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ABSTRACT i

This thesis deals with Chinese political power in the |
Federation of Malaysia since the expulsion of Singapore
(with its large Chinese population) from the federation in
1965. In determining the extent of Chinese political power
in Malaysia, an examination of two significant areas was es-
sential., First, the racial conflict and violence between
the Malays and non-Malays (mainly the Chinese) were major
problems which shook the very foundation of the political,
economic and social structures of Malaysia. Second, the re-
sults of the last three Malaysian Parliamentary and State
Legislative Assembly General Elections were analyzed and in-
terpreted to gzain a clearer picture of the Malaysian politi-
cal scene. Finally, a projection of the future political

prospects for Malaysia was offered.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Lea E., Williams, in his book The Future of the Overseas

Chinese in Southeast Asia, defines an overseas Chinese as
an individual of some Chinese ancestry who views residence
abroad as compatible with Chinese cultural identity and less
certainly with some remote Chinese political orientation.

An overseas Chinese considers the expatriation from his
homeland the result of his own or his forebearers' economic

1y T o

ambitions. He also regards himself as a member of the over-
seas Chinese people, which is, in turn, part of the greater
Chinese nation, and is so regarded by those around him.
Overseas Chinese communities exist in every country in
Southeast Asia to include Malaysia, and dot many nations cf
the remainder of the globe. It is worth noting that the
Chinese population of Hong Xong does not realistically fit
any oractical definition of an overseas Chinese community.
Contrary to some sources, a majority of this Chinese commu-
nity avparently consider themselves residents of a pertion
of their native Xwangtung Province which jus* happens o be
under 3ritish control. Hong Kong's propinquity to China
mitigzates agins®t i+t being a legitimate overseas Chinese com-
muni<y.

The overseas Chinese have traditionally been stereoctyved
as trading people, tending to be urbanized and, if not yet

financially successful, ordinarily strongly attracted by the

10




lure of commercial profits. In this capacity, the overseas
Chinese have frequently been referred to as the Jews of the
Far East. Furthermore, labels such as inscrutable, energet-
ic, hard-working, clannish, and apolitical, have habitually
followed the overseas Chinese wherever they venture. 3Being
apolitical was a deliberate choice of the overseas Chinese
for a2 number of reasons. In the past, they have preferred
to let some other element run <he government (as long as it
was run well) so their full efforts could be devoted to eco-
nomic endeavors. Another major reascn involved the overseas
Chinese community's 2fforts to maintain a "low profile" and
not draw undue attention upon themselves. Historically,
high levels of attention on the overseas Chinese have caused
them to be the victims of jealous and antagonistic actions
on the part of the non-Chinese population. As with all gen-
eralizations, there are exceptions and the overseas Chinese
in Malaysia rroved to be such an anomaly. The Chinese ele-
ment in Malaysia has been one of the very few, if not <he
only, overseas Chinese communities to vie for fair political
representation or political power through the democratic
process, the vote. The debut of the overseas Chinese chal-
lenge to the politically-dominant Malays occurred in the
elections of 1964 with the efforts of Mr. Lee Kuan Yew and
the People's Action Party (PAP) of Singapore. 3ut the real
challenge did not materialize until the 1369 elec<tions,
after the separation of Singapore :rom the Federation of

Malaysia, and the resulting Chinese successes were greeted

with chaotic violence.

11




This thesis will examine the successes and failures of
the overseas Chinese community, especially the minority Chi-
nese opposition parties, in its attempts to gain fair polit-
ical representation through the election process. This
representation is a critical ingredient to the achievement
of an elusive "national unity," an expressed desire of the

Malay political hierarchy.




ITI. THE SEPARATION OF SINGAPORE FROM MALAYSTA

On 14 September 1963, after more than two years of delib-

eration and preparation, Malaya, Singapore, Sarawak, and Sa-
bah united in constituting the Federation of Malaysia., The
motivations, objectives, and expectations tied up in the
merger were as diverse as the land and people of the four

1 on 24 May 1963, the Prime Minister of

units involved.
Singapore (Lee Xuan Yew) argued that the "political, econom-
ic and military reasons are so compelling that we would bte
committing national suicide if we refused to merge in Malay-
sia."2 On that occasion, Lee Kuan Yew declared, probably
correctly, that the first pre-condition for the success of
Malaysia was "Naticnal unity of all the races comprising
Malaysia with undivided loyzlty to the elected Central Gov-
ernment of Malaysia."3 Tunku Abdul Rahman, Prime Minister
of Malava, maintained that "Since the independence of Malaya,
we have made a success of everything; there is no reason why
we can't make Malaysia a2 success too."u 30oth Prime Minis-
ters, Lee Xuan Yew of Singapore and Tunku Abdul Rahman of
Malaya, appeared to be profoundly committed *to the concept
of the newly created Federation of Malaysia.

Yet, on 9 August 1965, the State of Singapore was sepa-
rated from the Federation of Malaysia. R. S. Milne compared
Malaya and Singapore to Siamese twins, who could be separat-

ed only with damage to the health of at least one of the




children.5 Yet, they were separated in a bloodless but trau-

matic operation.6 For the Tunku, the news of separation,
which he announced to the Malaysian Parliament, was "the
most painful and heart-breaking news I have had to break
P ."7 For Lee, "it is a moment of anguish. All my life,
my whole adult life, I have believed in merger and unity of
the two territories. . « « It broke everything we stood for."
The most striking characteristic of the partial dissolution
£ the two-year-o0ld federation was the suddenness and final-
ity of the split btetween the Central Government of Malaysia
and the State of Singapore. Within two years, internal divi-
siveness between the Malay-dominated Alliance government of
Prime Minister Rahman and the predominantly Chinese State of
Singapore, governed by Lee Xuan Yew's People's Action Party

9

(PAP), proved the decisive cetrifugal force. In retrospect,

the break was inevitable, given the issues and the personal-
ities involved.lo

The sources of conflict between the Cen<tral Government
and the Singapore Govermment which culminated in the expul-
sion of Singapore on $ Augus*t 1965, were numerocus and quite
consvicuous. In reality, the key events were primarily po-
litical and racial in nature., These included the descision
of the PAP *o contest several state seats at the 1564 Malay-
an elections and to establish branches in the main towns of
Malaya, the communal riots in Singapore in 1964, the propes-
al of the PAP that there should be a "Malaysian Malaysia"

as opposed *o a "Malay Malaysia," and the formation of a




National Solidarity Convention to support a "Malaysian Malay-
sia." Additional sources of friction which perpetuated the
conflict, included personal differences between the two

Prime Ministers and disputes over the division of tax reve-
nue, a common market, pioneer industries, the 1965 federal
budget, the closure of the 3ank of China in Singapore, and
the control of broadcasting and television. In the final
analysis, it was the intertwining of political and communal
differences and the subsequent threat of racial violence

that tipped the balance toward the separation of Singapore

from the Federation of Malaysia.

