchange for rattan, resin, tree bark and stone for making tools. In the Melaka and post-Melaka period the products were camphor, benzoin, damar, gaharu, bezoar stones, resins, rattan as well as wax and honey in exchange for iron, salt, cloth, ceramics and other necessities. Through long years of practical experience, the Orang Asli was able to preserve community secrets in collecting profitable forest products. It was the shift in trade in the 19th century, according to Andaya, that led to the assessment of ethnic boundaries notably the transformation of the land from forests to agricultural export plantations which removed the relevance of the Orang Asli as the suppliers of highly desired forest products. This development was followed by the change of attitude among the Malays. Increasingly the Orang Asli became commodities to be sold as slaves notably the Semang. As he writes, “pressures of modernity, the nation state, and the competitive global economy made the lifestyle and economic pursuits of the forest and hill people increasingly irrelevant and undervalued” (Andaya 2008, 217). Andaya’s discussion refers to the Orang Asli for the whole peninsula including the Orang Asli of Pahang.

Farish Noor (2007, 15–17) argues the need to look at other sociopolitical systems including the Orang Asli who had settled down thousands of years ago. He asserts that the early states that emerged were fluid and complex trading communities and indifferent to racial differentiation. With the rise of the Malay polities in the 15th century, the Orang Asli communities were pushed deeper into the jungle. Farish claims “cultural and religious differences along with economic-strategic necessities and demands, made contacts and cooperation between the Orang Asli and the Malays increasingly difficult.” Farish too had pointed out that the increase in slave trade had resulted in the Orang Asli becoming targets of raids while negative perceptions of them among Malays and colonialists were prevalent during the 16th–19th centuries. But they were still respected. Malay chiefs who vied for power during this period claimed their right to lead and rule on the basis of both territorial and genealogical claims all the way to the Orang Asli communities to fortify their claim to belonging (2007, 22–23).

Migrations in State History

There is very little study on migration although Cant had taken note of Chinese and Malay migrations soon after British intervention. There are a few published works on Malay migrations while studies on Federal Land Development Authority (FELDA) have touched on the migratory movement of the Malays into land schemes like Bilut, Mempaga, Kota Gelangi, Lepar Utara, Lepar Hilir, Ulu Jempol, Keratong, Selancar, Kecau, Jengka and Triang. For the Bilut scheme, the composition of its 616 settlers is as follows: 199 from Pahang, 130 Selangor, 53 Perak, 41 Penang, 39 Kedah, 27 Kelantan, 12 Terengganu, 52 Perlis, 41 Negeri Sembilan, 15 Melaka and 7 from Johor (Nik Haslinda 1998, 119–120). By 1986, 40 percent of FELDA settlers in Pahang came from within the state, 24 percent from Johor, 10 percent from Negeri Sembilan, 6.5 percent from Terengganu, and 4.7 percent from Perak while the rest originated from Kelantan, Kedah, Perlis, Selangor, Kuala Lumpur and Melaka (Nik Haslinda 1998, 95–96). The coming of the Malays from other states with their dialects was an unforgetable phenomenon in the 1960s and 1970s notably in the schools. Mahayudin, on the other hand, looks at Arab migration into Pahang and their role in the sociopolitical developments in Pekan, Kuantan, Raub, Temerloh and Jerantut. They were part of the Alawiyahs from Hadramaut who came to Southeast Asia in stages beginning from the 16th century directly from Hadramaut. Many also came through India and Indo-China (Mahayudin 1984).

The Pahang syeds came from Singapore, Johor and Terengganu. Their arrivals were both for commercial purposes and to proselytise (Mahayudin 1984, 37). The earliest was Syed al-Habsyi who came between 1803 and 1806; he later married a sister of Bendahara Tun Koris. Over the years the al-Habsyis maintained close connection with the palace. They were followed by the al-Yahya, al-Iderus and al-Khirid. By the early 1980s the Pekan syeds were composed of the al-Habsyis, al-Yahyas, al-Khirids, al-Junids and al-Saggafs while for Temerloh they were the al-Yahyas, al-Khirids and al-Habsyis. For Jerantut the syed plurality was made of the al-Yahyas, al-Khirids, al-Baytis, al-Habsyis and al-Jifris (1984, 73). The syeds were well known religious leaders and had established the madrasah al-Attas Ketapang in Pekan in the 1920s besides holding penghuluship for mukims like Semantan, Sungai Karang, Jenderak, Sega and Pahang Tua until recent times.


The Rao (Rawa) migration into Raub was the focus of Zaffuan’s study which is based on a Jawi manuscript written by Imam Haji Ishak bin Muhammad Arif (1908–1992) from Dong. Haji Ishak had written similar manuscripts which were kept by his former students and family members. Zaffuan had edited them into a single text without changing the language style or historical content. To complement the text, he referred to the National Archives, the National Library and limited Dutch records on Pagaruyung (Zaffuan 2007, vii–x). This book highlights the linkage between the Rawas in Dong and the Minangkabaus of Sumatra and Perak. It is the story of their migration into Temau village (Dong), their spread to other areas, the Rawas’ involvement in the Pahang civil war and the Bahaman uprising while the 1866 Rao uprising was downplayed. The book provides the lineage of these early migrants with Rawas from Raub having extended families in Sungkai and Lambor Kanan in Perak.

Since the end of the 15th century Ulu Pahang had been frequented by Minangkabau aristocrats. The Orang Kaya Perba Jelai traced his descent to these Sumatran aristocrats. After the Pahang civil war more Rawas came to Raub (Sega and Hulu Semantan). Many more came from Perak. They later intermarried with those from Kampar and Minangkabau. This is reflected in the strong Perak dialect among these newcomers. In the Pahang civil war the Rawas took the side of Wan Ahmad (Zaffuan 2007, 91–92). Other groups like the Banjarese settled in Temerloh, Korinchis in parts of Bentong and the Minangkabaus in Janda Baik and Simpang Pelangai but there is little study on them.

Change during the Colonial Period

Equally lacking is the study on socio-economic transformations during the colonial period although R. G. Cant (1973) who covers the period from 1888 until 1939 by looking at changes at periodic intervals is most useful. The sources consulted ranged from departmental files including those from the districts, Mukim Registers, Indexes of Settlement works, annual reports, land records and maps.

Mining was a major push for British intervention but it only concentrated in Raub, Bentong and Kuantan—three districts that witnessed tremendous population expansion and rapid urban development. In the Bentong district, mining activities are still evident in Ketari and Karak (one mining site managed by the Karak Tin Company was sited adjacent to the Bentong river). Bentong town expanded in late 1897 with the arrival of 700 Chinese miners who worked for the Selangor towkay Loke Yew. Loke Yew’s legacy in Bentong remains to this day with his name gracing a major road in the town. The Malays took part in jungle clearing, timber cutting, boat poling or trading. They grew their own food with the surplus put on sale. Many chose to remain as agricultural settlers, quickly settled down and merged with the existing Malay population.

Initially, commercial agriculture was centred in Raub, Bentong and Kuantan with the first rubber estates opened by outside companies. The construction of the Pahang Trunk Road linking the state to Selangor was a boon to agricultural expansion. By 1909, the growth of new roads and new towns had produced a pattern of change in west Pahang similar to what had taken place in Selangor earlier.

The decline of mining, the development of roads and railways, capital investment and activities of the colonial administration further boosted rubber cultivation. The railway brought central Pahang into direct contact with the other states and urban centres of the west coast. By 1921, mining and commercial agriculture was well established and large areas of accessible agricultural land were available for alienation especially along the railway line or the metalled road that were completed (Benta-Gambang, Karak-Kuala Pilah and Karak-Mentakab). There were still reserves of land for expansion although the severity of the December 1926 flood had affected agriculture with the agricultural areas of Pekan remained under water until January 1927. The flood caused widespread damage in the Tembeling valley, Lipis and Temerloh districts; it led to the loss of confidence among the Malays in wet paddy cultivation, the switch to rubber by the Pekan Malays and the internal migration of Malays to the Lipis district (Cant 1973, 116–117).

Based on the 1931 census, Cant estimated the state’s population in 1939 at 228,000 composing of 108,000 Malays, 85,000 Chinese, 17,000 Indians, 16,000 Orang Asli, 500 Europeans and others at 1,500. Kuantan, Bentong and Raub-Bukit Koman each had over 5,000 people; Kuala Lipis and Sungai Lembing between 3,000 and 4,999; while Mentakab, Temerloh, Pekan and Beserah between 1,000 and 1,999 each (Cant 1973, 143–144). Malays lived in rural villages along the major rivers cultivating wet paddy and planting rubber on a small scale. The Chinese were permanent settlers who owned fixed assets in the form of land planted with rubber or urban business. They were bringing their families to Pahang.

Equally significant is the study on underground tin mining in Sungai Lembing and its role in the development of this town (Hanita Hanim, 2013). The Sungai Lembing mine began in 1887 through the Pahang Corporation Limited. Unsatisfactory financial position led to the company’s liquidation and the formation of the Pahang Consolidated Company Limited which took over the mining operation in 1906 (Pahang Consolidated Company Limited 1966). By 1915 the underground shaft had reached 1,200 feet which required the installation of large ventilation fan. In the 1920s its multinational labour force totalled 3,000.

The mine faced many challenges. The 1926 flood destroyed 15 miles of its railway track, washed away the mine hospital and destroyed 250 houses. For three months mining operation was suspended. It was also affected by the 1920s world depression and production quota imposed on all tin producers. During the Japanese Occupation, the mine experienced losses of equipment and European personnel while in the postwar period production was dampened by the Emergency.

Other scholars had looked at the districts focusing on the political, economic and social impact of colonial rule. Koch (1992) focused her attention on Temerloh district between 1888 and 1948. She had referred to the files of the British resident, annual reports, state council minutes, files and land records for Temerloh district and oral history. Her findings are significant. While ostensibly protecting Malay society from change, British colonial policy in fact encouraged the ossification of political and economic structures and created a society markedly different from the former pre-colonial Malay society.

Except for the Chenor aristocracy, Koch claims the headmen and chiefs in Temerloh did not constitute a ruling class in the pre-1888 period while four secondary chiefs were accorded recognition. The traditional chiefs who came to power after 1889 were able to use economic, political and educational privileges to become established within the ruling class. They were increasingly distanced from the society due to their identification with the colonial bureaucracy. They were able to build an independent economic base while for other Malays, colonial policy had restricted access to forest and land resources. The introduction of rubber opened a new frontier but few Malays were able to obtain lands before it was closed by colonial policy and the restrictive rubber schemes. As a result the mass of the Malays found their economic option severely limited. After 1945, radical Malay organisations like the Malay Nationalist Party were able to mobilise rural Malay discontent in an incipient movement of opposition to British colonial rule and the Malay ruling class.

The Post-1957 Period in the Published Literature

For the post-1957 period the published accounts do not cover much on the sosioeconomic transformations that had taken place since independence. The limited literature covers education, the Pahang Veterinary Department, paya paddy cultivation in Temerloh, the Jengka Triangle and other regional development bodies, FELDA land schemes in the state and mosques. The study by the Pahang Education Department focusses on schools in the state including a complete history of many of them (Pahang Education Department 1975) while a more updated version was contributed by the deputy director of the Pahang Education Department (Abu Tahir 2001, 162–181). Another study looks at educational management from 1926 to 1949 based on a document that originated from a Malay school, the Serandu Malay School in Pekan (Yaakub 1996, 110–137). The schools were divided according to region: the western region covering Cameron Highlands, Kuala Lipis, Raub and Bentong; the central region covering Jerantut and; Temerloh and the eastern region covering Kuantan, Pekan and Rompin.

The significant findings of the Pahang Education Department indepth study were: (1) urban schools in the colonial period have better educational facilities than rural ones; (2) rural schools tend to follow the broad settlement patterns of race as the case of Malay and Tamil schools; and (3) geographical influence on the distribution and character of schools. In the coastal areas, schools were affected by the monsoon season and village fishing activity while frequent floodings in the central region had affected schools and schooling. The first school in Pahang was opened in the 1880s. It was meant for the aristocracy and sons of officials. This was followed by Jerantut in 1888. English schools came at the turn of the 20th century in Kuala Lipis, Raub and Bentong. In the central region, English schools were established after 1957. The region was ignored by the Christian mission due to poor communication, poor economic development, the scattered nature of the Chinese rural population and the predominantly Malay population. By 1948 the number of schools had increased to 320 while the 1960s witnessed the mushrooming of national type secondary schools in the smaller towns like Karak, Lancang, Triang, Maran and Jerantut. By the 1980s, land schemes all over the state were adequately provided with schools, both primary and secondary.

The 163 FELDA land schemes in Pahang (out of 422 for the country) were a new phenomenon when it was first started in the late 1950s. They are found in all districts with the concentration in Temerloh, Maran, Kuantan, Rompin, Pekan dan Kuala Lipis. The most well known cluster, the Jengka Triangle, covers a total area of 196,728 hectares straddling four districts—Maran, Temerloh, Bera and Jerantut. In 1983 Jengka’s total population was recorded at 156,928 (Hamidin 2001). Jengka covers 30 land schemes involving rubber and oil palm; five of them were established in the 1960s while the rest much later (Nordin 2011). Each scheme covers an average of 3,000–4,000 acres involving 400–500 families who were brought in from various parts of Pahang and the other states.

Nordin (2011) appends photographs to convey the kind of pioneering life the Jengka settlers had to encounter. Undoubtedly FELDA managed to improve the lifelihood of rural landless Malays although its urbanisation programme developed at a slower pace than expected even in the Jengka Triangle. Nordin provides the FELDA success story including settlers who had made it. Many FELDA children were equally successful pursuing professional career outside FELDA. There is nothing on the problems others faced while Nik Haslinda highlights myriad issues faced by the Bilut settlers ranging from settlers without any rubber tapping skill, unfamiliar work schedule, issue of interest in repayment to FELDA and land titles. Due to its overwhelming Malay population, FELDA attracted Malay-based political parties like United Malay National Organization (UMNO), Pan Malaysia Islamic Party (PAS) and Parti Keadilan Rakyat (PKR) that resulted in the increasing politicisation of the rural Malays.

Gading Bersilang: Sejarah Jabatan Perkhidmatan Haiwan Negeri Pahang is probably the only attempt by any department in the state to write about itself (M. Z. Azmie 2006). M. Z. Azmie served as the department’s director in the 1990s and early 2000s. He took eight years to write the book which was based on departmental files, documents from the National Archives of Malaysia Kuala Lumpur and Kuala Terengganu and interviews with former staff. The book covers the department’s roles and functions, its officers and staff, facilities and services provided to the public in the lifestock sector, animal diseases and animal rearing. Starting in 1910 the department had provided vital services to expand animal husbandry in Pahang.

Temerloh is well known for the production of rice on unmodified swampland. The system utilised direct rainfall with the farmer having little or no control over water levels in the fields. The Pesagi farmers near Chenor had experimented with cultivars, adapting new technologies to local conditions and using their own seed selection skills. This form of paddy cultivation is significant as repeated attempts to establish modern techniques did not produce encouraging results because of the heavy rate of siltation or erosion from floods (Lambert 1985).

The Pesagi farmers practiced a form of agriculture adapted to a wide range of diverse habitat covering 96 acres of swampy area. By concentrating on the long grain variety they were not required to make laborious or expensive landform modifications or to devise means for exact water control. They placed little control on improving production method yet were still able to expand production levels and production area by using varieties adapted to existing habitats. According to Lambert (1985, 66), “The wide range of varieties and habitats help to make possible the continuation of successful Pesagi rice production, given the uncertainty of weather, diseases and pests from year to year. There are problems of dry year, wet year and the prolonged inversion of rice in water while pigs and rats caused extensive damage but the damage tend to be limited to small part of the total area planted and farmers could expect good harvests from one portion to another. On average the Pesagi yield was 200 gantangs per acre.”


The cultivation is dependant on the farmers’ adaptation to ecological changes through their skills and knowledge on diversified agriculture production. Each farm is a mixed-garden with a wide range of natural and cultivated species. The kind of farms and their fallow stages serve to increase the biological heterogeneity throughout the entire village lands. Not only do extreme variations of weather not seriously halt production but economic activities are readily shifted by the falls associated with the changes in rainfall, temperature, river levels and so on. Pahang Malay farmers are remarkable for their achievements in seed selection and experimentation leading to a tremendous range of cultivars and ability to utilise a range of available habitats and steady movements of productivity. They have so adeptly managed their relationship with the natural environment that they have been able to live continuously in the same village over many hundred of years and to adjust to economic, ecological and political changes. Despite its viability, professional development advisors, agriculturists or government servants in the district were less impressed with this form of agriculture as this kind of activitiy did not convey modern agricultural techniques that were being actively promoted.

There are studies on other aspects of Pahang including the history of place names covering all districts in the state (Zakaria 1989; 1991), the natural history of the Pulau Tioman Marine Park (Phang et al. 2008), a tourist attraction well known for its biodiversity, coral reefs and volcanic rock formations and the Endau-Rompin rain forest equally known for its biodiversity (Malayan Nature Society 1988). The study on mosques in the state (Wan Samsiah and Ahmad Izwan 2003) leaves much to be desired as the emphasis seems to be either on state or district mosques. The writeups on them and the other mosques provide very little history while more than a third is without any background information. Most of them were constructed after the 1970s with a third located in FELDA land schemes. Originally a pondok school, the Lubok Kawah mosque (Temerloh), was built in 1898 but was rebuilt in 2001 while the Kampong Bintang mosque (Temerloh) still maintained the shape and architecure as it was originally built in 1930. The Pesagi mosque was built through local efforts (gotong royong) aided by a RM150,000 government grant; similarly the Bandar 2 Paloh Hinai mosque (Rompin) was built through gotong royong with funding from a regional development authority. The Islamisation of Pahang had taken place much earlier than Melaka, as early as 1028 if one goes by the Permatang Pasir tombstone located in Pekan. But the earliest known mosque following the style of the Demak mosque or the Kampung Laut mosque in Kelantan was built much later in the 19th century including two in Pekan. Both were demolished to make way for a new mosque (Sultan Abdullah mosque) and the Sultan’s office. By the end of the 1990s there were only three of these old mosques still standing—all in the Temerloh district—but no longer used for prayers (Halim 1997, 162–182).


This survey is a cursory look at academic exercises by undergraduates that cover various aspects of Pahang history and other disciplines. Most of them remain unpublished and kept in departmental or university libraries. Their accessibility might be problematic although one could always check with the National Archives in Kuala Lumpur. The limited number which has been published, although not necessarily related to Pahang, is certainly impressive. These are supported by a wealth of documentary materials from the local archives and oral history (Thow 1995; Wong 1999; Badriyah 2013; Abu Talib 2015). A compendium on Pahang history and culture edited by Norazit (1996) includes essays contributed by students covering history, archaeology, education during the colonial period, animistic beliefs among Malay peasants in Pahang Tua, relations between the Semais and the Pahang sultanate, traditional games and Pahang traditional dance. These essays touch on three Pahang personalities namely Wan Muhammad Wan Idris (6th Orang Kaya Perba Jelai), Ishak Haji Muhammad and Tun Abdul Razak.

