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This article attempis to show that the Malay Rulers under the British Residential

gystem were not powerless puppets whose duties were confined to affixing their

signatures and accepting financial positions. While performing ceremonial roles

they also were able to disagree with their Residents and often their apposition to

British policies was quite effective.

Rencana ini mencuba memperlihatkan Raja-raja Melayu di bawah sistem Residen
Inggeris bukanlah sebagai boneka yang tidak berkuasa dan hanya menjalankan
mgas untuk menurunkan tandatangan atau menerima gaji yang tetap sahaja.
Sungguhpun memegang jawatan yang simbolik dari segi adat istiadat mereka
juga pernah menyuarakan bantahan terhadap Residen-Residen dan banyak kali
bantahan mereka terhadap dasar-dasar Inggeris berkesan.

By the middle of the 19th century the economic condition of the Malay States
was beginning to change. Vaughan, visiting Kuala Terengganu in 1846, had
met Baginda Omar, one of the most forceful and successful Malay Rulers of
the 19th century. The Sultan came off to the British ship 'in great pomp, :a
fine-looking man' but, Vaughan adds, 'very plainly dressed’ in 'a black velvet
jacket slashed with gold thread, very shabby and worn-out'.! James Low, in
Perak in 1826, had also noted the Sultan's very simple lifestyle.?

Yet tin mining in central Malaya, gold mining in the north-east and the
export of produce such as camphor, gutta percha and rattans was increasing
the inflow of money.®  Straits merchants, no longer content merely to
purchase what was on offer, were beginning to risk capital, sometimes as
loans and sometimes as direct investment, in the Malay States.* With
money to spend the Rulers of Johor and Kedah maintained houses in Singapore
and Penang as accommodation during their frequent visits. Other Rulers
also visited these towns.® These contacts induced new and expensive tastes at
Malay royal Courts.

Political prestige and power depended on control of revenue. This factor
exposed the ambiguity of the Malay Ruler's traditional role, which had
been essentially ceremonial and symbolic rather than executive. A Ruler
reigned but he did not usually govern. In his name royal kinsmen and officers
of state drawn from prominent families carried on the work of government. The
Ruler formally conferred upon them their high offices - he was the fount of
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However, the Stafe Councils, established in Selangor ana‘Perak in 1877 and
in other FMS States) brought the dispossessed and embittered ruling clagg T
the process of consultation and influence. But it was only a brief flowey; Ihty,
the 1880's. By the 1890's the State Councils had begun to decling I}
importance, though not in the all-important personal prestige which e n
conferred on their members.”® X oY

Although the colonial administrators did not intend to do so, the ifnovatioy
the State Council restor‘ed some of the traditional authority of the Malay Rulst.-
In the 1890's Sultan"Idris of Perak presided over a State Council which ingjy ¢
the Raja Muda, Mentri, Laksamana, Sri Adika Raja and Panglima Kinta, 1 Wil
in form, though not in substance, a recreation of the gatherings in the mm{i
balai at which the chiefs sought royal countenance for what they were dojp,.
The presence of his traditional lieges strengthened the Ruler's hand. He coyjq’.
and occasionally did - insist that on matters of Malay custom the Higﬁ
Commissioner, by the terms of the Pangkor Engagement, could ﬂdf
overrule his decisions, even if his decisions entailed State expenditure.?®

If the Ruler wished to resist a British proposal, a royal nod and a wink evokeq
dutiful but vehement protests. In one such case, in 1896, the Sri Adika Rajﬁ,'
confidant and righthand man of Sultan Idris, 'raised a chorus by remarking thy
the draft order appeared to set aside the country and the Sultan'*® The Su]iyy
sat impassive while the storm raged - as did the Resident who, on thjs
occasion, tacitly supported a Malay protest against a Colonial Office decision,

The Ruler did not have to use proxies to fight his battles, if he judged that the

extreme sanction of a personal protest was required. In 1905 Sultan Idris
made a speech to his State Council, reproaching the High commissioner with
failure to abide by the terms of the FMS treaty of 1895. Anderson, a pillar of
Presbyterian rectitude, was apoplectic with fury - all the more so because the
Resident decided to let the storm blow over rather than aggravate it to g
consitutional earthquake by arguing the point with the Ruler in the presence of
his State Council.¥!