A, POLITICAL RIVALRY

After Malaysia Day in 1953, Singapore's political envi-
ronment became t00 resirictive for the ambiticus and impa-
tient PAP hierarchy. Lee Xuan Yew was only the de facto
leader of a small Crposition in +the federal parliament,
tightly controlled by the massive majority of the government

11

Alliance Party,”~ the multi-ethnic coalition comprised of

|
[

th

®

Tnited Malays National Organization (UMNCO), Malaysian
Chinese Assccia*tion (MCA) and the Malaysian Indian Congress
(MIZ). In Avoril 1964, the PAP made the decision to extend
i%s vnar+%y apparatus %o the Malayan peninsula by entering <he
Malayan elsctions (primarily in the ur®tan constituencies
with subs%antial Chinese povoulations) to the federal parliia-
men%t, The PAP leaders, who have often described themselvas
as being "calculating," welcomed the oprortunity of extend-

ing their calculations over <the Malaysian abacus.12

e e e e e e e i it i bl



The decision of Singapore's People's Action Party to
participate in the Malayan state and parliamentary elections
of April, 1964, was probably the most crucial it was to make
in the course of its dispute with the Alliance Party and the
Central Government.13 In UMNO's hostile view, the PAP's
ill-concealed objective was to make Lee Xuan Yew the first
Chinese prime minister of Malaysia and add Chinese political
domination to their existing stranglehold over the Malaysian
economy.14 The Alliance leadership on the mainland consid-
ered the PAP venture a direct challenge to Alliance suprem-
acy while the Malays regarded it as Chinese defiance of a
volitical arrangement which guaranteed Malay paramountcy.

In the end, the PAP, in its first major attempt to win a
place for itself on the national political scene, succeeded
only in embittering federal-state relations, incurring the
wrath of the Malays, confirming the Tunku's distrust of Lee,
and opening the political field to a deadly racial battle.15

On 1 March 1964, Dr. Toh Chin Chye, Deputy Frime Minis-
ter of Singapore, announced that the PAP would compete for a
small number of seats in the Malayan state and parliamentary
elections in April., He then presented the argument that the
PAP, which was 2 leading force in the formation of Malaysia,
had to regard i+self as a national-level organization. DOr.
Toh s*tressed that his party had no intention of capturin
the Central government, but wanted to play a wider part in
building Malaysia "instead of being cornered like a rat in
wlb

Singapore. Within five years, he said, the PAP hoped %o

be "a force to be reckoned with" in Malaysia.17

16




The PAP Election Manifesto delineated two party objec-
tives for the Malayan election competition. The long-term
objective was "to assist in the building of a united demo-
cratic and socialist Malaysia, based on the principles of

18

social justice and non-communalism." The immediate objec-

tive was "to ensure that the Socialist Front (an alliance
between the Parti Ra'ayat or People's Party, a rural Malay
element, and the Labour Party of Malaya, an urban Chinese
organization) does not benefit from the substantial protest

19

votes against the MCA." An Indian official of the PAP ex-

pressed his party's objectives somewhat more succinctly:

OQur long-range objective, quite frankly, is to start a
social revolu*ion in Malaysia and breakx down the communal
walls in this country. Our short-term cbjective is just

as clear., We want to defeat the Socialist Frcent and the
Malayan Chinese Association, and by doing so prove <o the
Tunku that we are the only party that can appeal %o pro-
gressive-minded Malaysians in the cities of this country.2°

During the 1964 campaign, four themes emerged and rer-
vaded the PAP's proncuncements and activities. First, the
PAP's token participation was deliberate in the expectation
that it would generate 2 ainimum amount of disruption %o the
Malay political organization., Commented Lee prophetically:
We believe that any massive intervention in the elections
can be misinterpreted and will be presented to the rural
Malays as an attempt to challenge Umno. This will be bad
for Malaysia for it will encourage extremist Malay ele-
ments to work up feeling that with merger and Malaysia <the
position of the Malays has been endangered and the Chinese
in the towns are making a bid for power.21

The election of 1964 was regarded as a prelude to the prover-

bial main event, the election of 1969. 1In Lee's words, "If

it is possible to get the winds of change to blow in gently

17
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this year so much less of an upset it will be all round in
1969.“22 Although the PAP registered candidates for only
11 parliamentary and 15 assembly seats (all in urban areas),
an even lesser number (9) of the parliamentary candidates
actually campaigned. The inadequacy of the PAP's organiza-
tional effort was reflected in the defeat of all but one of
its nine candidates.23
Second, the PAP leaders made it clear that their party
was not opposing UMNO, nor the Tunku, nor any part of the

2k The PAP announced that

Malay leadership of the Alliance.
two of its nominees for Johore constituencies would not cam-~
paign because, contrary to PAP expectations, their Alliance
opponents were UMNO and not MCA members.25 Throughout the
campaign, Lee stressed the importance of retaining the Tun-
Xu's leadership at this crucial moment when the nation was
facing Indonesian Confrontation (Indonesia aggressively
pledged *to "crush Malaysia®" as a 3ritish-conceived, "neo-
colonial" creation):

+ » the only coherent and effective leadership that can
bulld a Malaysia separate from Indonesia 1s that of the
Tengku and Tun Razak in Umno, . . . For Malaysia %o suc-
ceed, we must help the Tengku's leadership to succeed, 26

Lee announced that all Malaysians were in the "same boat"
and no bvetter hands were available to pilot this vessel than
the Tunku's. But, he added, the PAP can help him navigate
by pointing out rocks and perils in its path.27