Mention has to be made of the publications issued by the Pahang State Museum. These cover the occasional studies as well as the journal Pahang dalam Sejarah (Pahang in History) with essays contributed by museum staff, museum board members and others. The first five issues carry both historical and cultural essays including the Joget Pahang (gamelan ensemble brought from Riau in 1835); the Pahang flag; the Pahang tanjak (royal headwear); Pahang tops; development of Kuantan from 1850–1970; the Pahang nobat; menggarok (causing disturbance ceremony) which was started by the Bugis in 1863 in Chenor but later came to be associated with the palace; the making of Pahang jalur boats; old manuscripts kept at the museum; the origins of the Silat Pusaka Desa; and Pahang cuisines. These essays provide invaluable information on Pahang culture, a few of which are no longer practised.

Museums and State History

There are six museums in Pahang namely the Sultan Abu Bakar Museum, the Sungai Lembing Museum, the Art Museum, the Historical Personality Museum, the FELDA Museum and the Kuala Lipis Heritage Museum. There are not many memorials. The Tun Abdul Razak Memorial Hall in Pulau Keladi is located in a reconstructed Malay house that replicates the one where Tun Razak was born in 1922. Other memorials are related to the Japanese Occupation which were erected by the Chinese community as in Mentakab. Another one was erected in Sungai Lembing for the European employees of the Pahang Consolidated Company Limited who died during the First World War and the Japanese Occupation. The memorial is still standing although the mine has closed down.


How do these museums represent state history? Located in Pekan the Sultan Abu Bakar Museum was officially opened in October 1976. As the state museum, its objectives are “to preserve the historical and cultural heritage of Pahang by acquiring, conserving and displaying objects for the purpose of study, education and enjoyment, to conduct research on various aspects of local culture and to preserve ancient monuments and historic sites and to promote tourism” (Ministry of Culture, Arts and Tourism 2004, 62–63). The brick building was constructed in 1929 to replace the wooden and thatched structure that was first constructed in 1888 as abode for the British Resident. After 1895 when the capital was moved to Kuala Lipis, it served as official residence whenever the Resident was in Pekan on official business. During the Japanese Occupation the building was requisitioned by the Japanese army but after the war served as official residence of the Pahang ruler. It was renamed the Kota Baram Palace.

The Sultan Abu Bakar Museum is a general museum. Described as an “encyclopaedic museum” it has more than 13,000 items covering history, ethnography, art, video and photographs. These are distributed in 18 permanent galleries. A guided tour is provided to visitors upon request. Some of the exhibits include ceramics from Pulau Tioman which the museum highlights are “important evidence of the early maritime trade of Pahang.” Other exhibits include coins, prints and paintings and samples of the natural resources that were traded in the past. The museum has organised seminars, lectures, workshops and demonstrations on top spinning, Malay martial arts, congkak and traditional music and temporary exhibitions. There is a small library that keeps 100 books on Pahang. The tapestry of Pahang history begins from the prehistoric period, Pahang under the rule of Majapahit, Siam and Melaka, the Aceh attack of 1617 and the capture of Tengku Ahmad, the rule of the Bendahara following the Johor regicide in 1699, the civil war, the change from Bendahara to Sultan, British efforts to bring Pahang under colonial rule, the change of the capital from Pekan to Kuala Lipis in 1898 and the change from Kuala Lipis to Kuantan in 1955, Pahang joining the Federated Malay States and subsequent rulers of the state until Sultan Abu Bakar.

The museum also organised occassional exhibitions such as the royal exhibition in 1990 (Lembaga Muzium Negeri Pahang 1990). The thrust was the Pahang rulers since Sultan Ahmad and a detailed profile of the present ruler Sultan Haji Ahmad Shah covering his early life, education and schooling, marriage, inauguration in 1974, his installation as the Yang diPertuan Agong (1979–1985), interests and hobby.

However, visitor number to the museum was poor. In 2002 it recorded 15,848 visitors, dismal compared to other state museums. By comparison, the Sultan Alam Shah Museum received 286,135 visitors in 2002, the Kedah State Museum recorded 122,475 visitors in 2001 and the Terengganu State Museum recorded 73,855 visitors. Distance from the state capital Kuantan might be a deterring factor while museum exhibits and museum story line might be less attractive to the discerning public.

Located in Kuantan, the Historical Personality Museum was opened in 1999. It was based on a renovated building which used to be part of the Kuantan District Office. The building has a unique architecture, one of the few such buildings identified in the Kuantan Cultural Zone. The museum keeps various artefacts, information and documents relating to the heroes of Pahang. Its objectives were “to establish an institution for acquiring and exhibiting the life stories as well as the sacrifices, struggle and achievement made and received by the heroes of Pahang. These heroes are distributed in six galleries, namely Sports Personalities, the Prime Minister, Political Leaders, Champions of the Peace, Religious Leaders and Cultural Elites. The museum keeps 400 artefacts and photos. Unfortunately the 2004 publication did not provide visitor numbers to the museum.

The Sungai Lembing Museums is sited in a two-storey bungalow that used to be the residence of the manager of the Pahang Consolidated Company Limited (PCCL). The bungalow has a colourful history. Orginally, it was a small wooden structure with thatched roof but was continually modified since 1911. During the Japanese Occupation it was used as Japanese army headquarters (Jabatan Muzium Malaysia 2012, 87–90).

The exhibition gallery on the ground floor is made up of five segments—the Information Counter, Introduction to Sungai Lembing, Mining Diorama, History of the PCCL and External Exhibition. The Introduction to Sungai Lembing segment foregrounds information panels on the history of the museum building, the objectives for the museum’s establishment, the origins of Sungai Lembing, its early development and contemporary Sungai Lembing. The segment of the History of the PCCL is to highlight the role and contributions of this company in developing underground tin mining on a commercial scale that led to the development of Sungai Lembing town. The External Exhibition segment shows fire fighting equipment, water pump, trolley, red box, mini moke, electrical appliances and machines related to mining.

On the second floor, there are seven segments comprising History of Mining, Geology and Geomophology, the Mining Economy, Mining Methods and Machines and Apparels that were used in the mine. This gallery provides information on the history, mining method as well as machines and appliances used by miners. There is a mining arcade which foregrounds various artefacts used by British officials and the inhabitants of Sungai Lembing including old telephone, wall clock and kitchen utensils. Visitors have the opportunity to view a video on underground tin mining. The Mining Memoir foregrounds past mine managers from 1887 until 1986. Befitting a mining museum, the Sungai Lembing Museum displays original mining equipments including wooden moulds of various shapes and sizes, the Henjut trolley, the Kiew wheel, winch and fire fighting equipment which is more than 50 years old.

The FELDA museum is located in Bilut which was one of the earliest land schemes in the country. The museum was opened in September 2005 by Prime Minister Dato’ Seri Najib Tun Razak. It was based on the former office of FELDA Bilut which was built in 1958. It comes in the shape of a traditional Malay house. The museum is replete with memorabilia and exhibits that were closely connected with the land scheme and the life of the early settlers. The settlers came in batches according to districts using myriad forms of transportation. Some of the interesting exhibits include a Honda C-50 motorcyle and rubber tapping knife used by the settlers.

Gaps in the Written and Visual Narratives

There are many gaps in the written and visual narratives. One is the reign of Sultan Abu Bakar (1932–1974) who was the fourth in the Wan Ahmad lineage. Sultan Abu Bakar’s long reign witnessed many important events beginning with the depression, the Japanese Occupation, post-war political ferment, the Emergency, the change of the state capital from Kuala Lipis to Kuantan, the country’s independence, the introduction of FELDA and the rapid rural transformation of the Pahang country side. But there is little reference to his rule in the written narrative. There is an outdated biography of him (Sheppard 1957) and an account of his abduction by Force 136 while the Tuanku was on his way to Jerantut from Kuala Lipis in August 1945 (Ungku Nazaruddin 1992).

The plurality of the Malay population since the 1960s is equally fascinating but there is not much information on this aspect. The introduction of FELDA had brought significant changes to the rural landscape in the shape of Jengka, Bilut, Mempaga and Bukit Mendi through a polyglot of Malays from Kelantan, Terengganu, Penang, Kedah, Perlis and elsewhere. The movement also involved landless Malays (and non Malays) from the state. Equally crucial is the position of the Orang Asli, Chinese and Indians and how to locate them in the state history. Not much attention has been directed towards social history notably cultural forms that are unique to the state while popular games and cuisines including those that are no longer practised awaits the diligent researcher. Equally neglected are district and local history including the history of towns, villages and myriad associations. There are very little biographical studies on leading personalities notably those who were active at the state and district levels. In this regard, the Johor Heritage body has been publishing short biographical accounts of state and district leaders of the 19th and 20th centuries although the attention is mainly directed to those of Malay-Bugis-Javanese descent (Abu Bakar and Md. Ismail 2002; 2003; 2005).

As for the sources of Pahang history, researchers have indicated important local sources located at the Pahang archives in Kuantan notably the collection of letters and files that originated from the Office of the Sultan Pahang (Mohd Kasturi 2015) which throw some light on Pahang of the 1930s and 1940s while at the National Archives Kuala Lumpur there are much more documentary materials that are equally useful (Samsiah 2011). As for foreign documentary materials, Linehan has indicated the importance of Chinese, Dutch and Portuguese sources for the period before the 17th century. More recent studies by scholars (Andaya 1979; Fernando 2003; 2006; Nordin 2007) indicate the importance of the Dutch sources for Malaysian history while the study by Mitrasing (2014) similarly indicates the importance of the Dutch archival materials for 16th–19th century Malay world. Her essay highlights Aceh’s attempt to be leader of the Malay world in the 16th–18th century based on the concept of jihad while states like Pahang (and Kedah) had to bear the brunt of Acehnese imperialism.

Conclusion

The essay began with the call to relook at state history in Malaysian historiography as a means to enrich the national history. Although many are familiar with the many state histories in the form of chronicles (hikayat), at present there is little inclination to relook at state histories that incorporates the post-1957 period. For Pahang history, Malaysian archival sources are adequate although these are scattered in Kuala Lumpur, Kuala Terengganu and Kuantan. The Sultan Abu Bakar Museum in Pekan and the state library keep records or materials that are equally useful. The Pahang State Museum Board has also published studies on history and culture on a regular basis. Equally important sources are located at the British National Archives in Kew, Surrey while the extensive Dutch sources in Holland require a strong foundation in Dutch. Equally useful are Tamil and Chinese materials; due to linguistic inadequacies these sources are beyond the reach of most researchers. All these sources would be able to address the gaps in Pahang state history that have been highlighted in this review.
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Abstract. This paper aims to examine how Wu Tiecheng (1888–1953), one of the Kuomintang (KMT) and Republican China senior statesmen, had established and developed his three crucial assets: guanxi (关系 relationships or connections), networks and eloquence since his formative years (1888–1910) until the 1911 Revolution in Jiujiang, China. His uniqueness as a revolutionary who was equipped with those three elements nurtured during the formative years of his youth was subsequently reflected during the revolution. Concurrently, this will explore prior and during the revolution, what types of guanxi and networks he had tried to establish, subsequently develop and even utilise. Furthermore, this paper also attempts to look into how those guanxi, networks and even eloquence had assisted Wu in his endeavours to become one of the leading revolutionaries in this revolution. In probing into the above mentioned aspects, it would trace the activities he had involved and roles played. Three essential elements apart from moulding and influencing Wu, had become part of his social capital which benefitted him and continuously to be utilised in the coming years. Those had given impetus to his rise within the KMT and Republican political circles, and also made him a distinct figure among peers.
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Introduction
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Figure 1.   Wu Tiecheng as Secretary-General of the KMT CEC broadcasting overseas on 30 May 1941 (source [with permission] from the Overseas Chinese Association webpage “Chuanghui Lishizhang Wu Tiecheng Zhaopianzhan 创会理事长吴铁城照片展 Photos Exhibition of the Founding President Wu Tiecheng”)
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Figure 2.   The first person on the right was Wu Tiecheng and next to Wu was Chiang Kai-shek. They inspected flag parade on 14 June 1943 (source [with permission] from the Overseas Chinese Association webpage “Chuanghui Lishizhang Wu Tiecheng Zhaopianzhan 创 会 理 事 长 吴 铁 城 照 片 展 Photos Exhibition of the Founding President Wu Tiecheng”)
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Figure 3.   Wu Tiecheng (behind the microphone) at Shanghai Children’s Day on 4 April 1936 (Source [with permission] from the Overseas Chinese Association webpage “Chuanghui Lishizhang Wu Tiecheng Zhaopianzhan 创会理事长吴铁城照片展 Photos Exhibition of the Founding President Wu Tiecheng”)



Wu Tiecheng (or Wu Te-chen 吴铁城) (1888–1953), Cantonese, a native of Pinghu Village (Pinghuxiang 平湖乡), Xiangshan County (Xiangshanxian 香山 县) which is present Zhongshan County (Zhongshanxian 中山县), Guangdong (广东), was born at Jiujiang (九江), Jiangxi (江西). He was introduced by Lin Sen (林森) to join the Revolutionary Alliance (Tongmenghui 同盟会) in 1909. After the 1911 Wuchang (武昌) Uprising until the early 1930s, Wu took up various important party and state positions at Jiujiang Military Government, Sun Yat-sen’s (孙逸仙) Military Government, Sun Yat-sen’s Presidential Office, Generalissimo’s Headquarters, Xiangshan County, Canton City, Guangdong Province, Nationalist Government, Kuomintang (KMT) and other offices. He had been to Japan and Honolulu before returning to China in 1916. In the late 1920s, Wu began to demonstrate his abilities as a negotiator especially in getting Zhang Xueliang’s (张学良) support during the Central Plains War that broke out in 1930.

From the 1930’s to 1949, Wu Tiecheng’s political career and position gradually reached a peak. During different periods of time, he took up pivotal positions successively at city, province and central levels. On 6 January 1932, he was appointed Mayor of Shanghai and Garrison Command of Songhu (1932–1937), and subsequently on 24 March 1937 he was promoted to become Chairman of Guangdong Provincial Government, Head of civil administration department and public security Commander (1937–1938). After Guangdong was captured by the Japanese army, Wu in the spring of 1939 took charge of KMT party affairs in Hong Kong and Macau. On 20 November 1939, he went to Chongqing (重庆) to become the Director of KMT’s Department of Overseas Affairs (1939–1941). Later in 1941, he served as Secretary-General of the KMT Central Executive Committee (CEC) (1941–1948). In the same year, Wu was also elected as President for both Nanyang Overseas Chinese Association (Nanyang Huaqiao Xiehui 南洋华侨协会) and Chinese People’s Foreign Relations Association (Zhongguo Guomin Waijiao Xiehui 中国国民外交协会).

After China’s victory in the War of Resistance, Wu reorganised the Nanyang Overseas Chinese Association into Overseas Chinese Association (Huaqiao Xiehui Zonghui 华 侨 协 会 总 会 ) (OCA) to serve the Overseas Chinese throughout the world. He was elected in 1946 as delegate to the National Assembly and participated in the Political Consultative Conference (PCC). He took up the post of Vice President of the Legislative Yuan (1947–1948) on 20 June in the following year. Then he served as Vice Premier of the Executive Yuan and Minister of Foreign Affairs (1948–1949) in Sun Fo’s (孙科) cabinet until his resignation on March 1949. He was then entrusted during this critical and difficult moment with the mission to visit Japan, South Korea, Indonesia and Philippines. In the same year, he became member of the Central Extraordinary Council in Canton (广州) in July and later went to Taiwan through Hong Kong to serve as presidential adviser and appraisal member of the KMT’s CEC. He also restored the operation of non-governmental organisations such as the OCA and People’s Foreign Relations Association. Wu died in Taipei in 1953 at the age of 66.1


The Formative Years in Jiujiang, 1888–1910: Guanxi, Networks and Eloquence
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Figure 4.   The first one on the right was Lin Sen and next to him was Wu Tiecheng. They were wearing their revolution clothing in 1910 (source [with permission] from the Overseas Chinese Association webpage “Chuanghui Lishizhang Wu Tiecheng Zhaopianzhan 创 会理事长吴铁城照片展 Photos Exhibition of the Founding President Wu Tiecheng”)



Wu Tiecheng was born at Jiujiang, Jiangxi on 9 March 1888, spending his childhood and youth there until he left around end of 1912 (Zheng 2011, 3974). However, Wu’s father, Wu Yutian (吴玉田) and his mother, Madam Yu (余), both originally came from Xiangshan County, Guangdong before Wu Tiecheng was born (Wu 1993, 2). This would mean that Wu was actually a Cantonese who originated from Xiangshan. As such, his place of birth was Jiujiang while his native place was Xiangshan. When recounting Wu’s early years, this paper will look into how associational identification to both places had benefited Wu in establishing relationships or connections or guanxi (关系) with other people. Subsequently, how guanxi nurtured emotional component or “affective component” or ganqing (感情) which was to be utilised that were useful in his later developments.

In fact, S. A. Smith concluded that native place was a key basis upon which the basic building block of social relations in China, guanxi, could be built. Guanxi are ties of mutual commitment and dependency, and shared native place served as a basis upon which favours and protection could be elicited, social contracts broadened and social distance and hierarchy established. These ties, despite often being instrumental in character, had an emotional component, ganqing, which served to deepen the psychic significance of native place for social identity (Smith 2008, 38). On the other hand, Ambrose Yeo-chi King termed guanxi as “personal relationship” which is a form of interpersonal relationship predominately based on particularistic criteria, and guanxi building is the Chinese version of network building (King 1991, 63, 76 and 79).

To be more specific within political field, J. Bruce Jacobs defined guanxi as “particularistic ties” which play an important role in Chinese politics. He concluded that Chinese will prefer to ally with persons sharing a guanxi base when seeking political allies and to be politically useful a guanxi must be made “close” through the accretion of ganqing, which Jacobs termed as “affective component” of a guanxi, which can be nurtured and made guanxi closer through two dynamic processes: social interaction and utilisation. The bases of guanxi include locality, kinship, co-worker, classmate, sworn brotherhood, surname, teacher-student, economic and “public” (Jacobs 1979, 238, 251, 259 and 268). For ganqing, Morton H. Fried expressed it as “the quality of the relationship between the two parties” and elaborated it further as the primary institutionalised technique by which class differences are reduced between non-related persons, or between distantly related kin in his study of a county in China (Fried 1974, 103).