In 1908 the Resident invited the Perak State Council to approve proposals for
Malay Reservations (of land). This measure was intended to halt sale of
Malay holdings at high prices to rubber companies - and did not meet with
Malay approval. The Council asked the Resident to circulate a Malay translation
of this proposal within the state to elicit Malay opinion. Stripped of the
formal courtesy the Resident was being told to get stuffed.®

Before trying again the administrators persuaded Sultan Idris to give them his
support. In 1913 at a meeting of the FMS Federal Council he spoke in support
of the Malay Reservations Enactment, thereby virtually silencing its critics of
all persuasions.® As the senior - and most forceful - of the four FMS rulers
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fhis time Sultan ldris played a prominent part i influencing policy
gring the first 15 years of this cenwry. His effectiveness was due in
¢t to his superb skill in judging how far to carry his opposition and in
signalling that he was alw_ays ready to listen - and to reconsider his stance.* But
¢ was not alone in this. I have mentioned the skill of Sultan Ahmad of
pahang in opposition by different means, Even the Yam T-%‘? of Negeri
gembilan, a lesser figure, could prove 'troublesome’ on occasion. i
e
gowever the death of Sultan Idris in 1916 removed from the stage the last
qmong the first generation of Malay Rulers to experience colonial rule. The
S Rulers were moving from a state to a federal forum of debate - a subject
to which I will come later on.

efore that let me go back a little to pick up a different theme, i.e. the Rulers'
part in what Dr. Khasnor Johan has called The Emergence of a Modern Malay
Administrative Elite - and may I say how much 1 admire her book and draw
onit in the following passage. She has told - and I need not repeat it - the
story of the foundation of the Malay College at Kuala Kangsar which was to
pecome the nursery of the evolving Malay Administrative Service, a process
stimulated by the shortage of European staff in Malaya during the 1914-18 war.

The Malay Rulers, at their conference in 1903, had pressed for more effective
measures to bring Malays of the old ruling class into the new bureaucracy.
Their initial reaction to the Malay College was rather mixed. Sultan Idris,
and the indispensable Sri Adika Raja, ‘hailed it with delight.”S The Sultan
asked that the new school might be sited at Kuala Kangsar, so that he might
keep an eye on it. But when R.J. Wilkinson, whose brainchild it was,
became Resident of Negeri Sembilan, he found that the local opinion was that
'the Malay College, which makes a point of training the character as well as the
intelligence, was really a sort of reformatory for idle and refractory boys of good

family.”” The English pubTic school ethos is not readily transplanted to

another culture ver, as we know, the Malay College in its own
gition soon became a cherished Malay institution throughout the Malay States

- not least to the Rulers themselves. In the early 1920's Sultan Iskandar of
Perak, entertaining the King of Siam, brought him to see the College
mounted on 'a grandly caparisoned elephant with a beautifully decorated
howdah on its back' and the major chiefs of Perak, in similar splendour, came
behind.?®

Yet, despite the euphoria, the Rulers were troubled by two problems. The
College was to them a gateway into the civil service for boys of aristocratic
family. However from the 1920's a quota of places was reserved for open
competition. The introduction of 'damned nonsense about merit' displeased
some of Their Highnesses, one of whom formally objected to the admission of
* boy whose forebears had been slaves, although the aristocratic former




slave-owners had themselves put him forward.* But there was no Stempo:
this modest move tdwards equal opportunity. L

The other issue also arose from conflicts between achieved and inherited Staty
i.e. the relationship between the Ruler, pillar of tradition, and Malay Civil.
servants making their careers, everif they too began from a situatiy i
inherited position (in most cases). Viewed from the astana thﬁMAS M of
officer was a cuckoo in the nest, especially if he was from anothe®State ol.y

worse still - of peasant origin. The MAS officer, by reason of hi.-:

professional status and administrative powers was a high profile figure

Malay society. Yet he was also heir to the role of the district chief 0§

figure now lost from the fraditional hierarchy. If the Ruler and his.

circle were prejudiced, the MAS officer could be ‘made to feel insignificany
It was the beginning of an uneasy relationship which took a new t“m.in
the post-1945 Malaya, when the Rulers owed the recovery of thgj
constitutional position to the leaders of UMNO, who were for the most pay
members, or former members, of the civil service.In earlier years however, jyg
after the First World War, as the new MAS cadre began to emerge, (hs
FMS Rulers were more sympathetically disposed to their ambitions. Whey
Guillemard arrived as High Commissioner in 1920, Sultan Iskandar of Pergk
who had himself been in the government service for 15 years, Ul‘ge&
Guillemard to do more to improve the career prospects of the MAS.