Third, the PAP proposed certain social and economic

changes in Malaysia which might help to narrow the gap be-

tween the urban and rural populations and between the "“haves"

18




and the "have nots."28 Said Lee:
If it can be shown that the people in the bigger towns in
Malaya support Malaysia by supporting pro-Malaysia parties,
better still, if it can be shown that they support an eco-
] nomic and social policy similar to that of Singapore, it
will give us added strength in convincing the Umno leader-
ship that this policy should be adopted in Malaya, particu-
larly when these policies will benefit the rural Malays
even more, 29
The fourth theme was the PAP's direct competition with
the Malayan Chinese Association and the Socialist Front.
Lee argued that while the present Malay leadership of the
Tunku and Tun Razak in UMNO "is vital to the survival and
i success of Malaysia, the Chinese leadership in the Alliance
as represented by the Malayan Chinese Association (MCA) is
replaceable."30 It is unclear whether Lee believed or de-
sired that his party actually would be taken into the Alli-

ance Party in place of the MCA, but it is clear that he

31

foresaw some subsequent cooperation between the PAP and UMNO.
i The PAP quickly proceeded with its plan to participate

in the election once the decision was made. PAP headquar- -

ters were established in Kuala Lumpur, and gradually, new

branches were opened in the areas in which PAP candidates

were contesting.32 In addition %o establishing a parity

election machine on the peninsula, PAP leaders conducted a
gsearch throughout Malaya for probable candidates to carry
the PAP standard.

The reactions of the Tunku and his Alliance Party over
the actuality and basis of the PAP's participation in the
Malayan elections were characterized by profound distress,

deep irritation and extreme anger. To the Tunku this
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participation was not only contrary to an earlier pledge
which the Tunku felt Lee had made, but it was also, in the
Tunku's eyes, an attempt to go back on the constitutional
arrangements by which Singapore was accepted into the feder-
ation: the limitation of Singapore's representation in Par-
liament to 15 seats.33
This earlier pledge involved the interpretations of the
gcope and meaning of specific provisions of the Malaysian
Federal Constitution. In addition to the arrangement of
limiting Singapore to 15 of the 159 seats in the Federal
Parliament, which did not specifically prohibit Singapore-
based parties from aftempting to enhance their representa-
tion by contesting seats in other sections of the federation,
Singapore citizens could not vote or run for federal and
state office in the Malayan states. Although both Singapcre
and Malayan leaders concurred on these constitutional provi-
sions--designed by +the Alliance Party hierarchy to insulate
Malaya politically from Singapore--their interpretations of
the extent and intent of these arrangements differed greatly.
In the Tunku's view, Singapore polifticians were %o confine
their activities to Singapore:
Nhen Singapore came into this new nation of Malaysia, we
had agreed under the Constitution that she should have
representation in our Parliament and fit into the pattern
by having her own administrative machinery, and her own
elections. The first sign of Singapore's attempt to have
a hand in the affairs of Malaysia was in the last elec-
tions when the PAP contested some of the constituencies.

That was quite contrary o what we agreed,34

Though there are indications that Lee persocnally promised

the Tunku that the PAP would not contest the 1964 Malayan

20




elections, there is no evidence that any such promise was
made with the agreement of the PAP leadership, nor that this
moratorium would be extended beyond the 1564 elections.>>
Yet it is clear, from his actions and statements, that the
Tunku expected and intended that the leaders of Singapore
should take little or no part in the national politics and
government of Malaysia.

The PAP's assault on the MCA also elicited deep resent- £
ment from the Tunku., Throughout the campaign he reiterated |
his determination to stick with the MCA and rebuffed PAP ad- .ﬁ
vances despite what he termed "our own intermal party
troubles."36

Tan Siew Sin, President of the MCA, and Dato Syed Jaf-
far Albar, Secretary General of UMNO, were the central fig-
ures directing the Alliance Party's strategy in the clash
against the PAP. Tan believed that the PAP's actions were
a direct "challenge to the MCA as to whether it is the PAP i
or *he MCA that should represent the Chinese in Malaysia."37
The orientation of Jaffar Albar's campaign against the PAP
provided a hint to the racial conflict which exploded in
Singapore a few months after the Malayan elections. More
ominously, he spoke of the "pathetic" plight of the Malays
in Singapore under Lee's rule, saying that "Lee XKuan Yew is
so contemptuous of the Malays that his Government refused to
appoint any Malay to'serve on statutory vodies in Singapore."38

As was previously disclosed, the PAP was soundly defeat-

ed--the biggest surprise of the election. The results of

21

—




the April 25 balloting revealed tha*t the Alliance prevailed
in 89 of the 104 parliamentary seats, an unprecedented feat,
In voting for state assemblies, the Alliance captured 241
seats, the PAP none.39 While the MCA made the most substan-
tial Alliance gains, the PAP managed to poll only 16.3
percent of the valid votes cast in the parliamentary constit-
uencies., . . and 13.9 percent in the state constituencies.uo
The PAP Central EZxecutive Committee attributed the election
defeat to "the sense of national solidarity in defense of
Malaysia undsr the threat from Indonesia. « . ." It ap-
veared quite evident that the FA? operation on the peninsula
was inadequately organized. In addition, it was blatantly
obvious that the FPAP failed to do its "homework" in selec-
ting candidates, emphasizing the relevant issues, and commu-
nicating with the Malayan pecple.

Prom the time of its Malayan election defeat, the PAP
seemed *t0 turm its efforts more and more clearly towards
oprosition to the Alliance and the Central govermmen<t, and

to have given up the idea of joining and cooperating wit

4 5
e The eventual con-

the Tunku and his political entourage.
flict transcended political boundaries znd spilled over in-
to the racial scene resulting in disaster for the country
as a whole.