When guanxi was placed within the context of the early Republican China, Andrew J. Nathan brought out that most politicians had a clear mental map of a society in terms of “connections” or guanxi—particularistic dyadic relations, either actual or potential, and it characterised relationships within which relatively high levels of trust were expected. Through guanxi, cooperation was facilitated in a number of approaches: first, it eased social intercourse by establishing appropriate treatment between two persons of different status; second, it performed the behaviour of the members of the dyad toward each other predictable, both with regard to social formalities; third, predictability and ease of social intercourse contributed to the establishment of trust; fourth, trust was established by the commitment that the guanxi established to offer one another aid and support and not to betray one another. As such, the practice of searching one another’s backgrounds for some guanxi to serve as a basis for a relationship reveals the importance of guanxi for establishing trust and the difficulty of proceeding politically without those guanxi. Guanxi, in general, were by no means a straitjacket for political activity (Nathan 1976, 48–50).1

Jiujiang where Wu spent his childhood and youth was the place Wu started practising his persuasion skills and building his initial networks on his multiple guanxi base: first type guanxi base of “shared personal identification” or “ascriptive” or “prescriptive” such as native place, place of birth, place of residence and family friendship of former generations; second type guanxi base of “shared experience” or “achieved” or established early in a young man’s career by virtue of a combination of circumstance and choice such as in the same association or bureaucratic colleagues; third type guanxi base established entirely on the participants’ initiative such as inlaws.2

J. Bruce Jacobs explained that a base for guanxi in Chinese culture depends on two or more persons having a commonality, or abbreviated as tong (同), of shared identification, that each of the persons having the guanxi base shares an aspect of personal identification which is important to them as individuals such as identification with family, hometown, school or place of work. Such an identification might be ascriptive, for example native-place or lineage, or it may involve shared experience. For instance, the teacher and student in a teacher-student guanxi share identification with an experience important to both of them, the education of the student (Jacobs 1979, 243). On the other hand, So Ying Lun and Anthony Walker had tried to classify two generic sources of the guanxi base. The first source is prescriptive: one is born into that relationship base which includes kinship, same hometown village, and same dialect; the other source is achieved: it is developed later in life, yet there is no implication that the base is deliberately developed. Such categories include classmates, schoolmates, coworkers, teacher-student, and superior-subordinate (So and Walker 2006, 63).

Andrew J. Nathan in the context of late Qing / early republican era, similar to what had been brought out by Fei Xiaotong on the ability to link with others who are not close relatives, viewed the identification of two persons could be tied together as when close guanxi were lacking, more far-fetched ones could be imputed to provide a common ground for two persons who were forced by circumstance into association (lashang guanxi 拉上关系). For a politician’s birthright included some guanxi, while others could be cultivated. In this respect, Nathan had identified nine types of late Qing / early republican guanxi by a simple analytic typology. Three were ascriptive: lineage, family friendship of former generations and locality; four were established early in a young man’s career by virtue of a combination of circumstance and choice: teacher-student, bureaucratic superior-subordinate, bureaucratic colleagues and schoolmate; and two were established entirely on the participants’ initiative: inlaws and sworn brotherhood (Fei 1992, 31–32; Nathan 1976, 49–50).2

As for Wu’s father, Wu Yutian, he worked as an accountant at a department store before operating his own foreign goods shop which gradually enhanced his social status after more than ten years. He was able to obtain a low rank official position, Sub-Prefect of the Fifth Rank, through donation and became deputy chairman at the local chamber of commerce in which Wu Tiecheng benefited from this status later in expanding his guanxi (Wu 1993, 2 and 8).3 This status actually extended into another type of guanxi for Wu Tiecheng to utilise later: family friendship of former generations (shiyi guanxi, shijiao guanxi 世谊关系, 世交关系), which linked members of the same generation of two families because of the close friendship of the fathers or grandfathers of the two families and also applies to the guanxi between a man and his friend’s son (Nathan 1976, 51).

Wu Tiecheng, a mischievous child who resided near the foreign concession area recalled that the foreign properties and goods around him had attracted his attention. Jiujiang at that time was a trading port exposed to Western influence (Xu 1981, 34–35). At the age of seven, he received a traditional Chinese education in a private school at local Xinan Guild Hall (Xinan Huiguan Sishu 新 安会馆私塾), a Cantonese guild hall, and later at the age of 14, under a private tutor. After the abolition of imperial examinations in 1905, he furthered his education in learning English for around two years before turning to a modern Western school, Tongwen Academy (Tongwen Shuyuan 同文书院), established by the Methodist Church of Jiujiang (Wu 1993, 2, 6–7).3 Through learning English during his childhood, it seemed to have enabled him to engage independently with foreigners while concurrently expanding his networks beyond China in the future. Wu Yutian constantly supervised Wu Tiecheng’s education but he neither restrained Wu’s ambition nor forced Wu to inherit his business. Instead he gave him the option to decide his own future path (Wu 1993, 7–8).

Contrary to Wu’s own will in deciding his future career path, Wu’s marriage was arranged by his father. Wu married when he was 22 in 1909 and his wife Ma Fengqi (马凤岐), a native from Shunde (顺德), Guangdong who grew up in Shanghai was the daughter of a steamship manager in Jiujiang. This was viewed as one of the typical examples of old style marriage commanded by parents and commonly found among Nationalist Government high ranking officials (Wu 1993, 8–9; Li and Guo 2010, 342; Liu 2009, 10–11). In fact, based on Wu’s father and father-in-law both were in business circle, this could be an approach to build up another type of guanxi which not only gave advantages to them but Wu in the future, which was the inlaw tie (yinqin guanxi 姻亲关系): where arranged marriage was the norm in a society, inlaw guanxi were naturally important, due to marriages being arranged with an eye to further their advantages in politics or business. Polygyny made it likely to utilise marriage in this way even more freely. Marriages generally formalised alliances already made for political cooperation, therefore giving social sanction and structural reinforcement to relationships which might initially have been opportunistic and where the participants wanted the assurance that the inlaw guanxi had given (Nathan 1976, 54).


Before the 1911 Revolution, China’s defeat in the Sino-Japanese War in 1894–95, the failure of The Hundred Days Reform in 1898, and the foreign encroachments especially within Jiujiang convinced Wu that the Qing regime was incompetent and weak. In addition to that, the Anti-Foreign Incident of Nanchang (Nanchang Jiaoan 南昌教案) or the Nanchang Affair of 1906 in Jiangxi which had caused a great stir, left Wu with strong and complex feelings on the hardships of his nation and people (Wu 1993, 12–14).4 Wu also recalled how he represented Jiujiang in presenting a petition to Nanjing on a coolie being beaten to death by a foreign concession police, but was ignored (Wu 1993, 14). On the other hand, Wu was astonished with the revolutionaries who were in rivalry with the constitutionalists. He was drawn especially to Sun Yat-sen, beginning from the latter’s Revive China Society (Xingzhonghui 兴 中 会 ) and followed by the newspaper founded by his Revolutionary Alliance (Tongmenghui 同盟会) in Tokyo, the People’s Journal (Minbao 民报) with its revolutionary propaganda. These new developments affected Wu as he thought it was appropriate for a traditional society in a new era and which subsequently moulded the path that he would follow (Wu 1993, 10–15).4

However, it was Lin Sen, one of the revolutionaries who originated from Fujian (福建) province and who later became Wu’s mentor and close friend that had inspired his revolutionary thoughts and career in the beginning. Wu met up with Lin who had been transferred from the Shanghai Customs House to Jiujiang Customs at the time when Wu almost finished his studies at Tongwen Academy (Wu 1993, 15–16).5 They later founded the Philomathic Union of Xunyang (Xunyang Yueshu Baoshe 浔阳阅书报社) with the aim of advancing the social reform movement to promote reading among the public, especially newspapers and newly published books, which actually laid the foundation for political reform and revolutionary movement in Jiujiang. Lin was President while Wu was Vice President with the union expenses supported by Lin’s own salary. As such, guanxi base of “shared experience” or “achieved”: in the same association, was established between Wu and Lin as early as before the 1911 Revolution. It was said that Lin and Wu’s public speaking skills at that time was unique and that it had its own charm which attracted the masses. Wu had started to display his eloquence in public speaking. The union also gained its reputation shortly after its establishment when Lin, Wu and other members carried out a successful lawsuit against the cover-up by a British consul in Jiujiang on an Indian constable who killed a villager Yu Chengfa (余程发) (Wu 1993, 16–18; Xu 1979, 39; Zou 1989, 926; Chen 1991, 98; Zheng 2009, 42).

The Union was joined by different kinds of people such as merchants, bankers, educators, gentry, New Army (Xinjun 新军) officers and foreign firm staffs whom Wu had built up his guanxi with and had expanded his circle of friends. The convenience of transportation in Jiujiang attracted Cantonese and Anhuiese peddlers, many of whom became friends of Wu. He also benefitted from his father’s status within the chamber of commerce, which was the guanxi of family friendship of former generations, to expand his network among the merchant-gentry. Through his own efforts, he had also penetrated into the military circle such as the 53rd Regimental Commander (Biaotong 标统) through Ma Yubao (马毓宝), who knew Wu’s father, and the secret society. Other local prominent figures that Wu established his guanxi included the Prefect, Ye Daosheng (叶道 绳) and the Director of Police, Li Xianzeng (李先曾) (Wu 1993, 16–18).5

After the Union progressed with more membership participation, Wu and the other union members submitted a joint petition to the Provincial Assembly (Ziyiju 咨 议 局 ) of each province to urge the Qing court to uphold constitutionalism earlier. Nevertheless, the regime chose to delay constitutionalism in a perfunctory manner. The act of submitting the petition by the union was however viewed by Tang Youqing as obviously going against Sun Yat-sen’s revolutionary proposition (Tang 1985, 60). Nevertheless, the incident became a turning point which changed Wu’s thinking from his original intention to foster social changes to become fully convinced about political reform. This could only succeed through revolution to overthrow the Qing regime, a course of action which was reinforced especially after he had conferred with Lin Sen (Wu 1993, 18–20). Apart from this change in political conviction, Wu still remembered he cut off his queue when he got married in 1909. This was an act of rebellion against the Qing dynasty which symbolically implied that he had turned into a radical revolutionary youth two years before the 1911 Revolution and he had joined the Revolutionary Alliance in the same year (Wu 1993, 9).6

The Union was transformed into a revolutionary base when various projects were planned secretly and carried out. It was pointed out that the Union was secured and developed rapidly as it had been protected by military and political key figures arising from the guanxi between Wu and them (Wu 1993, 17; Gao 1996, 43). As such, the Philomathic Union of Xunyang was regarded as one of the philomathic unions founded by revolutionaries and it became the underground organ of the Revolutionary Alliance. It was also recorded that Lin Sen during the summer of 1909 secretly organised and served as chief for the Jiujiang Branch of the Revolutionary Alliance with the assistance of Wu setting up the Philomathic Union of Xunyang. The leaders of the Union were seen as instigators and organisers of the uprising leading to the capture of Jiujiang (Li 1990, 111; Lai 2001, 67; Ping 1992, 20; Lin 2011, 48; Tang 1985, 59).

Military might was seen as the means to overthrow the regime, hence military training classes were set up in 1910 and officers from the 53rd infantry New Army were recruited as instructors providing an opportunity for Wu and his comrades to get in touch with them. Wu, Lin Sen, Yu Xiangen (俞仙根) and He Ruichang (何瑞昌) received military training for half a year. There was also the establishment of Merchant Corps (Shangtuan 商团) to train the merchant militia in the same year. The training classes went on unnoticed and without any interference from the local authority as they were in the guise of training for protection against rebels, and maintenance of local order. The instructors were officers from the 53rd infantry New Army. Nonetheless, it was discovered that the New Army in Jiangxi was in fact more progressive, in that there were many outstanding youths with revolutionary ideas. There were also Revolutionary Alliance members holding positions or launching various activities among the troops and had progressed well (Wu 1993, 20; Lin 2011, 50; Wang 1992, 82; Tang 1985, 57; Ping 1992, 20). In fact, the vital tasks assigned by the headquarters of Revolutionary Alliance to their local branches were to organise students, ally with various parties, to mobilise the New Army and to launch the uprising. As such, Lin Sen, Wu Tiecheng and other revolutionaries were involved in numerous propaganda and organisation activities within the New Army in Jiujiang (Wang 1992, 83).

It is to be noted that New Army recruits were drawn from the communities in which they had established garrisons paving the way for good relations with the local people, and for many of the latter their only contact with the revolutionary movement was through the New Army (Gasster 2006, 508–509). Yoshihiro Hatano pointed out that all the officers and many of the soldiers were educated and interested in provincial affairs. They responded readily to revolutionary propaganda and sympathised with the developing nationalism of the enlightened literati, rich merchants, and modern intellectuals (Hatano 1968, 382). At the same time, merchants had been among the leading participants in anti-foreign demonstrations and boycotts, and they had supported both the revolutionary and constitutional movements. Many had been especially active in the petitioning of 1910. When it failed, they shared the feelings of the assemblymen and, like them, were prepared to participate in the anti-Qing movement although did not initiate it (Gasster 2006, 514). As for the Merchant Corps or Merchant Volunteer Corps at the time of the 1911 revolution, they had been closely associated with the dawning of nationalist feeling in the urban classes and the desire for local autonomy, which, according to public opinion, stemmed from the need to defend their individual liberties (Bergere 1998, 346–347).

At the same time, most of the Jiujiang tycoons were Cantonese and Wu who was considered a rich Cantonese was able to influence them effectively (Zhang, Qiyun 2012, 163). Wu was actually utilising his locality guanxi of native place, Guangdong. Locality guanxi (tongxiang guanxi 同乡关系) was one of the late Qing / early republican guanxi identified by Andrew J. Nathan, which was persons coming from the same locality or region were considered to have a basis for trust and region was an important part of one’s identity (Nathan 1976, 51). Meanwhile, Wu also built up his guanxi and network by making friends with officers and soldiers of the New Army apart from recruiting more comrades among them. Moreover, he was able in using the guanxi of inlaw tie, to associate himself with the fort commander, Xu Shifa (徐世法) who was his father-in-law’s friend. Among other comrades whom Wu established contact were Jiang Qun (蒋群) or Jiang Junyang (蒋君羊) and Cai Gongshi (蔡公时). Apart from that, Wu, in order to call upon the masses to reform and to expand the revolutionary influence, participated in dramas and organised various events in Jiujiang which enabled him to liaise with different parties to spread revolutionary ideas (Wu 1993, 17 and 21; Gao 1996, 43).

In elaborating on Wu’s childhood and youth especially in his early 20s, it could be seen that he was skilful in utilising his family members, namely his father and father-in-law’s status, guanxi and network. Those were in fact the guanxi and networks of family friendship of former generations and in-law tie. In addition, Wu’s skilful networking with the Cantonese in Jiujiang (Cantonese peddlers and tycoons) and locals (such as comrades in the Philomathic Union of Xunyang and New Army) witnessed the combination of locality guanxi of native place (Guangdong) and place of birth / place of residence (Jiujiang). All these were to his advantage in establishing friendships and widening his networks. He was capable of penetrating into different groups of peoples ranging from merchants to secret society members in Jiujiang. It is also indicated that since his youth, he exhibited certain special characteristics or charisma in forming guanxi with various peoples, and subsequently forging different types of networks. His formative years during his youth in fact provided Wu with a good starting point and a training ground for shaping not only his ability and charisma but also in building up his networks. His networks were from a small place of Jiujiang before extending out to other groups of peoples and areas in China and eventually stretching beyond to overseas territories in his later years. Moreover, military training that Wu received had become the starting point and foundation of his military and policing career in his subsequent years.


A Persuasive Revolutionary with Multiple Guanxi and Networks: The 1911 Revolution in Jiujiang
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Figure 5.   A map showing the strategic location of Jiujiang (Chiu-chiang) (source: Hsieh 1973, 134)



In 1911, the year of the Revolution, Wu Tiecheng involved himself actively in revolutionary activities. He liaised with revolutionaries in Wuhan (武汉) while Lin Sen liaised with Chen Zifan (陈子范), a revolutionary in Shanghai. Wu also mentioned he served as a correspondent for the Dahan Newspaper (Dahan Bao 大汉报) at Wuhan, managed by revolutionaries under Zhan Dabei (詹大悲) and He Haiming (何海鸣) but this statement was questionable and it might be the Dajiang Newspaper (Dajiang Bao 大江报) (Wu 1993, 21).6 In that same year, Wu was selected as representative of the Jiujiang Chamber of Commerce in a Chinese business delegation to Japan since his father was the deputy chairman at the chamber. He decided to stay in Tokyo after his visit to further his education (Wu 1993, 21).

However, on the eve of the Revolution, when Wu began his journey to Japan and reached Shanghai in early October, he received a telegram from a Japanese captain on the news of the Wuchang Uprising. Wu was nervous and excited after he had confirmed with the revolutionaries in Shanghai that the revolution had started. The delegation’s trip to Japan was cancelled. He then rushed back to Jiujiang after receiving a telegram which summoned him to return. Wu met up with Lin Sen and knew that the news on Wuchang Uprising had reached Jiujiang. On 16 October, they contacted and gathered their comrades for discussion to take advantage of this event and to urge Jiujiang to participate in the Wuchang Uprising. The revolutionaries instigated the soldiers, police, fort officers and mass organisations. They also successfully approached key military officers, especially Ma Yubao who had been thoroughly persuaded or even forced, with the aim of deploying them within a week to launch the uprising simultaneously. The preparation for uprising went smoothly due to the role of Philomathic Union of Xunyang which had conducted a long period of anti-Qing propaganda and had organised liaison work. Subsequently, a unified and strong anti-Qing revolutionary force was formed as more New Army soldiers were inclined towards revolution (Wu 1993, 21–23; Zheng 1995, 28).7

However, when it was reported that conditions in Wuchang Revolution had become unfavourable and that reinforcements had been sent by the Qing regime, they decided to act earlier. On the night of 23 October, they started the Jiujiang Uprising by launching attacks on two government offices of the circuits and prefectures but the heads of both offices, Circuit Intendants Baoheng (保恒) and Prefect Puliang (璞良) had fled with their family members upon receiving news of the uprising. The scattered government troops left behind eventually joined the revolutionaries when they realised that it was hopeless for any further resistance. Jiujiang was finally in the hands of revolutionaries without firing a shot, joining Wuhan in victory (Wu 1993, 23).7

The report from the Governor of Jiangxi, Feng Rukui (冯汝骙) to the Qing government showed that the 55th Regiment led by Zhuang Shouzhong (庄守忠) confronted the revolt of the 53rd Regiment but lost due to disparity in army strength while Zhang Jian (张检) from the Department of Legal Affairs only arrived to supervise the defence. Feng also requested the government to instruct Zhang Jian to lead Zhuang Shouzhong and others to retaliate in conjunction with the reinforcement of navy gunboat in Jiujiang (Zhongguo Dier Lishi Danganguan 1991, 189). Although the second day after the uprising, the Garrison Commander of Hukou (湖口), Yang Futian (杨福田) had assembled the gunboat to confront the civil corps, it was defeated by Ma Yubao’s troop. The victory at Hukou, which was the gateway of Jiujiang and a key location of Jiangxi inland waterway, was followed by the fall of Hukou Fort and Madang (马当) Fort in Pengze (彭泽) County into the hands of revolutionary army and thereafter stabilised their military defences at the Yangzi River. On the other hand, Zhuang Shouzhong had to cancel his plan of resistance in the city, and had to retreat as Ma’s field artillery was pointing towards Zhuang military camp above the south gate of the city. Meanwhile, Zhang Jian also retreated due to defections of his guards after fire had broken out in the city (Luo 1985, 408; Gao 1967, 9; Zou 1989, 926; Zhang 1976, 213).