Up to this point I have concentrated on the Rulers of the FMS, upon whon
the Residential system was imposed from 1874 onwards. It is time to considey
the convergent but essentially different developments in what became, ip
1909, the Unfederated Malay States. Each of the four States - I shall disregard
Perlis - had its own sequence of events. I shall try to describe the common
trends of the UMS as a group rather than the peculiar elements of individual
States.

With the exception of Johor, very much a special case, the other UMS - in the
north - were less subject to economic pressures and disturbances than the
FMS. Siamese paramounicy, although irksome, was mitigated by the ‘hands
off' policy of Siam. Within the constraints of tributary status - symbolised by.
the triennial presentation of the bunga mas - the northern UMS Rulers were free
to find their own way forward.*?

It was a situation which gave scope to able Rulers, such as Sultan Ahmad
Tajuddin of Kedah, Sultan Mohamed II of Kelantan and Baginda Omar of
Terengganu - to whom one may add Sultan Abu Bakar of Johor. Broadly, their
objective was to adapt the government of their States, by the selective
adoption of administrative practice observed in the Straits Seitlemetns. In
Kedah and Kelantan the arrival of Siamese Advisers - of British nationality -
added impetus to the trend.
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hus it was that, -on the transfer of suzerainty in 1909, Anderson, the
igh Commissioner‘noted that in Kedah 'there is a fully organised central
dministration composed of Malays, some of them men of considerable
pility and individuality'** Graham, on arriving in Kelantan in 1903 paid
gribute 10 the quality of its land system and Swettenham, visiting Johor in that
ear, was also surprised by some uspects of the regime.* Clifford, in
ferenganu in 1895 had noted its sophisticated industry and fBreign trade
and @ few years lager the Ruler adopted an active, if perhaps itiprudent,
poljcy of granting concessions for mining and agriculture.*

In the 20 years up to 1909 the UMS Rulers had viewed the situation in
the FMS with misgiving. There was little doubt in their minds that, if the
opportunity arose, Britain would extend the FMS regime to their States - a
most unwelcome prospect. While there was time, they took steps to safeguard
what Professor Sharom Ahmat called the 'Malayness' of their government.*6 The
most effective buffer against British control was the adoption of a  bureaucratic
form of administration, through salaried officials, in place of traditional
wle by hereditary dignitaries. It also entailed the introduction of some
colonial practice, such as an embryo land registration system, which
increased the cash flow into the hands of the ruling class, from peasants or from
concessionaires, or both.

Nonetheless there was an element of sham in these innovations. In Kedah
the new offices of State Auditor and of Inspector General of Police were
little more than court sinecures.*’” When Graham became Siamese Adviser in
Kelantan he found that the impotent Sultan's numerous uncles had assumed
various offices. 'One of the uncles', he wrote, 'was already in charge of the
rabble which passed as a police force, another was head of a rudimentary
public works office, and a third controlled the land revenue (collected on crops').
However he added that they were 'good enough men when taken individually' and
it was proposed to continue these gentlemen in their offices’ and to increase
their remuneration.*® There was a similar situation in Terengganu.®® In
Johor the standard of bureaucratic efficiency was higher but Swettenham
remarked sourly on 'Malay officers pretending to carry on work, the details of
which not one of them understood’.>

The significant point to note is the frustration of British administrators
confronted by an indigenous structure which they could not displace. Treacher
had written of the FMS that 'the British arriving here found no native civil
service'.>! As we have seen Anderson, in 1909, had to recognise that in the
UMS there was a 'native civil service' in office. Its existence of both FMS
and UMS, distinguished between the FMS Resident who "administers' and a
UMS British Adviser who 'advises the Ruler how to administer'.>*




Why was the 'native civil service' of the UMS able to E\)ld its gound? S8
from Kedah and Johor, had been educated at Benjamin Keasberry's
residential school in Singapore - as much anursery of Malay ‘ldm:m“ra
as the Malay College at Kuala Kangsar, to which the UMS sent 4 l°fl
generation for education and training.>* A few had been sent to Engl.md u

the most outstanding figures of the €arly 20th century were mc%t)f a dlffer
type. Haji Nik Mahmud and Haji Ngah were respectively long-s ving men
besar of Kelantan and of Terengganu, Both were men of strong perSonaljy
outstanding ability. As their names reveal, both had made the pllguma ‘.
Mecca and had remained there for a period of Islamic study. Haji Ngah
very proud of his command of Arabic.® Dato' Ja'afar bin Mohamed, Men
Besar of Johor for many years until his death in 1919 was a member of the j
Johor elite, educated ata Malay school in Singapore.’