1+ The S pere Riots

During a procession of Muslims celebrating the Provh-
et's birthday on 21 July 1964, communal riots exploded and

continued sporadically for almost a week. This violence
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resulted in 22 reported deaths and nearly 500 injuries.
It has been reported that on the eve of the riots, leaflets
urging Malays to kill Chinese were distributed in Singapore,
and the markings on these leaflets read, "Singapore Malay
Naticnal Action Committee.“u4
The PAP accused the communal politicking of Jaffar Albar,
Utusan Melayu (a Malay newspaper printed in Jawi script and
connected to several UMNC leaders who had sizeable share
holdings), and the Singapore UMNO branch as being responsi-
tle for the violence. Lee, in a radio broadcast on the
first night of the riots, said that “All the indications
show that there has been organization and planning behind
this outbreak to turn it into an ugly communal cla.sh."l"5 Cn
the other hand, the three accused parties reciprocated by
blaming the riots on what they stated was the "PAP's attempt
to humiliate the Malay community in Singapore and to divide

6

it.“4 The Tunku, in Washington at the time cf the outbreak,
claimed that he had evidence that Indonesia was bYehind the
rioting and commented with dismay, "This is the most unhap-
piest moment of my life. No<*hing like this has happened in
my country before."47
Both Lee and the Tunku were genuinely and justifiably
perturbed by the communal riots. In 2 speech in Singapore a
month after the outbreak, the Tunku again blamed the riots
on Indonesians who, he claimed, had stirrsd up the legiti-

48

mate grievances of the Singapore Malays. Lee left the

problem in “‘he Tunku's hands and apparently tried his best
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to keep from assessing blame; his own conviction as to Al-
bar's and UMNO's responsibility, however, his own conviction
g . 49
was difficult to hide.
On 2 September 1964, new communal rioting erupted in

Singapore, apparently fomented on this occasion by Indone-
sian agents. The Tunku repeated his charge that Indonesian
agents discovered fertile ground in the grievances of the
Malays in Singapore:

The *trouble in Singapore arose because the Malays there

felt themselves neglected and despised. They expected

the Government to improve their lot but the State Govern-

ment of Singapore made no provision for special treatment

of one particular race or community. They, therefore,

felt aggrieved. So_it needed only a little incitement ¢

start off trouble.59

Not only were the Singapore riots distressing in them-

selves because of the destruction and loss of life they had
caused, tut they also made clear the potential danger in-
volved in rousing racial sentiments through political agita-
tion, the explosiveness ¢f the Singapore community, and the
possible disaster which could take place throughout Malavsia

should racial passions be inflamed.51

2. Malaysian Solidarity Convention

In May and June of 1965, the heated dispute tetween
the Singapore and Central governments reached the crisis
stage and ultimately 2 climax. Beginning with the PAP's 10th
Anniversary Congress in November, 1964, there had been *alk
of the establishment of a united oppositicn front composed of

52

all pro-Malaysia opposition parties. The proposed front

was envisioned by PAP leaders as an instrument through




which to fight for the principle of equality embodied in the
"Malaysian Malaysia" concept and through which to promote
democratic socialism and parliamentary democracy.53 Lee was
perhaps somewhat less idealistic in his assessment of the
front when he commented:
if it is necessary to have a Malaysian Malaysia through
such a group of parties making an effort to win the major-
ity of seats in Malaysia to form the Government, well so
be it., It has to be done.5
In April, 1965, in the wake of intensifisd efforts by
leaders of *he Malayan Alliance Par+ty to strengthen <their
39

sister organization in Singapore, a Malaysian National

Alliance Party was formed by merging the four separate Alli-
ance parties of Malaya, Singapore, Sabah, and Sarawak.56
This merger of Alliance parties throughout Malaysia provided
the impetus for the implementation of the proposed united
opposition front,

On 9 May 1964, five Malaysian opposition parties assem~
bled in Singapore and formulated the Malaysian Solidarity
Convention. These five parties included the Pecple's Action
Party (PAP); the People's Progressive Party of Malaya (PPP),
the champion of the cause of the Chinese schoocls; the United
Democratic Party of Malaya (UDP); the moderate faction of
the lef+tist Sarawak United People's Party (SUPP), an essen-
tially Chinese-based but multi-racial par+ty whose primary
objective called for the independence of Sarawak; and
MACHINDA, a relatively new and small Sarawak party. These

parties spanned the Malaysian pclitical spectrum from center

right to far left., Only the PAP and SUFP had proved
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substantial local appeal, and the prospect of affiliation
with the Malaysian Solidarity Convention caused a serious
internal crisis in SUPP.57

Although the Malaysian Solidarity Convention was predom-
inantly the incorporation of the political ideology which
Lee and his PAP had consistently expounded, the brittle
unity of the new movement was apparently based on it mem-
vers' mutual fear of Malay communalism. In principle the
general aims of the Convention were unexcepiionable: the
promotion of parliamentary democracy and prevention of the
identification of the nation with the interests or supremacy
of any one community or race.58 The Convention charged that
the Alliance Party was a conglomerate cf communal parties
with communal cooperation teing confined to the top leader-
ship echelons of the individual parties. Lee called for the
creation of a ftruly non-communal society through the com-
vlete destruction of the communal structures and the recon-
struction of a non-communal party from the basement to the
roof--a "Malaysian Malaysia.,"

The proposal and the Convention itself evoked a violent
reaction from many Alliance s+talwarts in Malaya who termed
it an insidious plot and a device to put Lee into a2 position
to capture the Central government.59 Alliance leaders were
particularly distressed, it appears, because the new Conven-
tion made clear the significance of one of the great un-

knowns in the Malaysian political scene: the possibdble
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future political complexion and sympathies of the people of
Sarawak and Sabah.60 The continuance of Malay political su-
premacy was now in serious question.

In the final analysis, the foundation of the National
Solidarity Convention did more to accentuate, rather than
diminish, the racial aspects of the conflict. By the middle
of 1965, the conflict was being ventilated increasingly in
racial terms. In the Tunku's opinion, of the many problems
that existed, the one that gave him the most concern was the

" 6
communal issue. 1

B. RACIAL CONFLICT

The conflict between Singapore and the Central Govern-
ment and the sventual separation itself cannot be completely
understood without considering the mos+% volatile and mos<
fundamental factor involved--that of race. Virtually every
aspect of the Singapore-Malaya dispute became sntangled in
the racial embroilment, and it was in the context of this
controversy that other consideraticns--economic, political,
and ideological--assumed such critical propor‘tions.62