As such, Jiujiang was the first area within Jiangxi province to revolt and to fall within the fold of the revolutionaries. This, inevitably, influenced other areas in Jiangxi to follow suit, and it had even preceded the provincial capital, Nanchang (南昌) uprising which only happened a week later on 31 October (Li 2011, 690; Zhang 1976, 213; Jarman 2001a, 7). All these events had elevated the role of Lin Sen, Wu Tiecheng, local scholar-gentry Lou Daquan ( 罗 大 佺 ) and their comrades in contributing to the success of the Jiujiang Uprising (Liu 2011, 26).

As a result, a military government of Jiujiang was organised and established at the Circuit Intendant’s Office with Ma Yubao proclaimed as Military Governor (Dudu 都督) of Jiujiang and Jiang Qun as Chief of Staff (Canmou Zhang 参谋长). Jiang Qun, however, later transferred his position to his friend, Li Liejun (李 烈钧), the New Army officer allied with the Revolutionary Alliance who arrived a week after the Jiujiang Uprising (Guo 1987, 1411; Shen et al. 1984, 11). When Li arrived at Jiujiang and before being offered this position, he recollected that Wu Tiecheng, Zhang Huimin (张惠民), Zhuo Renji (卓仁机) and others had come to discuss and offer him key positions (Li and Tian 2007, 18).

Wu mentioned in his memoir that he was appointed as Chief Consultant Officer (Zong Canyiguan 总参议官), assuming charge of civil and diplomatic affairs related to the military, with Wu Zhaoxuan (吴照轩) as his deputy (Wu 1993, 24). In Wu’s curriculum vitae attached with his letter to Sun Yat-sen in 1916, Wu nevertheless listed out the positions he had held in Jiujiang and Jiangxi were Director General of Jiujiang Telecommunication Bureau cum Foreign Affairs Staff (Jiujiang Dianzheng Juzhang jian Jiaosheyuan 九江电政局长兼交涉员), Officer of Staff of Jiujiang Military Government (Xunjun Zhengfu Canmouguan 浔军政府参谋官) and Director General of Jiangxi Foreign Affairs (Jiangxi Waijiao Sizhang 江西外交司长).8 Several other sources had referred Wu with titles similar to several positions found in his curriculum vitae. The China Journal referred to Wu’s post as the Assistant Chief of General Staff of the Military Government of Kiangsi (Jiangxi) Province and concurrently Commissioner of Foreign Affairs (The China Journal Publishing Company 1940, 43). While another source referred him as Commissioner of Foreign Affairs and Chief of General Staff to the Military Governor (Zhu 1979, 3). Leng Peng referred to Wu as Major General cum Director of Staff and Foreign Affairs of Jiujiang Military Government (Jiujiang Junzhengfu Shaojiang Canmou Chuzhang, Waijiao Chuzhang 九江军政府少将参谋处长, 外交处长) (Leng 1983, 44). Several sources above unanimously quoted that Wu had two tasks: diplomatic or foreign affairs and general staff matters though Wu did not make reference to the latter in his memoir. The civil task brought out by Wu in his memoir and telecommunication affairs in his curriculum vitae, however, were not mentioned in those sources. This clearly shows that Wu Tiecheng since his 20s was fully skilled and capable of handling especially foreign affairs and general staff matters, as well as civil administration and telecommunication affairs.

Wu’s close friend, Lin Sen, was appointed Minister of Civil Affairs but he declined the post in order to carry on with his Revolutionary Alliance’s undercover work. An analysis of the structure of this military government shows that the appointments were shared between the New Army, revolutionaries, scholar-gentry and merchant leaders where the revolutionaries had considerable strength (Wu 1993, 24; Li and Lin 1982, 300; Zou 1989, 926; Li 2011, 689; Guo 1987, 1411). However, in Li Yunhan’s classification on the position of the Revolutionary Alliance in the recovered areas, it reveals that Jiujiang fell under the second category in which the Revolutionary Alliance, Restoration Society (Guangfu Hui 光复会), constitutionalists and the army jointly completed the capture but contention nevertheless arose in the subsequently established administration (Li 1994, 767–772). At this juncture, it is noted that Wu who had contributed to the Jiujiang Uprising, and given the position he held in this complex and contentious administration, the following development will show how he established and expanded his guanxi and networks, revealing his charisma and persuasion skills.

The newly born fragile government met its first crisis when Ma Yubao and his subordinates heard that Wuchang had suffered a setback during counter-attacks by Qing’s forces and that the military situation in Hanyang (汉阳) was critical. This was especially obvious as Ma previously had only been thoroughly persuaded or even forced to join the revolutionaries for the uprising. He had been described by Wu Tiecheng as an opium-addict and coward without firm views and revolutionary convictions. Liu Shiyi also shared similar view (Wu 1993, 24; Shen et al. 1996, 64). Wu and his comrades were afraid that this situation would affect the course of the revolution. They continuously motivated them to accept the fact that Qing dynasty was on the verge of collapse. The motivation was effective when the officers were thrilled to the extent of cutting off their queues, an act of rebellion against the Qing dynasty (Wu 1993, 24). As a matter of fact, Ma himself also had no other option as after the uprising, Feng Rukui had asked the Qing government to mete out severe punishment on Ma (Zhongguo Dier Lishi Danganguan 1991, 189). It would seem that owing to Wu’s eloquence, he had the capacity to motivate or in general the skill to persuade which continued to prove an asset in the subsequent incident.

The next crisis occurred when Wu and Lin Sen, accompanied by a Fujianese adjutant Gong Yong (龚永) or Gong Shaofu (龚少甫), were assigned to contact the Qing navy which reached Jiujiang unexpectedly. The navy crew comprising mostly of Fujianese and some Cantonese was led by a Fujianese, Huang Zhongying (黄钟瑛). The meeting was a success as the navy had the intention of joining the revolutionaries (Wu 1993, 24–25). Li Liejun himself revealed that he was the person who despatched the personnel, without identifying their names, to approach the navy (Li and Tian 2007, 19). Luo Jialun in his Chronological Life of Father of the Nation also did not identify the personnel but in Li Xin’s History of Republic of China, it was stated that the personnel were Lin Sen and Wu Tiecheng. Both Luo Jialun and Li Xin, however, stated that they were despatched by the Jiujiang Military Government (Luo 1985, 423; Li 2011, 690). Nonetheless, other sources such as Jiang Weiguo’s (蒋纬国) National Revolution War History (Guomin Geming zhanshi 国民革命战史) stated that the personnel were Lin, Wu and others, while both Zou Lu’s Draft History of the Kuomintang and Guo Tingyi’s Daily Records on Historical Events of Modern China mentioned that Jiang Qun followed them. For Zou’s source, he included Gong Yong, and Guo’s source stated that Wu went as foreign affairs officer (waijiaoguan 外交官) (Jiang 1981, 147; Zou 1989, 998; Guo 1987, 1427). Zhang Guogan’s Historical Data of the 1911 Revolution recorded in detail how Lin and Wu had boarded the vessel to approach the Acting Captain of Hai Chen (海琛), Lin Yongmo (林永谟) but it turned out later that Jiujiang Deputy Fort Commander, Ge Kean (戈克安) had bombarded Hai Rong ( 海 容 ) when it had just reached Jiujiang and, Ling Yongmo and officer Zhang Yibo (张怿伯) had gone ashore to show Lin Sen and Li Liejun their proclamation to rise against the Qing (Zhang 1976, 190). In Luo Jialun’s source, it was recorded that only Zhang Yibo went ashore to negotiate with Lin and Wu (Luo 1985, 423). However, Zhang Yibo in concert with Zhang Guogan stated that Ge Kean who formerly served in Hai Rong had bitter grievances with the Fujianese crew and had taken revenge by bombarding Hai Rong, and had wrongly accused it of attempting to flee away which aggrieved the navy but was successfully prevented by Lin Sen, Li Liejun and Wu Tiecheng (Zhang 2011, 488–490, 492–493). On the other hand, Tang Xiangming (汤芗铭) who mentioned that he took over as interim navy commander when the navy reached Jiujiang, recalled that it was only Wu who liaised with them and that Wu was a former Jiujiang Customs supervisor (Tang 1963, 91). This incident happening around 13 November, although with different versions when referring to the persons involved, clearly projected Wu’s major role. Anyway, this incident of the Qing navy arriving at Jiujiang could have happened was due to the blockade at Jiujiang after the uprising.8

Then, according to Wu, an unexpected turn for the worse occurred during the welcoming dinner for the navy hosted by the chamber of commerce. They received a report that the breechblock of their warship had been dismantled by the fort army. They viewed this as treacherous and an act of humiliation against the navy since their intention was to join rather than to surrender to the revolutionaries. Wu and his comrades relentlessly mediated and subsequently resolved the deadlock. They later investigated the cause and the breechblock was returned. They found that the dismantlement of the breechblock was instigated by Ge Kean who had previously been dismissed by the navy and had used this opportunity for revenge (Wu 1993, 25–26). It was the second revenge that as mentioned before, Ge had bombarded Hai Rong when it reached Jiujiang. In Luo Jialun’s source neither this crisis nor mediation during the banquet was mentioned (Luo 1985, 423). However, Li Liejun in disclosing on this mediation stated that it was fortunate that Lin Sen, Gong Shaofu and Wei Zihao (魏子浩), without mentioning Wu, were there and that Li had immediately invited them, using the Fujianese locality guanxi, to give speeches to tone down the atmosphere (Li and Tian 2007, 19).9 Zou Lu had brought this out and that, without referring to Wu or the tension arising, had stated that Lin Sen and others had vigorously convinced the navy crew to cooperate during the welcoming reception while at the same time dismantled the breechblock of warships without any conflict arising later (Zou 1989, 998).10 Nevertheless, as mentioned previously, Zhang Yibo in his narration actually showed that the mediation was before the dinner (due to the bombardment of Hai Rong by Ge Kean), while during the dinner on the same day, both Lin Sen and Zhang Yibo on behalf of Huang Zhongying had given motivational speeches to the navy. Furthermore, it was noted that Ge Kean had intended to dismantle the breechblock, but the heavy task was impossible for him to execute (Zhang 2011, 490, 492–493). In the end, the Qing navy officially showed its allegiance to the revolutionaries in Jiujiang on 15 November, the day after the welcoming dinner (Guo 1987, 1428). Apart from this crisis, Wu also remembered that he, Lin Sen and Jiang Qun had the honour of leading the other warships to raise the “Blue Sky with a White Sun flag” (Wu 1993, 26).

The case of the Qing navy with its largest warships coming over to the revolutionary cause in Jiujiang was crucial. In the first place, Wu had contributed in receiving and welcoming the Qing navy, earning their trust to side firmly with the revolutionaries. Nevertheless, in the crisis, due to the fact that most of the navy crew were Fujianese, Wu might not have been involved or only had played a minor role in comparison to Lin Sen and other Fujianese comrades who could utilise their locality guanxi of native place to their advantage. Yet it could not be denied that Wu had played his role in this case, by gaining the allegiance of the Qing navy to their side not only in helping to strengthen the Jiujiang revolutionaries but also the whole progress of the revolution in China as well. An illustrative example here would sufficiently show Wu’s finesse in his hospitality skills to capture the heart of those who had come to Jiujiang around this period. Ma Chaojun (马超俊) narrated that while he and other revolutionaries from Wuhan were in Jiujiang before leaving for Shanghai, Wu had sent someone to board their ship to convey greetings and to provide each of them with travelling expenses (Guo et al. 1992, 28).

The army and navy of Jiujiang were united after this crisis following an emergency joint military affairs meeting. It was a crucial period as Hanyang had been recovered by Qing army and that the meeting had decided to send reinforcements to Nanchang at Jiangxi, Anqing (安庆) at Anhui (安徽) and Hubei (湖北). Nevertheless, Nanchang was recovered by the revolutionaries before the troops had arrived. It should be noted that some aspects of the military situation that Wu recalled in his memoir could actually have happened before and some only after the meeting (Wu 1993, 26).9 After some reshuffling of the post of military governor, Ma Yubao was generally proclaimed as Military Governor of Jiangxi province, stationed at Nanchang, and Jiujiang was transformed into a defence headquarter. Other military governments in Jiangxi were then dissolved signifying the unification of Jiangxi (Wu 1993, 28–29). On the other hand, the reinforcements to Hubei with another deployment from Nanchang was able to relieve it from a precarious situation, while reinforcements to Anqing were able to stabilise the situation with Li Liejun taking over from Wang Tianpei (王天培), acting as the Military Governor of Anhui (Wu 1993, 29).10 Although Wu did not participate in the above military missions, it still showed that the joint forces of Qing navy which Wu had won over had supported and strengthened the revolution within and beyond Jiangxi.

Impact of Wu Tiecheng’s Guanxi

In general, it should be noted that this critical juncture served to build up Wu’s initial guanxi and networks, and as an early training ground for his involvement in civil administration, diplomacy and general staff matters, apart from sharpening his personal skills and prowess in persuasion and mediation. Furthermore, Wu had actually established guanxi and cooperation with comrades or colleagues in the Jiujiang Military Government, a guanxi and network within an association or bureaucratic system. This was a typical kind of guanxi between bureaucratic colleagues (tongliao guanxi 同僚关系): colleagues in the same office or enterprise, especially those who worked under the same superior, owing one another certain types of friendly behaviour and mutual support (Nathan 1976, 54). All these experiences had benefitted his career development after his departure from Jiujiang for further advancement within and beyond China.

In fact, it was this initial guanxi and networks at Jiujiang, and especially experiences gained by Wu in establishing, managing and forging those guanxi and networks during this early period—all mentioned were significant enough to exert influences on Wu’s future. Several examples revealed that those influences were derived from the impact of his guanxi in Jiujiang and Jiangxi which later benefitted his subsequent developments after the 1911 Revolution. By the end of 1911, he was a representative of Jiangxi military government in Shanghai and one of the Jiangxi representatives who assembled at Nanjing at the time of the national conference (Wu 1993, 31–32, 34). In addition to that, just after the first Double Tenth celebration in 1912, Wu was also the initiator who set up the KMT Jiujiang Liaison Division (Wu 1993, 50). Indeed, the significant impact of Wu’s guanxi had served and propelled his career to greater heights throughout his life journey in the post-Jiujiang period.

By drawing on several literary publications, it could be traced that Chiang Kaishek (蒋介石) had utilised Wu’s experiences in guanxi to assist him in specific capacities. Wu was listed by Fang Ke as one of Chiang’s high-ranking aide (gaoji muliao 高级幕僚). The reason behind his appointment as Secretary-General of the KMT was to become Chiang’s “housekeeper” (guanjiapo 管 家 婆 ), the purpose of which was to utilise his special talents to coordinate internal party relationships, especially to balance factional strife within KMT party such as between CC Clique or the Chen brothers (Chen Lifu 陈立夫 and Chen Guofu 陈 果夫 ) and Zhu Jiahua (朱家骅) (Fang 2000, 378). It was also found that Chiang entrusted Wu with the task of representing him at the memorial service of the deceased and to become his special ambassador in this respect (致祭专使 zhiji zhuanshi). Since becoming Mayor of Shanghai, he had also become Chiang’s permanent special ambassador ( 常 任 专 使 changren zhuanshi). He mainly attended to those deceased from government departments, elderly and virtuous persons, distinguished personages and Overseas Chinese community leaders (An and Wang 2009, 409, 414). If Wu did not have extensive and good guanxi with those figures, and concurrently if he was also unable to persuade and convince them, he was certainly unable to carry out the above mentioned tasks.


In addition, Zhang Zhenxi evaluated Wu’s foreign affairs work in accordance with the strategic post he held during different periods of time. Those efforts apparently utilised his interpersonal and communication skills. For example, “as Head of Shanghai, he was well versed in foreign relations with Japan; as Head of Guangdong, he handled relations with the Hong Kong and Macau colonial governments; maintained occasional friendly intercourse with diplomatic envoys from Britain, America and other countries, and mediated when something occurred. In all these ways he was able to assist government in the field of foreign affairs” (Zhang, Zhenxi 1975, 22). Zhang Jiuru further narrated how Wu attended to all aspects of a matter and how he coordinated the party:


He was able to establish contacts with various parties and community leaders during PCC to curb the influence that stemmed from Chinese Communist Party (CCP) representatives; coordinated party, military affairs and politics during the War of Resistance; gave opportunities to persons within and beyond the party to be elected during the national election—Wu Tiecheng participated and contributed to all those matters (Zhang, Jiuru 1975, 31).



By referring to the impact of Wu’s guanxi, Zhang Qiyun had admitted that Wu as a political figure had the largest circle of friends within KMT (Zhang, Qiyun 2012, 161). This was further elaborated by Jin Lu:


He [Wu Tiecheng] had a large circle of friends throughout the world. His involvement included military affairs, party affairs, police management, politics, foreign affairs and civil affairs. He travelled throughout south and north China, extended his travel to Southeast Asia, faraway to America, Japan and Korea, where according to Zhang Qun (张群), the people whom he had come into contact were estimated to be millions upon millions. Senior statesman Chen Lifu said Wu should be considered the leader among the KMT second generation who was in touch with the most prominent figures and who had the largest circle of friends (Jin 1977, 20).



Thus, Wu had not only expanded the influence of party and government by crossing provincial boundaries within China, but had furthered it by crossing border beyond China to Hong Kong, Macau, Southeast Asia, Japan, Korea, Britain and America. This is a rare example hardly found in Republican history. This movement in fact was associated with the extensive personal, party and government networks that had been built up within and beyond China, connecting with personalities and groups abroad. These networks had exerted a continuous influence that sustained the guanxi for certain periods. Indeed, those networks were linked with the foundation of Wu’s extensive and multiple guanxi established through his interpersonal and persuasion skills which were able to be traced back to his Jiujiang period.