These men rose to power by royal favour but the strength of their position e
that they combined proficiency in two power structures. The first Brlllsh'
Agent in Terengganu disparaged Haji Ngah, then the Sultan’s priyge
secretary, as'a typical priest, i.e. an alim. Buta modern historian, g
better understanding, describes him as 'a man of canniness and considerah|g
executive ability, the most significant personality in Terengganu of thjg
century'’

On the basis that the advice had to be accepted but the adviser could not take
direct action both sides had to work out a basis of cooperation. In selected
technical fields, such as the introduction of the FMS land system, Britigh
officials were even permitted to assume a limited executive role. [f
approached sympathetically the Malay regime was willing to adopt proposed
changes with goodwill. Let me take an example from Terengganu, where the
pace of change was slowest.

In the 1880's the Sultan had rewarded a favourite with the charge of the
important Kemaman district, the main centre of economic development later
on. Here the celebrated To' Drahman remained for 30 years, first as a district
chief though he was (in 1912 restyled district officer. The change of label did
not however significantly alter his style of administration. For example he
treated the police contingent stationed in his district as a useful addition (0
his traditional following.%®

Elsewhere in Terengganu however younger men were appointed to the charge of
districts. They had not grown up in the traditions of royal courts and authority.
The British Agent (not yet Adviser Humphreys) - another celebrated figure during
his 10-year stint in Terengganu - was able to get the new recruits attached to him
for initial training. He himself had learnt his trade as an Assistant
Adviser in Johor and the Sultan borrowed from him his copies of administrative
reports on the Muar district.%
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do not wish to exaggerate the trend, which I have not examined in detail
heyond 1920. But it does appear that the Anglo-Malay partnership of the UMS
was more productive - for Malay progress - than in the FMS. When, years later
UMNO was founded and rose to power, its leaders - with the exception of Tun
Abdul Razak - came almost entirely from former members of the UMS civil
gervice. Dato' Onn himself had been a member of the Johor civiﬁservice until
1929.° My point is that in the UMS the Malay administrator had
more power and rekponsibility - and with it came confidence in his own
ability. The Rulers deserve some credit for this result.

UMNO was in part the product of an increasing Malay sense of national
unity, spreading across State boundaries. That is the next theme I propose to
examine. It probably had its origin around the beginning of the century.
Long before that Malay Rulers had occasionally visited each other and their
dynasties sometimes intermarried. Throughout the region there was a sense of
the 'Malay world'.®" But a new era began with the 1897 conference of FMS
Rulers. It was such an unprecedented event that the administrators viewed
it with some trepidation, predicting quarrels over precedence - which in the
event did not happen.5? There are also signs that the Rulers were reluctant to
pecome involved in such a novel assembly. Both Sultan Idris of Perak and
Sultan Ahmad of Pahang had given polite reasons for declining to attend a
conference which it was proposed to hold in the previous year.$ However Idris
was mollified by moving the venue (of 1897) to his State capital - Kuala
Kangsar - and special arrangements were made to bring Ahmad round from the
East Coast in the Governor's yacht. Even so it took some persuasion to get
Sultan Abdul Samad of Selangor, then aged 93, to make a short journey to
Perak.