Since Malaysia is 2 multi-racizl country, the potential
for problems surfacing from a racially-mixed society had
been recognized and scrutinized. Under the ausvices c¢f con-
stitutional documentation, the Malays have continually been
accorded special privileges especially an insured political

dominance, *to equalize the obvious economic paramountcy of

the more ambitious and harder-working non-Malays.
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Although the Malays prevailed numerically over the Chi-

nese population on the peninsula, the latter constituted a
solid 75% of the inhabitants in Singapore. Consequently,
the Borneo States of Sarawak and Sabah were incorporated in-
to the Federation of Malaysia for the express purpose of
counterbalancing the Chinese population in Singapore. In
the new federation of Malaysia, the Malays constituted 39.4
percent of the population; Chinese 42.3 percent; indigenous
veovles, 6.7 percent; Indians and Pakistanis, 9.3 percen't.63

Racial distrust and dislike within Malaya had long been
covered over with a veneer of harmony.éu Although the Chi-
nese and Malays snjoyed and became secure with their respec-
tive economic and political ascendancy, the formation of
Malaysia shoo? the guarded security of the Malay people.
The belated Malay realization that their race no longer en-
joyed a numerical majority or even a plurality in the Feder-
ation of Malaysia as it did in former Malaya, resulted in a
pronounced fear of a Chinese takeover. Lee Xuan Yew became
the c¢entral figure accentuating this fear of the Malays.
Lee himself reportedly said +that he would like to be Prime
Minister only if it would benefit as a whole.65

1. "Malaysian Malaysia®

The political and communal aspects of the conflict

were interwoven to a point that separation of these dis<tinct
factors had become impossible. The PAP's concept of a
"Malaysian Malaysia" presented an extremely sensitive and

erucial issue in the racial dispute. The PAP was determined




on creating a common Malaysian identity--non-communal or Ma-

laysian Malaysia--among the varied nationalities of the fed-
eration. As it was described by the Malaysian Solidarity
Convention, "A Malaysian Malaysia means that the nation and
the state is not identified with the supremacy, well-being
and the interests of any one particular community or race."
Alliance leaders countered that the Alliance had

accepted the principle of a Malaysian Malaysia even before

Malaysia itself had been formed.67 Through these views,

which were announced publicly, the differences between the
Alliance Party and the PAP were not in the final objective
but in the method of approach and the time-phasing involved
in the attainment of the gnal. Lee Kuan Yew 2xpressed the
following point of view:

We both want to get a Malaysian Malaysia, be we propose
route "A", direct from many States together intc one fed-
eration, from many zgroups together into a multi-racial
party, towards a multi-racial, united Malaysia. They say
'No, let us go slowly--separate States--Singapore differ-
ent from Malaya. You keep to Singapore, nlease don't in-
terfere in Malaya. We will run things for you, but we
will try to get to the point of a multi-racial Malaysia.53

Dr. Ismail Bin Dato Abdul Rahman, Malaysian Minister of In-
ternal Security and Home Affairs, put it in this manner:

There are two ways of establishing a Malaysian Malaysia.
First is the platform of the PAP--noncommunalism straight-
away. The other--the method adopted by the Alliance--re-
quires two steps. First, inter-racia% harmony; second,
an ultimate state of non-communalism.®9

The Tunku made the following statement on the issue:

Young men . . . want to rush things. Instead of doing
what they want in a quiet and practical way, they tread
on everybody's toes, knock everybody's head and bring
about chaos, suspicion, misunderstanding, hatred and
trouble. . . « The suggestion from these young leaders
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is that you can do this (demolish the dividing wall among
the races) overnlght without making any attempt to put
the timbers in shape. Why rush? After all, the nation
will live many long years. 'Why not take time to make a
strong nation?70
Lee's concept of a non-communal Malaysia which would
permit all racial groups to compete for political power on an
equality basis, was designed to produce a predominantly Chi-
nese government. If this societal process was allowed to
proceed, Lee's dream of Chinese political supremacy would
most likely have teen a realifty. The Tunku's gradual wearing
away of communal walls would assure Malay political control
for the present, and perhaps also in the long-run when the
Malays reach that theoretical condition of overall readiness
to compete with the Chinese from a position of equality.71
2, Malay Special Privileges
A second significant factor in the communal dispute
revolved around Malay rights and privileges. These special
privileges had teen granted to the Malays in an attempt
first, %o give them a feeling of security and to compensate,
particularly in the political sphere, for the ambition and
energy of the Chinese; and second, %c "uplift" the Malays so
?
that they could eventually compete with the Chinese. = Lee
attacked Malay rrivileges on the grounds that they did not
achieve their second objective
While we uphold special privileges for Malays in the con-
stitution, we believe that the crux of the problem is how
t0 raise the living standards of the rural people, who are
mainly Malays., Their standards of living are not advanced
by special rights for a small number of special Malays
¢« « « Special privileges will only help a small group

of Malay bourgeozs*e to become capitalists, who will later
exploit the poorer section of the people of all races.?3
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In the words of Singapore Minister for Social Affairs Inche

Othman Wok: "The special Malay rights should te an incen-
tive to the Malays to work doubly hard to improve their liv-
ing and not as an excuse for them to hide behind."'ﬂL Lee
further declared that, in accordance with the Constitution,
the privileges granted to the Malays were not political in
nature but economically and socially oriented. Thus, he
maintained, the Malays had no special right to rule
Malaysia.75
The Alliance Party supported Malay privileges on the
grounds that they did achieve their firs<t objective (to give
the Malays security and +to compensate for the dynamism of
the other communities), and that they were absolutely neces-
sary in order to insure the Malays against domination by the
qhs 74
other communities.’° The Tunku argued:
Qur aim to establish a system of parity, not only polit-
ically but econcmically, would leave no one out or unable
to compete in the forward march of the new Malaysia. . . .
Ultimately the time will come when it will be possible by
legislative action %o amend the Ccnstitution bvecause this
special position will no longer be needed, « . « It would
be foolish, however, to hasten the day of revision of
these constitutional rights prematurely.??
Commen*ting *that the Malays constituted only one percent of
the business-force and only 15 percent of the university
students, the Tunku warned:
If these righ%ts are taken away what hope is there for the
Malays to survive in their own country? . . . If the Ma-
lays are not given protection you will find that they will

join the ranks of extremists and in the course of time you
will find Malaysia joining Indonesia.?8
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3. Protagonists

Two protagonists, the Malay "ultras* and the Malay
newspaper Utusan Melayu, played significant roles in the
communal dispute., As in most nations of the world, the Fed-
eration of Malaya and its successor, Malaysia, had its share
of vehement nationalists (Malay) who occupied key government
and political party positions. These ardent Malay national-
ists included the UMNO Secretary-General Jaffar Albar, Lan-
guage and Literature Agency Director Syed Nasir, and Minis-
ter of Information and 3roadcasting Inche Senu who also head-
ed the UMNO Youth Organization. It was Lee XKuan Yew who

: g 7 7
gave these Malay "ultra-nationalis+ts" their label.‘9

and, by
doing so, may have provided them the catalyst to consolidate
their position and achiesve nationwide suprort.