Conclusion

Overall, the capture of Jiujiang, a commercial port as well as a strategic location for military and defence, had a supportive effect in spreading the revolutionary fervour to other areas in the Yangzi Basin especially Wuhan, and the reinforcements from Jiujiang to other areas had strengthened the local revolutionaries’ position. Moreover, the recovery of Jiujiang had also resulted in the supply line to the Qing navy navigating around that area to be severed, thereby forcing the navy to join the revolutionaries (Wu 1993, 29–30). Li Yunhan had indicated that the uprising of the Qing navy had greatly influenced the success of the revolutionary war in taking over of each province. The defection of the largest Qing navy at Jiujiang not only supported army uprising along the coast and rivers of each province, but also enabled the army to transport its troops northwards for northern expedition, posing a threat to Yuan Shikai ( 袁 世 凯 ), thereby contributing indirectly to peace negotiations and subsequent unification (Li 1994, 773–774). As a matter of fact, Jiujiang was not only strategically important as shown in the Qing Emperor decree on the eve of the Jiujiang Uprising, but also unique in the history and development of the 1911 Revolution (Zhongguo Dier Lishi Danganguan 1991, 184). This was pointed out by Jin Chongji (金冲及), who claimed that Jiujiang was an exceptional case of a provincial uprising in which its influence could originate and radiate out from the provincial capital. The reasons behind Jiujiang’s important role in achieving the independence of Jiangxi, Jin continued, were not merely the concentration of main troops of Jiangxi New Army there, but also due to its developed economy and culture, and convenience of transportation as mentioned in the beginning of this paper (Jin 2011, 351–352).

The uniqueness of Jiujiang gave Wu a favourable geographical position, providing him with a golden opportunity, which together with his guanxi, networks and eloquence or persuasion skills he could utilise for his own advantage. His involvement in the revolution at Jiujiang, in fact, had earned him the reputation as being one of the progressive revolutionary individuals in KMT and Republican history. Liu Shiyi reaffirmed that Wu was the one person who had put in the most effort to contact and to negotiate with different parties after the independence of Jiujiang (Shen et al. 1996, 108). Zhang Xizhe (张希哲) further considered that the independence of Jiujiang, which thereby accelerated the momentum of 1911 Revolution, was Wu’s first major event among his numerous meritorious services and great achievements (Zhang, Xizhe 2012, 173). Moreover, the pivotal aspect to be emphasised is the impact of Wu’s guanxi in this period which was significant and had lasted throughout his life journey.
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Notes

1.      The details on this section of Wu Tiecheng are based on: Zhang, Zhenxi 1991, 74– 89; Chen 2006, 148–153; Institute of Taiwan Studies 2001, 891–892; Zhu 1979, 1–5; Zhang, Mingkai 1991, 239–243; Huang 1983, 22; Chen 1996, 106–107; Jiang 1987, 198–199; Jiang 1985, 162–163; and Jarman 2001b, 679.

2.      For consistency, term will be used rather than the term “connection” used in Nathan’s book.

3.      Details of those guanxi will be brought out in a subsequent discussion.

4.      Some of the mentioned guanxi will be brought out along the discussions when it is related.

5.      Wu Yutian was a successful merchant when Li Liejun (李烈钧) mentioned Wu Yutian store, Hechang (合昌) and the business prospered until he set up another branch at Mount Lu (Lushan 庐山). See Ma 2007, 37.

6.      According to the three categories drawn out by Andrew J. Nathan, for men born in the 1880s a pure classical education was no longer practical. Those who began their training with classical study aimed at the examinations had to change course when the examinations based on the classical curriculum were abolished in 1905. Young men who aspired to serve in the government service now had to prepare themselves either through a new-style domestic education or by studying overseas, or both. Of those who studied abroad the vast majority went to Japan. See Nathan 2005, 260.

7.      A French Lazarist priest, Jean-Marie Lacruche was suspected of assaulting Jiang Zhaotang (江召棠), who had been transferred from Dehua County (Dehuaxian 德 化县, present Jiujiang County) to Nanchang as magistrate, in the residence of the head of the Catholic mission in Nanchang on the afternoon of 22 February 1906. It was viewed as a challenge to the Chinese nation and a derogation of sovereignty. See Young 1996, 91 and 95.

8.      Sun Yat-sen founded his first organisation, the Revive China Society in Hawaii in November 1894, which moved to Hong Kong in 1895. The Revolutionary Alliance was founded by Sun in Tokyo in August 1905. See Bergere 1998, 49 and 127.

9.      Wu mentioned in his memoir that his meeting up with Lin was by coincidence, while in “Chronological Life of Lin Sen” (Lin Sen Nianpu 林森年谱), it was recorded that Lin met Wu at Guling (牯岭), Mount Lu during the summer of 1909 (see Lin 2011, 48). However, Ma Shexiang based on Li Liejun’s narration had a different story on how Wu and Lin met up. Li Liejun, according to what Wu and Lin told him on their first meeting showed that Wu had known Lin’s anti-Qing activist thoughts through Wu Fujian’s schoolmates and that their first meeting happened when Wu, unnoticed by Lin, was actually following him up the Mount Lu. See Ma 2007, 34–37.

10.    Liu Shiyi (刘士毅) recalled there were two groups of secret societies in Jiujiang where the Hong Gang (Hongbang 洪帮) members mostly could be found within the army such as those who guarded the Jiujiang Fort while the Green Gang (Qingbang 青帮) members were mostly within the docker and boatman of salt boat along the Yangzi River Basin. See Shen et al. 1996, 64 and 110.

11.    Henrietta Harrison pointed out that radical revolutionaries of the late Qing cut off their queues or allowed the hair on the front of the head to grow long as a symbol of their defiance of the Manchus and as a link with the Ming loyalists, whose heirs they claimed to be. See Harrison 2000, 31.

12.    Dahan Newspaper, a revolutionary newspaper, was only published after the 1911 Revolution. Bai Zhishan (白雉山) stated that it started publication on 15 October but Li Jing (李璟) stated one day earlier, 14 October. Nevertheless, Bai and Li unanimously stated it was founded by Hu Shian (胡石庵) at Hankou (汉口) (See Bai 2011, 34–35; Li 2001, 36). Nevertheless, what Wu mentioned could be the Dajiang Newspaper established by both Zhan and He at Hankou after October 1910, the official newspaper of Institute for the Restoration of Martial Spirit (Zhenwu Xueshe 振武学社) which was later reorganised as Literary Institute (Wenxueshe 文学社). This newspaper was closed down and both of them were arrested in July 1911 when they published two commentaries causing panic to the local authority. See Zhang and Li 2005, 380 and 382; Guo 1987, 1406.

13.    For the case of Ma Yubao, the Draft History of the Kuomintang mentioned that Ma was only convinced after all sorts of persuasion by the revolutionaries, and Juzheng (居正) mentioned that Ma immediately led his regiment over to the revolutionaries side after being repressed by the Revolutionary Alliance comrades, while in Chronological Life of Father of the Nation (Guofu Nianpu 国父年谱), it was stated that Ma agreed to revolt as a result of pressure from his troops in the 53rd Regiment. This happened after Jiang Qun and other comrades persuaded Jiujiang New Army upon knowing that the New Army in Jiangxi was unwillingly to obey the command of the Qing government to send reinforcements to Hubei (湖北). On the other hand, Liu Shiyi recalled how the army official, Liu Shijun (刘世均) and Ma’s residence staff, Zhu Hantao (朱汉涛) who was also leader of the Hong Gang had forced Ma to lead the revolution. See Zou 1989, 926; Chen and Ju 1998, 60; Luo 1985, 408; Shen et al. 1996, 64–65.

14.    British “Annual report of events in China for the year 1911” also stated that Jiujiang fell on the 23 October. See Jarman 2001a, 6.

15.    “Zongli shoupi Wu Tiecheng qingxiang Li Yuanhong tuijian han” 总理手批吴铁 城 请 向 黎 元 洪 推 荐 函 (Instructions of the President, Sun Yat-sen in Wu Tiecheng’s letter on requesting him for recommendation to Li Yuanhong), Zhongguo Guomindang Dangshiguan (Kuomintang Party Archives, Taipei, abbreviated as DSG) Yiban 一 般 052/513, file “Yiban Dangan” 一 般 档 案 (General Archives).

16.    The blockade especially set up by Li Liejun at the Yangzi River had intercepted ships moving upstream and had cut off the waterway support line to the Qing army in Hankou. This meant the Qing Yangzi River Fleet would face difficulties navigating between Wuhan and Jiujiang. Three of the four Qing navy giant cruisers, Hai Chou (海筹), Hai Rong and Hai Chen, excluding Hai Qi (海圻) which was still in Europe, and other warships were under the command of Navy Admiral Sa Zhenbing (萨镇冰) in battling against the revolutionaries at Hankou. Most of navy crews sympathised with the revolution, and instigated by Zhang Yibo and several officers, turned to the revolutionaries. Zhang Yibo, a navy officer of Hai Chen, was one of the officers who wanted an uprising and instigated Huang Zhongying and his navy to revolt. As such, Sa had to pass the command of the fleet to the Captain of Hai Chou, Huang Zhongying, while captains of the Hai Chen and Hai Rong who were Manchus relinquished their commands to their Deputy Captain. The fleet departed from Yangluo (阳逻) with a white flag hanging on the warships and reached Jiujiang on 13 November. See Twentieth Century China Chronicle Editorial and Gong et al. 2002, 604; Li 2011, 690; Wang 1992, 88; Zhang 1976, 186, 189–190; Zou 1989, 998; Jiang 1981, 147; Luo 1985, 422; Guo 1987, 1425 and 1427.

17.    Li Liejun also disclosed in his version of the crisis that, Huang Zhongying who was aggrieved had ordered his crew returning to the warship to prepare for battle when knowing that Ma Yubao had secretly ordered Ge Kean to dismantle the breechblock. The breechblocks were returned the next day after the mediation and the crisis ended.

18.    This action of dismantling the breechblock was also mentioned in Zhang Guogan’s Historical data of the 1911 Revolution. See Zhang 1976, 190.

19.    Prior to the meeting, the Qing navy joined the revolutionaries in Jiujiang on 13 November, followed by the setting up of joint army and navy committee, housed at the parlour of the Jiujiang Investment Promotion Bureau (Jiujiang Zhaoshangju 九江招商局). The Qing navy later showed its allegiance to the revolutionaries in Jiujiang on 15 November. Li Liejun only led the cruiser Hai Chou and other warships to suppress the rebellion at Anqing on 18 November, while Tang Xiangming led the cruisers Hai Chen, Hai Rong and other warships to Wuchang in Hubei on the following day. As such, this would mean the meeting was held between 15 and 17 November but Hanyang only fell to the Qing army on 27 November and Nanchang had been recovered by the revolutionaries as early as 31 October, even before the Qing navy joined them. See Li 2011, 690; Guo 1987, 1417, 1428, 1430–1431, 1434–1435.

20.    The deployment of 3,000 troops from Nanchang first reached Jiujiang on 21 November and then on 28 November, covered by cruisers Hai Rong and Hai Chen, landing at downstream of Hankou, Yangluo. Li Liejun who departed from Jiujiang on 18 November, his mission, apart from suppressing the rebellion, was also to take over the position of Military Governor of Anhui on behalf of Ma Yubao. Wang Tianpei had actually left when Li Liejun had reached there where Huang Huanzhang (黄焕章) despatched previously from Jiujiang, was in control but his unruly action had incited tension there which Li needed to mediate and take over control. Li left on 28 November to aid Wuchang and the post was later transferred to Sun Yujun (孙毓筠). Deployment from Nanchang, Li’s military aid and other troops’ reinforcement had strengthened the defence of Wuchang. See Guo 1987, 1430–1431, 1436; Li 2011, 696; Zou 1989, 953).
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Abstrak. Kekalahan dalam Perang Pasifik menyebabkan Jepun terpinggir dari sebarang hubungan diplomatik antarabangsa. Hanya selepas meletusnya Perang Dingin pada lewat 1940-an baharulah Jepun kembali menjalinkan hubungan ekonomi dan politik dengan Asia Tenggara. Dalam konteks Sabah, hubungan dua hala antara kedua-dua negara hanya terjalin selepas penarikan semula sekatan kemasukan orang Jepun ke Sabah pada Oktober 1955. Sejak itu, selama 30 tahun masyarakat Jepun mula berpeluang terlibat dalam pelbagai kegiatan ekonomi dan seterusnya menyumbang dan memberi impak dalam pertumbuhan ekonomi dan pemindahan teknologi di Sabah. Keterlibatan dan sumbangan ini secara tidak langsung telah menghapuskan tanggapan umum bahawa Jepun di awal pasca perang merupakan negara dan bangsa yang berperilaku jahat dan kejam. Esei ini meneliti jenis sektor ekonomi, sumbangan dan impak yang dibawa oleh kegiatan ekonomi dan pelaburan Jepun di Sabah pada tahun 1950-an hingga 1980-an. Selain itu, makalah ini turut membincangkan cabaran dan masalah yang dihadapi dalam hubungan Sabah-Jepun. Skop perbincangan dibataskan sehingga 1980-an memandangkan dari tahun 1950-an hingga 1980-an, Sabah mula mencapai pembangunan ekonomi yang berterusan.

Kata kunci dan frasa: Perang Pasifik, ekonomi Sabah, orang Jepun, pemindahan teknologi, pembangunan ekonomi.

Abstract. The defeat in the Pacific War caused Japan to lose all its diplomatic relationships with foreign countries. However, after the start of the Cold War in the late 1940s, Japan renewed its economic and political relationships with Southeast Asian countries. The bilateral relation between Japan and Sabah was re-established after the abolition of restrictions against Japanese entry into Sabah in October 1955. Since then, for 30 years the Japanese were involved in various economic activities that had an impact on Sabah’s economic growth and technology transfer. These help to change the negative perceptions of the Japanese community during the early years after the Pacific War when they were perceived as wicked and vindictive. This essay shows that the Japanese community had a significant role in Sabah’s economic development in the 1950s until the 1980s. The essay also discusses the challenges and problems in Sabah-Japan relations. The scope of the discussion covers the period from the 1950s to the 1980s when Sabah began to achieve continuous economic development.

Keywords and phrases: Pacific War, Sabah economy, Japanese, technology transfer, economic development

Pendahuluan

Kekalahan dalam Perang Pasifik pada 1937–1945 menyebabkan Jepun terpinggir dari sebarang hubungan diplomatik. Semua rakyatnya di luar negara dihantar pulang ke Jepun dan segala aset ekonomi di Asia Tenggara sebelum perang dirampas sebagai “aset tahanan perang.” Pelbagai “hukuman” dikenakan kepada Jepun termasuk menyekat pelaburan di luar negara. Hanya selepas meletusnya Perang Dingin pada lewat 1940-an baharulah Jepun kembali menjalin hubungan ekonomi dan politik dengan negara asing. Hubungan antara Jepun dan Asia Tenggara dianggap penting bukan sahaja bagi menyekat pengaruh komunisme tetapi juga untuk pembangunan semula ekonomi Jepun pasca perang.

Sabah pula menghadapi masalah pembangunan ekonomi selepas perang. Kemusnahan teruk infrastruktur, sumber modal yang terhad dan kekurangan tenaga pakar menyukarkan pembangunan semula Sabah. Sabah memerlukan pelabur asing dan sumber tenaga buruh profesional bagi pembangunan semula ekonominya. Sebagai langkah awal, kerajaan Crown Colony (CC) bertindak memansuhkan sekatan kemasukan orang Jepun ke Sabah pada Oktober 1955. Oleh itu wujud hubungan saling memerlukan antara Sabah dengan Jepun demi pembangunan ekonomi kedua-dua pihak sejak 1950-an hingga 1980-an.

Penyelidikan berkenaan penglibatan masyarakat Jepun di Sabah dalam pelbagai kegiatan ekonomi pasca perang kurang diberi perhatian. Kajian lepas cenderung membincangkan hanya perkembangan ekonomi Sabah secara umum, antaranya Ongkili (1972), Kaur (1998), Pang (1989), Walton (1990) dan Gudgeon (1981). Keseluruhannya, perbincangan mereka tertumpu kepada pembangunan kemudahan infrastruktur serta jenis-jenis sektor ekonomi yang diberi keutamaan untuk dikomersilkan. Hanya beberapa penyelidik yang menyentuh secara sepintas lalu legasi dan kegiatan ekonomi orang Jepun pasca perang seperti Leong (1982), Baker (1965), Mohammad Raduan (2010) dan Tregonning (1965). Dalam kajian Lee dan Chee (1979), Sabah menjadi destinasi pelabur Jepun kedua tertinggi bersama Selangor selepas Pulau Pinang manakala berdasarkan statistik kedatangan rakyat Jepun ke Sabah sehingga 1980-an, Jepun berada di kedudukan tertinggi berbanding masyarakat Asia Timur lain.


Esei ini membincangkan legasi ekonomi Jepun dan impaknya terhadap ekonomi Sabah dari selepas berakhirnya Perang Pasifik hingga 1980-an. Kajian ini melihat penglibatan modal dan orang Jepun dalam pelbagai sektor ekonomi termasuk pertanian, perhutanan, perlombongan, perikanan untuk dua tempoh yang berbeza iaitu antara 1950-an hingga 1963 dan dari tahun 1963 hingga 1980-an. Selain itu, masalah dan cabaran pemodal Jepun di Sabah dalam tempoh ini turut dibincangkan. Kajian ini telah merujuk kepada dokumen-dokumen yang disimpan di Arkib Negeri Sabah, Arkib Negara Malaysia, British National Archives, London, fail-fail jabatan dan agensi yang berkaitan selain sumber lisan.

Hubungan Dua Hala Jepun dan Sabah

Selepas Perang Pasifik, hubungan dua hala antara Tanah Melayu dan Jepun saling memerlukan antara satu sama lain. Tanah Melayu memerlukan modal asing dan pemindahan teknologi bagi pembangunan ekonominya sementara Jepun memerlukan buruh murah dan pasaran demi kelangsungan ekonominya. Justeru, selepas Perang Pasifik sebahagian besar ahli kabinet Perdana Menteri Shigeru Yoshida menggesa Jepun mendapatkan bahan mentah dari Asia Tenggara. Ini menyebabkan Yoshida beranggapan konsep “economic cooperation” tidak dapat dielakkan (Sudo 1992). Pada tahun 1957, Perdana Menteri Nobusuke Kishi menjelaskan dasar luar Jepun yang terkandung dalam The First White Paper on Japanese Diplomacy of 1957. Dasar ini menitikberatkan pembangunan ekonomi “mesra” dengan negara Asia Tenggara (Sudo 1992). Pelaburan pertama Jepun di Tanah Melayu bermula seawal tahun 1957 dalam pelaburan usaha sama tekstil. Sehingga tahun 1958, terdapat 10 buah cawangan firma Jepun di Tanah Melayu. Jumlah ini meningkat kepada 40 buah syarikat pada 1960 di Tanah Melayu dan Singapura dengan anggaran modal sebanyak $70 juta. Peningkatan ini disebabkan faktor tolakan di Jepun dan tarikan di Tanah Melayu. Di Jepun umpamanya, terdapat masalah kekurangan tenaga buruh dan kos buruh yang tinggi. Jepun juga memerlukan bekalan sumber bahan mentah dan pasaran negara-negara Asia Tenggara khususnya Malaysia bagi pembangunan ekonominya (Uqbah Iqbal, Nordin Hussin dan Ahmad Ali Seman 2014).