The whole affair was a success despite a series of minor accidents and
setbacks. When Ahmad reached the mouth of the Perak river he declined to
proceed upstream in a small river launch - it was unfitting. Yam Tuan
Mohamed of Negeri Sembilan was more compliant but the vessel on which
his party was travelling grounded in the river and he arrived at the
unreasonable hour of midnight. The next day it rained so heavily that the
opening ceremony had to be postponed to the following day. The programme
of entertainments went sadly astray - there was popular apathy over the sports,
the boat races could not be held because visitors had occupied the boats as
lodgings, and the tireworks were let off before the royal guests arrived to see
them,

But the Rulers, and still more the large retinues who accompanied them,
enjoyed themselves hugely - not least because Sultan Idris was a splendid host
who put himself to immense pains to make a success of the occasion. For
various reasons 6 years elapsed before the next such gathering of Rulers was
held - in Kuala Lumpur in 1903. On that occasion the four Rulers and




their parties werg handsomely accommodated in tempo\ary buildings j; .
Lake Gardens. ~ For the first time the assembly took on a polig e
significance. Before Swettenham arrived as High Commissioner to pres I
Sultan Idris held a private meeting of the Rulers and their advisers to dise

the protest which he planned to make against the centralising tendencjgg

the FMS federal government. Sweftenham, getting wind of tl%ﬁconclave '
Sultan Idris into a corner and persuaded him to tone down what*he il“endéd ¢
say.5 But he could not remove the sense of common interest th ”Pposiso'
certain aspects of the FMS regime. The four days of discussion ranged OVer g
variety of subjects, including the need for increasing Malay participation |
the government itself, which led on to the scheme for a Malan
Administrative Service, which I have already described. y

The Rulers seem to have been of two minds. They found mutual Teassurance
in promoting common interests. On the other hand they wished to Securg g
return of power and influence from the federal centre to the States, Tpe
members of the State Councils, who came with them, also shared in a pey,
sense of identity and common interest, arising from the opportunity of informg
contact at the conferences.

In discussing the consitutional debate of the ensuing 30 years 1 will concentrg
on the role of the Rulers. The consultations which preceded the 1909 Fymg
reorganisation are a story of mutual incomprehension.®* Anderson, the High
Commissioner, sought to wrench control of the federal bureaucratic machipg
from the hands of the too powerful Resident-General. The Rulers wished to sge
the R-G's powers dispersed to the States.

Sultan Idris suggested that, as the conferences of 1897 and 1903, the four

Rulers should assemble, with the Residents, for collective discussion over

which the High Commissioner would preside. This was to be a debate

in confidence in an 'Administrative Council. Anderson took up the idea as &

means of securing frank discussion with the Residents, believing that in

practice the Rulers, still reluctant to leave their States, would not often attend.

Yet, for Sultan Idris, the whole purpose of the new body was that they should do

$0.% In the event the Colonial Office, which misunderstood the purposes

both of Anderson and of the Rulers, vetoed the proposal for an¥
Administrative Council altogether.

In agreeing that the new FMS Federal Council should legislate on matters’
common to the four States, Sultan Idris stipulated that the legislation, in draft
form, should first be discussed by the State Councils. Yet, for the past 20"
years, the State Councils had enacted, virtually without discussion, technical’
material of this kind, submitted to them in English, a language which many:
members of the State Councils did not understand - a few of them were
illiterate.s’
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petween 1909 and 1927, when the Rulers ceased o be me\i‘nhers of the Federal
council, they attended its meetings - or were represented by their heirs - but
yery rarely spoke.®® Although they took no open part in the prolonged
gnd acrimonious discussion of the decentralization issue, they had a part in it.
Again the parties were at cross-purposes, though there was a better
ynderstanding of what it was all about. Guillemard proposedga 'devolution
of the Chief Secretary’ powers (o State Councils'.® The Residents uuppurled
pis scheme with a wiew to the transfer of executive powers to them. Again
there was a failure to understand that the Rulers had a real interest in these
matters.

yet the evidence to the contrary was there for those who were prepared to
consider it. Guillemard, in many respects a clever fool, was astute enough to
see that he needed the support of the Rulers, especially Sultan Iskandar of Perak,
as 4 counterweight to commercial interests, who supported the autocratic
Chief Secretary.” Iskandar himself came to London in 1924 and made a passing
impression on the Colonial office, still convinced that he was a mere playboy.”

The Colonial Office was by now convinced that 'the sovereignty of the Malay
Rulers {was) becoming increasingly shadowy and unreal'”® Insofar as the
Colonial Office attributed any political significance to the FMS Rulers, it
regarded them as 'a reactionary force', who - since the days of Swettenham - had
lent themselves to manipulation by the Residents to obstruct the
enlightened policies of His Majesty's Government.  This was to have
momentous consequences - in the Malayan Union project.”™ !