The Tunku attempted to exert some control over the
extremis%s and their antagonistic comments. When his moder-
ating efforts failed, the Tunku refused to take any drastic
action against them. Consequently, the power of the Malay
"ultras" in party and govermment affairs increased siznifi-
cantly during the last two months of the conflict especially
with the absence of the Tunku's moderating influence. In-
deed, the theory has been advanced that at the time of the
break, the Tunku was losing his control of the extremists

80 In an undated le%tter to

and perhaps also of his party.
Dr. Toh, in a last-minute effort <o convince the Singapore

Deputy Prime Minister of the necessity of the split, the

Tunku wrote:




T T Y B e T W T P T T 5

If I were strong enough and able to exercise complete con-
trol of the situation I might perhaps have delayed action,
but I am not, and so while I am able to counsel tolerance
and patience I think the amicable settlement of oug dif-
ferences in this way is the only possible way out.Z>1
The Tunku subsequently tried to explain that the phrase "if
I were strong enough" had no reference to his ability to :
control his party or the country.82 Even if one believed
that the Tunku was in control of the extremists, one could
not deny the increasing frequency in which the latter began
speaking on behalf cf the Malay people. Apparently acting
on their own initiative, the extremists persuasively played
upon the Malays' fear that their status in the country was
being seriously threatened, and were quite successful in
doing so.

Utusan Melayu, a Malay newspaper printed in Jawi
script, also participated and succeeded in accentuating the
communal dispute., The paper printed sditorials designed <o
incite communal differences and presented the news with a i
definite Malay-nationalist slant. Utusan Melavyu reportedly

was con*trolled by certain UMNQ leaders, including the Mentri

Besar of Trengganu who was the CThairman of che paper's Zoard

83

of Directors.

C. SEPARATION

While the Tunku was attending a conference in London
(June 1965), the war of words which were now expressed al-
nmost exclusively in racial terms, continued to such a degree
that drastic action was imminent., In addition, the dispute

had spilled over into *the international arena as the Can<ral
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Government became the target of some critical press editori-
als in 3ritain. The Tunku professed to be puzzled and hur+t
by all the trouble in Malaysia:
Why do we want to say all these things? We are a happy
people. « . « I wanted to be an elder statesman and help
resolve issues worrying one party or another . . ., if
there is still something worrying Mr. Lee, I will be zlad
to look into it and see how best we can settle things.B“
Before he could look into anything, the Tunku entered the
London Clinic (25 June) suffering from a painful at*ack of
shingles. While he was in the clinic, he aprarently re-
versed his views., He later disclosed that while in the hos-
pital (presumably in a depressed state of mind) he got down
to calculating the pros and cons of keering Singapore in Ma-

85

The Tunku's initial decision on separation was

86

laysia.
apparently made on 29 June 1965,
Although *the Tunku's 29 June decision on separazion was
made, it was by no means irreversible., Referring to the de-
cision, Telix Abisheganadan, a veteran Malaysian journalist,
wrote (after an interview with the Tunku on 9 August 19635,
the day of separation) that, 'If there could be no agreement
with the PAP %o call off the heavy politicking which he (the
Tunku) feared would lead to racial bloodshed,' the Tunku had

87 The Tunku instructed Tun

felt that Singapore had to go.
Razak (his deputy) %o proceed with the legal chores neces-
sary before separation could be effected only on 25 July
1965.88 Purther, shortly afiter making his decision of 29
June, the Tunku wrote a letter to Tun Razak outlining the

lines of his thinking, asking Razak to discuss separation
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with the Cabinet seniors, and requesting the Deputy Prime

Minister to meet with Lee Kuan Yew %o try to eliminate the
causes of friction.89 At Lee's request, he and Razak met
on 20 July 1965 (prior to the arrival of the Tunku's letter
in Xuvala Lumpur) with very negative results. It clearly

2 e

indicated that there was little possibility of an end to

the war of words.9O

On 29 July 1965, Tun Razak again met
Lee in what was later reported to have been 'one of Tun Ra-
zak's last efforts to heal the rift between the State and
Central C-overnmen*‘;.‘91 0f this meeting Razak later revealed:
'T met Mr., Lee. I found it impossible. Our minds did not

192 When asked if Lee Xnew the conse-

meet on most points.
quences of what would happen if he did not see =2ye %o eye
with the Central Government, Tun Razak replied, 'Certainly
he did.'93 According to Lee, he was not convinced that
there was no other way out than separation until his meeting
with the Tunku on 7 August 1965.%%

In his "breakaway" speech, the Tunku revealed that two
alternatives had been open to him. The first course of ac-
tion involved taking repressive measures against the leaders
of the Singapore Government. The second option was to sever
all relations with Singapore. The former course was rejec-
ted, because it was contrary %o his idea of parliamentary
democracy and because in the long run it would increase
rather than diminish the prospect of communal violence.95