Hubungan ekonomi yang erat ini berterusan sehingga pembentukan Malaysia pada September 1963. Justeru, aliran kemasukan modal Jepun ke Malaysia semakin ketara selepas 1963 khususnya di bawah pemerintahan Perdana Menteri Tun Abdul Razak (1970–1976), Tun Hussein Onn (1976–1981) dan Tun Dr. Mahathir Muhammad (1981–2003) yang menekankan penglibatan golongan bumiputera dalam ekonomi. Pelabur Jepun ketika itu mula menjalinkan usahasama dengan organisasi berkaitan kerajaan seperti Perbadanan Nasional Berhad (PERNAS), Majlis Amanah Rakyat (MARA) dan Lembaga kemajuan Tanah Persekutuan (FELDA). Begitu juga beberapa insentif kerajaan yang menarik pelabur Jepun ke Malaysia, umpamanya pengenalan Zon-zon Perdagangan Bebas (FTZs), Investment Incentive Act (1968), Investment Tax Credit, Foreign Investment Guarantee, Pioneer Status (PS), Investment Tax Credit (ITC), Export Incentives (EI), Hotel Incentives (HE), Special Incentive for Approved Agricultural Industries, Increased Capital Allowance (ICA), Labour Utilization and Relief (LUR), Locational Incentives (LI) (LUR dan LI kemudian digantikan dengan Promotion of Investment Act 1986), tarif perlindungan, kemudahan pinjaman, transaksi bayaran dan pindahan dana melalui pelbagai bank yang wujud di Malaysia. Bagi insentif bukan fiskal disediakan infrastruktur industri. Sehingga Oktober 1984 sebanyak 96 kawasan perindustrian dibuka dengan keluasan sekitar 10,884.8 ekar di seluruh negara. Polisi buruh di Malaysia turut diperbaiki melalui pengenalan undang-undang The Employment Ordinance 1955 (dibuat pindaan pada 1976 dan 1980), The Factories and Machinery Act 1976, The Workmen’s Compensation Ordinance 1952 dan The Employees Social Security Act 1969 (Jomo 1992). Hubungan ekonomi semakin terarah apabila Tun Dr. Mahathir Mohammad menjalinkan hubungan diplomatik mesra dengan negara-negara Asia Timur melalui pengenalan Dasar Pandang ke Timur pada tahun 1981 (dilancarkan secara rasmi pada 1982).

Dalam konteks Sabah, pada Mac 1955 delegasi rasmi kerajaan CC diketuai Setiausaha Kewangan Sabah, A. N. Goode berkunjung ke Tokyo menghadiri persidangan ke-11 Economic Comission for Asia and the Far East (ECAFE) yang berlangsung pada 28 Mac–7 April 1955 (Denker 1990). Selepas itu Ken Ninomiya, Konsul Jepun di Singapura melawat Sabah pada Mac 1957. Semasa mesyuarat Borneo Interterritorial Conference di Kuching pada 22 Januari 1959, kerajaan Sabah diarahkan membuat kertas kerja berkaitan hala tuju dan peluang hubungan ekonomi Jepun-Sabah untuk dimajukan kepada Kedutaan British di Tokyo. Laporan ini kemudiannya dijadikan panduan pemodal Jepun yang ingin melabur di Sabah (FCO 141/12922). Dasar berbaik-baik Tanah Melayu dan Jepun membawa kepada penarikan semula sekatan barangan import Jepun ke Sabah pada Mei 1960. Selain itu kemasukan pelaburan langsung asing Jepun tanpa melalui amalan birokrasi yang ketat juga dilaksanakan (Denker 1990). Hubungan antara Sabah dan Jepun yang saling memerlukan ini menyebabkan Ketua Menteri Sabah, Peter Lo melawat Jepun pada 9 November 1966 dan Perdana Menteri Takeo Fukuda melawat Sabah pada 12 Julai 1975 (Denker 1990).


Kegiatan Ekonomi Jepun di Sabah Pasca Perang Pasifik

Rekod awal kegiatan Jepun di Sabah pasca perang bermula pada tahun 1952 apabila kapal Seki Maru No. 8 terlibat dalam misi pencarian kapal Nisshin Maru, kapal pemburu ikan paus yang tenggelam pada Mei 1944 di perairan Pulau Balambangan. Sementara tinjauan awal delegasi Jepun berkenaan potensi pelaburan ekonomi ialah pada Februari 1955. Misi ini diketuai oleh Masao Ichikawa, Pengerusi South Sea Lumber bagi membincangkan peluang perdagangan dalam sektor pembalakan (North Borneo News Sabah Times [NBNST] 10 Feb 1955). Selain itu pada Ogos 1955, Tio Chee Hing dari syarikat Kinabalu Shipping Company (KSC) menjalin usahasama dengan Japanese Shipping Company (JSC) membina dan mengusaha kapal penumpang antara Sabah dan Singapura (NBNST 10 Feb 1955 dan 24 Ogos 1955). Bagaimanapun, semuanya hanya bersifat tinjauan awal memandangkan masih belum ada kebenaran untuk orang Jepun menjalankan kegiatan ekonomi di Sabah pasca perang.

Bagaimanapun, lawatan awal delegasi ekonomi Jepun ke Sabah pada 1955 telah mendapat tindak balas positif kerajaan British North Borneo Charted Company (BNBCC). Pada Mac 1955, delegasi rasmi kerajaan CC diketuai Setiausaha Kewangan Sabah, A. N. Goode membuat lawatan balas ke Tokyo selain menghadiri persidangan ke-11 ECAFE yang diadakan di Tokyo pada April 1955. Sebagai tindakan awal, kerajaan CC mula memberikan insentif pelaburan dan perdagangan bagi menggalakkan pelaburan Jepun dalam kegiatan ekonomi di Sabah (Gudgeon, dalam Kitingan and Ongkili 1989; Government Gazette 1955). Pihak CC kemudiannya menarik semula secara rasmi sekatan kemasukan pelabur Jepun ke Sabah pada Oktober 1955. Langkah ini telah membuka ruang kepada Jepun kembali terlibat dalam kegiatan ekonomi tanpa melalui amalan birokrasi yang ketat. Antara sektor ekonomi yang menarik minat pemodal Jepun pasca perang ialah sektor perikanan, pertanian dan perhutanan. Bagaimanapun, hanya sektor perikanan sahaja yang menjadi legasi pemodal Jepun sehingga 1980-an melalui penglibatan beberapa pemodal berskala besar seperti Taiyo Fishing Company (TFC), North Borneo Fishing Company (NBFC) dan Kaya Pearl Company (KPC) pada awal 1960-an.

Sektor perikanan menjadi sektor ekonomi yang didominasi pemodal Jepun sejak sebelum perang sehingga Sabah merdeka. Tinjauan awal pemodal Jepun pasca perang dilakukan pada tahun 1956 oleh Nobuichi Kikuoka (Penolong Pengurus Borneo Fishing Company sebelum perang), TFC, dan Overseas Traders Limited (OTL) yang berminat melabur dalam sektor perikanan. Status permohonan Nobuichi Kikuoka dan OTL tidak jelas memandangkan tiada tindakan susulan selepas permohonan dilakukan. Permohonan TFC diluluskan dan syarikat ini mula beroperasi pada tahun 1960 (DM 1401/4). TFC mempunyai cawangan pejabat pentadbiran di Tawau dan Jesselton. TFC dibenarkan beroperasi di seluruh perairan Sabah. Operasi TFC ditutup pada Februari 1963 setelah kilang mereka diserang 13 orang lanun pada 26 Disember 1962 mengakibatkan dua nelayannya terbunuh (Annual Report, Department of Agriculture 1963; Mohammad Raduan 2010; NBNST 12 Januari 1963). Akhbar NBNST pada 15 Februari 1956 melaporkan syarikat Japanese Uisho Fisheries Co. Ltd. berunding dengan kerajaan CC untuk melabur dalam industri perikanan (NBNST 15 Februari 1956). Status permohonan juga tidak diketahui memandangkan selepas rundingan dilakukan tidak ada tindakan susulan oleh pihak syarikat.

Penyelidikan komprehensif potensi perikanan Sabah mendapat perhatian sebuah lagi syarikat usahasama iaitu NBFC. Syarikat usahasama ini melibatkan Shigeru Ueda dan Masuo Honda (Syarikat S. Ueda & Company) dan pemodal Cina tempatan iaitu Kwan Kun Ming dan Kwan Yui Ming (Syarikat Man Woo Loong & Company, Kwan Sheung Weng Company dan Shing Kee Company). Syarikat ini beroperasi di Pulau Berhala Sandakan. Kapal Takunan Maru milik syarikat ini melakukan penyelidikan di perairan Sandakan pada Ogos 1956. Dua lagi kapalnya iaitu Kagawa Maru dan Kagawa Maru II diketuai Fumio Takao membuat penyelidikan di Teluk Marudu pada Mac 1961. Menyedari potensi perikanan Sabah, NBFC melabur di Sandakan dan beroperasi sepenuhnya pada awal tahun 1960. Kawasan operasinya ialah sekitar Teluk Marudu sehingga ke Teluk Cowie (Annual Report, Department of Agriculture 1963; DLW 3610/2; The Kinabalu Times 25 Mei 1964; Yong 1969). Pada 1962 syarikat NBFC juga terlibat dengan perusahaan penternakan mutiara melalui syarikat KPC di Pulau Bohey Dulang, Semporna (Memorandum and Articles of Association of North Borneo Fishing Company Limited 1962).

Penglibatan pemodal Jepun dalam sektor perikanan pasca perang menyebabkan jumlah hasil keluaran perikanan Sabah meningkat, jenis hasil tangkapan ikan yang pelbagai di samping pasaran eksport yang luas. Hasil keluaran syarikat TFC contohnya mengeluarkan ikan tuna skip jack dalam bentuk ikan kering asap, salai, daging dan bonito kering yang dipasarkan ke Jepun tanpa duti eksport sementara ikan dalam tin dipasarkan ke United Kingdom. Organ dalaman ikan tuna pula dimasak, dikeringkan dan dieksport ke Hong Kong sebagai bahan mentah makanan ikan. Sebahagian lagi hasil tangkapan TFC untuk bekalan sumber makanan pasaran tempatan. Keseluruhannya, TFC merupakan penyumbang terbesar hasil perikanan Sabah pasca perang. Jadual 1 menunjukkan jumlah keluaran ikan TFC dan Sabah dari 1960–1962.


Jadual 1. Jumlah keluaran Taiyo Fishing Company berbanding keluaran perikanan Sabah pada 1960–1962 (sumber: Department of Fisheries 1968, 1969; F/VI (5))



	Tahun

	Taiyo Fishing Company

	Sabah




	Kuantiti (Tan Metrik)

	Kuantiti (Tan Metrik)




	1960

	1,700

	1,702.72




	1961

	2,075

	2,220.03




	1962

	1,733

	2,140.75





Pada tahun 1960, syarikat ini mengeluarkan 1,700 tan metrik daripada jumlah keseluruhan keluaran ikan Sabah iaitu 1,702.72 tan metrik. Keluarannya mengalami peningkatan pada 1961 sebanyak 2,075 tan metrik daripada jumlah keseluruhan iaitu 2,220.03 tan metrik. Faktor penggunaan teknologi penangkapan ikan moden menjadi sebab utama hasil keluaran TFC meningkat sejak tahun pertama (1960–1961) operasinya. Walau bagaimanapun, keluarannya merosot pada tahun 1962 disebabkan berlakunya serangan lanun di Pulau Si-Amil pada akhir tahun 1961. Serangan tersebut menyebabkan operasi syarikat terganggu sehingga menjejaskan jumlah keluaran kepada hanya 1,733 tan metrik daripada jumlah keluaran ikan Sabah iaitu 2,140.75 tan metrik (Annual Report, Department of Fisheries 1968; DM/1401/4).

Sektor pertanian merupakan antara sektor penting yang dikuasai pemodal Jepun di Sabah sebelum perang. Bagaimanapun, selepas berakhirnya perang, sektor ini mula diambilalih oleh para pemodal Eropah khususnya melalui penubuhan Colonial Development Corporation (CDC) pada 11 Februari 1948. CDC berfungsi membangunkan sektor pertanian di negara jajahan British serta bertanggung jawab mengambil alih estet-estet milik pemodal Jepun yang dianggarkan bernilai $6.7 juta sehingga Januari 1953. Sebanyak enam bekas ladang pemodal Jepun seperti Kuhara Tawau Rubber Estate (KTRE), Tawau Estate Limited (TEL), Tengah Nipah Estate (TNE) dan beberapa lagi mula diambil-alih oleh CDC pada Jun 1951 dengan nama Borneo Abaca Limited (BAL) (CO 53/47/6; Goodlet 2010). Penglibatan CDC dalam eksploitasi ekonomi memecahkan monopoli legasi pemodal Jepun dalam kegiatan pertanian.

Bagaimanapun terdapat usaha pelabur perseorangan Jepun kembali melabur dalam sektor pertanian pasca perang seperti S. Murakami dan Mitake Torii. Murakami bercadang mengusahakan 20,000 ekar ladang pertanian, manakala Torii berminat dalam penanaman padi. Bagaimanapun permohonan Torii tidak diluluskan manakala tiada penjelasan lanjut status permohonan Murakami selepas itu. Seterusnya pada tahun 1961 Nippi Boeiki turut berminat mengambil alih Bakau Company Land (BCL) bagi tujuan penanaman pisang. Begitu juga pada April 1963, Menteri Perdagangan Jepun merancang menghantar sekumpulan pakar pertanian diketuai Dr. Kiyoshi Wada (Profesor dari Tohoku University) bagi meneroka kebarangkalian pembangunan industri gula di Tawau dan Sandakan. Malahan beberapa pemodal tempatan seperti North Borneo Sugar Industry Development Company (NBSIDC) turut berminat menjalinkan usahasama dengan pemodal Jepun bagi mengusahakan ladang gula yang mampu mengeluarkan 500 tan sehari (FCO 141/12922). Bagaimanapun, maklumat usahasama dan sumbangan jumlah keluaran pemodal Jepun dalam sektor pertanian tidak dapat dijelaskan memandangkan kekangan sumber di ANS. Kesimpulannya, walaupun pemodal persendirian Jepun berminat melabur dalam sektor pertanian pasca perang namun tiada laporan lanjut dalam fail kerajaan British mahupun jabatan pertanian berkenaan perkembangannya. Hal ini menunjukkan seolah-olah sektor pertanian dimonopoli sepenuhnya oleh CDC.

Sektor perhutanan turut didominasi pemodal Jepun sejak sebelum perang. Fenomena ini berterusan selepas perang apabila beberapa pelabur Jepun berminat meneruskan legasi. Pada April 1959, 11 orang delegasi syarikat Borneo Industrial Enterprise Co. Ltd. (BIECL) dan seramai tiga orang pelabur dari syarikat Nissan Nohrin Kogyo K.K. (NNKKK) usaha sama Toyo Pulp Company (TPC) dan Itochu Corporation menyewa tanah seluas 800–1000 ekar bagi mengusahakan penanaman kayu pulpa di Sandakan dan Tawau. Rombongan ini diketuai oleh U. Hyematsu, Pengarah NNKKK di Tokyo (bekas kakitangan estet KTRE pada 1930–1945), Shiryo Kitano, Timbalan Ketua Jabatan Perhutanan di syarikat yang sama dan H. Yamasaki (Bahagian Perkayuan), Itochu Corporation. Sementara pemodal lain yang berminat dengan perusahaan kayu pulpa ialah S. Murakami (FCO 141/129922; NBNST 25 Mei 1959). Bagaimanapun, rekod kegiatan serta keluaran mereka tidak terdapat dalam laporan kerajaan atau jabatan. Ini menggambarkan seolah-olah ruang pelaburan pemodal Jepun dalam sektor pembalakan juga terhad kesan kuasa monopoli Borneo British Timber Company (BBTC).

Penglibatan pemodal Jepun dalam sektor perlombongan pasca perang pula masih tidak aktif. Rekod tunggal yang menyatakan minat Jepun mengeksplorasi sumber minyak disiarkan dalam akhbar Daily Express keluaran 24 Mei 1963. Dilaporkan usahasama pemodal Jepun dan pemodal asing lain melalui Petroleum Producers Association of Japan (PPAJ) berminat mencari gali minyak. PPAJ juga terlibat mencarigali minyak di laut antara Queensland dan Kepulauan Papua New Guinea (Daily Express 24 Mei 1963). Bagaimanapun, tidak terdapat penjelasan lanjut kemajuan carigali kendalian PPAJ mahupun dari syarikat Jepun lain dalam eksplorasi minyak Sabah.


Masyarakat Jepun dalam Ekonomi Sabah Pasca 1963

Perjanjian kerjasama ekonomi Malaysia-Jepun pada Mei 1960 membawa kepada penarikan semula sekatan barangan import Jepun. Langkah ini merancakkan lagi kedatangan pelabur Jepun ke Malaysia. Pada tahun 1968 terdapat seramai 48 pelabur Jepun di Malaysia (40 pelaburan berbentuk usaha sama dan selebihnya pelabur permulaan) dengan jumlah pelaburan mencecah ¥31.2 juta (Denker 1990; Jomo 1992). Bagi menggalakan lagi kemasukan pelabur Jepun ke Sabah, Ketua Menteri Peter Lo melawat Jepun pada 9 November 1966 dan Perdana Menteri Takeo Fukuda melawat Sabah pada 12 Julai 1975. Lawatan lain ialah rombongan peniaga Jepun ke Tawau pada 31 Oktober 1970, rombongan Menteri Perdagangan Antarabangsa dan Industri yang diketuai Naka Takizawa ke Kota Kinabalu pada 13 Februari 1972, I. Araki (Pengarah Marubeni Corporation) pada 18 Mei 1977, Takawushi Miwa (Pengerusi Kawasaki Heavy Industries) pada 23 Julai 1977 dan Hiroki Sakamoto (Pengarah Eksekutif Japanese External Trade Organisation [JETRO]) pada 12 Disember 1983 (Sabah Times 10 November 1966; The Kinabalu Times 7 Julai 1970). Kesannya, pada tahun 1978, Sabah berkongsi kedudukan kedua tertinggi bersama Pulau Pinang sebagai destinasi tumpuan pelaburan Jepun dengan jumlah 47 pelabur, di belakang Selangor yang merekodkan jumlah 191. Pada tahun 1983, rekod ini merosot sedikit kepada 39 pelabur di belakang Wilayah Persekutuan (87 pelabur), Selangor (71) dan Pulau Pinang (45) (Lee and Chee 1979). Walau bagaimanapun, kedudukan Sabah sebagai tumpuan pelaburan asing tidak konsisten beberapa tahun selepas itu jika dibandingkan dengan negeri lain di Malaysia. Ini kerana kedudukan Sabah yang jauh dari pusat perindustrian dan perdagangan rantau Asia, tenaga kerja mahir yang tidak mencukupi, kos hidup yang tinggi dan kekurangan sistem pengangkutan dan perhubungan yang baik menyebabkan ramai pelabur asing beralih arah ke Pulau Pinang, Selangor dan Johor. Tambahan pula, sekitar 1974– 1975 berlaku krisis minyak di Jepun sehingga memberi kesan kepada jumlah pelaburannya di seberang laut. Bagaimanapun, dasar berbaik-baik dengan negara Asia Timur khususnya di bawah pemerintahan Tun Dr. Mahathir Mohammad menyebabkan hubungan ekonomi Jepun-Sabah terus kukuh. Mahathir bertindak menarik balik beberapa keistimewaan pemodal Eropah seperti jabatan kerajaan yang memberi kontrak kepada syarikat British perlu mendapat kelulusan Jabatan Perdana Menteri (Denker 1990; Jomo 1992). Dasar kerajaan yang menggalakkan kemasukan pelabur Jepun ke Sabah menyebabkan statistik kemasukan pemodal Jepun terus meningkat sehingga 1980-an.