Meanwhile the UMS Rulers observed the FMS decentralization Punch and Judy
show of the inter-war period with distaste and detachment. As early as
1920 Young, then High Commissioner, had warned that neither Kedah nor
Johor would enter a federation except 'under compulsion'.”* When Britain
sought in 1923 to put its relations with Kedah on a firmer footing than
mere succession to the suzerainty of Siam, transterred in 1909, the Regent of
Kedah insisted on a stipulation in the treaty that Britain would not 'merge or
combine the State of Kedah... with any other State without the written
consent of His Highness the Sultan in Council."”

As time is running on | will pass over brietly the years 1942-47 in which the
Rulers were unhappy prisoners of circumstances beyond their control. In
1945 they were put under compulsion but the symbolic role which, apart from
any lost political influence, they had always had - in British as well as Malay
eyes, made them a key element in general Malay opposition to the Malayan
Union. The price which the Rulers paid tfor their rescue was the adoption,
within each State, of a written constitution, which in effect made them
formally bound to accept the advice of Malay Ministers and State Councils of
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a representative qharacter. The theoretical absolutisrh‘of what CIiI'f‘md o
1927, had called 'Muhammadan monarchies’ had gone and a new era had bﬂgl’lnuaf

There remains a complex theme - all the more difficult to discuss becayge the
sources available are fragmentary and inadequate - the position of the Mal ¢
Ruler as a 'Muhammadan monarch”’. Whatever liberties the Resideng mu&y
they judged it unwise - in their own interest - lo intervene M 'the My k,
religion', expressly excluded from the ambit of their advice by tife Pangkes
Engagement” However it presented insistent problems to the Ruler - apq gr
occasion to the Resident also. t
By tradition the Ruler was 'God's Vice-Regent on Earth”. As such it wag p;
duty to observe and to uphold the faith, and in particular to enforce its ruleg of
conduct. In pre-colonial times the Ruler could adopt a relaxed and Iliiﬂds.uﬁ
approach since executive power was in the hands of fellow Muslimgs
However the separation of church and state incidental to colonial rule creatgq 1
new situation.

The Rulers' response was the creation, in the latter part of the 19th century, of

a much more elaborate hierarchy of Islamic officials than had been required
before. These were kadis, assistant kadis, mufti and syaikh-ul-Islam, whoge
salaries - and some legal powers - were given by the State government by
who were essentially officials appointed by the Ruler or on his behalf. Tj
Rulers showed much interest in the choice of the more senior figures of the
new hierarchy.® But, as Roff noted, this produced an ‘authoritarian fom
of religious administration in the hands of a hierarchy of officials directly
dependent on the Sultans for their position and power.*?

If the ruler's subjects did not behave as they should or - a more heinous offence:
- if they disputed the rulings of his Muslim officials, what was he to do? Ag
an example Raja Yusuf, Regent of Perak, threatened to fine or imprison
backsliders who failed to attend Friday prayers at the mosque. But Hugh Low
refused to support him, suggesting that the defaulters should be told that they
would be 'guilty of sin and certainly be punished hereafter.’ At this Yusuf
'looked sulky but I saw no more of the document.®?

In time however colonial administrators yielded to royal demands that there
should be sanctions in this world as well as the next. But this shifted the
disputed ground without resolving the dispute. If the Ruler's State courts,
administered for him by Europeans, were to deal with disputes and offences
arising under Islamic law, that law must be acceptable by European as well 8
Malay standards. The Terengganu State Council once had to determing
what sentence to impose on a woman taken in adultery. Humphreys, the
British Adviser, led the Council, and the woman, down to a place in the towh
where road repairs were in progress. He pointed to a pile of stones and invited
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g Council to stong her to death, as the Koran pruvided.\ He then departed -
nd SO so0n afterwards did they.* But the argument did not always go one way.
when the British Adviser in Kedah invited the State Council to adopt the SS

nal Code as the law of Kedah, a Malay Councillor said that he would first

ish to consider the Egyptian law, which might be a better model, In vain did
e British Adviser expostulate that 'the Egyptian code 4s a crude

ing-"™ Itis an episode which illustrates incidentally how British Tnsensitivity
yardened Malay reselve. The foundation of the famous Majlis Ugama in
gelantan was in part a mark of such resentment.®

the Rulers themselves took the initiative in the search for a code more in
geeping with the values and attitudes of their time.*” Raja Muda, later
gultan, Sulaiman of Selangor, a much married man, produced his own
roposals for a new code of matrimonial law® But the ulama, as is the way
with experts, proved contrary. After much discussion the Muhammadan
paws Enactment passed in 1904 dealt only with selected topics, mainly
matrimonial, on which a modicum of consensus had been reached.