With the threat of imminent communal viclence staring

him in the face, the Tunku was compelled to confront the
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situation and then make the most important decision in the
short existence of Malaysia. On 22 July 1965, Tunku Abdul
Rahman received a reply from Tun Razak stating 'all the se-
nior Cabinet Ministers' (he, Dato Dr. Ismail, Tan Siew Sin,
and V. T. Sambanthan) were agreed that no agreement with
Singapore could be reached96 and that Singapore should be
separated, The full agreement of his Cabinet seniors was
probably a decisive event in the Tunku's decision-making,
for on 25 July, he wrote back to Tun Razak instructing <the
latter to 'proceed with the legal chores and the amendments
to the Constitution' and to arrange for the recall of
Parliament.97
The Tunku flew into Singapore in the early hours of
5 August 1965 and met with four of his senior Cabinet Minis-
ters to discuss the situation. The meeting concluded with
what was inevitable--that there was no al<ernative tc imme-
diate separation. Therefore, the decision was prcbtably made
irreversible on 5 August 19%5., That evening, Dr. Goh Xeng
Swee and severzal other PAP lesaders, who had been in the fad-
eral capi<al for a few days, were informed of the break de-
cision. Cn 7 Augus®t 1965, the Tunku summoned Lee from a
golf gzame in the Cameron Highlands, some eighty-five miles
north of Xuala Lumpur, and told him that if Singapore did
not quit the federation there would be bloodshed.99 Lee,
who hoped the situation could still be saved, found the Tun-
ku completely resolute and reluctantly accepted what he

called “*he Tunku's "intuitive" judgment. When <the
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parliamentary session opened in Kuala Lumpur, August 9, the
Government introduced a constitutional amendment which would
formalize the decision reached by the Prime Minister and a

100 Earlier, the Singa-

handful of selected cabinet members.
pore Cabinet hal reluctantly approved the agreement. For

two and one !'zlf hours the House of Representatives listened
to the Prime Minister's explanations and the stunned opposi-

tion's questions and then passed the amendmen% 126-0, with
101

-

one cprosition member abstaining and the rest absent,
The separation was announced simultaneously by Lee and the

Tunku on 9 August 1965, and took everybody by complete

surorise.

It would be a consideravle task to assess how close *to
racial violence Malaysia ac*tually was at the time of the
separation. Certainly this was the fundamental reascn giv-

e It appears that

en by 4the Tunku for his break decision.
the Tunku's fear of imminent large-scale racial violence was
real and genuine. Several American officials who were in
Malaysia at the time of the break report that communal ten-
sion was indeed high, and tha+t a continuation of the dispute
at its present intensity might well have resulted in
blcodshed.lo3
However, the expulsion of Singapore from the federation
did not completely remove the non-Malay political orposition
or the racial problems which plagued the country. This was
evidenced by the 13 May 1969 communal rio*s which followed

the West Malaysian elections, and the fear of racial vio-

lence which haunted the August 1974 national elections.

IV




Since the separation of Singapore and the removal of the

political threat in the form of Lee Kuan Yew and his PAP,
how have the overseas Chinese fared in the Malaysian polit-
jcal arena? The following chapters will attempt to assess
the extent to which the overseas Chinese have influenced the

politics in West Malaysia.
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III. FROM THE SEPARATION TQO THE 1969 ELECTIONS

A recapitulation of the 1964 elections reveals that the
Alliance, the dominant party formed by the coalition of the
United Malosyrs National Organization (UMNO) and the Malayan
Chinese Association (MCA), had apparently achieved a re-
sounding victory. Alliance candidates were victorious in
39 of 104 seats in the Federzl Parliament, fifteen more <%han
in 1959. The Peorle's Ac*ion Party (PAP), which directly
challenged the {ICA for the votes of the Chinese community in
eleven constituencies, won only cne seat. The opposition
from the literal Lef%, another intercommunal coalition, the
Socialist *ron%t, composed of the (largely Chinese and Indian)
Labour Party and the (Malay) Partai Rakyat lost seven of the
nine seats it previously held.lcu

However, a closer scrutiny of the election showed that
the MCA triumphs had been possidble only with the assistance
of Malay votes, not the confidence 0f the Chinese community.
The MCA's image as a conservative, middle-class party, and
its rereated compromises with UMNO on crucial issues, partic-
ularly education, damaged its appeal to Chinese voters.ios
In reality, "the members of the ¥"\ were drawn from th
oroperty-owning walthy class, big business, finance and in-

2106

oorer

hinese

Q

dustry., Consequently, the mass of the

e

adult population became disfranchised. By 1569, the chal-

lenge of communal appeals became increasingly pronounced.
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The post-separation period continued to demonstrate a
complete Malay domination of politics at all levels of gov-
ernment, from the national Parliament to the state assem-

blies. This supremacy was effected by an ethnic group which

barely comprised half of the total population in the Federa-
tion of Malaysia. 3Based on the West Malaysian censuses of :
1957 and 1970, one can deduce that a comparatively even

fluctuation developed in the population of the +two major

ethnic groups, the Malays and Chinese (Table I and Figures

1-12). The proportion of Chinese in West Malaysia, as de-

N

lineated in the 1957 and 197C censuses, decreased from 37
3/’

Logically, none of the individual states of West Malaysia

o\

n

to 35% while the Malay community increased from 350% <o

n

exhibited any appreciable percen*age shift in the populaticn

of their respective Malay and Chinese communities (Table I
and Fizures 1-11). Since the ratio of the Chinese populace
in West Malaysia remained relatively cons*ant between the
+two censuses, one can compare <these figures with the per-
centage of Chinese occupying important federal and state
governmen® posts in 1955 and following years to determine 1T
the Chinese community has bveen fairly represented in the
politics of West Malaysia.

After the separation of Singapore on 9 Augus* 1965, the
22-member Cabinet (Table II) of the Federation of Malaysia
included only four Chinese ministers, all frcm the small Sut

alite MCA. These four members gave the Chinese only an 123%

hold on the Cabinet posts. Since the Cabinet is selected
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Pigure 1. Johore, Population Distribution
by Main Ethnic Groups
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Pigure 2. Kedah, Population Distribution
by Main Ethnic Groups
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Figzure 3. KXelantan, Population Distribution
by Main Ethnic Groups
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Pigure 4, Malacca, Population Dis<ridution
? by Main Ethnic Groups
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Pigure 5. Negeri Sembilan, Populaticn
Distribution by Main Ethnic Groups
<
60 T / Malays
50 o=
;
50 o
30 <4 ——— Chinese
| 1

I )
1957 1970

Pigure 6, Pahang, Population Distribution
by Main Ethnic Groups
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Pigure 7. Penang, Population Distribution
by Main Ethnic Groups
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Figure 8.