Berbanding sebelum 1963, penglibatan pelabur Jepun dalam perlombongan dianggap sangat signifikan berbanding sektor ekonomi lain. Pelabur Jepun terlibat dalam perlombongan tembaga di Mamut. Untuk tujuan ini Japanese Mitsubishi Metal Corporation (JMMC) bertindak menubuhkan Overseas Mineral Resources Development Tokyo (OMRDT) sementara Sabah memperbadankan Mamut Copper Mining Sdn. Bhd. dengan nama Overseas Mineral Resources Development Sabah Berhad (OMRDS). Kejayaan carigali pertama pada Ogos 1966 menyebabkan termeterainya perjanjian usahasama OMRDT-OMRDSB pada 19 Februari 1973. OMRDSB mempunyai hak melombong sehingga 2003 di kawasan seluas 4,800 ekar. OMRDSB dibuka dengan rasminya pada 1975. Pada Mei 1980 kerajaan Sabah melalui SEDCO membeli 49 peratus saham OMRDSB bagi menambah keyakinan Jepun terhadap komitmen kerajaan dalam perlombongan tembaga di Mamut (Annual Report 1980, Overseas Mineral Resources Development Sabah Berhad; Mamut News Bulletin 1984). Syarikat Jepun kedua yang terlibat dengan perlombongan ialah Sabah Teiseki Oil Company (STOC) diketuai E. Nomura selaku Naib Presiden dan E. Shibano sebagai Setiausaha. Perjanjian mencarigali antara STOC dan kerajaan negeri dimeterai pada 23 Mei 1966. Konsesi carigali STOC merangkumi kawasan seluas 4,670 batu persegi (Teluk Sekong ke Pulau Berhala, Tanjung Bidadari ke Teluk Tangusu, Tanjung Labian sehingga ke kawasan Lahad Datu dan Sungai Koyah, Kinabatangan, Kalabakan, Sungai Kelumpang ke Sungai Sipit, Pulau Bum-Bum ke Batu Tinagat, Merotai, Pulau Sibatik dan Serudong). Carigali dimulakan pada Julai 1966 (Oil Prospecting Licence 1968). Namun hampir kesemua kawasan konsesi tidak berpotensi menghasilkan sumber galian (KST 11 Disember 1970). Syarikat carigali Jepun yang ketiga ialah Sabah Marine Areas Company (SMAC) diketuai Shingo Matsumura. SMAC membuat penerokaan minyak di pantai Sandakan pada 1970 (KST 11 Feb 1972). Carigali syarikat juga tidak berjaya malahan tiada rekod menjelaskan kejayaan usaha carigali mereka. Selepas kegagalan ini, aktiviti carigali minyak kemudian dimonopoli syarikat berkaitan kerajaan khususnya Petroliam Nasional Berhad (PETRONAS) yang ditubuhkan pada 17 Ogos 1974. Monopoli Petronas menyebabkan tiada maklumat permohonan baharu pelombong Jepun direkodkan sehingga 1980-an.


Jadual 2. Jumlah keluaran tembaga OMRDSB, dalam tan metrik (sumber: Mamut Copper Mining Annual Report, 1975–1985)



	Tahun

	Jumlah Keluaran




	1975

	21.190




	1976

	77.617




	1977

	99.992




	1978

	112.510




	1979

	104.697




	1980

	114.222




	1981

	120.327




	1982

	128.755




	1983

	123.444




	1984

	122.774




	1985

	127.871






Bagi sektor perlombongan, sumber galian berasaskan tembaga antara hasil yang memberi impak positif kepada hasil keluaran Sabah. Carigali oleh OMRDSB menjadi penyumbang besar dan hasil ketiga terbesar negeri selepas kayu balak dan petroleum. Pengeluaran pertama OMRDSB yang keseluruhannya dieksport ke Jepun dimulakan pada 1974 dengan purata keseluruhannya mampu mengeluarkan sebanyak 360 tan tembaga sehari pada 1974. Sehingga Mac 1984, jumlah nilai eksport tembaga Sabah mencecah $100 juta setahun dan jumlah keuntungan kerajaan Sabah ialah 40 peratus. Berdasarkan Jadual 2, bermula dari 1976–1982 dan 1985, OMRDSB sentiasa memperolehi hasil keluaran yang meningkat iaitu 77.617 tan pada 1976 dan 128.755 tan pada 1982. Hanya pada 1983–1984 keluaran tembaga syarikat ini mengalami penurunan iaitu 123.444 tan pada 1983 dan 122.774 tan pada 1984. Walau bagaimanapun, jumlah keluaran OMRDSB pada 1975 sebanyak 21,190 tan metrik dengan nilai jualan sebanyak $11,300,000 serta jumlah keluaran pada 1976 iaitu 77,617 tan metrik yang bernilai $73,500,000 masih belum mencapai sasaran syarikat. Ini kerana berlaku penyusutan nilai dolar Amerika dan juga kos pengeluaran yang melambung selain jumlah bayaran royalti kepada kerajaan negeri yang mencecah $24 juta setahun. Bermula pada 1977 keluaran syarikat mula meningkat sebanyak 99,992 tan metrik berbanding tahun sebelumnya. Pengeluaran ini terus meningkat sehingga 1979 yang memberi keuntungan $40 juta dan $11.7 juta pada 1980. Kemerosotan harga tembaga di pasaran dunia sekali lagi menjejaskan keuntungan OMRDSB. Walaupun keuntungan diperolehi pada 1980, OMRDSB masih mengalami kerugian terkumpul sebanyak $85 juta (Mamut News Bulletin 1984; Annual Report, Mamut Copper Mining 1975–1985).

Sama seperti sebelum 1963, pemodal Jepun masih kekal memonopoli perusahaan perikanan di Sabah. Syarikat seperti NBFC dan KPC terus kekal beroperasi selepas 1963 selain beberapa syarikat baru milik pemodal Jepun seperti Meiko Pearls Co. (usahasama David Kong, Edward Kong dan pemodal Jepun) di Pulau Timbun Mata, Semporna dan perusahaan persendirian milik Puan Rusiah Kalmin bersama suaminya Encik Kajiwara di Kunak (Daily Express 26 September 1985). Dalam sektor perikanan, akhbar NBNST keluaran Mei 1964 melaporkan NBFC memperolehi hasil ikan secara puratanya 50 tan sehari dan 15 tan daripada jumlah tersebut dieksport ke Jepun. Jepun kekal sebagai destinasi utama eksport udang beku NBFC dari 1968–1974. Walau bagaimanapun pada 1974, hasil keluaran syarikat ini mengalami kemerosotan. Ketidakstabilan hasil eksport udang NBFC sekali lagi dipengaruhi oleh faktor persekitaran seperti kos operasi yang meningkat selain ancaman pengeboman ikan yang berleluasa di Sabah ketika itu sehingga mengancam hasil tangkapan ikan (Stats/15/96/68). Dalam pengeluaran hasil mutiara, tidak banyak dokumen menjelaskan berkenaan hasil keluaran Meiko Pearls Co. dan perusahaan persendirian milik Puan Rusiah Kalmin dan suami kecuali syarikat KPC yang direkodkan mula mengeluarkan hasil mutiaranya pada 1964 dan dieksport ke Jepun untuk diproses dan dipasarkan.


Jadual 3. Hasil keluaran mutiara Kaya Pearl Company pada 1964–1985 (sumber: Department of Agriculture 1964; Department of Fisheries 1967, 1970 dan 1972)



	Tahun

	Jumlah Keluaran




	1964

	25,000 biji




	1965

	30,000 biji




	1966

	35,000 biji




	1967

	40,000 biji




	1968

	td




	1969

	4,000 biji




	1970

	6,000 biji




	1971

	6,000 biji




	1972–1986

	td





* td – tidak dinyatakan

Berdasarkan Jadual 3, bermula pada 1964–1967 jumlah keluaran mutiara KPC mengalami peningkatan iaitu dari 25,000 biji kepada 40,000 biji. Namun pada 1969–1971, kemerosotan besar hasil pengeluaran KPC berlaku iaitu 4,000 biji pada 1969 dan meningkat sedikit kepada 6,000 biji pada 1971. Malahan pada 1972–1986, jumlah keluaran mutiara KPC sudah tidak dinyatakan dalam laporan tahunan Jabatan Perikanan Sabah. Laporan Tahunan Jabatan Perikanan menyatakan kemerosotan disebabkan aktiviti pengeboman ikan sekitar Pulau Bohey Dulang. Rabbi Abtahil juga menyatakan faktor kecurian hasil mutiara yang kerap dilakukan buruh syarikat serta rakyat asing (pendatang tanpa izin) banyak menjejaskan hasil keluaran. Akibatnya bermula pada 1972 hingga 1985 jumlah pengeluaran tidak dikeluarkan dalam laporan tahunan Jabatan Perikanan (Rabhi 2014; KST 10 Jun 1971).

Selepas tahun 1963, beberapa delegasi pelabur Jepun tiba di Sabah bagi meninjau peluang pelaburan dalam sektor pembalakan. Antara kunjungan yang diterima adalah daripada lima orang ahli perniagaan Jepun diketuai Yoshio Sakamitsu pada Julai 1967; wakil dari Chubu Lumber Dealers Co-operative Asociation of Japan pada Mac 1974; 20 orang wakil syarikat Jepun pada Julai 1979; Yaso Tanaka, Presiden Ataka Lumber Co. Ltd pada Jun 1981; dan delegasi Japan Forestry Agency (JFA) yang diketuai Misawa pada Mac 1982 (Sabah Times 19 Mac 1982). Walau bagaimanapun perusahaan pembalakan di Sabah dimonopoli SEDCO dan beberapa anak syarikat Yayasan Sabah (YS) yang dianggarkan seluas 6,310 batu persegi atau 22 peratus keluasan negeri Sabah. Baki kawasan balak lain dikendalikan syarikat kecil yang mendapat lesen daripada kerajaan atau usaha sama dengan syarikat milik kerajaan dan pemodal asing seperti Jepun. Berdasarkan Laporan Yayasan Sabah: Dalam Pembangunan Sabah pada Jun 1977, pemodal Jepun berskala besar yang terlibat dalam sektor pembalakan ialah Yuasa Trading Co. Ltd. Syarikat ini menjalin usahasama dengan Rakyat Bersatu Sdn. Bhd (anak syarikat YS) pada 13 Jun 1973 untuk menubuhkan kilang perusahaan Sinora Sdn. Bhd. Usahasama ini berasaskan pegangan saham 50:50. Perusahaannya terletak di Sandakan dan Tawau dengan modal RM12 juta. YS membekalkan kayu balak sementara Yuasa Trading Co. Ltd. menyediakan kepakaran pengeluaran, pengurusan, pasaran serta melatih sumber manusia tempatan. Kilang ini mula beroperasi pada Januari 1979 dan merupakan kilang pemprosesan kayu berskala besar pertama di Sabah. Selain berkerjasama dengan anak syarikat YS, pemodal Jepun juga bekerjasama dengan pemodal tempatan seperti Bakau Jaya Chip, Rahsna dan Ladalam.

Sektor perhutanan lain yang mendapat perhatian pemodal Jepun ialah sektor berasaskan kayu pulpa dan bakau. Pada November 1967 M. Shibusawa, Pengarah Penyelidikan Institusi Hal-Ehwal Ekonomi Asia bersama rombongan meninjau potensi industri kayu pulpa dan bakau di Sabah. Selain itu pada 1970-an, Kiyosho Tomita menjalinkan kerjasama dengan Bakau Sabah Sdn. Bhd. di Pulau Sibatik, Tawau dalam perusahaan kilang kayu bakau. Syarikat ini memperolehi konsesi seluas 122,672 ekar dan hasil keluaran dieksport sepenuhnya ke Jepun. Sehingga 1982 penglibatan pemodal Jepun dalam sektor perhutanan khususnya hasil balak gantian eksport mula berkurangan. Hal ini berlaku seiring dengan langkah kerajaan negeri yang tidak mengeluarkan lesen baharu kilang papan yang sudah mencecah 104 buah pada 1976 dan meningkat lagi kepada 196 pada 1981 (KST 13 Ogos 1976; Daily Express 26 September 1985). Bagaimanapun keseluruhannya syarikat-syarikat pemodal Jepun turut menyumbang kepada hasil keluaran balak Sabah. Syarikat Sinora Sdn. Bhd., contohnya sehingga 1985 hasil keluaran syarikat mencecah 3.6 juta keping papan lapis dan 25,000 kubik meter kayu balak. Sebanyak 70 peratus daripada keluaran papan lapis dijual di pasaran Sabah dan 30 peratus lagi dihantar ke Jepun, Semenanjung Malaysia, Hong Kong dan Sarawak manakala semua kayu balak dieksport ke Jepun. Usahasama ini dapat menghasilkan RM130 juta tukaran wang asing untuk Sabah. Syarikat usahasama Jepun yang lain turut memberi impak positif kepada keluaran hasil balak. Pada 1976 hasil balak mencecah 54 peratus daripada jumlah eksport sebanyak RM2,12 juta. Daripada jumlah tersebut, 74 peratus dikuasai Jepun. Sementara bagi syarikat usahasama pemodal Jepun dan tempatan lain, Syarikat Bakau pada 1975 merancang untuk mengeluarkan 130,000 tan balak setahun dengan tumpuan pengeluaran kepada perusahaan serpihan kayu atau “woodchip.” Manakala Syarikat Jaya Chip pada 1975 pula mengeluarkan kayu bakau sebanyak 120,000 tan dan meningkat 180,000 tan pada 1976. Sementara rancangan awal pengeluaran balak Syarikat Ladalam ialah dalam lingkungan 1500 meter kubik sebulan (Report Yayasan Sabah 1966–1985; Campbell 1986) Sekali lagi berdasarkan pelan rancangan keluaran balak syarikat usahasama ini menunjukkan sikap optimis yang tinggi tentang peningkatan keluaran dan keuntungan yang maksimum dalam kegiatan ekonomi mereka di Sabah.

Sementara itu, pelaburan pemodal Jepun dalam sektor pertanian kekal perlahan. Pelaburan usahasama pertama pemodal Jepun dan tempatan dalam sektor ini bermula pada 1964 apabila pemodal Jepun menjalinkan usahasama dengan Ngui Ah Kui Company dalam penanaman nenas dan tebu di Lahad Datu. Pelaburan lain ialah Toa Kigyo Company (Sabah) diketuai G. Nakamiya (Pengurus) dalam penanaman pisang di Lahad Datu dan usahasama Itochu Corporation. (C. Itoh & Co. Ltd.) dan Rahsna-Sabah Agricultural Development Sdn. Bhd. pada 1974 dalam perusahaan kelapa sawit selain tinjauan awal peluang perusahaan tepung kanji oleh M. Arai ke Sabah pada pertengahan 1960-an (KST 18 Jun 1970; H.G.A. Steel Report 1971). Bagaimanapun tiada rekod perkembangan usahasama ini dalam laporan Jabatan Pertanian Negeri Sabah mahupun jabatan yang berkaitan. Penguasaan agensi kerajaan seperti Sabah Land Development Board (SLDB), Sabah Rubber Fund Board (SRFB), FELDA-Sabah dan Korporasi Pembangunan Desa (KPD) yang memonopoli 56–67 peratus kegiatan pertanian di Sabah menyebabkan pelaburan Jepun dalam sektor pertanian berkurangan sementara hasil keluaran pemodal Jepun dalam sektor ini hanya berlaku selepas 1953 apabila Itochu Corporation (C. Itoh & Co. Ltd.)-Rahsna yang menjalankan usahasama dengan Sabah Agricultural Development terlibat dalam penanaman kelapa sawit pada 1977–1983. Berdasarkan pelan rancangan jumlah keluaran kelapa sawit, syarikat tersebut mensasarkan pengeluaran sebanyak 2,000 tan pada 1977, 5,000 tan pada 1980 dan 10,000 tan pada 1983 (Sabah Ports Authority 1995). Ini menunjukkan usahasama pelabur Jepun dan tempatan dalam penanaman kelapa sawit dilihat sangat optimis untuk mencapai kejayaan. Situasi ini ada hubungkaitnya dengan keyakinan kedua-dua belah pihak dari segi keupayaan pemindahan teknologi yang efisyen, kos buruh yang murah dan pasaran hasil keluaran yang luas. Ini secara tidak langsung memberi keuntungan yang maksimum kepada usahasama ini.