It is significant however that the new law required any person who wished to
reach 'religious doctrine' to obtain a licence from the Ruler. Failure to do so,
or teaching 'false doctrine’, was punishable by a fine.® Roff has given a full
and vivid account of the Kaum Muda-Kaum Tua disputes of this period. The
Kaum Tua, or conservatives, were the hierarchy around the Ruler, acting in his
name, to suppress what they regarded as heresy or subversion. The Kaum
Muda reflected the tide of reformist opinion sweeping into Southeast Asia
from centres of learning in the Middle East.

In these conflicts the Ruler's otficials were sometimes more royalist than the
king.  Sultan Idris, who matured in his later years into a man of strict piety,
drew into his circle one of the leading reformers, Syaikh Tahir. The Sultan
sent the Syaikh round the mosques and surau of Perak 'to correct the kiblat the
direction faced in prayer'®® Later he became a sort of personal chaplain to
the Sultan and accompanied him on his trip to London in 1911.9!

The Rulers also had some intermittent contact with the Middle Eastern
centres of the reformist teaching. In 1893 Sultan Abu Bakar of Johor visited
Cairo en route for Europe and had discussions with Sheikh el Bekri, who
professed himself ‘'shocked' at what the Sultan inadvertently disclosed to him of
lax Islamic practice in Malaya. The Sulran, with great tact, invited the
outraged theologian to 'send them a professor to teach them their religion,'?

Sometimes however the boot was on the other foot. In 1913 Sultan Zainal
Abidin of Terengganu made the pilgrimage to Mecca - the only Malay Ruler
of his time to do so. He was a man of great piety and learning, who had once
asked his British Adviser for help in the study of astronomy, so that he might
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proclaim the beginning of the month of fasting with s\tienlific dCCUracy 1 o
fell ill in Arabia and was obliged to go to Cairo for medical treatment, ‘T He
he was disturbed to find that middle-class Egyptians wore 'a neck-tie h_

collar which is against Muhammadan law." There are photographs of hi
Sultan wearing a European suit, with a collar but no tie* the

The outbreak of the 1914-18 war caused the Rulers consmeruble diffigyly
since Turkey, tAe leading Islamic power of the time, was among® the counu!.t'!":
with which Britain was at war. Some pressure was exerted on the Rulgpe o
declare themselves in support of Britain as the protecting power. It fellhi
Sultan Idris, as the senior FMS Sultan, to make a suitable statemeny g
meeting of the FMS Federal Council.*® British administrators believed .
this declaration by a much respected Ruler had widespread effect on Mal'ay'l

opinion.

The main area of concern was in the north-east, where Islamic activity and
the influence of the ulama were particularly important. Sultan Zaing)
Abidin of Terengganu assembled his people in the centre of Kuala 'I‘erenggam
and led them in prayers for a British victory.®” But it was a tetchy logy
situation. A shopkeeper in Kuala Terengganu put up the Turkish flag, to shay
his sympathies - and a European - very foolishly - took it down, therghy
exaggerating the issue. In Kelantan the To' Janggut rebellion, a very mipgp
affair in mid 1915, came just after the mutiny of an Indian regiment jy
Singapore - and the raid on Penang by the German cruiser "Edmep!,
Whether these local and remote events caused the Sultan of Kelantan 10 have
doubts about the British cause is uncertain. But his British Adviser wag
indiscreet enough to let it be seen that he doubted the Sultan's attitude - and iy
was the British Adviser who was removed from the State - at the Sultan's
insistence.®®

On the other hand Sultan Ibrahim of Johor, despite his long and bitten
resistance of British intervention in his State, sent a detachment of his Johore
Military Force to assist in putting down the Singapore Mutiny. Later, on
being told that his son (the future Sultan fsmail of Johor), who was a student
in England, wished to enlist in the British Army, he gave his consent.”