Perak, Population Distribution
by Main Ethnic Groups




\

| !
T 1

1957 1970
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Figure 10, Selangor, Population Distribution
by Main Ethnic Groups
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Pigure 11. Trengganu, Population Distribution
by Main Ethnic Groups
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Pigure 12, West Malaysia, Population
Distribution by Main EZthnic Groups
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Pigure 13. Sabah, Population Distribution
by Main Ethnic Groups
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TABLE II
1965 CABINET CF THE FEDERATICN OF MALAYSTIA

Prime Minister « « o « ¢ o o o o o« ¢ ¢ o o o o o Abdul Rahman
Deputy Frime Minister « o+ « ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o Abdul Razak

% ernal Affairs « o+ o« « o o ¢ o ¢« o Abdul Rahman
e & % w w e e n e e e e o Abdul Razalk

Minister of Defence

Minister of Home Affairs « « o Ismail bin Dato' Abdul Rahman
Minister of Justice « » ¢« o « « Ismail bin Dato® Abdul Rahman
finister of TiN2NCE « o ¢ ¢ o o o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ &« ¢« Tan Siew Sin **

o)
ecommunications « VT Samban
Minister of Transport « « « » s« ¢ o o o Sarden bin Haji Jubir

Minister of BEducation « ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢+ ¢ ¢ ¢« Mohammed Khir Joh:
o ealth « v« « ¢ s » o « o « o Bahaman bin Samsu
Minister of Commerce & Industry « « « ¢ o s o« ¢« Lim
2 e

S
rvices « o ¢ Abdul Hamid XKhan b
Sakhawas Al

Minister of Local GCovernment & Housing « « « « « Khaw Kai-2Zoh 2+
Minister of Sarawak Aff2irs « ¢« ¢ & ¢ ¢ « Jugah anak Barieng
Minister of Labouz ¢« o ¢« « « o o ¢ ¢ ¢« o ¢ V. Manickavasagan
Minister cof Information & Brcadcasting ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ « ¢ Senu bin
Abdul Rahnm

Minister of Agriculture & Co=-operatives . . lNohammed Ghazali
: b

bin Ha
Minister of Lands & Mines + + « o + o+ Abdul=Rahman oin Ya‘'kud
Minister without POrtiolio « « ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o ¢ o Ong Yckoe Lin #+

Notes: *# Tndicates Chinese ministers in the Cabinet; all
MCA members.
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B .

from among the members of the majority party (in this case,
the Alliance) in the lower house, one could not legitimately
claim that the Chinese component (21l MCA members) in +his
body truly represented the interest of the entire Chinese
community. Therefore, a more realistic impression of Chi-
nese representation in Malaysian politics would exclude any
Chinese coalition with the Malay-dominated Alliance or Na-

tional Front (N¥) which was formed in the early 1970's and

}‘l
[}

included the Alliance participants. This categorical def
nition will bte used throughout the thesis to reflect Chinese
representation in the Malaysian political scens, Conse-
quently, with the inclusion of this qualifying factor, actu-
al representation of the "ordinary®" Chinese in the Cabinet
was nihil. The ordinary Chinese (shor-keepers, hawkers,
taxi drivers, mechanics) who compose *the majori<y of the
Chinese community, are dy no means politically, scconomically
or socially united themselves., Dr., Stephen Lecng, a histo-
rian a+t the University of Malaya, made the following com-
ments concerning Chinese disunity:

The con+tinued existence of multiple Chinese parties will

contribute to the disunity of +the Chinese. This is be-

cause each party regards itself as the best representative

of the Chinese community and in making organised efforis

+o win the support of the Chinese, they will split the

community (at least) three ways.l6

This disparate representational trend was also evident

in the Parliament. Table III shows that 33% of the Senate
seats were held by ethnic Chinese, Table IV reflects a 29%
Chinese representation in the House of Representatives, 3y

disregarding the number of Chinese representatives who were

50
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WEST MALAYSIAN

HOUSE OF

Name

Tan Siew Sin
Lim Swee Aun
Xhaw Kai-2oh
TLee Siok Yew
Ng Kam Poh
Chan Chong 'fen
Chan Seong Yoon
Chan Siang Sun
Chan Chen “ing Sum
Chin Foon

Geh Cheng Xeat
¥am Wecon Wan
Lee San Choon
Lee Seck Tun
Lim Chong Zu
Lia Kean Siaw
Lim Pee Hung
Ng Fah Yan

Quek Xai Dong
Seanh Tang ligiab
Siow Locong Hin
Soh Ah Teck
Tai Xuan 7ang
Tan Chee Xnhoon
Tan Cheng Bee
Tan Xee Cax
Tan Toh Hong
Tian Eng Bee
Toh Theam Hock
Yech Tat Beng
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Percentags of Chin

7 - 1.3
excluding the AlLL
*

e

IS o

BLE IV

REPRESENTATIVES 1965

State

Malacca
Perak
Selangor
Selangor
Perak
Johore
Selangor
Pahang
Selangor
Perak
Penang
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Perak
Penang
Penang
Xadan
Perak
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Negeri Sembilan

Johore
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members of the Alliance and the MCA in particular, the fol-
lowing picture of actual Chinese representation in Parlia-
ment is depicted: 0% in the Senate and 3% in the lower
house. It should be noted that Chinese represen<ation in
the Senate will, in all likelihood, remain nonexistent or
extremely low. This is due to the procedures for the selec-
tion of Senators; 32 are appointed by the Supreme Head of
State and the remainder, two from each of the 13 states,

are elected by the state assemblies which are controlled by
the Malays.

Table V reveals that Chinese political influence in th

[{/]

state assemblies (11) of Wes+t Malaysia was also considerably
low in comparison to the proportion of the Chinese popula-
tion in the various states. In the final analysis, one can
categorically affirm that the Alliance and, specifically,
the Malays maintained an overwhelming siranglehold on the
political power in Peninsular Malaysia, from the federal to
the states levels, at the time of the separation of Singarore
from the faderation (9 August 1963).

The post-separation road leading <o the elections of
1969 was lit*tered with otstaclss which *he Alliance and,
particularly, the MCA had to hurdle. The problem of lan-
guage a2nd *he related problem of sducation became conirover-
sial issues and eventually exacerbated communal tensions in
the intervening years., The year 1967 marked the end of a
ten-year period during which Znglish and Malay could be

utilized as official languages. Now, only Malay would be
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