Sumbangan Jepun terhadap Pemindahan Teknologi

Pemindahan teknologi berlaku melalui pembangunan sumber manusia (latihan kemahiran) dan dalam bentuk fizikal seperti penggunaan aset, jentera atau mesin berteknologi tinggi. Dari segi pembangunan sumber manusia, syarikat Jepun masih menggunakan buruh profesional dari Jepun dan buruh kasar dari kalangan rakyat tempatan. Kekurangan tenaga buruh tempatan profesional dan sokongan masih ketara selepas tahun 1955. Malahan, terdapat masyarakat tempatan yang minat bekerja sendiri berbanding bekerja di syarikat Jepun. Oleh sebab itu, para pemodal Jepun cenderung mendapatkan buruh asing. Pada Ogos 1960 TFC memohon kepada kerajaan CC mengimport seramai 30 orang buruh wanita Okinawa. Laporan Pegawai Jabatan Buruh Tawau pada September 1960 menyebut terdapat 126 buruh Okinawa bekerja di TFC. Selain Okinawa, ramai buruh TFC berasal dari Aomori, Kumamoto, Kochi dan Yuwata. Laporan Pengarah Perubatan Sabah pada 1960 pula menyatakan TFC memiliki 9 buruh Jepun (Pengurusan), 198 nelayan (75 Jepun dan 123 Okinawa), kru Ginyo-Maru seramai 33 orang (Jepun) dan 66 buruh Ginyo Maru (Jepun). Kecenderungan penggunaan tenaga buruh Jepun turut berlaku dalam operasi NBFC di Sandakan. Pada peringkat awal dianggarkan 50 orang nelayan Jepun direkrut untuk bekerja di syarikat ini. Sementara laporan NBNST pada Mac 1961 menjelaskan NBFC merekrut buruh Jepun seramai 93 orang. Pesuruhjaya Buruh Sabah pada Oktober 1962 menjelaskan NBFC memiliki 30 orang buruh Jepun sementara pada 1963, seramai 34 buruh Jepun yang memegang pelbagai jawatan profesional dan 25 buruh tempatan yang bekerja di kilang perikanannya (DM 1401/17: Pearl Culture at Pulau Gaya Semporna dan DLW 3610/2: North Borneo Fishing Co. Ltd., Sandakan). Ternyata NBFC cenderung menggunakan buruh profesional Jepun berbanding buruh tempatan.

Pihak pengurusan NBFC mengakui tenaga buruh profesional Jepun sangat diperlukan pada permulaan operasi syarikatnya. Buruh profesional dari Jepun meliputi jawatan Penyelia, Pembantu Penyelia, Jurutera Stor Sejuk, Penyelia Perikanan dan Pembantu Penyelia Perikanan. Manakala buruh kolar biru NBFC yang majoritinya berasal dari Kagawa terlibat sebagai nelayan. Sebahagian besar buruh professional NBFC merupakan lulusan Ijazah Sarjana Muda Sains dan Sarjana Sains Perikanan dari universiti di Jepun dan mempunyai pengalaman luas dalam perusahaan perikanan di beberapa negara. Bagaimanapun, buruh Jepun hanya bekerja untuk tempoh dua tahun sebelum buruh terlatih tempatan mengambil alih (Yong 1969).

Kecenderungan mengambil buruh Jepun turut berlaku dalam syarikat KPC. Pada 1962 KPC bercadang merekrut 20 buruh dan anak kapal pakar dari Jepun khusus dalam aspek teknikal mutiara dan laut. Pada Februari 1963, KPC sekali lagi memohon merekrut seramai 20 orang buruh Jepun. Sehingga Ogos 1963 Penolong Pesurujaya Buruh Sabah cawangan Tawau menjelaskan 10 orang buruh Jepun bekerja di KPC yang majoritinya berasal dari Okinawa, Kanagawa, Oyama City dan Tochigi. Dalam kes tertentu terdapat juga buruh Jepun syarikat TFC dipinjamkan kepada KPC seperti Mituru Yoza, Shigenobu Nakahara, Nobuo Nagamine, Aisaku Tamayori, Hitoshi Maekawa, Yoshimi Namahara dan Kanou Uhera (DM/1401/17: Pearl Culture at Pulau Gaya Semporna).

Dari segi pemindahan teknologi berbentuk fizikal, pemodal-pemodal Jepun banyak melakukannya selepas 1955. Hal ini ketara dalam sektor perikanan sehinggakan teknologi moden yang dibawa Jepun bermanfaat kepada perusahaan perikanan di Sabah. Mohammad Raduan memetik laporan J. A. Tubb dalam Fisheries Department Report 1947–1950 menjelaskan kaedah penangkapan ikan di perairan batu karang yang dibawa syarikat BFC sejak sebelum perang dianggap pemindahan teknologi yang bermanfaat dalam industri perikanan Sabah. Teknologi ini kemudian digunakan semula oleh TFC di Pulau Si-Amil. TFC menggunakan kaedah pukat tunda bagi menangkap udang dan kaedah muro ami, pancing, rawai dan pukat jerut bagi menangkap ikan. Kilang TFC di Pulau Si-Amil turut dilengkapi stor ais, kilang air batu, kilang memproses serta kilang pengetinan (Mohammad Raduan 2010; Tubb 1952). Menurut Mansur, kebanyakan teknologi penangkapan ikan dan peralatan kilang diimport secara langsung dari Jepun. Menariknya, banyak teknologi penangkapan ikan Jepun dipelajari nelayan tempatan (Mansur 2014, temubual).

Syarikat NBFC turut menggunakan alat penangkapan udang moden. Beberapa alat seperti pukat tunda serta kelengkapan kilang ais dan udang beku dibawa khas dari Jepun. Penggunaan alat seperti ini menyebabkan syarikat NBFC memonopoli sepenuhnya pengeluaran udang beku Sabah sehingga pasca kemerdekaan. Satu lagi pemindahan teknologi yang memberi impak positif kepada kegiatan perdagangan asing Jepun di Sabah ialah penggunaan kapal laut moden. Syarikat perikanan TFC menggunakan lima buah kapal penangkapan ikan yang moden pada awal operasinya. Begitu juga NBFC turut menggunakan kapal bersaiz besar, moden dan canggih yang dibina di Hong Kong (Mansur 2014, temubual; North Borneo Annual Report 1959).

Dalam aktiviti perdagangan antarabangsa, para pemodal Jepun turut menggunakan kapal dagang berteknologi tinggi. Laporan akhbar NBNST menyatakan buat pertama kalinya kapal dagang Jepun berlabuh di Sandakan pada Mac 1954 iaitu kapal Kansai Maru yang memunggah muatan kayu balak kepunyaan N.B. Trading Co. Ltd. Sehingga 1955 hingga 1962 kapal perdagangan Jepun berada di kedudukan antara empat kapal asing tertinggi menggunakan pelabuhan Sabah. Pada tahun 1955, sebanyak 57 kapal dagang Jepun singgah di pelabuhan Sabah iaitu meletakkan kapal Jepun di kedudukan keempat di belakang United Kingdom sebanyak 2,751 buah, kapal dagang Norway sebanyak 145 buah dan kapal dagang Belanda sebanyak 78 buah. Peningkatan ketara kapal Jepun menggunakan pelabuhan Sabah berlaku selepas 1955. Pada tahun 1957, Jepun mula berada di kedudukan ketiga di belakang United Kingdom iaitu sebanyak 103 buah kapal dan Norway sebanyak 156 buah. Kemudiannya pada 1959, kapal dagang Jepun kekal berada di kedudukan kedua tertinggi iaitu sebanyak 381 buah berbanding kapal dagang Britain sebanyak 2,341 buah. Seterusnya pada tahun 1961–1962, jumlah kapal Jepun yang menggunakan pelabuhan Sabah terus mengalami peningkatan. Pada tahun 1961, sebanyak 762 buah kapal Jepun menggunakan pelabuhan Sabah dan meningkat lagi pada 1962 kepada 988 buah kapal iaitu meletakkan Jepun di kedudukan kedua selepas Britain (North Borneo Annual Report 1955–1959).

Untuk pasca Sabah merdeka, Maximus J. Ongkili pernah mengatakan pada 1980 hanya 1,200 orang buruh tempatan bekerja di OMRDSB dan majoriti daripada mereka sebagai buruh kolar biru. Namun dari segi perancangan pembangunan sumber manusia, OMRDSB bercadang melatih seramai mungkin buruh profesional tempatan. Ini bertepatan dengan syarat perjanjian pada 1972 iaitu OMRDSB bersetuju menawarkan peluang pekerjaan kepada masyarakat Sabah sama ada dalam pengurusan syarikat mahupun jawatan buruh sokongan. OMRDSB menghantar buruhnya menjalani latihan teknikal seperti kemahiran pengurusan, pentadbiran dan perdagangan berkaitan dengan industri perlombongan ke Jepun selain terdapat latihan yang diberikan oleh pakar teknikal dalam syarikat. Johnny Johnidu dan Dius Tadong antara buruh tempatan yang berpeluang mengikuti kursus kemahiran tajaan OMRDSB selama lapan minggu di Hosokura Mine dan Omiya Central Research Centre pada Ogos 1974. Pada akhir 1976 seramai lapan orang buruh tempatan OMRDSB mengikuti kursus di Jepun dan jumlahnya meningkat kepada 10 orang pada Februari 1977. OMRDSB mempunyai rancangan pengambilan buruh tempatan khusus untuk memberi peluang pekerjaan kepada masyarakat Sabah sama ada di Ranau dan Kota Belud atau keseluruhan penduduk Sabah. Berdasarkan perancangan pengurusan OMRDSB, pada tahun ke-enam operasinya, syarikat ini mensasarkan buruh tempatan seramai 50 orang dalam jawatan buruh mahir, kerani dan penyelia seramai 75 orang, teknikal seramai 50 orang dan pengurusan dan profesional seramai 50 orang. Perancangan ini meningkat pada tahun ke sebelas operasi OMRDSB dan sasaran buruh mahir seramai 100 orang, kerani dan penyelia 100 orang, teknikal seramai 85 orang, dan pengurusan serta profesional seramai 85 orang (Cooper Development Agreement; Sabah Times 25 Mei 1964).

Dari aspek pemindahan teknologi fizikal, banyak syarikat mega di Sabah membawa mesin pengeluaran berteknologi moden dari Jepun. Projek lombong tembaga Mamut, hidroelektrik Tenom-Pangi serta syarikat perikanan banyak melakukan pemindahan teknologi. Peralatan penggerudian lombong OMRDSB dibawa khas dari Jepun. Teknologi Jepun yang digunakan bagi projek hidroelektrik Tenom-Pangi yang bernilai $12 juta juga diimport khas dari Jepun. Syarikat Sinora Sdn. Bhd. turut membawa mesin berteknologi tinggi buatan Jepun bernilai RM3 juta dan menjadi kilang pertama di Sabah menggunakan mesin berteknologi tinggi dalam pemprosesan kayu. Syarikat KPC, menurut seorang respondent Rabbi Abtahil juga menggunakan teknologi khas penternakan mutiara dari Jepun (Borneo Mail 13 Jun 1996; Rabbi 2014).

Penggunaan kapal dagang moden dalam melicinkan perdagangan asing Jepun dan Sabah merupakan satu bentuk pemindahan teknologi Jepun selepas 1963. Banyak kapal dagang Jepun berlabuh di pelabuhan Sabah bagi membawa hasil barangan eksport dan import. Sehingga tahun 1977, daripada 74 buah syarikat perkapalan utama yang menggunakan pelabuhan, 22 daripadanya merupakan syarikat perkapalan Jepun. Pada tahun 1963, kapal Jepun yang berlabuh di pelabuhan Sabah berada di kedudukan kedua tinggi iaitu sebanyak 850 buah kapal di belakang kapal United Kingdom sebanyak 2,169 buah. Jumlah tersebut meningkat kepada 1,014 buah kapal pada 1967 berbanding 1,314 kapal dari United Kingdom dan Singapura 1,139 buah. Bagaimanapun jumlah tersebut menurun sedikit kepada 900 buah pada 1977 di belakang United Kingdom sebanyak 1,600 buah dan Singapura 1,002 buah. Kemerosotan ini berlaku disebabkan pembukaan semula Terusan Suez pada 1975 di mana persaingan laluan perdagangan dan pengangkutan antara kapal Jepun dan Eropah kembali berlaku. Sentimen anti-Jepun yang meletus sekitar 1970-an di rantau ini turut menjejaskan perkembangan ekonomi Jepun di Asia Tenggara selain menjejaskan kemasukan kapal Jepun ke Sabah. Kapal dagang Jepun yang selalu berlabuh di pelabuhan Sabah terdiri daripada syarikat perkapalan Kohan Kisan Kabushi Kaisha, Daido Line, Hinode Kisen Company, Nisso S.S. Company, Kawasaki Company, Towa Kisen Company dan Tokyo Senpaku Kaisha Iino Lines. Peningkatan kemasukan kapal dagang Jepun seiring dengan peranannya sebagai pengimport kayu balak dan kopra utama Sabah ketika itu (Sabah Annual Report 1976–1977; Hanizah 2006).

Cabaran dan Masalah

Kemasukan semula pelabur Jepun ke Sabah pada 1950-an sehingga pasca merdeka tidak terlepas berhadapan pelbagai cabaran dan masalah. Paling ketara ialah sikap anti-Jepun dalam kalangan rakyat tempatan yang masih menebal. Hakikatnya pada awal 1970-an, hubungan Jepun dan Asia Tenggara termasuk Malaysia masih belum setabil (Sudo 1992). Hal yang sama berlaku di Sabah apabila masyarakat tempatan bersikap dingin terhadap orang Jepun. Hal ini menjadi cabaran kepada pelaburan langsung asing Jepun sehingga 1980-an. Menurut Mohd Samsuddin, sekitar 1957–1967 masyarakat Jepun di Malaysia mahupun Sabah masih kurang mesra dengan penduduk tempatan atas faktor pekerjaan, masalah bahasa dan penumpuan orang Jepun yang terhad di beberapa bandar sahaja (Mohd Samsuddin 1995).

Di Sabah pada era 1950-an, beberapa individu seperti pembaca yang menggelarkan dirinya Victims masih bersikap anti-Jepun. Beliau membantah kehadiran orang Jepun di Sabah dan menyatakan kerajaan British tidak sepatutnya membenarkan orang Jepun kembali untuk memberi penghormatan kepada askar mereka yang terkorban. Ini kerana askar mereka telah bertindak kejam terhadap orang Sabah (NBNST 7 Ogos 1956). Malah akhbar NBNST keluaran 9 Ogos 1956 melaporkan rombongan War Grave Mission Jepun tidak dihiraukan para pemandu teksi walaupun mereka sanggup membayar tambang yang tinggi untuk ke kawasan perkuburan Jepun di Jalan Tuaran (NBNST 9 Ogos 1956). Wartawan Jepun yang mengikuti rombongan tersebut turut menyuarakan rasa tidak puas hati dengan kebebasan yang terhad dalam membuat liputan akibat kawalan ketat kerajaan British yang khuatir dengan keselamatan mereka (NBNST 7 Ogos 1956).

Sikap anti-Jepun dalam kalangan masyarakat tempatan juga jelas melalui ketiadaan rekod perkahwinan antara orang tempatan dengan imigran Jepun. Satu kes terpencil ialah perkahwinan yang direkodkan pada Ogos 1969 apabila Kohki Yukawa kakitangan STOC berkahwin dengan rakan sekerjanya bernama Fung Sui Jin (KST 20 Ogos 1969). Rekod kedua ialah perkahwinan antara Rusiah Kalmin dan Kajiwara di Kunak. Selain dari maklumat ini tidak terdapat maklumat terperinci berkenaan perkahwinan masyarakat tempatan dan warga Jepun. Keinginan imigran Jepun untuk tidak kekal di Sabah menyumbang kepada kurangnya perkahwinan mereka dengan orang tempatan. Setelah matlamat migrasi mereka tercapai, imigran ini akan kembali ke Jepun.

Menurut Haji Palembang @ Haji Ibrahim Abdullah yang merupakan penduduk asal Pulau Denawan yang pernah bekerja di BFC dan TFC, pola petempatan orang Jepun masih lagi cenderung menetap secara berkelompok sesama mereka tetapi dalam masa yang sama boleh bergaul dengan masyarakat setempat dalam kehidupan seharian mereka (Haji Palembang, temubual Ogos 2013). Selain itu, masyarakat Jepun pasca perang juga masih cenderung menghantar anak mereka ke sekolah aliran Jepun. Sekolah Jepun pertama di Sabah pasca merdeka ialah Japanese Supplementary School Kota Kinabalu yang ditubuhkan pada April 1981 yang kemudiannya dikenali sebagai Kinabalu Japanese School pada 1983 (JPS/PBS/COM/PSS/31). Turut ditubuhkan juga adalah beberapa persatuan sosial masyarakat Jepun. Antaranya adalah Sandakan Japan Club pada April 1969 dan Kelab Jepun Kota Kinabalu pada Mac 1979 (R.S.901/653).

Ancaman keselamatan pula merupakan antara masalah dan cabaran yang dihadapi pelabur Jepun di Sabah. Beberapa syarikat milik pemodal Jepun terpaksa ditutup akibat daripada serangan lanun. Syarikat TFC pernah diserang 13 orang lanun pada 26 Disember 1962 mengakibatkan dua nelayannya terbunuh. Begitu juga Syarikat KPC telah diserang lanun pada 1983 dan Pengurus Besarnya, H. Waki ditembak mati manakala H. Horiguchi (Pengurus) dan K. Nagamasa (Penolong Pengurus) cedera. Serangan ini menjejaskan operasi syarikat sehingga terpaksa ditutup pada 1985 (Memorandum and Articles of Association of North Borneo Fishing Company Limited).

Isu seperti di atas secara tidak langsung menjadi cabaran dan masalah terhadap pelaburan langsung Jepun sehingga 1980-an. Bagaimanapun, pelaburan Jepun dalam ekonomi Sabah sejak 1950-an sangat signifikan dari segi modal dan pemindahan teknologi. Modal dan teknologi Jepun menyebabkan hasil keluaran setiap sektor ekonomi yang melibatkan pelaburan dari Jepun sentiasa menunjukkan peningkatan hasil keluaran. Perkembangan seperti ini tentunya memberi kesan positif kepada pertumbuhan ekonomi Sabah di masa hadapan.

Kesimpulan

Penglibatan pemodal Jepun dalam pelbagai sektor utama dari 1955 hingga 1980-an ternyata telah memberi impak positif kepada pemindahan teknologi dan hasil keluaran setiap sektor ekonomi Sabah secara keseluruhan walaupun sebelum 1963 hal ini tidak banyak tercatat dalam rekod rasmi. Sungguhpun pemindahan teknologi dalam bentuk pembangunan sumber manusia tidak berlaku pada awalnya, namun setelah Sabah mencapai kemerdekaan pada tahun 1963, pembangunan sumber manusia dan pemindahan teknologi berbentuk fizikal mula berlaku seiringan. Situasi ini menyebabkan pembangunan di setiap sektor ekonomi mula berkembang secara positif. Hasil keluaran yang pelbagai selain peningkatan berterusan menyebabkan Sabah mula aktif dalam aktiviti perdagangan asing. Aktiviti perdagangan asing yang semakin rancak menyebabkan pelabuhan-pelabuhan utama Sabah mula dibangunkan bagi menampung kedatangan kapal-kapal dagang asing khususnya kapal milik Jepun. Sehingga tahun 1980-an, Jepun muncul sebagai destinasi utama dagangan eksport sektor utama Sabah.
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