One of the slow-moving developments of the period | have described was
the growing awareness of the Malay Rulers of events in the world outside
Southeast Asia. Sultan ldris, visiting London in 1902, had cited the Malay
saying about a frog under a coconut shell (i.e. the local limits of Malay
perceptions) to Clifford.'®  But it was already a somewhat out-of-date
comment. At different times the Rulers of Johor, Perak, Selangor.Negel‘l
Sembilan, Pahang and Kedah visited England - and their discussions with the
Colonial Office were sometimes more than formalities.'® Sultan Abu Bakar of
Johor was a late 19th century globetrotter, who made five trips to Europ;
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where he appeared; at several royal courts and wimered\ at fashionable spas,
¢ also made visits to Java, China and Japan. Sultan Idris too visited
ngland three times. The Sultan of Kedah came to attend the 1911 Coronation
_and had to have Malay costume for himself and his party hastily run up by a
gavile Row tailor, as British decorum would not allow him to appear in the
rocession in European uniform, as he had intended.'® The;{u[ure Sultan
jskandar of Perak was educated in England.'®
2
1 hope that I have at least given some reasons for doubting the opinion of
ging Chulalongkorn of Siam that the Malay Rulers became powerless
puppets whose duties were 'confined to affixing their signature and accepting
financial grants.'®

s

NOTES

+ This is the text of a lecture delivered at the Universiti Sains Malaysia on
2 October 1991. According to Mr Gullick, it presents the highlights of his
forthcoming book, Rulers and Residents: Influence and Power in the Malay
States, 1897-1920, which is being published by Oxford University Press in
Kuala Lumpur. Readers who wish to pursue further details in the notes of
this paper are requested to refer to the bibliography in the book. - Ed.

1 Anon (almost certainly J.D. Vaughan), Journal kept on board a Cruiser in
the Indian Archipelago in 1846', Journal of the Indian Archipelago, vol. 8,
p-176.

2 ], Low. '‘Observations on Perak', JIA, vol. 4, p.502.

3 IM. Gullick. Malay Society in the Late Nineteenth Century: the
Beginnings of Change, Chapter 7, and Indigenous Political Systems
of Western Malaya, Chapter 7. C.F. Bozzolo, Report on a Journey to
Kelantan in 1888 enclosed with SSD 31 January 1889. H. Clifford,
‘Report: Expedition to Trengganu and Kelantan', 1895, reprinted in
JMBRAS, 34(1), para 172f, 204 and 209. W.E. Maxwell, Report on a
Consular Tour to Kedah in 1889 enclosed with SSD 17 May 1889.

4 Khoo Kay Kim, The Western Malay States 1850-1873: the Effects of
Commercial Development on Malay Politics, passim. Shaharil Talib,
After Its Own Image: the Trengganu Experience 1881-1941, Chapter
4. JM. Gullick, 'Kedah in the time of Sultan Ahmad Tajuddin 1T 1854-
1879', JMBRAS, 58(2) and Rulers and Residents: Influence and Power in
the Malay States 1870-1920 (forthcoming) (subject index entries Land -
concessions').
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was also a regular visitor.

Sultan Idris (not Sultan until 1887) accompanied H. Low to London in
1884 to assist him in negotiations with Siam in London over the Perak
boundary. When he came ot attend the coronation in 1902 he had an
interview with Joseph Chamberlain, the Secretary of State. He made
his third visit in 1911 (also for a coronation). See Note 103 below on
Sultan Iskander's visit in 1924,

Yam Tuan Mohamed came to England in the late 1920's and, in an
interview with King George, raised the longstanding issue of his claim

to be recognised as 'Sultan’ of his State. Sultan Sulaiman of Selangor

22




d came to Londen at the end of his reign (1898-1938)No discuss the vexed
& question of tHé succession to his throne.

‘ On the visit of Sultan Abdul Hamid in 1911 see Note 102 below.

! Tunku Besar (later Sultan) Mahmud of Pahang (r. 1914-17) visited England
| in 1903 for medical treatment, . -

114‘ ‘

102 Mubin Sheppard. Tunku - a Pictorial Biography, vol.1, p. 20. ~
)2 103 Sultan Iskander of Perak (r. 1918-1938) had been educated in Englabd
(1897-1902) and returned in 1924 o discuss the 'decentralization’'
question then in dispute in the FMS. See Note 71,
dry
104 Kobkua, op.cit., p. 104, citing a memorandum written by King
Chulalongkorn in 1896. See also Emerson, op.cit., pp. 337 and 249.
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